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Young, Victor

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Google Forms <sfbdsupvrs@gmail.com>
Wednesday, April 26, 2017 1:57 PM
SOTF, (BOS)

New Response Complaint Form

Your form has a new entry.

Here are the results.

Complaint against
which Department
or Commission

Name of individual
contacted at
Department or
Commission

Alleged Violation

Date of public
meeting (if checked)

Please describe
alleged violation

San Francisco Public Finance Authority

There is none to contact. It hasn't been meeting.

Pubiic Records
Public Meeting

It did not hold any since 1994

The Public Finance Authority was the successor agency to the Educational Finance
Authority originally established in 1991 and re-established in 1993 as the Public
Finance Authority. Since 1994's Hoogasian vs. Board of Education decision, the
Public Finance Authority thought it was the Educational Finance Authority referred
to in the decision. Several years had gone by before Hoogasian was fully appealed,
and everyone thought it would be overturned so by the time it was upheld.
Everyone's minds were clouded about how the situation was addressed in 1993 by
establishing as successor agency, especially since some of the key officials were
involved in the "shrimpscam" scandal at the time and were dealing with their own
headaches with the FBI's public corruption unit. That said, the ballot language in
the 1993 voter guide is also misleading because it refers to a "tax we have already
been collecting” instead of an illegal tax that should not have been collected; with
that in mind, my view is the successor tax should be declared illegal as well because
it was approved after false/misleading information was provided to the voters, even
by the relatively lax standards of the time.

Because the Educational Finance Authority's sole purpose was to collect a
Transactions and Use Tax declared illegal under Hoogasian, the Public Finance
Authority stopped meeting and nobody cared or noticed. The Board of Equalization
still continued to collect the 1993 Transactions and Use Tax for the (in its eyes)
legally valid Public Finance Authority. In 1995, unwinding the mess, the legislature
added a section to the Revenue and Taxation code (section 7267¢ - also, that was
the year of the divided legislature, so the legislative intent of shaming San

P14




Francisco for trying to pass illegal taxes explains the unusually strong legal text),
and the Controller processed payments from the Board of Equalization intended for
the Public Finance Authority as if they were intended for the Educational Finance
Authority under section 7267e, when instead it should have sent them back and told
the Public Finance Authority cronies, "hey, you need to get a bank account and
have public meetings and budgets like an agency that exists." The Community
college and School District didn't complain because they were still receiving the
money they expected to, albeit from the controller because of the June 1993 fix, and
it was one less meeting for their executives to go to or worry about. This continued
for over two decades. In subsequent years, the controller failed to make material
disclosures regarding the Public Finance Authority and provided the public false
and misleading information in ballot handbooks (along with the Ballot
Simplification Committee's statements regarding what sales taxes are collected in
San Francisco) and financial statements because it failed to reconcile the BOE's
local district tax allocation reports to the City's financial accounts. Due to the
opacity of all of this, I'm not sure whether these funds show up as restricted or
unrestricted in the city's CAFR, but in any case, I find it incredulous we have a law
such as 7267e that gives legal force to an allocation formula of the Educational
Finance Authority (not the Public Finance Authority!) requiring citizens to try to
find 25 year old board minutes of a disbanded public body. If that's not
unconstitutionally vague, I don't know what is.

Date 04/24/17

Name = Thomas Busse
Address 5 84 Castro Street #388
City San Francisco

Zip 94114

Telephone - 4152445072

Email | tibussesf@gmail.com

Forward old email to another address with Email Forwarder for Gmail.

This email was sent via the Google Forms Add-on.
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Youm, Victor

From: Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, April 29, 2017 11:23 PM

To: SOTF, (BOS)

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS)

Subject: Re: SOTF - Confirmation of receipt of Compiaint/Correspondence
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Thank you Ms. Wolfe:

I have formally appealed to the City Attorney to force the Controller to Respond to my immediate Disclosure
Request to produce the financial statements of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority with a bona-fide
reason he cannot produce the documents. Because the San Francisco Public Finance Authority is a City Blended
Agency of the county sharing four board members including the treasurer as ex-officio, any reasonable person
should expect the Controller to be able to produce current financial statements. Per the Sunshine Ordinance's
Supervisor of Records provisions, I formally requested the City Attorney to use all powers vested in him,
including referral to the District Attorney or the Sheriff, to force the Controller to release this information or
give a reason it is not available.

I have also given the City Attorney an Immediate Disclosure Request for the Ordinances of the San Francisco
Public Finance Authority. They and the board minutes of this authority are not in the records of the SFPL's
Government Information Center; however, in a June 1993 special election, the City Attorney overrode the
Ballot Simplification Committee and substituted his own ballot summary. Therefore, The proposed ordinance
must be in the files of the City Attorney's Office (I have written confirmation from the Department of Elections
the Department does not have copies of the text of the proposed ordinance (which passed).

The Board of Equalization claims to be following this Ordinance; however, they have also missed the deadline
for my formal request under the California Public Records Act for a copy of this Ordinance.

I have two questions: ,

1) Does the San Francisco Public Finance Authority Exist ,

2) Is there a cover-up regarding the legal authority underpinning the 1993 sales tax, which continues to be
collected?

I also have reason to believe the City Attorney's office may have a conflict of interest in this matter due to
circumstantial evidence suggesting the City Attorney's office in 1993 conspired with other public officials to
knowingly pass an illegal tax and cover it up until it met the short statute of limitations placed on tax measures.
Further city legislative analysts have then buried the illegal pass through and knowingly and willfully made
material misrepresentations to the City Auditor and State Controller, and established secret budget process,

- knowingly violating California law requiring the annual meetings of joint powers authorities.

The current City Attorney was also a friend of the then-mayor and advised him off the record. It is possible, the
Current City Attorney may be aware of illegal acts that took place in 1993 and therefore take action to prevent
their disclosure or destroy them. I appeal to the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force to consider and advise me how
to proceed with my requests for disclosure under these circumstances.

Thomas J. Busse
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On Fri, Apr 28, 2017 at 5:39 PM, SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> wrote:

Dear Mr. Busse:

The Sunshine Ordinance Task Force (SOTF) is in receipt of your complaint and correspondenée. Your question is
currently being reviewed by SOTF Chair Bruce Wolfe and will respond shortly.

Thank you.

Victor Young  415-554-7724

Administrator, Sunshine Ordinance Task Force

From: Google Forms [mailto:sfbdsupvrs@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 26, 2017 1:57 PM
To: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org>

Subject: New Response Complaint Form

Your form has a new entry.

Here are the results.

Complaint against
which Department San Francisco Public Finance Authority

or Commission

Name of individual
contacted at
Department or
Commission

There is none to contact. It hasn't been meeting.

Public Records

»Alleged Violation Public Meeting
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Date of public
meeting (if checked)

Please describe
alleged violation

Date

It did not hold any since 1994

The Public Finance Authority was the successor agency to the Educational Finance
Authority originally established in 1991 and re-established in 1993 as the Public
Finance Authority. Since 1994's Hoogasian vs. Board of Education decision, the
Public Finance Authority thought it was the Educational Finance Authority referred
to in the decision. Several years had gone by before Hoogasian was fully appealed,
and everyone thought it would be overturned so by the time it was upheld.
Everyone's minds were clouded about how the situation was addressed in 1993 by
establishing as successor agency, especially since some of the key officials were
involved in the "shrimpscam" scandal at the time and were dealing with their own
headaches with the FBI's public corruption unit. That said, the ballot language in
the 1993 voter guide is also misleading because it refers to a "tax we have already
been collecting" instead of an illegal tax that should not have been collected; with
that in mind, my view is the successor tax should be declared illegal as well because
it was approved after false/misleading information was provided to the voters, even
by the relatively lax standards of the time.

‘Because the Educational Finance Authority's sole purpose was to collect a -

Transactions and Use Tax declared illegal under Hoogasian, the Public Finance
Authority stopped meeting and nobody cared or noticed. The Board of Equalization
still continued to collect the 1993 Transactions and Use Tax for the (in its eyes)
legally valid Public Finance Authority. In 1995, unwinding the mess, the legislature
added a section to the Revenue and Taxation code (section 7267e - also, that was
the year of the divided legislature, so the legislative intent of shaming San
Francisco for trying to pass illegal taxes explains the unusually strong legal text),
and the Controller processed payments from the Board of Equalization intended for
the Public Finance Authority as if they were intended for the Educational Finance
Authority under section 7267e, when instead it should have sent them back and told
the Public Finance Authority cronies, "hey, you need to get a bank account and
have public meetings and budgets like an agency that exists." The Community
college and School District didn't complain because they were still receiving the
money they expected to, albeit from the controller because of the June 1993 fix, and
it was one less meeting for their executives to go to or worry about. This continued
for over two decades. In subsequent years, the controller failed to make material
disclosures regarding the Public Finance Authority and provided the public false
and misleading information in ballot handbooks (along with the Ballot
Simplification Committee's statements regarding what sales taxes are collected in
San Francisco) and financial statements because it failed to reconcile the BOE's
local district tax allocation reports to the City's financial accounts. Due to the
opacity of all of this, I'm not sure whether these funds show up as restricted or
unrestricted in the city's CAFR, but in any case, I find it incredulous we have a law
such as 7267e that gives legal force to an allocation formula of the Educational
Finance Authority (not the Public Finance Authority!) requiring citizens to try to
find 25 year old board minutes of a disbanded public body. If that's not
unconstitutionally vague, I don't know what is.

04/24/17
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Name Thomas Busse

Address 584 Castro S>treet #388
City 77 : | San Frﬁﬁcisﬁo

Zip 94114 -
Telephoné 4152445072

Email tibussesf@gmail.com

Forward old email to another address with Email Forwarder for Gmail.

This email was sent via the Google Forms Add-on.
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

DENNIS J. HERRERA NICHOLAS COLLA
City Attorney Deputy City Aftorney
Direct Dial: ~ (415) 554-3819
Email: nicholas.colla @sfgov.org
MEMORANDUM
TO: - Sunshine Ordinance Task Force
FROM: Nicholas Colla
Deputy City Attorney
DATE: May 19, 2017
RE: Complaint No. 17039 — Busse v. San Francisco Public Finance Authority
COMPLAINT

Complainant Thomas Busse (“Complainant”) alleges that the San Francisco Public
Finance Authority (“SFPFA”)-violated provisions of the Sunshine Ordinance by failing to exist.

COMPLAINANT FILES THIS COMPLAINT

On April 26, 2017, Complainant filed this complainant with the Task Force regarding his
questions about SFPFA.

JURISDICTION

SFPFA was created pursant to State Business and Tax Regulation Code Sectlon 7281.1,
which reads as follows:

7286.1. Authorization to levy; San Francisco City and County. (a)
Upon the adoption of a resolution as specified by Section 7286.2 by the
governing boards of the San Francisco Unified School District and the San
Francisco Community College District, there shall be established in the
City and County of San Francisco an educational financing authority in
accordance with that resolution. Any authority so established may adopt
an ordinance imposing for the authority's general purpose a transactions
and use tax at a rate of 0.25 percent, 1f all of the following requirements
arc met:

(1) The ordinance proposing that tax is approved by a two-thirds vote of
the board of directors of the authority and by a majority of the qualified
voters of the county voting on the measure, or any otherwise applicable
voter requirement. -

(2) The ordinance requires that the tax conform with Part 1.6
(commencing with Section 7251).

(3) The ordinance provides, upon the approval of a majority the qualified
voters of the city and county voting on the approval of the ordinance, for

. an increase in the appropriations limit established pursuant to Article XIII
B of the California Constitution for each school district within the city and

FOX PLAZA - 1390 MARKET STREET, 6TH FLOOR + SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-5408
'RECEPTION: {415) 554-3800 - FACSIMILE: (415) 437-4644

n:\codenf\as2014\9600241\01193621.doc
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CitY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO - OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

MEMORANDUM
TO: Sunshine Ordinance Task Force
DATE: May 19, 2017
PAGE: 2
RE: Complaint No. 17039 — Busse v. San Francisco Public Finance Authority

county in an amount equal to, or greater than, the revenues derived from
any transactions and use tax imposed pursuant to the ordinance that are
allocated and received by that entity each fiscal year.

(4) The ordinance provides that the increases in appropriations limits shall
terminate no later than four years after the effective date of the ordinance,
and may be continued for successive periods not to exceed four years each
upon the approval of a majority of the qualified voters of the school
district voting on each continuation. '

(b) With respect to the approval by the voters of an ordinance specified in
subdivision (a), the city and county shall, if the ordinance so requests, call
a special election for that purpose, to be held on a date specified by the
ordinance, not less than 60 nor more than 103 days after the ordinance is
adopted by the governing board of the educational finance authority.

(c) If any provision of this section or the application thereof to any person
or circumstances is held invalid, that invalidity shall not affect other
provisions or applications of this section that can be given effect without
the invalid provision or application, and to this end the provisions of this
section are severable.

Because the SFPFA was established by a joint resolution between the San Francisco
Unified School District (“SFUSD”) and the San Francisco Community College District
(“SFCCD”), the same jurisdictional analysis used for SFUSD and SFCCD should be applied to
-SFPFA. ’ :

SFUSD is a government entity created under state law and is a separate jurisdiction from
the City and County of San Francisco. See Berkeley Unified School District of Alameda County
v. James I Barnes Const. Co. (IN.D. Cal. 1953) 112 F.Supp. 396; Town of Atherton v. Sup. Ct.
(1958) 159 Cal.App.2d 417. Article 9 of California Constitution provides for the establishment
of school districts as separate political entities from City and Counties. In addition, the
Constitution allows a City charter to prescribe only "the manner in which, the times at which,
and the terms for which the members of boards of education shall be elected or appointed, for
their qualifications, compensation and removal, and for the number which shall constitute any
one of such boards." Therefore, SFUSD is not subject to the requirements of the Sunshine
Ordinance, which is an iniative ordinance passed to govern the City and County of San
Francisco. ' :

However, SFUSD's Board of Trustees is a legislative body of a local agency under the
Brown Act, and thus subject to the requirements of that law. Kavanaugh v. West Sonoma County
union High School Dist. (2003) 29 Cal.4™ 911, Likewise, the California Public Records Act
("PRA") explicitly includes "school district" among the entities subject to its requirements. See
Gov't Code § 6252(a). Section 67.30(c) of the Sunshine Ordinance provides in part that the Task
Force "shall make referrals to a municipal office with enforcement power under this ordinance or
under the California Public Records Act and the Brown Act whenever it concludes that any
person has violated any provisions of this ordinance or the Acts." Nevertheless, this cannot be
read to provide valid authority for the Task Force to hear and adjudicate a complaint that raises
only a violation of the PRA and/or Brown Act, which are both state laws. Both the PRA and the

n:\codenflas201419600241101193621.doc

P21




CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

MEMORANDUM
- TO:” Sunshine Ordinance Task Force
DATE: May 19,2017 '
PAGE: 3 ‘ .
RE: - Complaint No. 17039 — Busse v. San Francisco Public Finance Authority

Brown Act provide their own enforcement mechanisms and do not contemplate adjudication of
violations of their provisions by local government entities. Rather, Section 67.30(c) should be
read to apply where a complainant establishes a violation of both the Sunshine Ordinance and
the Brown Act or PRA. This reading both avoids violating the state law preemption and makes
logical sense, as the Ordinance incorporates by reference the minimum requirements of those
two state laws where it does not otherwise set stricter requirements.

While complainant alleges a violation of the Sunshine Ordinance, state law preempts
application of the Sunshine Ordinance to SFUSD, and therefore SFPFA as well. Although
complainant also alleges a violation of the PRA, the Task Force lacks jurisdiction to hear only
these allegations.

APPLICABLE STATUTORY SECTION(S)
Section 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code:
e Section 67.21 governs responses to requests for public records.
» Section 67.25 governs immediacy of response.
Section 6250 et seq. of the Cal. Gov't Code (“CPRA”)
e Section 6253 governs the release of public records andthe-timing of responses.
APPLICABLE CASE LAW
® none
BACKGROUND

On April 26, 2017, Complainant filed this complaint with the Task Force in which he
alleged as follows:

The Public Finance Authority was the successor agency to the Educational
Finance Authority originally established in 1991 and re-established in
1993 as the Public Finance Authority, Since 1994's Hoogasian vs. Board
‘of Education decision, the Public Finance Authority thought it was the
Educational Finance Authority referred to in the decision. Several years
had gone by before Hoogasian was fully appealed, and everyone thought it
would be overturned so by the time it was upheld. Everyone's minds were
clouded about how the situation was addressed in 1993 by establishing as
successor agency, especially since some of the key officials were involved
in the "shrimpscam" scandal at the time and were dealing with their own
headaches with the FBI's public corruption unit. That said, the ballot
language in the 1993 voter guide is also misleading because it refers to a
"tax we have already been collecting" instead of an illegal tax that should
not have been collected; with that in mind, my view is the successor tax
should be declared illegal as well because it was approved after
false/misleading information was provided to the voters, even by the
relatively lax standards of the time.

n:\codenf\as201419600241\01193621.doc
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CiTY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

MEMORANDUM
TO: Sunshine Ordinance Task Force
DATE: May 19,2017
PAGE: 4 ,
RE: Complaint No. 17039 — Busse v. San Francisco Public Finance Authority

Because the Educational Finance Authority's sole purpose was to collect a
Transactions and Use Tax declared illegal under Hoogasian, the Public
Finance Authority stopped meeting and nobody cared or noticed. The
Board of Equalization still continued to collect the 1993 Transactions and
Use Tax for the (in its eyes) legally valid Public Finance Authority. In
1995, unwinding the mess, the legislature added a section to the Revenue
and Taxation code (section 7267e - also, that was the year of the divided
legislature, so the legislative intent of shaming San Francisco for trying to
pass illegal taxes explains the unusually strong legal text), and the
Controller processed payments from the Board of Equalization intended
for the Public Finance Authority as if they were intended for the
Educational Finance Authority under section 7267e, when instead it
should have sent them back and told the Public Finance Authority cronies,

- "hey, you need to get a bank account and have public meetings and -
budgets like an agency that exists." The Community college and School
District didn't complain because they were still receiving the money they
expected to, albeit from the controller because of the June 1993 fix, and it
was one less meeting for their executives to go to or worry about. This
continued for over two decades. In subsequent years, the controller failed
to make material disclosures regarding the Public Finance Authority and
provided the public false and misleading information in ballot handbooks
(along with the Ballot Simplification Committee's statements regarding
what sales taxes are collected in San Francisco) and financial statements
because it failed to reconcile the BOE's local district tax allocation reports
to the City's financial accounts. Due to the opacity of all of this, I'm not
sure whether these funds show up as restricted or unrestricted in the city's
CAFR, but in any case, I find it incredulous we have a law such as 7267¢
that gives legal force to an allocation formula of the Educational Finance
Authority (not the Public Finance Authority!) requiring citizens to try to
find 25 year old board minutes of a disbanded public body. If that's not
unconstitutionally vague, I don't know what is.

QUESTIONS THAT MIGHT ASSIST IN DETERMINING FACTS

o Has Complainant requested information from a City department or policy body regarding
the SFPFA? '

e Has Complainant considered making a CPRA request to the Board of Equahzatxon
regarding the SFPFA tax at issue?

LEGAL ISSUES/LEGAL DETERMINATIONS - »
® Does the Task Force have jurisdiction to hear this complaint?

* If so, did any violations of the Sunshine Ordinance take place that the Task Force has
Jusrldwtlon to take action on?

ni\codenf\as2014\9600241101193621 .ddc
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

MEMORANDUM
TO: Sunshine Ordinance Task Force
DATE: May 19,2017
PAGE: 5
RE: Complaint No. 17039 — Busse v. San Francisco Public Finance Authority
CONCLUSION

THE TASK FORCE FINDS THE FOLLOWING FACTS TO BE TRUE:

THE TASK FORCE FINDS THE ALLEGED VIOLATIONS TO BE TRUE OR NOT TRUE.

% k %k

n:\codenflas2014\9600241\01193621.doc
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CitY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

MEMORANDUM
TO: Sunshine Ordinance Task Force
DATE: May 19,2017
PAGE: 6 )
RE: Complaint No. 17039 — Busse v. San Francisco Public Finance Authority

CHAPTER 67, SAN FRANCISCO ADMINISTRATIVE CODE (SUNSHINE
ORDINANCE)

SEC. 67.21. PROCESS FOR GAINING ACCESS TO PUBLIC RECORDS;
ADMINISTRATIVE APPEALS.

(a) Every person having custody of any public record or public information, as defined herein,
(hereinafter referred to as a custodian of a public record) shall, at normal times and during
normal and reasonable hours of operation, without unreasonable delay, and without requiring an
appointment, permit the public record, or any segregable portion of a record, to be inspected and
examined by any person and shall furnish one copy thereof upon payment of a reasonable
copying charge, not to exceed the lesser of the actual cost or ten cents per page.

(b) A custodian of a public record shall, as soon as possible and within ten days following
receipt of a request for inspection or copy of a public record, comply with such request. Such
request may be delivered to the office of the custodian by the requester orally or in writing by
fax, postal delivery, or e-mail. If the custodian believes the record or information requested is not
a public record or is exempt, the custodian shall justify withholding any record by demonstrating,
in writing as soon as possible and within ten days following receipt of a request, that the record
“in question is exempt under express provisions of this ordinance.

(c) A custodian of a public record shall assist a requester in identifying the existence, form, and
nature of any records or information maintained by, available to, or in the custody of the
custodian, whether or not the contents of those records are exempt from disclosure and shall,
when requested to do so, provide in writing within seven days following receipt of a request, a
statement as to the existence, quantity, form and nature of records relating to a particular subject
or questions with enough specificity to enable a requester to identify records in order to make a
request under (b). A custodian of any public record, when not in possession of the record
requested, shall assist a requester in directing a request to the proper office or staff person.

(d) If the custodian refuses, fails to comply, or incompletely complies with a request described
in (b), the person making the request may petition the supervisor of records for a determination
whether the record requested is public. The supervisor of records shall inform the petitioner, as
soon as possible and within 10 days, of its determination whether the record requested, or any
part of the record requested, is public. Where requested by the petition, and where otherwise
desirable, this determination shall be in writing. Upon the determination by the supervisor of
records that the record is public, the supervisor of records shall immediately order the custodian
of the public record to comply with the person's request. If the custodian refuses or fails to
comply with any such order within 5 days, the supervisor of records shall notify the district
attorney or the attorney general who shall take whatever measures she or he deems necessary and
appropriate to insure compliance with the provisions of this ordinance.

SEC. 67.25. IMMEDIACY OF RESPONSE

(a) Notwithstanding the 10-day period for response to a request permitted in Government Code
Section 6256 and in this Article, a written request for information described in any category of
non-exempt public information shall be satisfied no later than the close of business on the day
Jollowing the day of the request. This deadline shall apply only if the words "Immediate

n:\codenflas2014\9600241101193621.doc
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CIty AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

MEMORANDUM
TO: Sunshine Ordinance Task Force:
DATE: May 19,2017
- PAGE: 7 :
RE: Complaint No. 17039 — Busse v. San Francisco Public Finance Authority

Disclosure Request" are placed across the top of the request and on the envelope, subject line, or
cover sheet in which the request is transmitted. Maximum deadlines provided in this article are
appropriate for more extensive or demanding requests, but shall not be used to delay fulfilling a
simple, routine or otherwise readily answerable request.

(b) If the voluminous nature of the information requested, its location in a remote storage
facility or the need to consult with another interested department watrants an extension of 10
days as provided in Government Code Section 6456.1, the requester shall be notified as required
by the close of business on the business day following the request.

(c) The person seeking the information need not state his or her reason for making the request or
the use to which the information will be put, and requesters shall not be routinely asked to make
such a disclosure. Where a record being requested contains information most of which is exempt
from disclosure under the California Public Records Act and this article, however, the City
Attorney or custodian of the record may inform the requester of the nature and extent of the non-
exempt information and inquire as to the requester's purpose for seeking it, in order to suggest
alternative sources for the information which may involve less redaction or to otherwise prepare
a response to the request.

(d) Notwithstanding any provisions of California Law or this ordinance, in response to a request
for information describing any category of non-exempt public information, when so requested,
the City and County shall produce any and all responsive public records as soon as reasonably
possible on an incremental or "rolling" basis such that responsive records are produced as soon
as possible by the end of the same business day that they are reviewed and collected. This section
is intended to prohibit the withholding of public records that are responsive to a records request
until all potentially responsive documents have been reviewed and collected. Failure to comply
with this provision is a violation of this Article.

CAL. PUBLIC RECORDS ACT (GOVT. CODE §§ 6250, ET SEQ.)
SEC. 6253

(c) Each agency, upon a request for a copy of records, shall, within 10 days from receipt of the
request, determine whether the request, in whole or in part, seeks copies of disclosable public
records in the possession of the agency and shall promptly notify the person making the
request of the determination and the reasons therefor. In unusual circumstances, the time limit
prescribed in this section may be extended by written notice by the head of the agency or his or
her designee to the person making the request, setting forth the reasons for the extension and the
date on which a determination is expected to be dispatched. No notice shall specify a date that
would result in an extension for more than 14 days. When the agency dispatches the
determination, and if the agency determines that the request seeks disclosable public records, the
agency shall state the estimated date and time when the records will be made available. As used
in this section, “unusual circumstances” means the following, but only to the extent reasonably
necessary to the proper processing of the particular request:

(1) The need to search for and collect the requested records from field facilities or other
establishments that are separate from the office processing the request.

(2) The need to search for, collect, and appropriately examine a voluminous amount of separate
and distinct records that are demanded in a single request.

n:\codenflas201419600241101193621.doc
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City AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

MEMORANDUM
<
TO: Sunshine Ordinance Task Force
DATE: May 19,2017
PAGE: 8 : .
RE: Complaint No. 17039 — Busse v. San Francisco Public Finance Authority

(3) The need for consultation, which shall be conducted with all practicable speed, with another
agency having substantial interest in the determination of the request or among two or more
components of the agency having substantial subject matter interest therein. ~

n:\codenfas2014\9600241101193621.doc
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Sunshine Ordinance Task Force
Complaint Summary

File No. 17039

Thomas Busse V. San Francisco Public Finance Authority
Date filed with SOTF: 04/28/17

Contacts informatién (Complainant information listed first):

tjbussesfi@gmail.com (Complainant)
No contact information available for the Respondent.

File No. 17039: Complaint filed by Thomas Busse against the San Francisco Public Finance
Authority for allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Chapter 67, by
failing to notice and conduct public hearings and failing to respond to request for public records.

Notes provided by Chair Bruce Wolfe:

ot P Pt et ot Pt P Pt

SF Educational Financing Authority was created by state law with approval by resolution of
both SFUSD and SFCCD. The governing law is found at the BOE but under Revenue and Tax
Code, CHAPTER 2.5. LOCAL EDUCATION FINANCE, SECTION 7286.1.
http://lwww.boe.ca.gov/lawguides/business/current/btls/vol 1 /alt/additional-local-taxes-ch2-5-
all.htm]

Section 7286.2 describes the procedure for creating SFEFA.

As follows, . '

"7286.2. Resolution provisions. (a) A resolution establishing an educational financing authority
pursuant to Section 7286.1 shall provide for the establishment of an educational finance authority
for the general purpose of providing financial assistance to each school district within the city
and county. The resolution shall require that the authority be governed by a board of directors.

. The board of directors of the authority shall consist of the members of the governing boards of
the unified school district and the community college district. The resolution shall designate the
president of the unified school district governing board as the chairperson of the board of
directors."

SF Public Finance Authority was created by state law by virtue of intent as it has a multi-
membership consisting of the Board of Supervisors and school districts (herein, SFUSD &
SFCCD). The governing law is found in Revenue and Tax Code Section 7288 et al:
https:/leginfo legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayText.xhtml?lawCode=RTC&division=2.&ti
tle=&part=1.7.&chapter=3.5.&article=
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Thomas J. Busse

584 Castro Street #388
San Francisco, CA 94114
415-244-5072
tjibussesf@gmail.com

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force
City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

Attn: Victor Young, Administrator

Re: Sunshine Ordinance Complaint No. 17039
San Francisco Public Finance Authority (PFA)
Complainant’s Answer to Response of Angela.Calvillo dated July 13, 2017 and
Complainant’s Answer to R'e'shonS"e of Tammi Wong dated July 19, 2017

Dear Members-of the Task Force:

| welcome Responders’ admission the Public Finance Authority does not meet, and | stipulate to the same. Ms.
Calvillo is incorrect when she falsely asserts the PFA “had no reason to meet again as state law does not prescribe
any additional function for the governing board,” State law prescribes many functions for the governing board of
any corporate body — public or private — namely, to govern, As the SOTF Complaint Committee has found
jurisdiction, local law prescribes additional functions as well, and these functions go to the substantial core of the
Ralph M. Brown Act,! the San Frangisco Sunshine Ordinarice? and the State and Federal® Constitutions. In this, Ms.
Both respondants fault: the decision not to govern and provide basic oversight of an unpublished ordinance
millions prescribing criminal fines and even jail time for its violation in and of itself constitutes an illegal public act
made in secrecy and an-abominable proscription of essential civil rights undermining the very legitimacy of
government. They have deprived me of my essential civil right to petition for redress of grievances.

I shall-address Ms, Calvillo’s and Ms. Wong's factual and legal errors at length, but [ first ask consideration of their
chorusing the term “Paper Entity.” This is San Francisco, not Panama. By paper entity, respondents should just
come out and say shell corporation, implying all the abuses and shenanigans associated with such things. Shell
corporations; however, are far more transparent. For starters, they register an agent for service of process with
the California Secretary of State and disclose their beneficial owners, The PFA does not even maintairi a PO Box.
Shell Corporations file annual tax returns. The PFA refuses to release its financial statements, assuming they exist.
~ Shell Corporations must have officers who hold an annual meeting, as is done with the SFUSD’s CCSF’s, or
SFCCD’s own “Finance Corporations,” which are containers to execute capital lease obligations. The boards fully
disclose these paper entities in each public body’s Consolidated Annual Financial Statements - that is what the
brief, but fully noticed annual meeting reconventions noted by SOTF member Bruce Wolfe when the complaint

! Govt Code §54950: “The people insist an remaining informed so they may retain control over the instruments they have
created”

2 Sunshine Ordinance (50)67.1{d): “The right of the people to know what their government and those acting on behalf of
their government are doing is fundamental to democracy, and with very few exceptions, that right supersedes any other
policy interest government officials may use to prevent public access ta information.”

3 Baca v. Moreno Valley Unified School Dist., 936 F, Supp 719 (C.D. Cal. 1996); Leventhal v. Vista Unified School District,, 973
F. Supp 951 (S.D. Cal. 1897): The: ability to speak and offer criticism at meetings of public bodies is protected hy the First
Amendment. The First Amendment also éstablished a right to petition for redress of grievances, and this has been applied to
state and local bodies through the Fourteenth Amendment.

< Attributed to Governor Edmond Brown, “Inaction may be the biggest form of action”
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committee first considered this matter on May 23, 2017 are all about. The PFA’s board has not met in a quarter
céntury.

The PFA is the creation of the Board of Supervisots who refuse to do their job of supervising.

Lie: “The BOE remits the SFPF tax proceeds to a bank account following Instructions given to the BOE by staff at
the SFUSD who are speaking on.behalf of tha SFPF”

The SFUSD has officially denled their new assertion twice.

On May 16, 2017, SFUSD CFO Reeta Madhaven wrote to me in resporise to a request for documents of the PFA
stating, “The San Francisco Unified School District has no connection with, or jurisdiction over, the San Francisco
Public Finance Authority. Therefore, we are unable to respond to your request for information regarding this
-entity.” | attach this as rebuttal evidence, [Exhibit A]

One of the items | had requested was “All Notifications to the San Francisco Public Finance Authority from the
BOE,” and | provided Ms. Madhaven with a document obtained from the BOE titled “Jurisdiction Contact for
Transaction and Use Tax Notifications and Appeals,” also attached as rebuttal evidence [Exhibit B], This
document lists Ms. Madhavan’s Predecessor, Joseph Grazioli and the Director of Fiscal Services, Paulette Terrell
as primary and Secondary contacts for the BOE to send notices to the PFA. The document also gave a phone
number-to call if  had questions, and I did so on April 25 2017, speaking to several BOE staff members at the
Local Revenue-Allocation Section in Sacramento. The BOE staff confirmed they send communications to
Jurisdiction contacts frequently. | have saved some volce messages.

On June 7, 2017 SEUSD Respondent Tammy Wong sent me a letter stating this document was “executed and filed
in error by Mr. Grazioli. It is not a current, valid document, the District has not taken any action under that filing,

- and therefore has no responsive recards to your request.” This letter is attached as rebuttal evidence [Exhibit C].
With my Initial evidence, 1 also provided a copy of a warrant fromthe BOE to the PFA addressed to the “Director
of Fiscal Services.” [Exhibit C-1] Ms. Wang's document contradicts her response to the SOTF,

The SFUSD is not legally allowed to have a bank account because it is an involuntary participant in the County’s
Treasury Investment pool and must deposit all receipts and collections of monies with San Francisco County
Treasurer Cisneros (Education Code §41001), This is disclosed on page 39 of the SFUSD's audited financial
statements, which | attach as rebuttal evidence [Exhibit D] (The cash in banks may be for the SFUSD’s Mello Roos
district-CFD.90-1, but they refuse to provide me information about that entity as well). My earlier evidence
includes nonresponsive requests sent to the County Treasurer for statements or fund ledgers for the PFA which
were not acknowledged.

In an e-mail dated April 24, 2017, CFO Madhavan stated “The School District receives our share of the sales tax

- revenue directly from the city Controller’s Office. You will need to contact the City Controller’s Office for the
financial audit of the sales tax revenue.” This e-mail is attached as rebuttal evidence [Ekhibit E] It was unclear in
her response if the Controller allocates the tax revenue, and she did not respond to my request for the allocation
‘workpapers sent on May 5, 2017 by both e-mail and certified mail.

Although it is hearsay, | contacted the Howard Jarvis Taxpayer’s Association forassistance, and their legal counsel
contacted the Board of Equalization on my behalf, According to them, in 2014/15 the Sales Tax revenue was paid
to the City and County General Fund and not the PFA. [Exhibit F].

This is consistent with Ms, Madhavan’s statement, but contradicts her legal counsel, and it is inconsistent with
the response | received from the City and County Controller’s office on May 3* that Ms. Madhavan oversees the
accounting and audit records related to “all sources and-uses of funds accruing to their respective districts.”
[Exhibit G]. This is also a lie because the SFUSD’s audited financial statements disclose the Controller, not the

P30




SFUSD, oversees the Bond Interest and Redemption Fund {in other words, the County Controller is responsible
for averseeing the property tax override funds accruing to the SFUSD for purposes of Prop 39 bond service). This
also means the Controller's office is able to log in and administer the SFUSD’s California Department of
Education-mandated SACS accounting system and should be able to just look up the sales tax accounting, | tried
to Jearn more about the exact relationship between the Controller and the SFUSD by making a Sunshine
Ordinance request of the City Attorney on June 2 for a copy of the public legal memorandum “Controller’s
Authority of School District Funds” from 11/20/91.* The link on City Attorney’s Website is broken, and my
response was nat answered, [ sent-a follow-up request on 7/18/17 and am awaiting reply.

In evidence previously submitted, On April 25t | made a public records request of the Controller in person for
information about the PFA. Hearing nothing, | returned the next day and made an immediate disclosure request. |
spoke to Executive Assistant. Maura Lanhe who stated to me, “you know, there have been six people working on
how to answer your request.” Exhibit G from the Controller was the resporisive result of six people over the
course of a week suggesting | learn how to use CTRL+F and search for Sales Tax in the SFUSD’s financial reports.

Needless to say, in Exhibit E Ms, Madhavan had already stated it doesn’t appear in the SFUSD's financial reports
and told me to contact the Controller. In evidence submitted with my complaint, | showed the omission in the
SFUSD's financials.

The Controller also suggested | make.a request of Ron Gerhardt of the SFCCD. | had already done so by certified
mail [Exhibit H]. On May 11%, | spoke at a SFCCD Board of Trustees Meeting urging the board to direct Gerhardt
to respond to my public records request. Following the meeting, he stated he had not received it, even though |
had sent it certified mail. In a conversation withessed by interim Chancellor Susan Lamb, he stated they send
their Full Time Enrollment Equivalents over to the SFUSD but there is no audit of the sales tax revenue. | asked for
more information regarding the legal underpinning of the Sales Tax, He stated they knew nothing about it or
about the PFA but would ask the SFUSD for more info.

On May 25", in the only communication | have ever received from him, he stated he had heard nothing from the
SFUSD or the Controller’s office and provided me to a link on the SF Public Library’s Website about In Home
Health Services. [Exhibit 1]

Lie: “The SFPF does continue to exist as a paper entity that the BOE uses to receive and distribution the portion
of local sales taxes designated for SFUSD and CCSF.”

The Board of Equalization does not use local entities. It is the other way around. Under state law, any local entity
imposing a local transactions and use tax®is required to contract with the State Board of Equalization [or since
6/16/17, the California Department of Tax and Fee Administration] to collect the tax imposed by that local entity.
The PFA’s ordinance of June 1993 In other states such as Utah, local entities imposing transactions and use taxes
contract with county tax collectors rather than a statewide tax collection agency, and retailers must prepare sales
tax returns for both, The 1993 ordinance of the PFA specifies its intention to contract with the Board of
Equalization.

s https://www.sfcityattornay.org/legalopinions/

¢ The PFA does not impose a sales tax. [t imposes a local transactions and use tax. Other local district transactions and use
taxes Include those of the San Francisco County Transportation Authority and the Bay Area Rapid Transit District. The
distinction between the two taxes is significant, as can be discovered by comparing the half cent SFCTA “sales tax” revenue
line in the SFCTA financial statements to.the one cent Bradley Burns Uniform Sales Tax revenue line in the CCSF financial
statements (1%.of the statewide sales and use tax goes back to cities and counties for general purposes). If the two taxes
were identical, dividing the CCSF sales tax revenue in half should equal the SFCTA tax revenue exactly. it is considerably
lower because the two tax different things. The 2015 report Understanding California’s Sales Tax by the State Legislative
Analyst pravides an excellent explanation: http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2015/finance/sales-tax/understanding-sales-tax-
050615,pdf
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Critical is this is'a legally binding contract between two governmental entities,.and like all contracts, it has more
than one parfy and each party must meet jts contractual obligations or be subject to civil action. In 1993,
Members. of the PFA.knew this quite well because in 1991, the SFUSD and the SFCCD forried the “San Francisco
Educational Finanice Authority” (EFA); That entity placed a measure ori the mayoral runoff ballot in December
1991 to pass an ordihanCe- to ifnpOs,e a temporary % cent transactions and use tax in San Francisco County which
would then be allocated to the two districts from the EFA, The measure passed with a majority but less than 2/3
supermajority, meaning it did not pass urider the Supermajority requirements for special taxes under article XIlI
of the State Constitution added by Proposition 13, The EFA, however, went ahead and contracted with the Board
of Equalization to cellect the tax anyway and found itself involved in litigation over that contract lasting until
1996. ' '

Af the time, there were several creative attempts up and down the state to circumvent the restrictions of
Proposition 13 by creating special districts which would then levy general taxes requiring only-a majority
approval; in other words; instead of a genetal district imposing a special tax (requiring 2/3 majority), the theory
was a general district could coordinate with a new special district imposing a general tax for the general purposes
of the'special district and thus accomplish the special purposes of the general district.

One example was the establishment of the 1987 San Diego County Regional Justice Facility Financing Agency {The
SDCRIJFFA) levying general-taxes for its special purposes of rebuilding a county jail, which was traditionally
financed out of county general obligation bonds. The governing bodies were just different enough the SDCRIFFA
could not be considerad a component unit of the county — it had to be a distinct special district for the scheme to
work. The:San Francisco Board of Supervisors could have placed a special school sales tax measure on the ballot
directly-and accrued the proceeds to an agency fund. Under the State constitution, this would be a special tax
requiring a 2/3 supermajority vote, but by creating the PFA as an independent special district, it, in the.true spirit
of public education, thought it could lower the bar for passages.

Mayor Jordan expressed concern in his signing statement dated February 11, 1993 to the BOS resolution
establishing the PFA in January 1993 that the Board of Supervisors-could not completely control future actions of
the newly established special district including additional increases in the sales [Exhibit J] He directed the City
Attorney’s office to draft a policy statement on this matter. | submitted a Sunshine Ordinance request to the City
Attorney'’s office for this policy statement and | included the Mayor’s memo. On May 1%, | received a response
from the City Attorney’s office | have previously submitted with the evidence supporting my SOTF complaint it
had no respansive documents and “we believe those entities do not-actually exist. Perhaps you are thinking of
the California Public Finance Authority, the Office of Public Finance [which | had contacted in April and never

. heard a thing] or the San Francisco Unified Schoot District [which had previously been unresponsive as well].”
[Exhibit K] Evidently, the City Attorney is more responsive to Ms. Calvillo, On May 31, 2017, | époke to former City
Attorney Louisé Renne on the phone to ask for her recollection, and she invoked Attorney-Client privilege.

* Allowed under R&T'§7286.1, repealed January 1, 1993 (extended to 6/30/93 due to the Fiscal Recovery Fund provisions of
RTC §6201.5), ’

s Both AB 1930 and AB 17X adding identical copies of §7288 to the Revenue and Taxation Code outlining this scheme were-
authared by Willie Brown. The legistature passed both bills in Executive Session and Governor Wilson sighed both bills on the
same day ih October 1991 as part of the delayed 1991 budget deal so both copies of §7288 had to be chaptered. Because
proceedings of executive sessions of the Legislature-are not recorded, the Legislative intent of passing the same law twice
may never be known; however, the BOS resolution refers to AB 1930, but the primary traiter bill enacting §7288 was AB 17X,
because AB1930’s enactment was dependent on AB 17X. The legislation autharizing the témporary EFA had only been
passed in September 1991 in a Senate Bill, so my reading is the Legislature, struggling with the State’s debt load, had cut
support for localities and was looking to-enact new opportunities for local revenue and sought to expand the EFA scheme to
every county ori a permanent basis and AB 1930
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In any event, The PFA was clearly understood to be an independent special district and not just some allocative
pass through paper entity®. The case law on this is clear, specifically Rider v. County of San Diego (1991) and
especially Hoogasian Flowers v. State Board of Equalization, both of which found entities such the PFA to be
“Special Districts.” In my original complaint evidence, | included excerpts from these cases holding they are
unambiguously special districts. | urge the SOTF, City Attorney, and Respondents to review these cases at length.

This technique of creating special districts for general purposes was curtailed in 1996 through Proposition 218,
and the will of the People in amending the constitution to prevent abuses of special districts should be
considered by the SOTF.

The Special District gimmick has consequences the Respondents improperly deny. The PFA-must do everything
Special Districts do under the Government Code, including holding board meetings and reviewing financial
statements, and becoming subject of John Oliver segments. In the State of Kentucky, 40% of special districts did
not file budgets they are legally required to, characterized by the state audltor as a $2.7 Billion Dollar “Ghost
Government.”" Asserting SOTF jUI’ISdICtlon is proper.

SFUSD's respondent holds the position the Sunshine Ordinance does not apply, the Complaints committee found
jurisdiction under 67.32: Sunshine Required. The ordinance specifically asserts the need to introduce open
government and sunshine in the SFCCD and SFUSD. Respondent Wong asserts a strict construction, but the
Sunshine Ordinance is to be construed liberally, Furthermore, the SFUSD is actually two districts: the SFUSD and
the County Office of Education. The COE budget is passed by the Board of Supervisors even though it delegates
the management of the COE to the Board of Education: Therefore, the BOS has a slight majority of the
governance function of the PFA. :

Lie: “The SFPF had no reason to meet again”

Government Code §26909 provides “the County Auditor [Ben Rosenfeld] shall make an annual audit of the
accounts and records of every special district within the county for which an audit by a certified public
accountant is not otherwise provided” and that such an audit shall be in accordance with GAAP, which in the
United states follows the pronouncements of the Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB).

Codification of Governmental Accounting and Financlal Reporting Standards, Section 2100 define a “reporting
entity” as the leve| of government which has governance responsibilities over all activities of a district. In the case
of the PFA, those duties mean contracting with the BOE, allocating tax revenue according to prescribed formulas,
and containing its own Article XilIB Appropriations limit*2, Neither CCSF, the SFCCD nor the SFUSD/COE fulfill this

?Resolution 48-93 states the purpose of the PFA is not just to place a school sales tax measure on the ballot but has general
purposes of “financing drug abuse prevention, crime prevention, health services, and public education” and charges the PFA
with all powers necessary to perform the collection, administration, and allocation duties with respect to the special sales
tax. It also states the “Board of Supervisors of the City and County:finds that It'is critical to continue the provision of health
and crime prevention services and that revenues generated by an additional tax are necessary.” The paper purposes of the
paper entity diverge significantly. Do the funds diverge as well? '

1 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3saU5racsGE

1 “Ghost Government: A Report on Special Districts in Kentucky” Kentucky Auditor of Public Accounts, Noveniber 14, 2012.
1 For an overview of the Gann limit, see “The 2017-18 Budget: The Governor’s Gann Limit Proposal” Office of the State
Legislative Analyst3/2/17

The SFUSD hides an obvious Gann limit-problem. In the 1986 Gann limit base year, the SFUSD had 64,000 students. Today, it
has 52,000. The AB8 formula locks the SFUSD's property tax allocation in at 7.8% of the County’s Proposition 13 1% base,
compared to 1.4% for SFCCD. The Gann limit for schools adjusts with enrollment (“Average Daily Attendance”), meaning if
enroliment declines, the framers of the Gann initiative sought to force the agency to downsize as well. in 1968, the SFUSD
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role because the Superintendant of Schools and the Chancellar of the Community College District have equal
executive function and no governance function. This makes the PFA the equivalent of a Joint Powers Authority
under GASB; thus, it needs its own independent audit.

The Audited Financial Statements of CCSF, SFCCD, and the SFUSD/COE do not reference the.PFA asa
nonhdisclosed organization.

The PFA's. Juné'1993 ordihance establishes an Appropriations Limit, which are not the same thing as
expenditures®, Although it specifies the formula, Government Code section 7910 specifies specific actions the
governing body of an entity must take on an annual basis tegarding its Appropnations Jimit. Because of this,
paper government-entities may not exist in the State of California.

Finally, the PFA Ordinance SPECIerS the allocation formula used to equalize allocations from the State Lottery.
This.means Charter Schools under the umbrella of the SFUSD deserve a share of the PFA’s financial resources.

Untruth: State law does not prescribe ahy additional function for the governing board

State law does not proscribe.any additional function either. At a minimum, gétting members of the BOS, the
SFCCD Trustees, and the Board of Education together in a.room from time to time to coordinate budget and
strategy and have saome mohey to play with might riot be so terrible.

On June 8, | had a personal conversation with Controller Ben Rosenfeld in the BOS chambers following a
meeting of the Budget and Finance Subcomittee, | related to Mr. Rosenfeld, and he agreed with me
(enthusiastically) that the PFA’s-governing:board can put restrictions on PFA funds allocated to the County’s  K-14
districts. [n my view, this is the bést way to provide stable funding for the “Free” City College Program, especially
as the CCSFD Trustees had a poor track record of financial stewardship®, It is also a means to protect SFUSD’s
cash reserve or key programs such as gifted and talented education from the pressure to make unsustainable
labor concessions given the undue special interest influence over that Board of Education.

| should note, Mr. Rosenfeld also asked me not to communicate with his Executive Assistant who had told me six
people were working on my request for information, and to direct all future records requests to the “CON e-
mail,” which was quite easy to remember. He asked why [ had any interest in public governance structures, which
struck me as odd because he makes a career out of it. He also related his staff were “waiking for the school
district to get back to him” and “we’ll sort things out with them.” Rosenfeld is young, he terms out in a year, and
he was originally appointed by Mayor Newsom who has a shot at the Governorship in 2018. Having an autism
diaghosis myself, I'm not very good with people, but my impression is most people are probably charmed by him
and get drawn in. | ask the SOTF to consider the Controller’s credibility in this light, as he has an incentive to avoid
scandal. lllegal diversion of funds or failure to carry out basic duties of his office such as making sure special
districts are audited is grounds for removal for cause.

had over 98,000 students but it stubbarnly refuses to reduce overhead. Compounding the problem is the City’s increase in
Net Assessed Value. Stepping back, the SFUSD should have started issuing tax rebates years ago. Several school districts in
the Foothill cities in.Southern California have similar challenges. The real problem here is the frozen allocation formula
because SFCCD enrolflment has increased. Because the PFA’s appropriations limit has not been contained, | fear the SFUSD
has stolen some of the SFCCD’s limit.

13 Putting tax revenue Into a rainy day fund is an example of an appropriation that is not an expenditure. Proposition C from
2003 established 3 CCSF rainy day fund established by the county. In this case, CCSF miscalculates its appropriations limit
because the appropriation needs to fall under the SFUSD’s limit. This is one way the City avoids forcing the SFUSD to reduce
overhead. If the SFUSD even banked property into 100-year leases to develop teacher housing, the possessory interest
assessments would increase its own tax revenue and pay for itself.

4 See Megan Correy: “The Evolution of Crisis at City College” SFSU Diss. 2016 for an excellent long term financial and
governance history of SFCCD. The disclosure of the 93 sales tax is such that Corry wrote an entire dissertation without even
knowing-about it (Personal Conversation, June 15, 2017).
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Rosenfeld has a long hlstor_y of leveraging the BOS’s authority to put restrictions on funds going to the SFUSD
anyway, so his own actions reinforce the County's belief the PFA’s'governing board to direct expenditures
(although, to be fair, this'would not be proper for the SFCCD due to the independence requirements of the
Accreditation Commission). As Budget Director to Mayor Newsom,; Rosenfeld implemented the creation of the
Public Education Special Fund, which evolved into the Public Education Enrichment Fund (PEEF, March 2004
Proposition H). To be clear: PEEF does not transfer any new money from CCSF to the SFUSD. It's a clever
-accounting trick to put restrictions'on ERAF, which is money the state allocates to the SFUSD anyway as part of its
Proposition 98 obligation, Thisis:probably a good thing in SFUSD’s case because it protects certain programs
(athletics, arts, equity initiatives, etc) from the Board’s tendency to make unsustainable labor concessions and
long history of flnanCIal mismanagements, '

The SFUSD and SFCED Lack Credlb'llty ln Financial Administration and Transparency and the SFUSD’s Response '
should be Dlsregarded

The decision to shirk their duty and harid the sales tax over to Evan S. Dobelle and Bernard Rojas is @ cause to
petition for grievance. By failing to execute their positions of Public Trust, the members of the PFA in 1993
allowed publlc funds to be used for personal gain.

In hmds:ght SFCCD Chancellor Evan S. Dobelle put into place the management changes eventually Ieadmg to
SECCD's-Accreditation crisist. This occurred the day following the Election when he restructured the staff,
eliminating its experienced financial administrators. This removed experienced oversight of his actions, which -
allowed him to use College resources for his personal enjoyment, such as lavish foreign trips and extended leave
of absences for fundraising purposes, but were actually personal vacations, often at the Bohemian Grove. He
almost pushed the College to the point-of strike in September 1993 in order to put its classified employees on
semester work agreements, which, in retrospect, was only to benefit himself because it would remove
observation of his excessive vacations made using College funds, often funding an entourage of his Bohemian
Club Chums, including PFA member Bob Varni¥ as late as 2007,

Later, Dobelle became Chancellor of the University of Hawali, where he repeatedly lied to the board about
financial matters. The issue went all the way to the Hawaii Senate in 2004 and lead to a statewide referendum to
restructure the Board of Regents because of their inability to oversee Dobelle’s mismanagement. When he was
put on leave of ahsence, the staff found him unqualified to teach. The full extent of Dobelle’s pathological abuse
of public funds is found in the $1.3M report commissioned by thelnvestigator General of Massachussets after he
was forced to resign as President of Westfield State University in 2014, The report catalogs lavish vacations
using public funds-and tens of thousands of personal purchases put on the company credit card, but Dobelle’s
unaccountability best comes out in this passage:

Another example of Dobelle’s unbudgeted and unauthorized expenditure of Foundation funds is the
cammissioning of a portrait of himself. in 2013, Dobelle personally contacted a local artist and requested that she
paint a portralt of him. In total, the portrait and framing cost 5777.75. an assistant in the President’s Office
contacted staff working with the Foundation and asked the Foundation to pay for it. The Foundation treasurer
told the OIG that Foundation officials felt obligated to pay the bill since the work had already been done, even

15 In the Unaudited Financials for 2016, this shows up in the General Fund {Form 01) object 7281-7283 “All Other Transfers”
in column A Unrestricted, This $89M expense goes out and reappears at the top of the restricted column for revenue jtem
8699 “Other Local Revenue.” '

16 Correy

1 Office of the Inspector General, Commonwealth of Massachussets, “Review of Spending Practlces by Former Westfield
State University President Evan.S. Dobelle,” July 31, 2014 Page 44-45.

12 Beverly Creamer “Regents’ minutes reveal concerns about Dobelle” Honalulu Advertiser 8/13/2004

» Massachussets OIG
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though the Foundation had not-approved the painting in advance. Further Foundation Board meinbers believed
that the portrait was going to be a part of a'series one of past presidents of the University. However, Dobelle took
no action to commission partraits of any other Westf efd presidents, The portrait was kept.in a closet in the
President’s Office waiting to be unveiled at an event for the 175% anniversary of the University. Following
Dobelle’s resignation, University staff sent Dobelle the portrait with his personal effects because University and
Foundation officials determined they no longer wanted the painting.®

The SF BOS itself has censured SFUSD Superintendant Bill Rojas for financial crimes and mismanagement2:, PFA
oversight could have prevented the loss of $30M in Public Funds, which the Controller’s office found simply
disappeared?z, His tenure lead to two years of the State sending in a Fiscal Crisis Task Force and an investigation
by the FBI that found so many records destroyed it was unable to bring-charges. Presumably, these include
records of the PFA.

In 1993, SFUSD Supermtendant Bill Rojas was spending the entire 1990 School Bond fund on school district
custodians and groundskeepers?, The accounting for the 1993 sales tax was implemented by SFUSD CFO William
Frederick Coleman oversaw the SFUSD at the time of the E-rate Scandal* and wh followed Rojas to the Dallas
Independent School District where he oversaw a kickback scheme that was the exact replica of the SFUSD's E-rate
scandal (one so bad, City Attorney Louise Renne had to testlfy before Congress). Coleman pleaded guilty to felony
obstruction of justice charges in 2008%,

The SFUSD also misuses a second special district for financial Shenanigans: CFD 90-1. It refuses to release .
financial statements of that district to me and its audits fail to disclose that district as a blended component unit.
‘Revenues of: CFD 90-1 were used to back the 1990 bonds misspent on janitors instead of “critical fire and
earthquake upgrades for the county’s four preschool centers,”

In this light, the SOTF should give no weight to the SFUSD’s assertion regarding the propriety of “paper entities.”

Lie: On March 11, 1993, the SFPF governing hody fulfilled the body’s primary function and voted 8-0 to submit
a ballot measure to the voters

This is unproven and contiadicted by SFUSD Respondent’s supplemental materials. The resolutions of the PFA on
September 20, 1993 are numbered starting at 1. What about the resolution to call a Special Election in March? It
had to be a resolution, not an ordinance, because the ordinance was

I perused microfilmed copies of the San Francisco Examiner, the City’s Official Newspaper, for public notice of
meetings of the PFA. The resolution to call the Special Election had to take place between March 8 and March
15%, because the Proceedings of the Board of Supervisors® indicate the BOS resolution was added to the
Immediate Adoption Calendar. No public notices of PFA meetings appear during this time: By placing the item on
the BOS Immeédiate Adoption Calendar, making concessions to Supervisor Hiseh regarding the Rent Ordinance,
and inflaming a Scandal involving Supervisor Maher ensuring he would be absent from the meeting, Supervisor

* Midgen was able to avoid notice to any opponents of the sales tax the Supervisors would call the election {In

» 0IG Report, pg. 49-

# Resolution 427-01 .

2 Office of the Controller/City-Services Auditor: “The SFUSD Cannot Account for Revenues and Expenditures of its $90M 1997
Bond Issue” 2004.

2 “Signs of Trouble: SF School Officials Overlooked Indications of Missspent Millions” SF Chronicle, November 12, 2001.

# SF Chronicle November 17, 2001 “Suit alleges SF Schools’ kickbacks 1t Claims money was steered to district officials”

= US Department of Justice: “Federal Grand Jury Indicts Former Dallas Independent School District Executives on Conspiracy,
Money Laundering, Bribery, and Obstruction of Justice Charges” May 29, 2007. Coleman took a plea bargain. The case is
Bouchot V. United States (2008).

*Vol 88 p, 236
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September 1993 when they vated to place a second sales tax measure on the Ballot, it was in closed session). It
was the Depuity City Attorney who recommended the meeting be continued to March 17* where the supervisors
called the election and put the proposition on the ballot in a meeting lasting twelve minutes, :

Under State Law the PFA had ta vote a second time to confirm the election between May 1 and May 6 1993,
Again, no public notices appeat in the Examiner. This precludesthe March 11 resolution starting at zero: the
9/20/93 resolutions could be numbered no lower than 2 had the PFA’s governing board met on the date Ms.
Calvallo asserts. 1t should be noted that in April, 1993, the decision in the Hoogasian Flowers case was issued
striking down the EFA 1991 sales-tax and ordering the EFA to reimburse the BOE. This means the ballot
handbook’s argument. “this is not a new tax” was patently false, it calls into question why the PFA would vote to
continue with the election between May.1 and May 6.

Deception: The SF Public Finance Authority Met at City Hall on September 20, 1993.

The documents proVided by"'the SEU'SD.,signed by Carole Migden, as well as those on file with the BOE have
evidence of Fabrication, and the secretary’s signature is forged.

As evidence, | pravide EFA Resoiutions 91-1, 91-2, and 91-3 from 1991 [Exhibit L]. The secretary (Who continues
to hold this position) was Esther V. Casco. Resolutions take the form YY-Ordinal. The secretary indicates who
voted and how. This was and Is standard practice for public bodies. In the PFA’s September 20 1993 resolutions
[Exhibit M], there is no recordation of who voted which way. If any members of the PFA thought they missed a
meeting and then came across these documents, they could assume they were one of the absentees,

" The hand behind Esther Casco’s 19'91lsignat‘ure is not the same as the hand behind Esther Casco’s 1993 signature.
On the EFA documents, it shows a long tail on the final “0.” The “v” middle initial is completely different, most
notably In the absence of an initial “boat.” Following that, the direction of the period tic changes from downward
to upward, and freedom of the first s coming out of the characteristic uppercase “E” is a deliberative stroke
rather than a quick swipe; in other words, the forger made sure to copy the characteristic E and then stopped at -
the.peak of the lowercase s for convenience before regrovping and continuing on with the rest of the signature
rather than freely prolating downward into the s with the ease of familiarity.

Fdr the PFA resolutions, the vote for Resolutions 1, 2, and 4 is: Yes: Eight; No: Zero; Absent: two.
For Resolution 3, the;vote is: Yes: Eight; N6: Two; Absent: zero.

In their response, the SFUSD provides minutes of the PFA on 9/20/93 at 1:00 PM in room 228 of City Hall. It lists
only hine members of the PFA. In the June 1993 Ballot Handbook, Supervisor Kaufman is indicated to be a
member of the PFA.

Consulting old floor plans, in 1993, | believe this was the chambers of the Board of Education, This meeting was
back to back with the San Francisco Board of Supervisors meeting on September 20, 1993 [Exhibit N], which
started at 2:00 and called to order at 2;05. Supervisors Migden, Kennedy, and Shelley were present, however
Supervisor Alloto and Kaufman were excused on an official leave of absence approved September 7%, Therefore
they could not have been at the 9/20/93 PFA meeting. How did they manage to vote Yes on resolution 3 when
there were no absences? How did ten' members manage to vote yes when there were only nine members of the
PFA on the official minutes? Although this could be a tfanspositi_on error, contextually Resolution 3-is critical
because it ceeds management and oversight to Chancellor Evan S. Dobelle and Superintendent Bill Rojas, both of
whom would b'e'éom_‘e infamous for mismanagement of public-funds, as | will elaborate. On July 28, 1993,
Chancellor Dokelle announced a $2,100 yearly bonus to every SFCCD administrator and classified employee.* Just

7 File 1_93.'36 Resolution 694-93
# Phillip Matier, Andrew Ross “SF College District Using new Tax to Pay Bonuses” SF Chronicle July 28, 1993
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a few months earlier, the story was gloom and doom?. Another possibility is this resolution was contentious, and
the motion was continued to a yetf-unknown date and the SFLJSD’s response the last- meeting of the PFA was on
September 20, 1993 is doubly incorrect.

The SFGED and SFUSD. have only had one joint meeting in January 2016 in the entire history of the City and
County, to my knowledge. How have they'managed to jointly approve expenditures per Resolution 4?

The ballot handbock specifies in 1991, Ms. Casca misspelled Bob Varni's name as Varney (resolution91-1). This
misspelling even made it into the December 1991 Voter guide because the City Attorney (without the ballot
simplification committee) likely copied the EFA’s resolutions verbatim, It is impossible to determine who wrote
the description “How ‘A’ Got on the Ballot for either voter guide; however, Varni's name was corrected by June
1993, indicating Ms. Casco did not act as Secretary in March. Although Varni was a member of the SFCCD board in
Septembelr, 1993; the two SFCCD members of the PFA on the minutes are Robert Burton and Maria Monet,

Neither Would have been caught dead alive inside City hall on September 20, 1993. The Board of Supervisors
agenda at 2:00 indicated the SFCCD salary ordinance was tabled without discussion because the classified
employees were on the verge of strike due to Dobelle’s self-serving restructuring.

Dobelle signs the contract-with the BOE in the middle, and Rojas has to squeeze his signature off to the side
[Exhibit P]. In the scan, Dobelle’s signature is faint and in the center of the line because the SFUSD borrowed the
page from the May 1992.contract between EFA and BOE, which updated its when Joanne Miller rolled off the EFA
board and designated Dobel‘lé to be the BOE's contact. Dobelle reckiessly decided not to allow the funds to
accrue to escrow during the court challenge, but to spend them, and Miller disagreed with this decision, stepping
down as Chair, * The BOE needed a new contract, which it executed with Dobelle.

For this reason, the copied page squeezes in Bill Rojas’s signature to the left. Rojas himself had not started work
until June 1992, so he'would not have executed the May 1992 contract because he was working in Special
Education in New York City.

In-other words, the Contract with the BOE was not jointly executed by the Superintendant of Schools and the
Chancellor of the Community College, contra.ry to the assertions of Respondernits and the purported resolutions of
the PFA, The Sales Tax'is not jointly administered. Dobelle had fired his senior financial staff the day after the
election and.gave everyone else bonuses and then took off to the Bohemian Grove to play dress up with PFA
chum BobVarni-and Paul Pelosi in one of the Bohemian Talent Shows at the annual July Encampment, so nobody
at SFCCD noticed or cared. ' ’ '

The SFUSD has _hot properly all,ocaited funds té.SFCCD in the past, a Criminal Act.

The ordinance of the PFA [Exhibit Q] provides for criminal fines and jail time for violating its provisions (§ 117,
Penalties). This would include withholding the allocation to SFCCD and redirecting it to the SFUSD.

In the hallot language to a 2004 attempt to raise the sales tax (Proposition J, November 2004), the Ballot
simplification committee stated the PFA sales tax went to the SFUSD but omitted mention of SFCCD.

» SF Chroniicle “SF City College Freezes Spending — school may be forced to use emergency funds to offset budget cut”
January 20,1993 : ’

» The funds from the 1991 tax were used to pay the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers’ Association’s attorney fees and
were not settled until 2003.-
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This would be a criminal violation of the ordinance of the PEA, but the budget information in BOS File 030354
"Adding-Administrative Code 10.100-367 and prepared by then Mayor’s-Budget Director Rosenfeld and now the
County Controller Indicates: 100% of the PFA sales tax was being given to the SFUSD at that time [Exhibit R},
Because the City Attorney’s office has input info the Ballot Simplification process and had to sign off onto the
change to the Admm|strat|ve code, | believe the omission of the SFCCD in the 2004.Ballot Handbook’s was hot an
over51ght but was a statement of fact.

I have spent.hundreds of hours to research this sales tax, so l.am not lightly asserting a suspicion that the City
Attorney, Former Controller, Current Contioller, and senior Financial Management at the SFUSD -engaged in a
criminal conspiracy to violate the ordinance of the PFA and defraud the SFCCD and the will of the electorate.
Without financial statements of the PFA and audits, it is impossible to determine the level of fund diversion over
the years and if some of it took place within the Statute of Limitations, and | urge the commissioning of g full
audit of the PFA's financial history, ordering the PFA funds to accrue to escrow, referring the matter to the Office
of the State Auditor to do her work while drawing on the funds which shall be released only on the
impleémentation of her recommendations, and, if necessary, referring any criminal acts to the District Attarnay.

BOE’s Other “Paper Entities” are Properly disclosed in stark contrast to the PFA

LA Metro is the Successor éntity for the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission (LATC), which appears on
BOE publication 105. That ordinance (No. 16) passed by the Los Angeles County veters in 1980 specified an
allocation among various Los Angeles County entities including the Southern California Rapid Transit District {The
LATC built the Blue Line and the RTD built the Red Line, which is why they are completely different systems).

The Legislature merged the LATC and the RTD in 1992 into the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority (LAMetro) with AB'152. The Disclosure regarding the LATC designation in the BOE’s records and.LA
Metro is Night and Day. First of all, LAMetro has a website and publishes its administrative code; including the
otdinance.passed by the voters, Second, its audited financial statements clearly show the income and
expenditures of this Special Taxing Measure. Finally, the revenues accrued to the LATC which had a board that did
board things such as build subways and have accounting, just like LA Metro, which even maintains a pretty
website to communicate things to the taxpayers. The PFA provides Tammy Wong, who lies, fibs, obfuscates,
tells untruths, deflects, and is generally mendacious, misleading, unhelpful, and smug.

Could the PFA at least have a webpage, perhaps with a smiling photograph of Carole Migden in 19937 The fact it
wouldn’t be on the CCSF, SFUSD, or the SFCCD wehsite indicates it is a discrete entity requiring discrete financials.

Proposition 218 specifies any tax measure may be subject repeal initiative. If the PFA board does not meet,
where should citizens-directa Proposition 218 petition for repeal?

Respondant’s-own delayed response and need to consult with the City Attorney and Controller is itself
evidence in support of my Complaint

On June 237, | received correspondence from SOTF Administrator this Complaint was continued from the June
27+ Complaint Committee hearing because Ms. Calvillo needed time to study the issue. She consulted with the
City Attorney who denied the PFA’s existence to me and the Controller who told me to go elsewhere.

This Is not the first timie a Clerk in the Board of Supervisors office has needed to the consult the Controller about
the PFA. On October 30, 2002, an-Assistant Clark of the BOS requested information from Controller Ed Harrington
about the PEA. The Controller did not respond untif November 20, 2002 [Exhibit S] stating he had never been
involved with the PFA and did not want to be listed as a contact and suggested contacting the City Attorney.

3t http://librarya rc’hiveé.metro.net/ DPGTL/IegisIation/ 1980_proposition_a_ordinance.pdf
2 https://www.metro.net/about/financebudget/taxes/
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That Clerk was SOTF-Administrator Victor Young.

In early May, 2017, [ called the SOTF’s published number and spoke to SOTF Administrator Young who stated he
had never heard of the Public Finatice'Authofity.

‘When the Sunshine Qrdinance Task Force Itseif gets sucked into The Great Nonresponsive Vortex surrounding the
PFA, there is a problem. -

Respondant abuses Its “Paper Entity” to misinform the Vaters

In November, voters were asked to approve Proposition K providing for a General Sales Tax increase. The Ballot
simplification Committee minutes indicate. it-started its process by reviewing 2011’s unsuccessful Proposition G,
sales tax increase,» Somehow this text (2011):

San Francisco now Has ah 8:5% sales tax with twa main
parts: . ' '

*  7.25%.in State taxés, of which the City recelves about
1.0%; and »

» 1.25% in special district taxes that fund the Bay Area
Rapid Transit District (BART); the San Francisco
Unified School District, the San Francisco
Community College District, and the San Franclsco
County Teansportation Authiority,

Was “simplified” to this text (2016):
*The Way It Is Now: San Francisco has.an 8.75% sales tax, with two pars:
o 7.5% in State taxes, of which the ity recelves 1.25%; and

o 1.25% In logal sales taxes that fund the Bay Area Rapid Transit District {BART), ihe San Francisco County
Transporiation Authority and the San Francisco County Public Finance Authority. '

On the same ballot, there was a State School Bond, A SFUSD School Bond, a SFCCD Parcel Tax,-and a SFUSD Parcel
tax. One of the membeérs of the Committee appointed by the Superintendent of Schools:as:an “expert in
educational reading,” Ann Jorgenson, was a teacher at Lincoln High School in 1993 when she volunteered on the
PFA Sales Tax Campaign. She is also a licensed tax attorney.

Supervisor Scott Wiener [Exhibit T] even wrote to the.BaIIot Simplification Committee to add the acronym BART
to the Bay Area Rapid Transit District. | guess he assumed everyone knew what the San Francisco County Public
Finance Authority was.

Unsubstantiated: “The voters approved Proposition A by a vote of 73.84%”

This is unsubstantiated hearsay. Although the.Board of Supervisors declared Respondent’s assertion to be true on
June 21, 1993, the bepartment of Elections and Clerk of the Board of Supervisors has not provided a responsive
document to my several requests for ih’e signed and sealed Certification of Vote; which is the only direct
evidence, aside from interviewing former city administrators, to confirm the canvass and should be in the Board
of Supervisor’s files. Wilson' Ng was unable to produce it but referred me to a statement of vote bound in the SF
Public Library, which | reviewed, but the Registrar of Voters neither put her name to nor endorsed this statement
of vote, as is the casé with every other bourid statement of vote at the San Francisco Public Library.

[ obtained from the BOE an unsigned certification of vote by Germaine Wong, then Registrar of Voters. This
accompanied the'Resolutions containing the forged signatures of Esther Casco. By all accounts, Registrar Wong

# http://sfgov.org/elections/ballot-simplification-committee-november-2016:
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was méti_'c_ulous and ran_ﬂ;a tight shop: This “certification” [Exhibit U] contains glaring-errors completely out of
character; ' ' :

"o The Certificatlon of Election results is addressed to the Board of Supervisors, which in 1993 as well as
today, occupy room 244 in City Hall. Room 235 was occupied by Catole Migden.

» The June 15, 1993 election was a Special Election: It was not a Consolidated General Election. .

o Ms. Wong certifies the “canvass was conducted in the manner required by Division 12 of the California
Elections Code.” In 1993, there were only 11 Divisions.. '

o Ms. Wong certifies she commenced the canvas of the election on Tuesday evening, June 15, 1992, which
was a Monday and a full year before the June 15, 1993 Special Election. There was an election on June 2,
1992, but that was a Consolidated Primary Election.

s Proposition A on'the June 2, 1992 election {a Parks bond) passed by a margin of: 72.8%. Note the
interchange of 2 and 3 where this document certifies passage by 73,8%. The interchange of 2 and 3 also
shows up in the 2/3 required for passage and the actual Consolidated Presidential Election on November
3, 1992.

s Ms. Wong states the number of ballots cast was 84,786; however, adding the 59,574 yes votes to the
21,108 no votes totals 80,682, a 4,104 difference. California Elections Code §4104 states “At the first
general district election conducted by all-mailed ballot, the following question shall be printed on the
ballot and.boxes-shall be provided for the voter to indicate “Yes” or “No”: “Shall the Mailed Ballot be

~ used to-conduct all future General district elections?” -

' The Consalidated Presidential Election on November 3, 1992 was the very first time voters in the State of

California were allowed rto-a'pply for no-fault permanent absentee status. This was a Presidential election
with. very large turnout. The June 15, 1993 Special Election was the very first time these new permanent
-absentee voters-would have received their ballots in the mail-automatically; however, the statement of

vote at the public library-indicates the same humber of registrations in the permanent absentee precincts
_ih June 1993 as in November 1992.

¢ The Certification states Ms. Wong affixes her hand and-seal on the June 18, 1992, again not the date of
the Certification of the Election Results dated June 18, 1993, '

o Cantrary to Ms. Wong's statement she affixes her hand and seal, her hand and seal are not affixed. She
does; however, initial the Copy Certification stamp on 9/22/93. This initial matches her initials on other
documents | have reviewed. Per the minutes of the Board of Supervisors 9/7/93, she was on leave from
September 19-21, 1993, so the September 22 certification stamp is consistent with BOE officials down
the hall waiting for her return in order to execute the BOE contract after the 9/20/93 meeting.

There were many other improprieties in this election, and | believe the odd certification document indicates the
Registrar was coerged of pressured.to certifying a canvass she should not support, | have been trying to obtain a
copy of a report of Ms. Wong delivered to the Board of Supervisors as a request on May 10, 1993, a few days
before the absentee ballots should have been mailed titled, “Report by Registrar on the proposed cuts in the
1993-94 budget eliminating or restricting the availability of absentee ballots and budget cuts affecting access to
polling places.” This report is missing from File 100-93-7 [Exhibit V], and the Clerk can provide no explanation for
this. C ‘ -

In the 1992/93 budgét deal, the State suspended subventions for election mandates in order to confront its

- overwhelming debt, meaning the legal mandate to verify absentee ballot signatures, register permanent
absentee voters:following the November 1992 election, monitor the abuse of “bounty hunter” voter registrations
by campaigns, provide disabled access to polling places, prevent improper use of voter data records, or even
evaluate provisional ballots had no force of law and the Registrar of Voters had no legal authority to do anything
about it. The Registrar of voters was the co-founder of Chinese for Affirmative Action, which initiated a lawsuit in
April 1993 with the United Educators of San Francisco and a Latino Teacher’s Association against the SFUSD to
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end a federal desegregation consent decree. Passage of the sales tax measure would backfill the loss of federal
funds and end the thread of “reconstitution” for the Teacher's Union lead by the sister of PFA member Kevin
Shelley who later had to resign as California Secretary of State in a money laundering scheme for Chinatown real
estate interests which benefitted from ”neighborhbod schools.”

To summarize, calling attention to the PFA and the sales tax cauld call attention to the election Improprietles
known to or even instigated by powerful officials who would rather forget about their paper-entity except when
it Is convenient to mislead the voters into throwing ever more money at a School District with a chronic history of
financial mismanagement and a self-serving victim culture of artificial impoverishment.

To Conclude:

US Constitution Article | § 9 requires-Congress to publish a Statement of Account of Income and Expenditures.
The State of California, by mandating an audit of all public entities (paper or otherwise) according to Generally
Accepted Accounting Principles, has embraced this mandate because, as James Madison argued, “A popular
government, without Popular Information, or means of acquiring it, is but a Prologue to a Farce or a Tragedy, or
perhaps Both.” Citizens vote to tax themselves in order to restrain their liberty for the greater good, but without
knowledge of where this tax goes or how it is spent and no opportunity to petition for redress if it inures to
private gain instead of public benefit, citizens become enslaved to the tools of their creation.

This answer is lengthy, but the PFA violates the sunshine ordinance in its entirety and should be held to account.

Thomas J. Busse
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712012017 : Gmail - Re: California Pubic Records Request

M Gma“ : : Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>
Re: California Pubic Records Request

1 message

Madhavan, Reeta <madhavanr@sfusd.edu> Tue, May 16, 2017 at 2:41 PM

To: Thomas Busse <fjpussesf@gmail.com>
Cc: Paulette G Terrell <TerrellP@sfusd.edu>, "Houck, Danielle" <daniellehouck@sfusd.edu>, "Blythe, Gentle"
<blytheg@sfusd.edu>

Dear Mr. Busse, ‘

I am in receipt of your letter sent by certified mail on May. 7, 2017 and addressed to Ms, Paulette Terrell and me,
requesting certain information regarding the San Francisco Public Finance Authority.

As I have explained in my response to your earlier email requesting similar information, the San Francisco Unified School
District has ho connection with, or jurisdiction over, the San Francisco Public Finance Authority. Therefore, we are unabie
to respond to your request for information regarding this entity.

Thank you,

Reeta

y
ATy,
P L

ispy A

Ny, g
SFUSD
SAN FRANCISCO
PUBLIC $CHOOLS

WWW.SFUSD.EDU

Reeta Madhavan

Chief Finangial Officer

San Francisco Unified School District
135 Van Ness Avenue, Room 315
San Francisco, CA 94102
T415-241-6542

F 415-241-6482
madhavanr@sfusd.edu

On Fri, May 5, 2017 at 3:03 AM, Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> wrote:
Dear Ms. Terrell:

Pursuant to the California Public Records Act, | wish to request the following Documents:
1. All Notifications to the San Francisco Public Finance Authority from the BOE.
2.The mosf recent audited financial statements of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority
- 3. All Letters of Designation of the. San Francisco Public anance Authority,
4. All ADA calculations of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority for the past five years
5. All Board Minutes of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority from 2015 to the present day
8. The Current Amended Bylaws of th‘é San Francisca Public Finance Authority
7. The most recent unaudited Financial Statements of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority

8. All Communications between the San Francisco Public Finance Authority and the City Attorney's Office from 1993 to
the Present.

9. Management Representation Leiters between the San Francisco Public Finance Authority and its Auditors.

ht!ps://mail._google‘cor_\'n/maillu/O/‘?ui=2&ik=04b5b6,c999&jsver=VK6E92h7KUEe%.gview=pt&q=madhavan&qs=lrue&search=query&th=1 5c¢13365a0dce... 1/2




712012017 Gmail - Re: California Pubic Records Request

10. All communications between the California State Controller and the San Francisco Publi¢c Finance Authority
11. A list of Current Board Members of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority.

12, All Communications between the San Francisco Public Finance Authority and Mr. Dave Fox from 1993 to Present
and all communications of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority addressed to any person with the address 2247
15th St, San Francisco CA 94114.

13. All Budgets of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority from 2010 to the present.

As always, scanning is preferable to this e-mail. My mailing address follows. Please Feel Free to contact me at 415-
244-5072 to discuss this request. If this information must be copied and mailed to me, you may send a bill to my
address.

The Attached -Document |s the basis for my reaching out to you. If you are not the person to approach, Please address
me to the apprapriate Individual; ‘

& \rwl‘ %( i

https:l/mail.google.com/mai|lu/0/?uj=2&ik=04b5b60999&jsvei=VK6E92_h7_KUEe4§éview=pt&q=madhavan&_qs=true&search=query&th=15c13365a0dce... 2/2




JURISDICTION CONTACT FOR TRANSACTION AND USE TAX
NOTIFICATIONS & APPEALS

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY PUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY
Tax Area Code: 051

...................................................................................................................................

‘We send a notification letter to the contact position shown bcluw when a positive adjustment of greater than $5,000.00 or negative
redistribution ol greater than 5% of the district’s average quarterly revenue or $50,000.00, whichever is Jess, is processed as provided in
chulnlion 1828, Process for Revmwmg Tmnsncuons and Usc Tax dlstnhuuon lnqumes

...................................................................................................................................

Primary Contact

Joscgr h C. Grazioli, Chief Financial Officer

Authorized Pagition Title from Resolution

Joseph C Grazioli, chief Fmggcggl Officer

Name of Individuat Currcntly Holding-Authorized Position

135 Van Ness Avenue 3" Floor, San Francisco, CA
04102

Muiling Address Line |

Mailing Address Line 2

City, State, Zip

" Phone

Fax

Email

T

TS
g XL‘\‘-E('\' B

Return this form to:

Secondau Contact

Please check box if secondary contact should be mailed a
X duplicate copy of all nolification letters:

Paulette Terrell, Director of Fiscal Services
Authorized Position Title from Resolution

Paulette Terrell, Director of Fiscal Services
WName of Individual Currently Holding Authorized Position

135 Van Ness Avenue 3“’ Floor, San Francisco, CA.

94102

Mmlmg Address Line |

Mailing Address Line 2

City, State, Zip

Phone

Fax

'Ttwﬁo\\PQ

Email

\ STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION
LocAL REVENUE ALLOCATION SECTION, MIC: 27
POBOX 942879

SACRAMENTQ, CA 94279-0027
AN FAX: 916-324-8117

N

QUESTIONS: CALL JULIE ROBERTS (916) 324-1386




y 2 s oo . » * ;& r. Vincent Matthew
@@W% San Francisco Unified School District Dr. Vincent Matthews

Siperintendent of Schoals

M LEGAL DEPARTMENT Danielle Houck
g, R 555 Franklin Street, 3™ Floor, San Francisco, CA 94102 General Counsel
Telephone (415) 241-6054 » Facsimile (415) 241-6371 Tammi Wong

s F U s D Sr. Depuly General Counsel

June 7, 2017

TRANSMITTED VIA EMAIL TO:

Thomas Busse
Emiail: tjbussesf@gmail.com

Re: Response to Public Records Request
‘San Francisco Public Finance Authority

Dear Mr. Busse:

This letter is in response to your May 5 and May 18, 2017 emails to the SFUSD Chief Financial
Officer. Your request falls under the California Public Records Act and we request that future
communications regarding your request be sent to publicinfo@sfusd.edu.

CFO Madhavan responded to you on May 16, 2017 stating that the District does not have
responsive records relating to the San Francisco Public Finance Authority, On May 18, 2017 you
responded that you were in possession of a document signed by Ms. Terrell. We reviewed the
information you provided.

The document you referred to was executed and filed in error by Mr, Grazioli. It is not a current,
valid document, the District has not taken any action under that filing, and therefore has no
responsive records to your request.

The District’s actual financing corporation is the San Francisco Unified School District Financing
Corporation (“Corporation™). As a courtesy, records and bylaws of the Corporation are enclosed
with this letter.

Sincerely,

SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Tammi Wong

Sr. Deputy General Counsel
Enclosure
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4/27/2017 . Board of Equalization - State of California

Local Jurisdiction Statement of Tax Distribution

051 Date: For the periods shown below

04/12/2017

-Payee: SF COUNTY PUBLIC FINANCE AUTH/DIRECTOR OF
FISCAL SERVICES

Current Advance  Feb 2017 3,201,400.00
Prior Credits ' o _ 0.00

Total Payment (by EFT) 3,201,400.00

If you have questions regarding this statement, please contact
BOE-Local Revenue and Allocation Unit at 916-324-3000.

Back to Query Page (/hoewebservices/localur.jsp)

httpé:/IeﬁIe.boe,ca.govlboewebservices/LocalJur.do P47
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SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
JUNE 30, 2016

The requirements of this Statement are effective for reporting periods beginning after June 15, 2016, except for
the requirements of this Statement for the selection of assumptions in a circumstance in which an employer’s
pension liability is measured as of a date other than the employer’'s most recent fiscal year-end. In that
circumstance, the requirements for the selection of assumptions are effective for that employer in the first
reporting period in which the measurement date of the pension liability is on or after June 15, 2017. Early

implementation is encouraged.

NOTE 2 - DEPOSITS AND INVESTMENTS

Summary of Deposits and Investments

Deposits and investments as of June. 30, 20186, are classified in the accompanying financial statements as follows:

Governmental funds ' $ 482,243,222

Less: deficit cash (overdraft) : (5,392,893)
Total governmental funds '$ 476,850,329
Self insurance fund 64,217,849
"Fidueiary funds 4,649,658
Total Deposits and Investments $ 545,717,836

Deposits and investments as of June 30, 2016, consist of the following:

Cash on hand and in banks v $ 5,374,925
Deposits with county treasurer _ 545,735,804
Less: deficit cash (overdraft) : \3 N (5,392,893)

Total déposits with county treasurer %?&\,\\ \ 540,342,911

Total Deposits and Investments $ 545,717,836

Policies and Practices

The District is authorized under California Government Code to make direct investments in local agency bonds,
notes, or warrants within the State; U.S. Treasury instruments; registered State warrants or treasury notes;
securities of the U.S. Government, or its agencies; bankers acoceptances; commercial paper; certificates of deposit
placed with commercial banks and/or savings and loan companies; repurchase or reverse repurchase agreements;
medium term corporate totes; shares of beneficial interest issued by diversified management companies,
certificates of participation, obligations with first priority security; and collateralized mortgage obligations.

Investment in County Treasury - The District is considered to be an involuntary participant in an external
investment pool as the Disfrict is Tequired to deposit all receipts and collections of monies with their County
- Treasurer (Education Code Section 41001). The fair value of the District's investment in the pool is reported in
the accounting financial statements at amounts based upon the District's pro-rata share of amortized cost which
approximately fair value provided by the County Treasurer for the entire portfolio (in relation to the amortized
cost of that portfolio). The balance available for -withdrawal is based on the acoounting records maintained by the
County Treasurer, which is recorded on the amortized cost basis.

39P48




712012017 Gmail - Re: Consolidated Annual Financial Statements for the San Francisco Finance Authority

E‘ﬁ Gma“ : Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>
Re: Consolidated Annual Financial Statements for the San Francisco Finance
Authority

1 message

‘Madhavan, Reeta <madhavanr@sfusd.edu> ’ Mon, Apr 24, 2017 at 10:18 AM

To: Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>
Cc: Thu Cung <cungt@sfusd.edu>

Hello Mr. Busse,

The school district receives our share of the sales tax revenue directly from the city's Controller's Office. You will need to
contact the city's Controller's Office for the financial audit of sales tax revenue.

This revenue is included on page 87 of the school district's 2015-16 audit report in the $52,614,948 total of "Local
Revenue" in the Unrestricted General Fund column. You are correct in that the audit report does not provide a
breakdown of all our revenue sources, and 1 will discuss. this with our auditors if it is feasible to include that level of detail
without making the report overly lengthy (to give you a sense of what this would entail, the district receives funding from
over 100 different federal, state and local sources and it could get unmanageable to list them all in detail.

The detailed revenue breakdown'is included in-our Unaudited Actuals report that is submitted to the state annually and
forms the basis of our audited financials. This report is posted on our district web site here.

Please let me know if you have any additional questions.

Thank you,

Reeta

e o : ‘o
SFUSD F [ g
SAN FRANCISCO
PUBLIC SCHODLS (/|
WWW.SFUSD.EDU

Reeta Madhavan

Chief Financial Officar

San Francisco Unified School District
135 Van Ness Avenue, Room 315
San Francisco, CA 94102

T 415-241-6542

F 415-241-6482
madhavanr@sfusd.edu

On Sat, Apr 22, 2017 at 9:42 PM, Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> wrote:
Dear Ms Madhavan:

| recently became aware of the existence of the San Francisco Finance Authority 'as a separate special district for the

- receivership of the 1993 1/4 cert Proposition A sales tax, however | have been unable to locate any financials,
governing documents, or board minutes for this special district. | was specifically concerned about its aliocation formula
or whether it was used to back sales tax revenue bonds, in which case | was interested in the oversight process.

Because of the existence of a permanent sales tax revenue source to support both the school district and the
community college district, | felt it was misleading in-your Consolidated Annual Financial Report's Statement of
Financlal Activities to not include a line for local sales tax revenue, | wasn't sure whether this was included In "state and
federal support" because it's local revenue, or whether it was part of the big ambiguous "other revenue" line.

Any clarification on this would be most welcome, but | do have a legal right, at a minimum, to request the most recent
audited financials of this Special District. | will be happy to pay any reasonable copying fee if these are not available

hitps.//mail. google.com/mail/0/?ui=2&ik=04b5h6c9998&jsver=VK6 E'SZ’h?KUE.eaﬁgvlew=pt&q=madhavan&qs=lrue&search=query&th=1 5ba0f9928c10... 1/2




7/20/2017 Gmail - Fwd: [SPAM?] Re: [SPAM?] Re: Follow Up on Meeting Today

M Gm all Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>
Fwd: [SPAM?] Re: [SPAM?] Re: Follow Up on Meeting Today

1 message

Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> - Thu, Jul 20, 2017 at 7:14 PM

To: SF Kelvin <tjpbussesf@gmail.com>

--=-mmm-e- FOrwarded message --------—

From: Timothy Bittle <tim@hijta.org>

Date: Mon, May 1, 2017 at 12:02 PM ‘

Subject: Re: [SPAM?] Re: [SPAM?] Re: Follow Up on Meeting Today
To: Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>

Dear Mr. Busse,

My friend at the Board of Equalization got back to me. He emailed someone on the Board's local revenue staff who
told him that, for Fiscal Year 2014-15, the City/County of San Francisco received (in millions) $240,424 in sales tax.
Of that, $140,146 was paid to the City's General Fund, and $100,278 was paid to the San Francisco County
Transportation Authority. If that's true, then no money went to the defunct Public Finance Authority.

Timothy A. Bittle

Director of Legal Affairs
Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association

@ﬁ“? o+ F |

hitps:/imail. google.com/mailiu/0/2ui=28ik=04b5b6ca90&jsver=VKeE92h7KUARR Biew=ptasearch=inbox&th=15d626cd5ee38a868simi=15d62ecdSe. . 1/1




7/20/2017 . Gmail - RE: Sunshine Request - SF Public Finance Autharity

M Gm all Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>
" RE: Sunshine Request -SF Publlc Finance Authority

1 message

CON, Controller (CON) <controller.con@sfgov.org> Wed, May 3, 2017 at 10:31 AM

To: Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>
Cc: "CON, Controlier (CONY)" <contralier.con@sfgov.org>

Dear Mr. Busse,

Based on the specific information you requested, we respectfully refer you to contact Reeta Madhavan, the CFO at the
SF Unified School District (SFUSD, (415) 241-6542 x1617, MadhavanR@sfusd.edu) and Ron Gerhart, the Vice
Chancellor of Finance & Administration-at the S8an Francisco Community College District (SFCCD, (415) 241-2229,
rgerhard@ccsf.edu), as they aversee the budget, accounting and audit records related to all sources and uses of funds
accruing to their respecfive districts. For helpful immediate reference, please find their budget, audit and financial
statement links below, along with the California BOE Sales Tax allocation link:

1) the California Board of Equalization’s (BOE) tracking and apportionment of sales tax allocations by taxing entity, for
the City and County of San Francisco at http://www.boe.ca.gov/pdf/boe105.pdf on page 6.

2) SFUSD’s budget,.audit and financial documents available here as well as the SFCCD's available here. By keyword
searchlng these documents you-can find where.Sales Tax accrues and is budgeted, for example, by using CTRL-F and
typing in "sales tax",

We hope this is of help to you, v

Best,

Office of the Controller

From: CON, Contraglier (CON)

Sent: Wednesday, April 26, 2017 2:38 PM

To: Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>

Cc: CON, Controller (CON) <controller.con@sfgov.org>
Subject: Sunshine Request - SF Public Finance Authority

Dear Mr. Busse,

Thank you for cohtacting the Controller's Office. This email is in response to your public information request; we are
. researching your inquiry and are working to provide you with a response as soon as possible. Please direct any follow-up
materials you may have to this email address.

Best,

Office of the Controlier

hnps:/Imail.google.com/mai!/u/Ol?ui=2&ik=04b5b6¢999&jsVer=VK6E92h7KU£a§.éView:pl&q=CCN&qs=true&search=query&th=15bcf5dfa6a36032&si.‘. 12




- ( ( ) J Thomas J. Eusse
7 OO% - O \ SO : O 584 Castro Street #388
' San Francisco, CA 94114

OH g 7 415-244-5072
tjibussesf@gmail.com

May 5, 2017

Mr. Ron Gerhard :

- Vice Chancellor of Finance and Admmlstratlon .
33 Gough Street _ \/ gl
San Francisco, CA 94103 _ \f\\\f) \

FAX: 415-241-2344

Public Records Request -

Dear Mr. Gerhard:.

Pursuant to the California Public Records Act, | request disclosure of the following:

Most current financial statements of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority

Board Minutes of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority from 2004 to the present
Current amended bylaws of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority.

CCSF Average Daily Attendance workpapers for calculation of the 1993 SFPFA Sales Tax from
2011 to the Present.

Interagency Communications between your office and the CFO Office of the SF Unified Schoo!
District from 2015 to the present regarding transactions and use taxes.

Interagency Communications between your office and members of the SF County Dept. of
Elections Ballot Simplification Committee in both 2011 and 2016 (especially Ann Jorgensen and
the City Attorney appointee).

Reconciliation Reports of CCSF sales tax income from 2014 to the present

Please feel free to call me at the.-number above to-discuss this request, Scans via e-mail would be
preferable, but if you can only provide hard copies, | would prefer to Inspect the documents in person
and select which | may wish to copy. If that is not possible, you may post them to my address above, orl
would be happy to pick them up, as | live not far away.

P52 -




7/20/2017 Gmail - Request

E E Gmaﬂ Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>
Request

1 message

Ronald Gerhard <rgerhard@ccsf.edu> Thu, May 25, 2017 at 2:09 PM

To: "Tjbussesf@gmail.com™ <Tjbussesf@gmail.com>
Cc: Steven Bruckman <sbruckman@ccsf.edu>

Good afternoon Thomas. | hope this finds you well. | want to provide a status update on your information request.

Unfortunately we have very little information/documentation on the fingnce authority your inquiring about. We have
reached out to SF Unified and SF Finance Dept. to see if we may be able to obtain records. We also found that the San
Francisco Library may have some information on their website regarding your inquiry. See the following link. -

https:l/sfpl.bibliocommons.com/search?t=smart&search_category=keyword&commit=8earch&q=san+francisco+public+
finance+authority

We will reach back out ta you next week with an update. '

Regards,
Ron

Ronald P. Gerhard

Vice Chancellor of Finance and Administration
City College of San Francisco

Office - (415) 241-2229

htlps://mail.google.com/maillu/O/?ul=2&ik=04b5b60999&jsver=VK6EQZh?KUfeﬁ.gviewwt&q=gerhard&qs=true&search=query&th=1504171c09ab283... n
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Office of the Mayor
SaN FrANCISGO

FRANK M. JORDAN

February 11, 1993

Honorable Angela Alioto, President

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
. Room 235 - City Hall

S8an Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Supervisor Alioto:

I am returning File No. 175=93-1 (Local Public Finance Authority)
with my signature. This legislation declares the intent of the
Board of Supervisors to propose an increase in the transactions and
use tax (i.e. Sales Tax) and establishes the San Francisco County
Public Finance Authority.

As you Know, the Public Finance Authority would be governed by a
l0-member Board of Directors consisting of five members of the
Board of Supervisors and a total of five members from both the
Unified School District and the Community College District, The
resolution ape01fles that the San Francisco Board of Supervisors
would elect five of lts eleven members to serve on the Board of
Directors.

Because San Francisco is the only city and County in the State and
the only Board of Supervisors with eleven menbers, we have the odd
situation of a mlnority of the Board of Supervisors joining School
Board Members in a decision to place a tax measure on the ballot.
I would respectfully suggest that the Authority seek full Board
approval by resolution of any ordinance proposed for the ballot by
the San Francisco County Public Finance Authority. By copy of this
letter, I am requesting the City Attorney to draft a policy

resolution on this subject.
Slncerely, éﬁéziu/

rank M. Jorda
Mayor

cc: Members, San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City ‘Attorney, Louise Renne

200 CITY HALL, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 54102
(415) 55 -65




712012017 ' Gmail - Re: Records Request

M Gmai! Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>
Re: Records Request

1 message

Cityattorney <CityAttorney@sfgov.org> ' Mon, May 1, 2017 at 3:46 PM

To: tjbussesf@gmail.com
Mr. Thomas J. Busse,

Thank for your request dated April 28, 2017 concerning the “San Francisco County Public Finance Authority” and the
"San Francisco County Educational Finance Authority," We have no responsive documents and we believe those entities
do not actually exist. Perhaps you are thinking of the California Public Finance Authority, the Office of Public Finance
within the Controller's Office here in San Francisco, and/or the San Francisco Unified ScheolDistrict._If you wish to
request public records from any those entities you should contact them directly. k

Best,

Andrea Guzman
Responding for cityattorney@sfgov.org

OFFICE OF CITY ATTORNEY DENNIS HERRERA
San Francisco City Hall, Room 234

1 Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, California 94102-4682

(415) 554-4710 Direct
{415) 554-4700 Reception
(415) 554-4716 Facsimile
(415) 554-6770 TTY

Subscribe to news and updates from the S.F. City Attorney's Office at http://www.sfcityattorney.org

hups://mail.googIe.comlmaiIIu/OI’?ui=2&ik=04b5b6c999&jsver=VK6E92h7KU4&§.§view=pt&q=cilyatlorney&qs=true&search=query&1h=1 bbc631e275¢c... 1M1
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Resolution No, 91-1

AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF AN AGQEEMENT BETWEEN THE SAN
FRANCISCO EDUCATIONAL FINANCING AUTHORITY AND THE STATE BOARD OF
EQUALIZATION FOR PREPARATION TO ADMINISTER AND OPERATE THE-

AUTHORITY‘S TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAX ORDINANCE.

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Educational Financing

Authority authorizes the execution of an agréément with the State

‘Board of Equalization to implement the provisions of Part 1.6 of

Division 2 of the California Revenue and Taxation Code, for the
purpose of preparing to administer and operate the San'Franciscox
Educational Financing Authority transactions and use tax
ordinéﬁce; and therefore be it

FURTHER kESOLVED, That this agreement shall continue in
effect until the preparatory work necessary to administer the

Authority's transactions and use tax ordinance has been completed

and the State Board of Equalization has received all payments due

‘from the Authority; and therefore be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Chairperson of the San Francisco
Educational Financing Authority is hereby authorized to enter
into and sign the agreement fof the Authority.

a4
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The foregeoing Resolution was passed and adopted by the San
Francisco Educational Financing Authority at a meeting thereof,
this 20th day_ of December, 1991 by the following vote, to wit:

Ayes: BAmmiano, Kelly, Miller, Ayala, Burton, Marquis, Rodis, Varney, Wolfred,
and Teng

'_Absent: None

Nays: del Portillo, benebeim, ﬂ'%/%n/%\
B Rodriguez, and Yee g

V Chairperson

ATTEST: W//C/M

Acting Secretary

Esther V. Casco, Executive Assistant
to the Board of Education

9753P
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E;;Yi\\L*f L’f;?; Resolution No. 91-2

AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF AN AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE SAN
FRANCISCO EDUCATIONXL FINANCING AUTHORITY AND THE STATE BOARD OF
EQUALIZATION FOR STATE ADMINISTRATION OF AUTHORITY'S TRANSACTIONS

AND USE TAXES.

RESQOLVED, That the San Francisco Educational Financing
Authority authorizes the execution of an agreement with the State
Board of Equalization to implement the provisions of Part 1.6 of
Division 2 of the California Revenue and Taxation Code, for the

purpose of administering and operating the San Francisco

Educational Financing Authority transactions and use tax

ordinance; and therefore be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this agreement shall continue in
effect until all the work necessary to administer the Authority's
transactions and use tax ordinance has been completed and the
State Board of Equalization has received and disbursed all
payments under said ordinance; and therefore be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Chairperson of the San Francisco
Educational Financing Authority is hereby authorized to enter
into and sign the agreement for the Authority.

s
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Chbit L1

The foregoing Resolution was passed and adopted by the San
Francisco Educational Financing Authority at a meeting thereof,
this 20th day of December, 1991 by the following vote, to wit:

Ayes: Ammiano, Kelly, Miller, Ayala, Burton, Marquis, Rodis, Varney, Wolfred,

and Teng
Absent: Hone

Nays: del Portillo, Denebeim,
Rodriguez, and Yee

ATTEST: ﬂf’«hm/// {M

Acting Secretary

Chairperson

0@» (oo UMl

. Esther V. Casco, Executive Assistant

to the Board of Education

9753P
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Resolution No. 91-3

—

AUTHORIZING THE CHAIRPERSON OF THE SAN FRANCISCO EDUCATIONAL

FINANCING AUTHORITY TO EXECUTE ALL NECESSARY DOCUMENTS WITH STATE

- AND LOCAL AGENCIES IN ORDER TO IMPLEMENT THE COLLECTION OF THE

AUTHORITY'S TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAXES AND TO EFFECTUATE THE

ALLOCATION AND INVESTMENT OF THE PROCEEDS OF SAID TAXES.

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Educational Financing

,Authority authorizes its Chairperson to execute all necessary

documents with state and local agencies in order implement the
collection of the Authority's transactions and use taxes and to..
effectuate the allocation and investment of the proceeds of said

taxes.

The foregoing Resolution was passed and adopted by the San
Francisco Educational Financing Authority at a meeting thereof,
this _20th day of December, 1991 by the following vote, to wit:

Ayes: Ammiano, Kelly, Miller, Ayala, Burton, Marguis, Rodis, Varney, Wolfred,

and Teng

Absent: None
NAYS: del Portillo, Denebeim,
Chairperson

Rodriguez, and Yee

oA

.~ Acting Secretary

Esther V. Casco; Executive Assistant
to the Board of Eeucation
9733P
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<;;7/ : Resolution No. !

\\..

=

(Saanrancisco Public Finance Authority)
AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF AN AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC
FINANCE AUTHORITY AND THE STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION FOR PREPARATION TO
ADMINISTER'AND OPERATE THE AUTHORITY'S TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAX ORDINANCE.
RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Pub]ic Finance Authority authorizes the
execution of an agreement with the State Board of Equalization to 1mplemént
the provisions of Parts 1.6 and 1.7 of Division 2 of the California Revenue
and Tzxation Code, for the purpose of preparing to sdminister and cperate the
San Francisco Public Finance Authority transactions and use tax ordinance: and
therefore be it |
FURTHER RESOLVED, That this agreement shall continue in effect until the

preparatery work necessary to administer the Authority's transactions &and use

tax ordinance has been completed and the Stafe Board of Eoualization has
received all pavments due from the Authority; and therefore be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Superintendent of the San Francisco Unified
School District and the Chanceilor of the San Francisco Community Cq1iege

District are hereby authorized to enter into and sign the agreement for the

‘ Authdrity.

The forgoing Resplution was passed and adopted by the San Francisco
Public rinance Authority at & meeting thereof, this 20THday of September, 1993

by the following vote, to wit:

Ayes:  EIGHT NO: ZERO

Absent: Iml,

ATTEST: é”a‘*"”/ Vi Cused

fcting Secretary P61




[~ 7S B N

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

S on W

e |
C;:;;N\QV)GK/ ‘ | Resolution No___ZE;__‘

(S;F"Public Finance Authority and State Board of Equalization Agreement)
AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF AN AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC
FINANCE AUTHORITY AND THE STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION FOR STATE ADMINISTRATION
OF AUTHORITY'S TRANSACTION AND USE TAXES.

RESOLVED, That the San francisco Public Finance Authority authorizes the
execution of an agreement with the State Board of Equalization to implement
the provisions of Parts 1.6 and.\.7 of Division 2 of the California Revenue
&nd TaxationvCode, for the purpose of administering and operating the San
Francisco Public Finance Authority transactions and use tax ordinance; and
therefore be it |

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this zgreement shail continue in effect until all
the.work necessary to edminister the Authority's transactions ahd use tax
ordinance has been compieted and the State Board of Equalization has received
and disbursed al) payments under said ordinance; and therefore be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Superintendent of the San Francisco UnifTied

School District and the Chancellor of the San Francisco Community College

District are hereby authorized to enter into and sign the agreement for tﬁe
Authority.

The foregoing Resclution was passed and sdopted by the San Francisco
Public Finance Authority at a meeting thereof, this 20mh day of September, 1893

by the following vote, to wit:

Ayes: EIGHT  NO: ZERO

Absent: o

ATTEST: f/ﬁ%"’fv |/ ¢ Cunen

Acting Secretary P62
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Ayes: EIGHT  No; TWO
Absent: ZERO | /( /V)

_ irpErson //f\\\\\;
ATTEST:éjititLau é/f (fi;4¢yb b

B\{LL\\\,;-\‘- {\/\/1 Resolution No. =

{San Francisco County Superintendent and Community College Chancellor

v Authormzat1on)

AUTHORIZING THE SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY SUPERINTENDENT OF -SCHOOLS AND THE
CHANCELLOR FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT T0 JOINTLY‘EXECUTE
ALL NECESSARY DOCUMENTS WITH STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES IN ORDER TO IMPLEMENT
THE COLLECTION QF THE AUTHORITY'S TRANSACTIONS ANDVUSE TAXES AND TO EFFECTUATE
THE ALLOCATION AND INVESTMENT OF THE PROCEEDS OF SAID TAXES.

RESOLVED, That the Sam Francisco Public Finance Authority authorizes the
San Francisco County Superintendent of Schoo]s'and‘the Chancellor for the San
Francisco Community College Districi to Jointly execute &ll necessary
documents with state and local agenciés in order to impiement the‘collection
6f the Authority's transaﬁt{ons and use taxes and to effectuate the zllocation
and investment of the proceeds of said téxes. |

-The Toregoing Resoiution was passed and adopted by the San Francisco
Public Finance Authority at a meeting thereof, this 20TH day of Seotember,

1893 by the following vote, to wit:

Acting Secretary

63859
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ﬁ )(L) } Resolution No. _ &

(SFYSD and SFCCD Governing Board Approval of Expenditures)
AUTHORIZING THE GOVERNING BOARDS OF THE SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT -
AND THE SAN FRANCISCO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 70 JOINTLY APPROVE ALL‘
EXPENDITURES NECESSARY TO IMPLEMENT THE COLLECTION OF THE AUTHORITY'S
TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAXES AND TO EFFECTUATE THE ALLOCATION AND TINVESTMENT OF -
THE PROCEEDS OF SAID TAXES.

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Public Finance Authority authorizes the
Governing Boards of the San francisco Unified School District and the San
Francisco Community College District to jointly approve al) expenditures
necessary to implement the coilection-of the Authority's transactions and use
tzxes and to effectvate the allocation and investment of the-proceeds of said
taxes.

The foregoing Resolution was passed and zdopted by the San Francisco

Public Finance 2uthority at 2 meeting thereoi, this 20TH pay of September,

1993 by the following vote, to wit:

Ayes: EIGHT NO: ZERO

Absent: mo

ATTEST: édwv V. Case

Acting Secretary

r

63859
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JOURNAL OF PROCEEDINGS

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Monday, September 20, 1993 - 2:00 p.m.

L The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco
.. met in regqular session on the above date.

CALLING THE ROLL

In the absence of President Angela Alioto, the meeting was
called to order at 2:05 p.m. by the Clerk. On call of the roll, the
following Supervisors were noted present:

TS

SIEE Supervisors Conroy, Hallinan, Hsieh, Kennedy, Maher, Migden,
‘Shelley - 7.

Noted absent at girst roll-call:

sdperviéors Alioto, Bierman, Kaufman, Leal - 4.

. Quorum present,

Supervisar Alioto excuséd, on official leave of absence.
B Super?isor Bierﬁah wasrhoféd present at 2:06 p.m.

Supervisor Kaufman excused, on official leave of absence,

Supervisor Leal was noted present at 2:18 p.m.

 Election of President Pro Tempore

: Following roll call of attendance by the Clerk; Supervisor
Maher, seconded by Supervisor Hsieh, moved that Supervisor Kennedy

_be appointed President Pro Tempore.

% " Motion adopted by the followxng vote:

Ayes: Supervisors Bierman, Coriroy, Hallinan, Hsieh, Kennedy,
'Maher, ngden, ‘Shelley ~ 8.
- Absent: Supervisors Alioto, Kaufman, Leal - 3.

Supervisor-xennedx thereupon assumed the Chair.

-1043-
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School Sales Tax

PROPOSITION A

Shall an ordinance of the San Francisco Educational Financing Authority be adopted so
as to 1) approve a transactions and use tax of one quarter of one percent for a imited
term for the general purpose of providing financlal assistance to the San Francisco
Unifled School District and the San Francisco Community College District; 2) approve an
Increase In the Callfornia Constitution.Article XIliB appropriations limit for sald districts

YES
NO

in an amount equal to or greater than the revenues derived by each district from the

transactions and use tax for the same fiscal year?

Ana'lysis

by City Attorney

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The San Franclsco Unifled School Distrct

operates the City's public primary and secondary schools. The .

San Francisco-Community College District opsrates the City's
community college system. »
As allowed by State law, the governing boards of the School

. District and Community College District have formed-an Educa-

tional Financing Authority and submitted to the voters an ordi-
nance authorizing a one-quarter cent increase in the sales tax in
San Francisco for the general purpose of providing financlal

assistance tothe Schoal District and Community Collegé District,

The current sales tax in San Francisco is 8-1/4¢,
The California Constitution imposes-annual spending limits on
local governments, including school districts,

THEPROPOSAL: Proposition As an ordinance that would increase
the sales tax in San Franciseq by one-quarter centto 8-1/2¢. The
tax would remain in effect untll January 1, 1993 or until the

temporary sales tax imposed by the Legislature earlier this y
expires. The ravenues from this tax would be used for the gen:
purpose of providing financial assistance to the School Dis
and Community College District. The division of the sales
revenues between the School District and Community Coll
District would depend on the average daily student attend
of each of the districts. , :
Proposition A also ‘would increase the spending limits of
* - districts each year in an amount equal to or greater than
revenuas received by each district fromthe sales tax forthaty

A “YES" VOTE MEANS: It you vote yes, you want to authorize
sales tax to provide financial assistance to the districts
increase the spending, limit of each district,

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not want to autho
this tax, ' v

Control'lér's. Stateinent on“A’

City Controller Edward Harrington has Issued the following statement on
the fiscal impact of Proposition A: , .

“Should the propesed ordinance be adopted and implemented, in my
apinion, revanues for the Community College and Unifled School Districls
would increase by approximately $23 million in the first full year after
mplementation of the tax, In¢reasing thereafter with the tate of inflation
intil expiration of the tax. The ordinance also permits an increase in the
Appropriations Limits of the-Districts established pursuant to Article XIIB

»f the State Constitution (Gann Limit) in order to spend the Increased tax |

evenues,”

Hdw “A" Got on the Ballot

As allowed by State law, the governing boards of the Unified Sct
District and the Community College District formed the San Franci
Educational Financing Authority. At @ maeeting on October 7, 1991,
Financing Authority voted 11-1 in favor of submitting to the voters
ordinance which is Proposition A.

The members of the governing board voted as follows:

YES:  Ammiano, Ayala, Burlon, del Portillo, Marquis, Miller, Re
Rodriguez, Teng, Varney, Wollred

NO: Yoo &— Prisu
ABSENT: Denebeim, Kelly . pe o )

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE.
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District on or before the 25th of each month for all costs incurred
by Board for the preceding calendar month. District shall pay to
Board the amount of such costs on or before the last day of the
succeeding month and shall pay to Board the total amount of téxes,
interest, and penalties refunded or paid to taxpayers, together

with Board costs incurred in making those refunds.

STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION

oo T P

, ; ' Executive Director

T ' (District)
SEP 29 1973 /7/ Vi / /{ ﬁb
. .T' ?'. et e &A\J‘\LJ— [0 ' By T{’ /é’ V/
BY \JAJ&V(J (Slgnature)
,"‘:S'f. Chlry Crure=l
— WALDEMAR ROJAS EVAN S, ‘DOBELLE -
(Typed Name)
SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY CHANCELLOR, SAN FRANCISCO
SUPERLNIENDENT OF SCHOOLS COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTIRICT
(Title)

(5/92)
=10~
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Dear Voter,

-\;R”HED T( ,' A i
3 DR U

This is a copy of the legal text of Proposition A for the June 15, 1993 Special Election, which you requested N

ORDERING SUBMISSION OF AN
ORDINANCE BY THE SAN- FRANCISCO
COUNTY PUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY
REQUESTING THE CITY AND COUNTY OF
SAN .FRANCISCO TO CALL -A. SPECIAL
ELECTION TQ BE: 'HELD ON. JUNE 15, 1993
FOR. THE PURPOSE -OF SUBMITTING TO
‘THE VOTERS AN ORDINANCE FOR. THE

- IMPOSITION OF -A ONE QUARTER OF ONE
PERCENT TRANSACGTIONS AND USE TAX
AND FOR  OTHER PURPOSES,
CONDITIONED UPON THE PUBLIC FINANCE
AUTHORH‘Y YOTING AGAIN, BY MAY 6,
1993, TO PLACE THIS PROPDSITION
BEFORE.THE VOTERS, OR THE BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS SHALL ‘CANCEL-THE JUNE
15, 1993 SPECIAL ELECTION:

Be it ordsined by the San Francisco County
Puiblio Finance Autlority:

Section 1.

a) A spécial election i hiereby requested o be
held-in the City and County of San Francisco on

_Tuesday,:the 15th: day of June, 1993 for the
purpose of submiqmg the foltowing proposition;

Shal] an ordinance of the San_Franoisco
Counly Public Finance Aithority be adopted
50 as (o 1) approve p fransactions and use tax
of one quarier of orie percent for the general
PUTPDSE of‘pmvidi_iig financial essistance to
the San Francisco Unified School District and
the San Frendisco Community College
District, 2) &pprove en increase in the
Califomia  Constitution  Asticle X[B
appropriations limit for said districts in an
amount equal to the revenues derived by each
district from the transactions.and use tax for
the same fisca) year?

Section 2. This request for the holding of &
special election is conditioned upon the Public

Finance Authority meeting on af least one

pecasion batween May 1, 1993, and May 6, 1993,
rnd voting, 8galn, to. submit this praposition to
the voters: Failure on he part of the Public
Finance Authority to comply with this condition

shell autometically be deemed 2 decision of the

Anthority notto proceed with the special election,
and the Board of Supervisors of the City and
County of Sen Francisco shall then order the
rescission of the submission of the proposition to
the vaters, and shll cancel t.he June 15, 1993
special election.

Section 3. At the special elccuon called by
Section 1 herein an ordinance of the San
Fiancisco  County Public Finance Authority
(commencing with Sectioh 101 is  hereby
submitted to the electorate as follpws:

SEC. 101, TITLE, This ordinance shall be
known es the "Sen Francisco County Public
Finance Authority Transactions and Use- Tax"
which establishes and implements & transactions
and use tax,

SEC, 102. DEFLNTTIONS; For-puposes of

‘this ordinance the following words sha)l have the,

meanings ascribed to them by this section.
“Authorily” shall mean the San Francisco
County Public Finance Authotity.
"Commurify College District™ shall mean the
Ssp Francisco Community College Distriet,

“District" shall mean the City and County of
San Francisco,

*Operative date" shall mean the first day-of the
first calendar quarter commencing more than 90
days afler the election: results are. certificd by the
County Registrar provided that California
Revenue and Taxation Code Sections 6051.5 and
6201.5 which impose a statewide tax cease to be

TEXT OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE !
PROPOSITION A - SCHOOL SALES TAX :=CI< RH C ;

operative pursuant to those sections, .In the cvent

the state legislalure amends: state law sich that

the statewide tax imposed pursuant: o the:
above-mentioned sections iy extended or does not

expiré and the transactions and use tax imposed

by 'this ordinance is allowed to became. affestive, :
then the “onruuvc Date" shafl mean lh: Tirst day -
of the first. calendar quarter commencing more

than 90 days ofter the election results are certified

by the County Registrar.

*Effective .date” shall mean the date of
adaption of this ordinance which shall take éffect
at.the close of the polls on the day of election at
which the proposition is adopted by the legally
required percentage of qualified voters voling on
the measure.

*School District® shall mean the San Francisco
Unified School District,

SEC. 103. PURPOSE. This ordinpnce should:
be lntcrpreled 50 a8 16 achieve the purposes set
forth herein:

(8) to imposé a (ransaclions and -use tdx in.
accordance with the provisions- of Part 1.6
(commengcing with Scction 7251) and Part 1.7
{commencing with Section 7288.1) of Division 2
ofthe Califomia Revenue and Taxation Code.

(b} to Incorparats proyisions identical {o those.
of the Sales and Use Tax Law of the State of
California insofsr as those provisions are not:
inconsistent’with the requirements and limitations
contained in Part 1.6 of Division 2 of the Revenue
and Taxation Code,

(c) xmpose a lransactions and vse tax and
provide & measure therefor that can be

" -administered- and collected by the Stéite Board of -

Equalizaijon in 8 menner thet adapts itself as
flilly as practicable to, and requives: the least-
'pOSSIb]e deviation from, the existing statutory and
administrative procedures. followed by the State
Board of Equalization in administering and
collecting the Califomia State Seles end Use Tax,

(d) to aythorize sdministration of a
transactions and use tax in & manner that will, to
the highes! degree possible be consistent with the
provisions: Pert 1.6 of Division 2 of the Revenue
and Texalion Code, minimize the cost' of
collecting he transactions and use texes and at
the same {ime minimize the burden of
recordkeeping upon persons subject o taxation
under the provisions of this ordinance.

-(¢) o provide financial assistance for the
general public education purposes of the “Schoo)
District and the Community College District by
allocating the revenues derived from the tox to
said. dlstncls on the basis of an equal amount for
euch unit of average daiiy attenaance as defined
by law.

() 10 Increase -the Californla Constilution
Article XIIB_ expenditure limit for the School
District and the Community College District by
an amount equaf to the revenues derived by each
disurici. from ihe transactions and use tax for the
same fiscal year.

SEC, 104. AUTHORITY, Upon the effective
date of this ordinance, the Authority shall

all  power y to  perform
collection, administration, ‘and allocation dulics
with respect to the iransactions and yse tex, in a.
manner consistent with Part 1.6 (commencing
with Section 7251) and Part 1.7 (commenecing
with 7288.1) ‘of Division 2 of the Revenue and’
Taxation Code. )

SEC. 105. CONTRACT WITH STATE. Prior-
1o ‘the operative date of this ordinance, the
Authority shall contract with the State Board of
Equalization to perform all functions incident to
the administration and operation of this
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wre
Aut.honly shall nol have contracted with the State
Board of Equalization prior to the opérative dat¢,
it shall nevertheless so contract and in such a case
the opemtive date shall be (he first day of the first
calendar quarter following the execution of such a
contrict.

SEC, 106. TRANSACTIONS TAX AND
RATE OF ONE QUARTER OF ONE PERCENT.
For the privilege of selling tangible ‘personal
property atfetail, & tax is hereby imposed upen all
retailérs in this District &t the rate of one-quarter
of one percent of the gross recelpts of any relatler
from Lhe- sale of all tangible personal properly
gold -at retail in this Dijstrict on and after the
operative.date.

SEC. 107. PLACE OF SALE, For the
purposts of this ordinance, all retail sales are
consuimmated &t the place of business of the
teiailer unless the tangible parsonal property sald
is delivared by the retailer or his agent to an
out-of:state destingtion or to & commori carrier for
delivery to an oul-of-state destination. The gross
reccipls from such sales shall include delivery
charges, when such charges are subject fo the
state gales and use tax, regatdless of the place to
which delivery is-made. In the event & retailer
ling np permanent place of business I the state or
s more than one place of business, the place or
places at which the retail sales are consummated
siinii-be detetmined under rules and regulations to
be préseribed and adopted by the State Board of
Equalization,

SEC. 108. USE TAX AND RATE OF
ONE-QUARTER OF ONE PERCENT. An
éxcise tax is hereby 1mposcd on the storage, use
or other consumpuon in !his District of tangible
personal property from any retailer on
and after the npemxvc date for storage, use or
pthier consumption in this District et the rate of
one-quarter of one pcrcent of the sales price of the
property. The sales-price shall include delivery
when such charges are subject to state sales or
use tax regardless of tic place to which delivery
ismade.

SEC, 109, ADOPTION OF PROVISIONS OF
STATE LAW. Except as otherwise provided in
this ordinance and except msofnr as they are
inconsistent with the provisions of Part 1.6 of
Division 2 of the Revenue and Taxation Code, all
of the provisions of Part | of Division 2 of the
Revenue and Taxatlon Cede (commencing with
Section 6001) are hereby adopted and made a part
of this ordinance as though fully set forth herein.

SEC. 110. LIMITATIONS ON ADOFTION
‘OF PRQVISIONS OF STATE LAW AND.

COLLECTION OF USE TAXES. In adopting the.

provisions of Part 1 of Division 2 of the Revenue
and Texation Code, wherever the State of
California is named or referved to as the taxing
agency, the name of the Authority shall be
substituted therefor, The substitution, however,
shall not be made when the word "State" js used
a8 part of the title of the State Controller, the
State Treasurer, the State Board of Control, the
State Board of Equalization, the State Treasury,
orthe Constitution of the State of California, the
substitution would require action to be taken by
or. against the Authority or any agency, officer or
employee thereof rather than by or against the
State Board - of Equalization, -in performing the
functions -incident to the administration or
operation of this ordinance; the substitution shal]
not be made in those sccuons, including, but not
necessarily limited to, seclions referring to the
exterior boundaries of the State of Californin,
where the result of the substitution would be to
provide an exemplion from this tax with respect
to certain sales, storage, use or other consumption
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of tangible personal properly which would not
otherwise be exempt from' this tok while such
;sales; sloiage, use or other ¢onsumption remains
subject to tgx by the state under the said
proviswns of thet code; the substitution shall.not
‘be mede i sqc(ipnaé?()l 6702 (except in the last
sentenice thereol), 6711, 6715, 6737, 6797 or
6828 of the Revenue and Texation Code. The
name of the' Dlstrict shall ‘be substitiited for the
‘word “state® in-the phrase "retailer engeged in
business in this state* in Section 6203 end in the
defipition of that phrase in Section 6203,

SEC. 111, PERMIT NOT REQUIRED. If»
seller's permit hes been izsued to g retailer under
Section 6067 of the Revenute_and Taxation Code,
an additionsl transactor's penmit shall ‘not be
required by this.ordinance.

SEC: 112. ‘EXEMPTIONS, EXCLUSIONS
AND CREDITS.

() There shall be excludeéd from the-measure
‘of the transactions tax and the usé (ax the amount
of any sales tax or uss tax imposed by the State of
Galifornia or by-any ¢ity, city and county, or
county pursuant o the Bradley-Bums Uniform
Locat Soles and Use Tax Law or the amount of
any state-sdministéred transactions or use tax. .

(b) There: are exempted from the computation
of the amount of transactions tax gross receipts
when they are from:

(1) Sajes of tangible personel property to
operators of aireraft to be used or corsumed
principally outside of the City and County of San
Francisco and directly and cxcluswely in the uge
of such sircraft es common carriers of persons of
property under the authorily of the laws of this
siate, the Unjted -States, or any foreign-
governmient,

(2) Salés .of properly lo be used Gutside. the
District which is shipped t6 a point ‘outside the
Disirict, pursusit to the contract of sale, by
delivery to such point by the retailer or his agent,
of ‘by delivery~by the retailer to a. carrler for
shipment 1o a consignee at such point, rFor the
purposes of ihis paragraph, delivery 1o & point
outside the District shall be satisfied:

i), with respect 'to  vehicles (othér then
commercial vehicles) subject o registration
pursuant to Chapter 1" (commencing with Section
4000) of Division 3 of the Vehicle. Code, aircratt
licensed in compliange with Seetion 21417 of the
Public Utilities Code, and undocumented vessels.
registered under Chapter 2 of Divisjon 3.5
{commencing with Section 9850) of the Vehicle.
Code by registration (o an ont-of-Districl address.
and by & deglaration wnder penalty of perjury,
signed by the buyer, stating that such address is,
in fact, his principal place of residence,

it) wilh réspect to-commettial vehicles by
segistration to & place of business out-of-District,
and -deslanation: under penelly of perjury, signed
by the buyer, that the-vehicle will be operated
from that address.

(3) the salc of tangible personal property if the.
selier is obligated to furnish the properly for a

fixed - price pursuant 1o a contract enitered ‘into’

prior to the operative date of this ordinance.
(4) a-lcase of tangible personal property which

is & continuing sale of such property for any -

petiod of time for which the lessor is abligated to
lease the property for an amount fixed by the
Jease prior to thé operative date of this ordinance,

(5) for the purposes of subsections (4) and (5),
the sale or lease of tangible: personal property
shall- be-deemed not to-be obligated pursuent to a
contract or Jease for any period of time for which
any perty to the contract or lease hos the
unconditional right to tenminate the contract upon
notice, whether or not such right is exereised.

(c) There is exempted from the use tax
fmaposed by this ordinence the storage, use or
other consumption /in this District of tanpible
personal property:

1) the gross receipts from fhe sple of which
have been subjeot to a trapsactions tax under any
stote-administered trenactions snd use tex
ordinafice;

2) purchased by operators of airéralt and used
or consumed by such cpemtors. directly and
exclusiv:ly in the use of such airerdfl as common
tarriers of persons or properly . for hire of
vompensation under a cértificate of -public
convenience and necessity issued pursuant to the
Jaws of this state, the Uniled States, or any
fo:elgn govemment.  Thix exempuon is in
nddition to the exemption provided in Secfions
6366 and ‘6366,} of the Revenve and Taxation
Code of the State of Califomin.

3)if the-purchaser is obligated to purchase the
property for a_fixed price pu;sunnt to contract
entered into prior to the opsrative date of this
ordinance.

4).or'the possession of, or e exercise of any
right or power over, t.nnglble personal property
under a lease ‘which is a continiuing purchase of
such properiy for any period of fime for which the
lessee is obligated to lease tlie property for an
amount fixed by a lease prior-io the opermlve date
of this ordinance.

$) for the purposes of subsections (3) and (4),
storsge, use or plher consumption, or possestion,
or exercise of any right to power over; tangible
pergonal .properly shall be deemed not to be
obligated pursuant to & contract or lease for any
period .of .time during which any pinty to the
contract or lease has the wiconditional right to
teminate the contract or lease upon notice,
whether or not such right is exefcised.

6) Except as pmwded in subpmmph (T8
retailer.engaged in- business in the District shail
nol be required ‘fo collect use tax from the
purchaser of umyb}e personal propérty, unless

the retailer ships or delivers the property into the

District or participates within. the District in

-making the sale of the property, including, but not

limited to, soliciting or receiving the order, either
directly or indiregtly, at a place of bysiness of the
canvasser, solicitor, subsidiary, or persop in the
District under the authorily of thie-retailer,

7) "A_tvetailer engaged in business in the

District” shall also include any retailer:of any of

the following: velicles subject to vegistration
pursuant to Chapter ] (commencing with Section
40D0) of Division 3 of the Vehicle Code, afrcraft
licensed in compliance with Sectlon 21411 of the
Public Utilities Code, or undocumented vessels

registered under Chapter 2 of Division 3.5

(commencing with Section 9850) of the Vehicle
Code. That retailer shall be required to collect
use tax from any purchaser who registers or

Jicenses the vehicle, vessel, or aircraft gt an

nddress in the Djstrict.

{d)' Any person subject to use tax under this
ordinance may. credil against thet tax any
transaclions tax or reimbursement for transactions
tx pnid to » district or relsiler imposing @
tmnsactions tox pursuant to part 1,6 of Division 2
of the Revenue and Taxation Code with.respect to
the sale 1o the person of the property, the storage,
‘use or other consumption of which is subject to
the use lax,

SEC. 113, EXPFENDITURE LIMIT. The
California Constitution Article XIIB expenditure
{imil for the School Distriet and the Community

“College District for each fiscal year of the tax

shall increase in an smount equal to the revenues
derived by each district from the transactions and
use tax for the same year,

SEC. 114.. COST OF ELECTION. If the tax

imposed by: this ordinance is approved by the

Jegally required percentage of eleciors voting on
the measure, all costs of conducling the clection
shall be reimbursed fo the City and County of San
Francisco by the Authority from the revenues
derived from the trensactions and use tax imppsed
by this ordinance.
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SEC, 115, -CHANGE N STATE LAW. At
the time this ordinance was sdopted by the
governing board of this Autliority, state law both
authorized and limited the ampunt of sales tax
thet could be imippsed by authorities created
pursuant-to California Revenue & Taxation Code
Section 7288.1, Under the aforementioned state
law, the transactions end use tax imposed by this
ordinance could only become effective upon the
expiration of a statewide tax-iinposed pursuant to
Revenue and Texation Code Sections 6051.5 and
6201.5.

Tt is possible that the legislature will-amend
state law fo authorize voter approved imposition
of sales taxes by this Authority even if the
aforementioned statewide sales tax is extended or
does not -espire.  In anticipation that the
legislature mey amend state law fo authorize
yoter epproved imposition of sales taxes by this
Authority even if the aforementioned statewide

-sales tax is extended or does mot expire, the

volers hereby consent to and by this vote
authorize the imposition of the 1/4¢ transactions
nnd use lax authorized by this ordinance either

under the limits imposed by Revepue end.

Taxation. Code Sections 6051,5 and 6201.5 or
underamended: siate law that remaves limits
imposed by those sections on the authority of this
authority to impose voter nppmvad transactions
and use taxes,

SEC. 116, AMENDMENTS, All amendments
to Part 1 of Division 2. of the Revenue end
Taxation Code-made subsequent to the effective
date of this crdinarice whith relate to sales.and
use taxes and which are not incorisistent with Part
1.6 of Division 2 of the Revenne. and Taxation
Code and all amendments fo Part 1,6 of Division
2 -of the Revenue and Taxation Code, and al}
amendments to part 1.6 of Divislon 2 of the
Revenue and Taxation Code, shall automatically
betome. u pafl of this ordinance; provided,
however, that no such amendment shall operate
s0 as to gffect the rate of tax imposed by this
ordinance.

SEC. 117. PENALTIES. Any person violating
any of the provisionis of this ordinance shail be
deened guilty of & misdemeanor, and upon
conviction thercof shall be punishable by a fine of
riot more than five hundred dollars ($500.00) or
by imprisonment for a“period of not more than six
months, or by both such fine and imprisonment,

SEC. 117. SEVERABILITY, If any-provision
of this ordinence or the application thereof to any
person or circumstance is held invalid, the
remainder of the ordinance and the application of
such provision ta other persons or circumstances
shall naot be affected thereby.
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER

MEMORANDUM

‘TO: . Victor Young, Assistant Clerk of the Board

FROM: EdH arrmgtW

DATE: November 20, 2002

SUBJECT: San Francisco Public Finance Authority

L

On October 30, 2002 you sent me a notification requesting information on the makeup of the San
Francisco Public Finance Authority.

First, I’m not sure why I am listed as the contact because I have never been intvolved with this
agency.  Please correct the contact listing,

Second, my read of the State Law under which this Authority was formed (copy attached)
indicates it needed to be in existence to allow the City to impose a .25 % transactions and use tax
for the School District which we have done. It’s not clear to me that it needs to continue. You
may want to check with the City Attorney on this matter,

If it needs to continue, the appointments would need to be made by the President of the Board
and the some combination of the Unified School Disttict and Community College Boards.
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OFFICE OF THE REGISTRAR OF VOTERS
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

158 CITY HALL, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 Germaine Q Wong, Registrar of Voters
TDD: 415, 554. 4386 Voice: 415. 554. 4375 Fax: 415. 554. 7344

Certification of Election Results

18 June 1993

Honorable Board of Supervisors’
City and County of San Francisco
Room 235 City Hall

San Francisco, CA 94102

I, Germaine Q Wong, Registrar of Voters of the City and County of San Francisco, hereby certify that
pursuant to and in the manner required by law, I have canvassed the vote cast at the Consolidated General
Election held on Tuesday, the Fifteenth day of June- 1553 in said City and County.

I certify that T commenced the canvass of said election on Tuesday evening, June 15, 1992 and that the
canvass was conducted in the manner required by Division 12 of the California Elections Code.

As a result of suchi official canvass and tabulation of all votes recorded, I herewith present a complete record
as set forth in full in the volume entitled "Statement of Votes, Final Statement of Votes, June 15, 1993
Special Election," and that the number of ballots cast at said election was 84,786,

X certify that the ordinance for the School Sales Tax, designated as Proposition A, received an aﬂimlatxve
vote of 73.8% (i.e. Yes: 59,574 and No: 21,108) of the votes cast thereon.

In witness whereof I hereby affix my hand and seal this eighteenth day of June 1992,

| TR IO EE A ‘:.i.;‘i: oF
GemaineQWong -~ ¢ ORADAE L AL v
Registrar of Voters '
- SEP22 'a3
“TCISTRAR OF VCTI0
v .

D’ - 1T
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LEGISLATIVE HISTORY SHEET ‘\\;X/\b
\-A\ .
| <77‘

! File No. 10079377-
- Request
Ordinance, Resclution, etc. -
Subject:
[Request] : , ]
Report by Registrar of Voters on the proposed cuts in the 1993-54 budget
eliminating or restricting the availability of absentee ballots and budget

cuts affecting access to polling places.

e e Gt e S e Y S D T W St S ey S SO et Sy T St M
pt—t—tr g e e e

Supervisor Conroy in Bd.

(1) Initially introduced by or received from:

5/10/93
Date: /207

(2) Referred by President to Committee on:_
Date:

(3) Other Disposition:

On Board Immediate Adoption Calendar of

On Board Emergency Calendar of

Scheduled for public hearing on

- Record of Board and Committee Actions:
May 10, 1993 - At the direction of the President, scheduled for
consi ~_'. ion b he Boardgd ¢

ay 17 9%

: (VPJO Re paed= ;N ES{Qf; 4?JELS\\
| ~~ 7 /

i § Hearing called.
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"7288.1. A local public finance authority shall be established for the purpose of financing drug
abuse prevention, crime prevention, health care services, and public education in any county if
either, or both, of the following occur:

(a) The county board of supervisors adopts a resolution declaring its intent to propose an increase
in the transactions and use tax in the county pursuant to this chapter.

(b) The county superintendent of schools receives resolutions from a majority of the governing
boards of the school districts in the county declaring their intent to propose an increase in the
transactions and use tax in the county pursuant to this chapter."

"7288.2.
The local public finance authority shall be governed by a board of directors. The board of
directors shall consist of the following members:
(a) Five members of the county boards of supervisors.
(b) Five members of governing boards of school districts in the county.
(1) Governing board members shall be selected in a manner determined by the county board of
education, provided that: |
(A) If there are five or more school districts in the county, no school district shall have more than
‘'one member on the board of directors.
(B) If there are fewer than five school districts in the county, each school district shall have at
least one member on the board of directors.
(2) For purposes of this subdivision, the county office of educatlon shall be deemed to be a
school district."

The best I can ascertain from the above is both the SFEFA & SFPFA are local agencies
under the jurisdiction of the Sunshine Ordinance. The sticky part is while both the C& CSF
and SFUSD/SFCCD are to comply with CPRA and Brown Act, only C&CSF is bound by

- the Sunshine Ordinance. But, in my opinion, since the imposition of a tax would be on the
residents of the C&CSF and the administration and burden of the ballot initiative also
under the jurisdiction of C&CSF (thus, the taxpayers) there appears to be a preponderance
and gravity towards the C&CSF that more weight be given in the best interest of the public
for these bodies to come under compliance of the Sunshine Ordinance. - -

This case does bring up some interesting anomalies, nonetheless, with regards to Mr.
Brusse's inference on when and where these meetings had taken place but, moreso, it may
behoove SOTF to inquire and have them adopt the Sunshine Ordinance for complete
compliance with CPRA and Brown Act; and in the interest of the People of C&CSF as the
school districts do no other business with regards to taxation outside the bounds of San
Francisco proper.

Additional research: There seems to have been both bodies in existence in the early 90's. There
was a case Hoogasian v CA BOE & SF Educational Financing Authority but nothing in any
general caselaw search results for the SF Board of Education against this plaintiff.

There was also a ballot initiative in 1993, Prop A - School Sales Tax.
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The San Francisco Educational Financing Authority and San Francisco County Public Finance
Authority still exists today as in state law and was named as recently in a ballot initiative in the
last election of November 8, 2016, as follows in two examples:

It is also mentioned in chaptered and codified state law, Revenue and Tax Code Section 7267(e)
(e) In the case of any claim for refund of the transactions and use tax imposed by the San
Francisco Educational Financing Authority, which was determined to be unconstitutional by the
court in Hoogasian Flowers, Inc. v. State Bd. of Equalization, 23 Cal. App. 4th 1264, payment of
any of those claims for refund shall be made from the revenues derived from the unconstitutional
transactions and use tax collected by and in the possession of the board. When those funds and
constitutional tax still in the possession of the San

ity, the City and County of San Francisco, the San
Francisco Unified School District, or the San Francisco Community College District are
exhausted, any remaining payments of those claims for refund shall be paid from funds of the
San Francisco Unified School District and the San Francisco Community College District which
benefited from the illegal tax. The remaining payments shall be based on the method by which
the San Francisco Educational Financing Authority distributed the proceeds of the tax to the San
Francisco Unified School District and the San Francisco Community College District.

(Added by Stats. 1995, Ch. 495, Sec. 1. Effective January 1, 1996.)"

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/95-96/bill/sen/sb 0601-
0650/sb 612 bill 951003 chaptered.html

o/en/general-sales-tax

Digest by the Ballot Slmphﬁca’uon Committee
The Way It Is Now: San Francisco has an 8.75% sales tax, with two parts:
» 7.5% in State taxes, of which the City receives 1.25%; and

* 1.25% in local sales taxes that fund the Bay Area Rapld Tran i

i tw(BART), the San
nty Public Fmance

The main litmus is, are these two bodies local City & County of SF agencies or State of CA
agencies? That will decide jurisdiction by the Complaint Committee. Nonetheless, whether state
CPRA/Brown or local Sunshine applies the outcome appears to be the same as just the
CPRA/Brown Act can be easily applied without the extensions of the Sunshine Ordinance.

If the former is found then the matter shall be scheduled for a hearing by the Complaint
Committee.
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If the latter is found and Mr. Brusse refuses to believe it not be within jurisdiction of the
Sunshine Ordinance with regards to City/County bodies ef al he will have his answer and
proceed on his way.

So, here is the research as best as I can find. This code block below appears to be only within the
jurisdiction of the BOE. It is unusual that while it is in sequence in the main taxonomy of
Rev&Tax Code it is not found here nor in its usual place in the California Codes of Regulations.

Complaint Attached.
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Amendment of the whole[ As amended in Board 2/1/93

| 1/27/93.
mEeNo_2S -9 3 RESOLUTION NO%‘ 75

[LOCAL PUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY]

DECLARING THE INTENT OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND

COUNTY OF -SAN FRANCISCO TO PROPOSE AN INCREASE IN THE TRANSACTIONS

AND USE TAX IN THE CITY AND COUNTY PURSUANT TO CHAPTER 3.5 OF THE
REVENUE AND TAXATION CODE, AND ESTABLISHING THE SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY
PUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY.

WHEREAS, Due to cﬁtbacks in state funds and other sources of
revenue to the City and County of San Francisco, the ability to
méintain public services and programs has been greatly hampered; and

WHEREAS, The California Legislature has recognized the need
for local governments and school districts to address the bﬁdgetary
problems and meet the needs for health, crime prevention, and
educational services in their communities by enacting Assembly Bill
1930, 1991; and

WHEREAS, Assembly Bill 1930 allows for the creation of a local
public finanée authority for. the purposé of financing drug abuse
prevention, crimevprevention, health services, and public education,
and to authorize said Authority, upon voter approval, to impose a
transactions and use tax rate of .25% or 0.5% for the Authority's
general purposes; and

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of
San Francisco finds that it is critical to continue the provision of
health and crime prevention services and that revenues generated by
an additioﬁal taxX are necessary; now, therefore, be it
/7

SUPERVISOR MIGDEN,, BIERMAN , ATIQTO PAGE NO. 1
44529 01/19/93

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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RESOLVED, The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of
San Francisco declares its intent to propose an increase in the
transactions_and_use tax in the City and County pursuant to Chapter
3.5 (commencing with Section 7288.1) of Part 1.7 of Division 2 of
the California Revenue and Taxation Code; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That upon adoption of this resolution by the
Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco, the
San francisco County Public Finance Authority is hereby established
pursuant to California Revenue and Taxation Code Section 7288.1 for
the general purposes of financing drug'abuse prevention, crime
prevention, health services, and public education; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That said Authority shall be governed by a
board of directors which shall consist of five members of the San
Francisco Board of Supervisors and five members of the governing
boards of school districts in the City and County as provided in
Revenue and Taxation Code, Section 7288.2; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the President of the Board of
Supervisors shall appoint five members of that body to serve on the -
board of directors of the San Francisco County Public Finance
Authority; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That in the event said transactions and use
tax is imposed, said Authority may exercise all powers necessary to
perform the collection, administration and allocation duties with
respect to said tax in a manner consistent with Part 1.6 of the

California Revenue and Taxation Code. (commencing with Section 7251);

and, be it
?ég@%y;ﬁ%s&; GDEN . PAGE NO. 2
529 01/19/93
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FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors, in .
approving this measure, expresses its strong view that the Authority
shall-mot approve any sales tax measuré that would place the

composite sales tax rate above the current rate of 8.5%.

SUPERVISORS MIGDEN, BIERMAN, ALIOTO
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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Adopted
Ayes:

Noes:

Absent:

File No.
175-93-1

- Board of Supervisors, San Francisco February 1, 1993
Supervisors Achtenberg Alioto Bierman Conroy Hallinan Kaufman
Migden Shelley
Supervisors Hsieh Maher
Supervisor Kennedy
I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution

was adopted by the Board of Supervisors
of the City and County of San Francisco

clefk //
FEB 11 1993 '

Date Approved g@?or
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Part1

Boards, Commissions and Committees to which Members of the
Board of Supervisors are Appointed or Serve Ex Officio

FAMILY VIOLENCE COUNCIL
Authority: Ordinance No. 170-95. Amended by Ord. Nos. 192-99 and 217-07. Administrative

Code Chapter 5 Section 5.190 et seq.

Contact: Emily Murase, Ph.D. Dept. on the Status of Women

25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 130
(415) 252-2570 San Francisco, CA 94102

completed and request the Board of Supervisors to abolish the Council.

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY PUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY

Authority: Resolution No. 48-93; Revenue and Taxation Code 7288.1 et seq.

Contact:

Qualifications: The San Francisco County Public Finance Authority is governed by a Board of

December 30, 2013

Directors that consists of a total of ten members, five of whom are members of the
Board of Supervisors and appointed by the President of the Board of Supervisors. The
composition of the other members are as follows: five members of the governing
boards of school districts in the City and County of San Francisco as provided for in
California Revenue and Taxation Code Section 7288.2. In the event said transactions
and use tax is imposed, said Authority may exercise all powers necessary to perform
the collection, administration and allocation duties with respect to said tax in a manner
consistent with Part 1.6 of the California Revenue and Taxation Code.

A local public finance authority's purpose is to finance drug abuse prevention, crime
prevention, health care services, and public education in any county if either or both of
the following occur: (a) the county Board of Supervisors adopts a resolution declaring
its intent to propose an increase in the transactions and use tax in the county pursuant
to this chapter; (b) the county Superintendent of Schools receives resolutions from a
majority of the governing boards of the school districts in the county declaring their
intent to propose an increase in the transactions and use tax in the county. The Local
Public Finance Authority may exercise all powers necessary to perform the collection,
administration, and allocation duties with respect to the transactions and use tax in a
manner consistent with Part 1.6 (commencing with Section 7251). The Board of
Supervisors proposed an increase in the transactions and use tax in San Francisco
pursuant to Chapter 3.5 of the Revenue and Taxation Code. '

Reports: None Referenced
Sunset Date: None Referenced

T e o]

6 _ "R Detail - Boards"
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Young, Victor

From: Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>
Sent: ‘ Monday, May 08, 2017 9:51 PM

To: Records, Supervisor (CAT)

Cc: SOTF, (BOS)

Subject: Re: Petition.to the City Attorney's Office

Thank you for getting back to me, Brad.

The Controllet's response (below) is wholly unsatlsfactory for the following reasons (among others not listed
here):

1. I had contacted Ms. Madhavan on 4/22, and her response (also below) was to contact the Controller. I have
issued a follow-up request to Ms. Madhavan and a new one to Mr. Gerhard via certified mail subsequent to the
Controllers Response (both are CPRA requests) and have heard nothing. As to the Controller's gratuitous and
insulting response I learn how to use "ctrl+F" and search for "Sales Tax," I had actually done so prior to
contacting Ms. Madhavan on both the SFUSD and SFCCD financials (as my message to her indicates), and I
had also perused the minutes of both bodies - ruling out the blended annual meeting of the SFCCD's Finance
Corporation as being what I was searching for. As the response from Ms. Madhaven (who did not write back
when I asked follow up questions) regarding where the Sales Tax revenues are disclosed in the financials, as she
states, they don't segment "sales tax," and her link to page 87 indicates it is mixed in with unrestricted "other
local revenue" and not segmented as a sales tax. Technically, it's not sales tax, 1t's a local transactions and use
tax, and I searched for that term as well.

2. Publication BOE 105 page 6 (April 2017) is the very thing that caused me to start asking what the San
Francisco Public Finance Authority was-in the first place. The very first contact I made in this regard was

Angela Whittaker as well as the general e-mail of the Office of Public Finance (also below) That was on April
18th, and I received no response from her or them.

3. The Controller's own Citywide Sales and Use Tax Revenue Manual describes the San Francisco Public
Finance Authority on page 2 (incidentally, the pie chart on the right doesn't add up to the table on the left and
the pie slices don't match the percentages, which might actually be the city's manual).

4. The San Francisco Public Finance Authority was established by Board of Supervisors Resolution 48-93
adopted on 2/1/93. It specifies it is governed by a board of ten members consisting of five members of the BOS
appointed by the President and give members of some combination of the governing boards of the SFUSD and
CCSEFD. In 1993, the Chairperson was Carol Migden. A very similar entity with taxing authority created
through board resolution is the County Transportation Authority, and the Controller properly discloses and
treats the SFCTA as a blended entity in the CCSF CAF R. These facts establish the SF Public Finance Authority
as subject to the Sunshine Ordinance.

5. The Controller, City Attorneys office, and Supervisor Scott Wiener communicated with the Dept. of
Elections in reference to November 2016's Proposition K regarding a General Sales Tax, and the San Francisco
Public Finance Authority is referenced on documents signed by these individuals, such as this one and the
actual published ordinance including the Controller's Statement. Any Reasonable Controller would check that
statement for accuracy in the context of the simplified ballot language, and given a deputy city attorney sits on
the ballot simplification committee, the city attorney's communication to me below that the SF Public Finance
Authority does not exist is baffling. Deputy City Attorney Tom Lakey counseled the Board of Supervisors
about the Public Finance Authority in a fascinating set of parliamentary maneuvers in the minutes of March 15,
1993.
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6. Under California Government Code section 26909, the Auditor (in our case, the Controller) is required to
make an annual audit of or ensure an annual audit is made of every special district in his/her county. Per the
City Charter, Section 3.105, the Controller shall "have the power and duties of a County Auditor." I requested
the audited financial statements. He did not provide them. Making sure they exist is his most basic job. Failure
of the Controller to faithfully execute the duties of his office is grounds for removal for cause. His willful
obfuscation evidences a fundamental disregard and lack of concern for the transparency demanded by the voters
in enacting the Sunshine Ordinance - a CYA culture I find repugnant.

To be clear: although I think there may be legitimate cause for action to void the sales tax, my only goals are
transparency and measures of funding effectiveness. Once again I repeat my constructive suggestion to fix this:
accrue the BOE's remits to an escrow account and place the Controller, SFUSD, The SF Public Finance
Authority, and the CCSFD on the State Auditor's Local Government High Risk Program. Allow the State
Auditor to draw from escrow to complete her work, and release the funds on the condition the SF Public
Finance Authority adopt her recommendations. The simple fact is, this could be a really great thing because, by
reactivating the SFPFA's board, the BOS President can use her governance influence to structure the
supplemental funding (even if allocated between the two districts on the basis of attendance) around program
objectives such as the initiative for "free" city college, pre-kindergarten, cultural equity programs, etc. The
Public Finance Authority could, for example, pay CCSFD scholarships directly and structure them around
underserved communities or build student or teacher housing directly, and it's a great PR move because you can
put up big signs, "paid for by San Francisco's Supplemental Education Sales Tax." Several of these are being
backfilled from the imbalanced general fund. It also forces members of the BOS and education boards to work
together, which will improve city service coordination. There are clauses in R&T Code Chapter 3.5, enabling
resolution 48-93, and the 1993 School Sales Tax Ordinance (which took me three weeks to find and the City
Attorney says doesn't exist), allowing these funds to be used for health, drug abuse, and crime prevention
services when these services fall within the general educational purposes of the school and community college
districts. I have a suspicion some folks in city hall have already beat me to this reasoning, and I'm totally cool
with it just as long as everyone's honest and transparent. Lying to me (as the Controller has done) loses all
confidence.

Cordially,
Thomas J. Busse

----Forwarded Info----

Dear Mr. Busse,

Based on the specific information you requested, we respectfully refer you to contact Reeta Madhavan, the CFO at the SF Unified School
District (SFUSD, (415) 241-6542 x1617, MadhavanR @sfusd.edu) and Ron Gerhart, the Vice Chancellor of Finance & Administration at the
San Francisco Community College District (SFCCD, (415) 241-2229, rgerhard@ccsf.edu), as they oversee the budget, accounting and audit
records related to all sources and uses of funds accruing to their respectlve districts. For helpful immediate reference, please find their budget,
audit and financial statement links below, along with the California BOE Sales Tax allocation link: :

1) the California Board of Equalization’s (BOE) tracking and apportionment of sales tax allocations by taxing
entity, for the City and County of San Francisco at http://www.boe.ca.gov/pdf/boe105.pdf on page 6.
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2) SFUSD’s budget, audit and financial documents available here as well as tne SFCCD’s available here. By
keyword searching these documents you can find where Sales Tax accrues and is budgeted, for example, by
using CTRL-F and typing in “sales tax”.

‘We hope this is of help to you.

Best,

Office of the Controller

From: CON, Controller (CON)

Sent: Wednesday, April 26, 2017 2:38 PM

To: Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> :

Ce: CON, Controller (CON) <controller.con@sfgov.org>
Subject: Sunshine Request - SF Public Finance Authority

Dear Mr. Busse,

Thank you for contacting the Controller’s Office. This email is in response to yourpublic information request; we are researching your
inquiry and are working to provide you with a response as soon as possible. Please direct any follow-up materials you may have to this email
address. .

Best,

Office of the Controller

Hello Mr. Busse,

The school district receives our share of the sales tax revenue directly from the city's Controller's
Office. You will need to contact the city's Controller's Office for the financial audit of sales tax
revenue.

This revenue is included on page 87 of the school district's 2015-16 audit report in the

$52,614,948 total of "Local Revenue" in the Unrestricted General Fund column. You are correct in
that the audit report does not provide a breakdown of all our revenue sources, and I will discuss this
with our auditors if it is feasible to include that level of detail without making the report overly
lengthy (to give you a sense of what this would entail, the district receives funding from over 100
different federal, state and local sources and it could get unmanageable to list them all in detail.
The detailed revenue breakdown is included in our Unaudited Actuals report that is submitted to the
state annually and forms the basis of our audited financials. This report is posted on our district web
site here.

Please let me know if you have any addltuonal questions.

Thank you,
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From: Cityattorney <CityAttorney@sfgov.org>
Date: May 1, 2017 at 3:46:49 PM PDT

To: tibussesfi@gmail.com
Subject: Re: Records Request

Mr. Thomas J. Busse,
Thank for your request dated April 28, 2017 concerning the "San Francisco County Public Finance Authority" and the "¢

those entities do not actually exist. Perhaps you are thinking of the California Public Finance Authority, the Office of Pu
District. If vou wish to request public records from any those entities you should contact them directly.

Best,

Andrea Guzman
Responding for cityattorney@sfgov.org

to Angela. Whittak.
[x] &

Dear Ms. Whittaker:

I was perousing the district tax breakdown in the records of the Board of Equalization, and it noted San Francisco has a permanent .25% sales
tax for a special district called the "San Francisco County Public Finance Authority" approved by the voters in 1993. Is that the same as your
department, the Office of Public Finance? I would assume the special district would float sales tax bonds, but what is unclear to me is why it
is set up as a special district (and how it was set up, given San Francisco did not have a Local Agency Forming Commission in 1993). 1
would like to read its charter. ’

Yours truly,
Thomas J. Busse

On Mon, May 8, 2017 at 3:56 PM, Supervisor Records <Supervisor.Records@sfgov.org> wrote:
Mr. Busse -

| write in response to your petition below. | apologize for the delay; | was out of the office. It is my understanding that the
Controller's Office has responded to your records request. Please let me know if their response resolved your issues.
Thank you. '

Best,

Brad Russi
Deputy City Attorney

Office of San Francisco City Attorney Dennis J. Herrera
Supervisor of Records: General Government Team

----- Forwarded by Cityattorney/CTYATT on 04/28/2017 09:21AM -----
To: info@sfcityattorney.org

From: Thomas Busse <tjbussesf(@gmail.com>

Date: 04/27/2017 08:56PM '

Subject: Petition to the City Attorney's Office

Petition to the City Attorney:

Pursuant to The San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance, On April 26 2017 at 12:35 PM I submitted an Immediate
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Disclosure Request to the Controller for the most recent Financial Statements, 2016 Board Minutes, and
bylaws of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority. My Immediate Disclosure Request asked for the name
of the Public Finance Authority's "Director of Fiscal Services" who was issued a warrant from the State Board
of Equalization on April 12, 2017 for $3,201,400, but most importantly an answer to this question, "Does the
San Francisco Public Finance Authority Exist?" This followed up on a Disclosure request the previous
morning asking the same thing. :

I received a response later on April 26 that they were working on my request, but 24 hours has passed by and I
have not seen any documents.

Departments have the discretion to extend an Immediate Disclosure Request if records are voluminous, in off-
site storage, etc; however, there is no appropriate reason for the Controller to not be able to produce the
Financial Statements of a County Blended Entity. In fact, the Controller is constitutionally obligated to publish
these statements. Therefore, I believe the Controller is in violation of the Sunshine Ordinance's Section
67.25(a) because no reasonable person could consider the information requested for immediate disclosure to
not be readily available from any competent County Controller.

As recently as November 2016, the Ballot Simplification Committee's statement on the proposed Proposition K
mentioned a 1/4 cent sales tax is collected in the County on behalf of the San Francisco County Public Finance
Authority. It is Special District 051 in the Board of Equalization's accounts, legally constituted under section
6500 of the California Government Code as a Joint Powers Authority. Therefore, I have every reason to
believe I am asking for Immediate Disclosure of Documents. Sadly, I cannot find the San Francisco Public
Finance Authority referenced in any of the San Francisco Legal Codes published by the American Legal
Publishing Corporation.The City Attorney may have better research tools. My hope was to start learning about
the San Francisco Public Finance Authority's decision making structure by reading the bylaws. After all, I
could find them of the Transbay Joint Powers Authority with The Google. My Public Purpose was to
determine if the City/County could fund tuition remission at the Community College by asserting its JPA votes
to reallocate the Special District Tax the voters already pay to supplement education, thus reducing pressure on
the city's general fund. Sadly, the City's Institutions do not seem to welcome my ideas.

As you are the designated "Supervisor of Records," I appeal to you to adjudicate this withholdihg of
information by the Controller. A transparent accounting of taxation and expenditure is essential to any
functioning democracy and an informed electorate.

Very truly yours,
Thomas J. Busse
415-244-5072

584 Castro Street #388
San Francisco, CA 94114

On Mon, May 8, 2017 at 3:56 PM, Supervisor Records <Supervisor.Records@sfgov.org> wrote:
Mr. Busse -

| write in response to your petition below. | apologize for the delay; | was out of the office. It is my understanding that the
Controlier's Office has responded to your records request. Please let me know if their response resolved your issues.
Thank you. .

Best,

Brad Russi
Deputy City Attorney
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Office of San Francisco City Attorney Dennis J. Herrera
Supervisor of Records: General Government Team

---—-Forwarded by Cityattorney/CTYATT on 04/28/2017 09:21AM --=--
To: info@sfeityattorney.org

From: Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>

Date: 04/27/2017 08:56PM

Subject: Petition to the City Attorney's Office

Petition to the City Attorney:

Pursuant to The San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance, On April 26 2017 at 12:35 PM I submitted an Immediate
Disclosure Request to the Controller for the most recent Financial Statements, 2016 Board Minutes, and
bylaws of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority. My immediate Disclosure Request asked for the name
of the Public Finance Authority's "Director of Fiscal Services" who was issued a warrant from the State Board
of Equalization on April 12, 2017 for $3,201,400, but most importantly an answer to this question, "Does the
San Francisco Public Finance Authority Exist?" This followed up on a Dlsclosure request the previous
mormng asking the same thing.

I received a response later on April 26 that they were Working on my request, but 24 hours has passed by and I
have not seen any documents.

Departments have the discretion to extend an Immediate Disclosure Request if records are voluminous, in off-
site storage, etc; however, there is no appropriate reason for the Controller to not be able to produce the
Financial Statements of a County Blended Entity. In fact, the Controller is constitutionally obligated to publish
these statements. Therefore, I believe the Controller is in violation of the Sunshine Ordinance's Section
67.25(a) because no reasonable person could consider the information requested for immediate disclosure to
not be readily available from any competent County Controller.

As recently as November 2016, the Ballot Simplification Committee's statement on the proposed Proposition K
mentioned a 1/4 cent sales tax is collected in the County on behalf of the San Francisco County Public Finance
Authority. It is Special District 051 in the Board of Equalization's accounts, legally constituted under section -
6500 of the California Government Code as a Joint Powers Authority. Therefore, I have every reason to
believe I am asking for Immediate Disclosure of Documents. Sadly, I cannot find the San Francisco Public
Finance Authority referenced in any of the San Francisco Legal Codes published by the American Legal
Publishing Corporation.The City Attorney may have better research tools. My hope was to start learning about
the San Francisco Public Finance Authority's decision making structure by reading the bylaws. After all, I
could find them of the Transbay Joint Powers Authority with The Google. My Public Purpose was to
determine if the City/County could fund tuition remission at the Community College by asserting its JPA votes
to reallocate the Special District Tax the voters already pay to supplement education, thus reducing pressure on
the city's general fund. Sadly, the City's Institutions do not seem to welcome my ideas.

As you are the designated "Supervisor of Records," I appeal to you to adjudicate this withholding of
information by the Controller. A transparent accounting of taxation and expenditure is essential to any
functioning democracy and an informed electorate.

Very truly yours,

Thomas J. Busse
415-244-5072
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584 Castro Street #388
San Francisco, CA 94114
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Young, Victor

From: SOTF, (BOS)
Sent: Monday, May 08, 2017 2:41 PM
To: 'dratler@sonic.net'; Lediju, Tonia (CON); Wiggins, Matthew (CON); 'James Russel’; Brask,

Anne (CPC); Silva, Christine (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); 'atreboux10@aol.com’; Nicco, Mark
(SHF); San Francisco Sheriff's Department (SHF); 'Greg Berlin'; Lew, Debra (TTX)

Cc: Calvilio, Angela (BOS)
Subject: SOTF - Notice of Hearing - Complaint Committee: May 23, 2017, 5:30 p.m.
Good Afternoon:

Notice is hereby given that the Complaint Committee (Committee) of the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force (Task
Force) shall hold hearings on complaints listed below to: 1) determine if the Task Force has jurisdiction; 2)
review the metits of the complaints; and/or 3) issue a report and/or recommendation to the Task Force.

Dete: May 23, 2017

Location: City Hall, Room 408

Time: | 5:30 p.m.

Complainants: Your attendance is required for this meeting/hearing.

Respondents/Departments: Pursuant to Section 67.21 (e) of the Ordinance, the custodian of records or a
representative of your department, who can speak to the matter, is required at the meeting/hearing.

Complaints:

File No. 17016: Complaint filed by J erry Dratler against Ben Rosenfield and the Office of the Controller
for allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section 67.21, by failing to respond
to a request for public records in a timely and/or complete manner.

File No. 17027: Complaint filed by the Anonymous against Anne Brask, Christine Silva, John Rahaim
and the Planning Department for allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance),
Sections-67.21 and 67.25, by failure to respond to an Immediate Disclosure Request in a timely and/or.
complete manner. :

File No. 17031: Complaint filed by Ann Treboux against the Sheriff’s Department for allegedly
violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section 67.25, by failing to respond to an
Immediate Disclosure Request in a timely and complete manner.

File No. 17038: Complaint filed by Gregory Berlin, Aqua Terra Aeris Law Group, against the Office of
the Treasurer and Tax Collector, for allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance),
Sections 67.21 and 67.26, by failing to respond to public records request in a complete manner and
failing to keep withholding of records to a minimum.

File No. 17039: Complaint filed by Thomas Busse against the San Francisco Public Finance Authority

for allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Chapter 67, by failing to notice and
conduct public hearings and failing to respond to request for public records.

 as




Documentation (evidence supporting/disputing complaint)

For a document to be considered, it must be received at least five (5) working days before the hearing. For
inclusion into the agenda packet, supplemental/supporting documents must be received by 5:00 pm, March 16,
2017. ' : '

Victor Young

Administrator

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall., Room 244
San Francisco CA 94102

phone 415-554-7724 | fax 415-554-5163
victor.young@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

& Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form.
The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to.disclosure under the California
Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted, Members of the public are
not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk’s Office regarding pending legislation or hearinbs will be made avuailable
to all membeérs of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions, This means
that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members of the public may
inspect or copy.
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D lg est by the Ballot Simplification Committee

Controllers Statement on "K"

The Way It Is Now: Sén Francisco has an 8.75% sales

tax; with:two parts:

¢ 75% in State taxes, .of which the City receives
1.25%; and-

o 1,26%.in Ioca{ sales taxes that fund: ’the Bay Area

Rapid Transit District (BART), the San Francisco | ]

:County-Transportation Authonty and the San_
Francisco’ County Pubhn Finance Authonty

L After December 31, 2016; the. overall sales tax in San
Francisco will be reduced to 8. S%a

State law allows the City:to incfease. the local sales tax

upto-an additionai 0. 75%, with voter: approval.

State law limits:the amount of i revenue, including tax.
reveriue; the City can spend each year. Under State
law, San Francisca voters can approve increases to
this limit for a maximum of four years,

The Proposal: Proposition K is an ordinance: that
would increase the sales taxin San Francisco by
0.75%, for a total.tax of 9.25%. This 0,75% increase
wouid go into'the Gerieral Find.

If voters approve this proposmon, the increase:would,
“tart on April 1, 2017.The sales tax increase would
expire after 25 years.

Proposition-K would also increase the State’s: limit on
the City’s annual fax revenue spending by the amolint
-of additional taxes collected under the proposed rate.
increase. The increased limit would ]ast for four years.

A "YES” Vote; Means: If you vote “yes,” you.want the
City to increase its sales tax by 0.75%, for a total tax of
9:258%..

A "NO” Vote Means: If you vote:*no/! you do not want
to make this change.

*C|ty Controller Ben-Rosenfield has issued the follow-
ing statement on the-fiscal impact of Proposmon K:

- Should this ordinance be approved, in my opinion, it

would result in an anhual tax reveriue increase to the
City of an estimated $37.5 millioivin fiscal year (FY)
2016-2017 and $155.1 million in FY 2017-18. The-tax is
a general tax and proceeds would be deposnted into:

the General Fund..

Themeasure would amend the City’s Business Tax-and
Regula’uons Code to increase the local sales tax rate
by 0.75% (three -guarters of one percent) as of April
2017 fora penod of twenty-five’ years.

How “K" Got: on the Ballot

On July 26, 2016, the Board of: Supervnsors voted 8 to
3to place Proposmon K.on the baHot The Supervisors
voted as follows:

Yes: Avalos; Breed, Campos, Cohen, Fairell, Mar, Tang,
Wiener,

Nos: Kim, Peskin, Yeé.

This measure requires 50%+1 affirmative votes to pass:

The above statement Is an impartial analysis of this measure. Arguments for dnd against this measure immediately follow.
The full text begms on page 274, Some oi the wnrds nsed in the ballot digest are explained starting on page 58,
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Member, Board of Supervisors City and County of San Francisco:

District § -
SCOTT WIENER
August 8, 2016.
-Barbara Carr

Voter Informahon Division, Publications

Department of Elections; City and County of San Franasco
City Hall Roomn 48

1 Dr, Carlton B Goodlett Place

‘San Francisco, CA 94102

Re:, Suggested Edits to thie General Sales Tax Measuire:
_ DearMs: Catr,

After reviewing the digest for the General Sales Tax ballot measure, I am submitting the
following requested edits highlighted in. yellow

The, Way It Is;Now: San Francisco has an 8.75% sales tax rate, with two parts:
'+ 7.5% in State taxes, of which the City receives 1.25%; and

*+ 1.25% in 1ocal sales taxes that fund the Bay Arga Rapid Transit District (BART), the
San Francisco County Transportatnon Authorlty, and the San Francnsco County Public
Finance Authority.

5State |aw allows the Clty toi mcrease its share of the sales tax up toan additional 0.75%, W|th e ’P

* voter approval. . WHA— -4

m San Francnsco to 8. 5%.

State lawi limits the amotint of tax revenue the City can spend: each year. State law authorizes
San Francisco voters to approve lncreases to this limit for a maximum of four years.

City Hall « 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodleti Place « Room-244  San Francisco, California 941024689«  (415) 554-6968
Fax (415) 554-6909 o TDD/TTY:(415) 554-5227 » E-mail: Scoft.Wiener@sfgov.org
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OFFICE OF ’I'HE CONTROLLER

' ;On October 30 2002 you sent mea nctlﬁcahon requestmg mformatlon on the makeup of the ban '

' " ‘Franc1sco Pubhc Fmance Authonty

. Flrst I’m not sure why Iam hsted as the contact because I have never been mvolvcd w1th th1s :
o agency Please correct the contact hstmg o R L -

B Second, my read of the State Law under Wthh this Authonty was fonned (copy attached)
_indicates it needed to be in existence to allow the. City to.impose a .25 % transactions and use ta.x B
~ for the School District which we have done. It’s not clear to e that 1t needs to contmue You |

' may want to check w1th the C1ty Attomcy on th1s matter ' S SRRl B

‘ 'If it needs t0 contmuc the appomtments Would nced to be made by the Pres1dent of the Board
- and the some combmatlon of the Umﬁed School Dlstuct and Commumty Co]lege Boards
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"BOE-105'REV. 8 (4-17)

| Ehsave | Endpate. .

; :”'._‘Elfax_ Area R R - Date’r |-

Riverside County Trahsportation Commiissioh (RCTC) -07-01-89 /| -

iiih'i\'iersid'e County .- i

"% Cathedral Gity (City) 7 | City of Cathedral city-Traqéagrfiqn&'and Use. Tax CCGT) -
. Coachella (City} .~ /| City of Coachella Transactions ard'Jse Tax (COAC) S 1.00% ;.-94.,017_15:,'

' 040147,

1.00% {10-01+ 10’

" Hemet{Gity) .- | City of Hemet Transactions ahd Use Tak (HMGT) " = w5 11.00%

oo [ty e Tarsacions and Uss TocNGD o | oo
' 1.00% | 04-0147

“La Quinta (Gity) . | City of La Quinta Transactions and-Use Tax {LQUG)

 Menifee (City)' .~ -~ | City of Menlfee Trarisactions and Use Tax (MENG) © = |1.00% | 04-01-17 -

'Palrri'springsf(ciﬁf‘y)' | city-of Paim Springs Tra’ris'actidris'a'r]d.Ung_éx'_(PéGT) s g 100% " 04701;12

v Riverside (City) .= & - ‘Gity of Rivérsidé Tréhéabﬁoﬁs and Use Tax (RIVG) . 'odio‘i.-j?_ -

_,Teme¢ula (City)’ RIS :_ : >C|ty of Temecula Transactrora ‘and Use Tax (TEMG) : :.Q4;01l'i;1.7 A

_ Sa?:ramentp 'Cohnt_y . | sacramento Transportatron Authunty (STA‘D e :if.;,:" DT . -ﬁ-_(-J._SQ%-" 04-01-89

" Galt(City) . | Cityof Galt Public Safety Transactions and Use Tax (GLTS) . - |'050% | 04-01-09"]

Isleton (City) '-':Q': : City of Isleton'General'Transactrong. _an_d. Use Tax (IS_GT)_ B - 050% ;’04%‘01-1_7 B

"~ lIsléton (City) = . | ity of Isleton Special Transactions and Use. Tax (ISLS} | 0.50% |+ 10-01-16 |-

; jR_arr(':ho ‘Cordova (City) . | City of Rancho dordro'va Transactlonsand Use Tax (RHCG)

'04-01 i3

: Sacfamento (City)- - . ] City of Sacramento, Transactions aﬁd-'ljs;'e"'[ax (SACG): .

San Benito County i »

Hollister (City).~ = _’,f Cify of Hollister Transactions and Usé Tax (HLS'I) % |- 04-01-08"

San -Juan._fB"adtTSta (City) | City qf San Juan Bautista Transactlt')ns'- and Usé Tax (SJBG) .1; e 6.75% |: ‘04-01-05

0.50% | 04:01-80 - |

San Bernardino Cotnty | San-Bérardind County Transportation Althority (SBER) - }
40105 11

" Montclair (City) * " | City of Moritclar Transactions ‘and Use Tax (MTGR)

' San Bernardino (City) - | City of San Bernardino Transactions and Usa Tax (SBRN). ‘6.25% | 04-01°07 |

" Yucea Valley:(Town) . " | Town of Yucca Valley Essential-Services Transactions: and Usé Tax (YUCG) | 0.50% é'_04-o1-.1,z [

v ey o | o 2 Yot Sever e

e jA;Sérj Diego COuniy e San Dlego County Regional Transportatron Commrssuon (sDTC)

ent &’AS§E§$ ent Transac,:rpnsf:' 0 4_'0-."_1:7 ‘

: Chula Vista (City) =+ | Gity of Chula Vista Temporary Transacﬂons and Use Tax. (CVGT)

: l't;‘ Del Mér'(Ci'ty)? g ;Clty of Del Mar Transactlons and Use Tax (DELG) R ,,4—91‘-1?3 R

| 04-01-08

El _Céj'o,ri (Cuy) E :‘Crty of El Cajon Publrc SafetyzFac;ll‘mes Transact_lprgsand UseTax(ECPs)
Tax (ECGF)

“ELGajon (Clty) " | City of EI Gajon Service Preservation Transactions and | %:{ 040109 [ -

S La Mesa (Ci{y) e Chyof La, Mesa Transactions and Use Tax (LMSA)

3 ’Transactrons and Use Tax (NCG‘n

National City (Cﬂ)') . . »Clty 'of'Natronai

Vista (City) ' City:of Vista Transa;;trons and Usé. Tax.(VSTA)

: 'Bay Area Raprd Transrt Dlstnct (BAF\‘T)

"V:s__an francis_cg_
"and Cotuity

7 San Francrsco County Publrc Flnance Authonty-(SFPF); R
(| sap Francisco Cou_nty'Trahs’pqrtat]dn Authority (SFTA)

_Pages.
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| Gmail

», ._ :;iiQuestlon regardmg Off'ce of Publlc rlnance
Z";1 message : , . S

'Thomas Busse <'qbussesf@gma|l com> ‘
To . Angela. Whrttaker@sfgov org '

~Tue, Apr 18, 2017 at 213 PM.

'Z"“f;Dear Ms. Whrttaker

1 was perousmg the d|stnct tax breakdown in the records of the Board of Equalrzatlon and |t noted San Francrsco has a:
- -permanent .25% sales tax for a special district called the "San Francisco County Public. Finahce Authonty" approved by
~“’the voters in 1993, Is that the same as your department, the Offlce of Public Frnance'7 | would assume the special
district would float salns tax bonds; but what is unclear to me is why it is set up as a special district (ahd how: it was set
p, grven San Franusco drd not have a Local Agency Formmg Commlssron in 1993) l would Irke to read |ts charter vj :

“Yoirs tru|y ,
' ;Qf:ThomasJ Busse

hgpsz//méir;googre.gqn/marrru/onuréz&rk;0465b6c999&vrew=pt&q=whrtt‘ak_g_r&qslgtéuz&sea‘rcmquery&tﬁ:1sbazééocqrdgc46&srmré1Sbazeaoc‘c'fdécgrs BT P




L ALPHABETICAL LISTING OF JURIS_ TION CoDEs NEEDED To VIEW SPEC FIC s
' PAYMENTS ON THE LocAL JURISDICTION STATEMENT OF TAX\DISTRIBUTION o e

JURISDICTION» DISTRICT ADD-ON TAXES
. CODES (3Dlglts) ,

' OXNARD (CITY) VITAL SERVlCES TRAN SACTION S & Us-= TAX
' PACIFIC GROVE (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX' L
' PALM SPRINGS (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX °
PARADISE (TOWN) TEMPORARY TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
~ PASO ROBLES (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX - 1™
PICO RIVERA (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
"PINOLE (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX =
- PINOLE (CITY) 2015 TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
- PISMO BEACH (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
PITTSBURG (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX L
PLACERVILLE (CITY) PUBLIC SAFETY TRANSACTIONS & USE TAx :
PLACERVILLE (CITY) SPECIAL TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX . "
POINT ARENA (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX ©. 7 ©~
- PORT HUENEME (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX_ S
~ PORTERVILLE (CITY) PUBLIC SAFETY, POLICE & FIRE PROT T&U TAX
~ RANCHO'CORDOVA (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX~ =
RED BLUFF (CITY) 2014 TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX ,
. ~REEDLEY (CITY) PUBLIC SAFETY TRANSACTIONS 8 USE TAX
- RICHMOND (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX - :
* RICHMOND (CITY) 2014 TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
RIDGECREST (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE’ TAX o
RIO DELL (CITY) TRANSACTIONS &USETAX . -

RIVERSIDE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
ROHNERT PARK (CITY) TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAX
* 'SACRAMENTO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY. -
SACRAMENTO (CITY) TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAX
~ SALINAS (CITY) TEMPORARY. TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX -
* SALINAS (CITY) MEASURE G TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
~ SAN ANSELMO (TOWN) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX' '
~ SAN BENITO COUNTY-GEN FUND AUGMENTATION =
~ SAN'BENITO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY -
SAN BERNARDINO (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX: -
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY . 0 © ="
'SAN DIEGO COUNTY REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION _QQMMISSION] o
. SAN FERNANDO (CITY) TEMPORARY. TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX'
~ SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY PUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY
~* SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY -
SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY - j .1 o
SAN JOSE (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USETAX .

. (Do not'use ‘the: Junsdlctlon codes llsted in thls ﬁle to complete your' Sales and Use Tax return or for any other purpos ) L
Effechve 4/1/16 ‘ , S : :

21 0f 24
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: ”4/25/2017' R S :  N _ 'B.qéfdofiE'g{ﬁélfzaﬁbéj éfa{ééf.Califonia'; )

- 3,2_01,460;00f |
- s0.00

g P_nor Cx(eqqts_

wPemenere)  aaianm

;- O lf you have quest(ons regardlng thls statement please contact .
.+, BOE-Local Revenue and Allocation Unit af 916-324-3000. . .~
K Back to Query Page (/boewebservncesllocalJur Jsp)

: httsz/eﬁleboecagovlboewebservnces/LocalJurdoJsesston|d-5124C406F167407D40F16051000531A4p2 o
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22,661,606, 821

" 56,526,210.58-
'5,295,667.57

"210 659,143.38

| 1237:00.
66,978,247.88 -
22,;325,861.00

L o1,376:39
©18,309,352.:35:
©76,476,071.79

592, '836. 98,

59, 03-

'0::00;

22,660,971 63

0.0g

: STATE BOARD or'EQUALIZATIoN
¢ 7 FUND: DISTRIBUTION: SUBSYSTEM & -
QUARTERLY DISTRIBUTION: OF.-ADD-ON TAX
ALLorA:ION PERICD: Folrth Quartexr 2016

G0

2,297, 640 00

139, 390 700
246;470.00

216 520 00

845,250:00
| 5,460.00
000

0.00 .

. 0. 00,
©30, 613,614,617
'23,311,688.99
" 46,654,551.24,
©27,737,986.81"

3y 876 164.16"
9, 906 567:07

. 42,874,.616.95:

0. 00 .
268.93

*-210,665 199.13
=81, B70 661.94

14, 607 175,16
‘11,262, 29
T 645,36,

0.00"
166.75 -

- 0.00

0.00::
13,888, 808 69

0.00

247, 177,27
2 'B15,253. 93
3,87

2 646,865.16

9 456 73
4,948,096. 45

12,347,228.48

513 605 .85
606,E01 42
277,925.23

500,740:00 -

BT SRR
TgL00
27397,40000 -

:9032,150.00
162,140.00

OO(‘DOAQ‘OA

313 300

o '4,990
121,910,
0

59,620,

54,360.
105,620.
23,280.0
6,770
. 5,290.00

” : : 0.00:.:"
T ?31 410

45147, 211 24
27, 424; 666,81

5, 798,727:07

L, 238, B57. 88
©,22,079,351.00
S 01,376.390
18,.092,832.35.
75,650, 821.79:
: -587,376;93;
59.03-
: 0,607
22, 429,561 63
CEEETIENEIPIINS o B o 1 [HH

3;844, 664,16

42, 373,876”95

13 '556, 508 594;\

~:0,00

944,187,274 0
2,.693,343.93"

L 3.87
2,587,245.16

: N 268,93
208,368,099.13..°"

. B0;967,511:94

14,445,035,16:

9,456,731 i

4,893,736.45

4,241 608, 43'7-
490, 325495

600,031.42. . ..
| 272,635.23
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SFPF San Franc{sco County Pubhc

" " PAYMENTS 70 SPECIAL DISTRICTS FRO
THE. TRANSACTIONS (SALES) ANDUSE'TAX

: YfioYr _

% chg

JULY 2007

AUG 2007

DISTRIBUTED DISTRIBUTED DISTRIBUTED DISTRIBUTED DISTRIBUTED:’DlSTRlBUTED

SEP 2007

: .f2.-520fm«99,- 4

3.‘_360_,900_.0,0_

‘3‘,905,,.035,»19.

3 935 070 18 :

Finance Authonty

CA27/2017 5




- PAYMENTSTO SPECIAL DISTRICTS FROM ;1
THE TRANSACTJONS (SALES)AND USE TAx

Yr.to Yr:- : -DISTRIBUTED DISTRIBUTED DISTRIBUTED“'DISTRIBUTED DISTRIBUTED DISTRIBUTED.'
: %chg _ T TJAN:2008 e FEB 2008_ ..... MAR: 2008 APR 2008 MAY 2008 ) JUN 2008

051 SFPFSanFranclscoCountyPubIlc - [FE3TeauATE 1 : zsr-'z,agn,soo.oo 355550000 »3,252,887.01 241520000
s FlnanceAuthorlty _ | IR ; ) B T ~Oaut
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A | School Sales Tax

'PROPOSITION A

Shall an ordinance of the Sen Francisco County Public Finance Authority be sdopted so as to 1) approve a fransactions
and use fax of one guarter of one parcent for ithe general purpose of providing financlal aszlstance to the San Franclsco

‘Unifted Scheol District and the San Franclsco Comimunity Callege Disirict; 2) epprove an Ineresse In the Cailfornla

Constitution Arilels XIIIB appropriatiens Himit for sald diatricta I an amount equal to the revenuee derived by each district

" fromthe lmnsaellons and uge tax for the sams flucel ysar?

Analysns

L It OT' No{jv\ N L

by the. cny Attorney (with recommendations by the Ballot Simplification Committee)

THE WAYIT IS NOW* There Is'an 8V2 percent sales tax In

San Francisco. This Includes a supplemental /2 percent
sales tax lmposed by the state and a temporary local V4

percent school district sales tax. Bothiaxes are ‘scheduled
_ to explre on Juns 30, 1993; This would maka the sales tax
"In San Franclsco 734 parcant;
Currént state law allows school districts and boards of’
supervisors to form a counly pubilc finanice authority-and.

submit an ordinance to thie voters Imposing a new sales

" tax to, assigt school districts when the state supplemental

tax of %percent explres onJune 30, 1993, The leglslatura

Is considering & change. iri the law fo extend the state

supplemenital lax ‘and-still allow. the new local sales fax to
take effect:

THE PHOPOSAL. Proposition A Is an ordinance that wouid

continue the 1und|ng of the San Francisco Unified School

Dlstrlct and the San Francisco Communny Collage Dlslrict‘

{hroligh @ permanent V4 percent focal sales tax. If this
Proposition is adopled and state law Is not changed, thie
fotal overall sales tax in San Francisco will become §
percent. If this. Proposition Is adopted and stae law. is
‘changed to authorize both this tax and the extension of the
state suppleméntal tax of %2 percent, the overall sales tax
In San Francisco will remain 812 parcent:

Proposmon A also would increase the spandlng limits
of the districts each year In an amount equal to the reve- -
nues-feceived by each district from the sales tax for lhat
year.

A“YES" VOTE MEANS: If you vote yas, you want fo autho-
riza this tax to continiig to assistthe publlc schools and the'
Community College.

A “NO” YOTE MEANS: I you vote no, you do riot want 1o
authorize this tax to continue 10 assist the public schools
and the Communlly College,

Controller 's Statement on “A"

“City Conlroller Edward Harringlori has Issued the follow-

Ing statement on fRaTiscarimpact of Proposition A::

Should the proposéd ordinarice' be' adopted -and’ im--
plemented, I my-opinion, revenues for the Community

College -and Unifled School Districts ‘would -Increase by

approxlmately$15 9 milioninfiscalyear 1993-94and $21.2 .

million in fiscal year 1994-95; increasing thereafter with the
rateof inflation until explratlon of the tax. The Ordinancé also
petmits an Increase In the Approprlaﬂons Limits of the
Disiricts established pursuant to Article- XIlIB of thé State.
Constitution (Gann{.lmlt) inorderto spendhe Increasedtax
revenues."

4 . I ‘H\U\.DI\Y }\C W"’S’“A'

= lqva ’v_ gcl o
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end ent of the whole AS anended :Ln Board 2/1/93

1/27193

B O CERLY PUBL, A0 SN ,
f’%ﬂ_?pECLARING THEA_NTENT os THETBOARD OF'SUPERVISORS oF THE CITY AND
f'sl{fCOUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO TO PROPOSE AN INCREASE wn THE TRANSACTIONS
é:di_?AND USE TAX IN THE CITY AND COUNTY BURSUANT ‘TO CHAPTER 3.5 OF THE o
é?»;<:fREVENUE AND TAXATION coon, AND ES”ABLISHING THE SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY
vifé.??PUBLIC FINANCE' AUTHORITY
»i}:r WHEREAS Due to cutbacks 1n state funds and other sources of
ffé :_revenue to the Clty and County of San Franc1sco the ablllty to

""" : é,'dmalntaln publlc serv1ces and proqrams has been greatly hampered and
,}iddd | WHEREAS The Callfornla Leglslature has recognlzed the need
gif‘:dfor local governments and school dlstrlcts to address the budqetary
;iéf,dproblems and meet the needs for health crlme preventlon, and
Qisilueducatlonal SEIVlCES 1n thelr communltles by enactlng Assembly 8111
Qe o bt AR T

= WHEREAS Assembly'Blll 1930 allows for the creatlon of a local";

:eﬁpubllc flnance authorlty for the purpose of flnan01ng drug abuse

, and to authorlze sald Authorlty, upon voter approval to 1mpose a

: transactlons and use tax rate of 25% or 0 Ss for the Authorlty 8

WHEREAS The Board of Superv1sors of the CltY and County of

San Franc1sco flnds that 1t

;53: ‘»health and crlme preventlon serv1ces and that revenues qenerated by :

'an add1t10na1 tax are necess_ry, aow therefore, be 1t

..:::' -

125 ‘ / 2 . e CELER L e e T

i SUPERVISOR MIGDENr, BIERMAN tALIOTO s PAGENO. 1| .
4452g T . B . 01719/93

. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

91011f

preventlon,zcrlme preventlon, health serV1ces,vand publlc educatlon, R

‘gcrltlcal to contlnue the prov151on of B
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San Francisco County Public Finance Authority is hereby established

- and, be it

- RESOLVED, The Board of Supervisors of the City dnd County of

‘San Francisco déclares its intent to proposé an increase in the

transactions_and use tax in the City and County pursuant. to Chaptgr

3.5 (commencing with Sectiop 7288.1) of Part 1.7 of Divisiom 2 of -

the California Reveénde and Taxdtion Code; and, be it
FURTHER RESOLVED, That upon adoption of this resolution by the

Board of Supervisors.of the City and County of San Franciscd, the

"

L

pursuant to California Revenue and Taxation Code‘Section,7zé§ll,for
the deneral purposes of financing drug abuse prevention, crime
prevention, health servicdes, and public education; and, bé it
FURTHER RESOLVED, That said Authority shall be governed by a

board of directors which shall consist of five wembers of the San

‘Francisco Board of Superviscrs and five members of the governing

boards of school districts in the City and County as provided in

Revenue and Taxation Code, Sectiom 7288.2; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the President .of the Board of

| upereisors shan appoint fivé members of that body to serve on the .

board of directors of the San Erancisco County Public Finance

| Authority; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That in the évent said franSACtions,and_uSe_

|| tax is imposed, said Authority may exercise all powers nedessary to
‘perform the collection, administration and allocation duties with.
| fespect to said tax in a manner cohsidtent with Part 1.6 of the

California Revenue and Taxation Code. (commencing with Section 7251);
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANGISCO ~ SF C AFR
~ Nofes to Basic Financial Statements N g/
~ June 30,2016 2O }6
‘(Dollars in Thousands)
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San Francisco is a city and county chartered. by the State of California and-as stich can exercise the
powers as both a city and-a county under state law. As requred l;y_generally acpepted acmuntmg,
City or pnmary government) and its component units. The- component units discussed pelow aref
jincluded in the City's reportlng enity because of the significance of their operatlons or financial
refationships with the City..

‘As 'a government agency, the City is exempt from both federal incore taxes and Califorria State -

franchlse taxes:

Blended Component Units

Following is a description of those legally separate component units for whichi the Cily is financially
accountable that are blended with the primary goVernment because of their individual governance ‘or

financial relationships to the City.

San. Francisco County -Transpertation Authority (Tréh"sbodation Authority). — The- vaters of the City.
created the Transportation Authority in 1689.t0 impése voter-approved sales and use tax of ope-half of
one percent, for a period not to exceed 20 years, to fund essential traffic and transportation projects. In
2003, the voters approved Proposition K, extending the city-wide one-half of ane percent sales tax with
a.new 30-year plan. A board consisting of the eléven membeérs of the City's Board of Supervisors

serving ‘ex officio govems the Transportation Authority. The Transportation Authority is: reperted ina

special revenue fund in the Cily's basic: financial statements, Financial statements: for the

Transportation Authority-can be obtained from thelr finance and administrative offices at 1455 Market
\ - Street, 22™ Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103.

“ - San Francisco City and Cotinty Finiance. Corporatlon (Finarice Co:poratfon) —The Firiance Corporation

was created in 1990 by.a vote of the electorate 1o allow the City 10 lease-purchase $20 million (plus 5%,
per-year growth) of equment using tax-exempt obligationis. Althotigh Iegally separate from the City,
the Flnance Corporation is reported as if it were pait of the: primary govertiment because its sole
purpose is to provide lease. financing to the: City. The Finahce Corporation is governed by a three-
member board of directors -approved by the. Mayor and the- Board of Supeérvisors. The, Finance
Corporation is reported as an internal service fund. Financial statements for the Finance Corporation
can be obtained from their administrative. offices at City Hall, Room 336, 1 Dr. Cariton B: Goodlett
Place, San Francisco, CA 94102.

‘San’ Francisco Parking Authrity (The. Parking Authonty')":— The Parking Authority was created in
Okctober 1949 to provide services exclusively fo the City. In accordance with Proposition D authonzed

by the City's eléctorate in November 1988, a City Chartér amendment created the Parkmg and Traffic
‘Commission (PTC). The.PTC consists of five cominissioners ‘appointed:by the Mayor, Upon creation

-of thé PTC, the responsibility to oversee the: City's off-street parking operations was transferred from

the Parking Authority to the PTC: The staff and fiscal operations of the Parking Authonty were ‘also
incorporated into.the PTC. Beginning on July 1, 2002, the responsibility for overseeing the operations
of the PTG became the responsibility of the Mumcupal Transportation, Agency (SFMTA) pursuant to
Proposition E, which was passed by the voters in November 1999. Separate financial statements are
not prépared for the Parking Authority, Fuirther information about the Parking Authority can be obtained
from the. SFMTA Chief Finaricial Officer at 1 South' Van Ness Avenue, 8% Floor,, San Francisco, CA.

i

94102,
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO SFcaFe

Notes'to Basrc Financial Statements. (Continued)- A

June 30,2016 20 )6
(Doltars in Thousands) : . :

Discretely Presented Component Unit

Treasure Island Deve.lopmem‘ Authority (The TIDA) —The TIDA is a nonprofit public bénefit corporation.
The TIDA was authorized in -accordance- with the, Treastire 1siand Conversion Act of 1997. Seven
cominissionérs who' are- appointed by the Mayor subject to :confirmation by the: City's Board of
Superwsors govern the TlDA The specmc purpose of the TIDA is. to promote. the plannlng.:
Statlon Treasure lsland for the pubhc lnteresr convenlence Welfare and common beneﬂt of- the;

inhabitants of the City. The TIDA has adopted as ifs mission thes creation of affordable housirg and:
economic development opporiunities on Treasure Island.

The TIDA's ‘governing body is not substantively the same. as that of the City and does not provide
services entlrely or ajmost entlrely ta the City. The TIDA is reported in a-separate column to emphasize.
that it is legally separate from the City. The Clty is fi inancially accountable for the TIDA through the
appointment of the TIDA's Board and the ability of the. City to approve the. TIDA’s budget. Disclostires. -
related to the TIDA, where significant, are: separately. identified’ throughout these notes. Sepafate
financial statements are not prepared for TIDA, Further information about TIDA can be obtaineéd. from
their administrative offices at 1 Avenue of the Palms, Suite 241, Treasure Island, San Francisco, CA
94130., .

Fiduciary Componient Unit

Sucgessor Agéncy to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (Successor
.Agency) — The Successor Agency was created on February 1, 2012 to serve as a custodian for the
assets and to wind down the affairs of the former San Franmsco Redevelopment Agency pursuant to
California Redevelopment Dissolution Law The Successor Agency is governed by the Successor
Agency . Commlssmn commonly known: as the Commission on Communlty Investment and
Infrastructure, and is a separate public entity from the: City. The' Gommission has five ‘members, which
serve at the pleasure of the City's Mayor and are subject to confirmation by the Board:of Supervisors.
The: Clty is financially accountable for the Successor Agency through the appointment of the
Commission and a requirement that the Board of Supervisors approve the Succéssor Agency's annual
budget. :

The financial statements present the SuccessorAgency and its component units, enfities for which the
Successor: Agency is considered fo be fi nancially accountable. The City and County of San Francisco
Redevelopment Financing Authority (Financing Authority) is a- jomt powers. authority formed between
the former Agency and the-City to facilitate the long-term fi nancmg of the former Agency activitiés: The
Financing Authority is included: as a.blended' component: unit in the Successor Agency's financial
statements because the Financing Authonty provides services entirelyto the Successor Agency.

Per the Redevelopment Dissolution Law; cértain actions of the Successor Agency are also subject to
the- direction of an Oversight Board. The Oversight: Board is comprised of Seven-member
representatives from local govemment bodies: four: City representatives @ppointed by the Mayor of the
City subject to confi rmation by the Board of Supervisors of the City;-the' Vice Chancellor-of the. San-
Francisco Community College District; the Board mernber of the Bay Area Rapid Transit District, and
the Executive Director .of Policy and Operatlons of the San Francisco. Unified School Dlstnct

tngeneral, the Successor Agency's-assets can only be.used to pay.enforceable obligations inexistence

at the date of dissolution {(including the completlon of any unfinished projects thatwere subject to legally
enforceable contractual commitments).. in future fiscal years, the Successor Agency Will only be

-allocated revenues in the amount that is necessary to-pay the esfimated annual installment payments

on enforceable obligations: -of the former Agency until all enforceable obligations of the formér Agency:
have been paid in full and all assets have been liquidated. Based upon the nature. of the Suceessor
Agency's custodlal role, the Successor Agency is: reported in a i ducrary fund {private-purpose trtist
fund) Complete fi nanc:al statements can be obtained from the Successor Agency's finance: departrnent”
at 1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5t Fioor; San Francisco,.CA 84103.

P16




TR L e CITY. AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO oF (APK
7 pok i CAFR R |
- Notes to Basic Financial Statements (Continued) N / :
),\ {O )’t : June 30, 2016, 20 é
Wl Men ) (Doflars in Thousands)
(.; } 61& Non-Disclosed Organizations

There are other governmental agencies that provide. services within the City. These entities have
mdependent governing boards gnd. the City. is_ not fi inancially accountablg, for.then. The City’s: basic
— .= financial statéments, except’ forGertain cash held by the City as an agent?do: not reflect operations of-
" 7 the San Francisco Airport Improvement:Corporation, San Francisco Health Authority, San Francisco
Housing Authority, San Francisco Unified’ School District and San Francisco- Commurity College
District: The City is’ represented in two regional agencies, the Bay Area Rapid Transit District'and the:
Bay Area Air Quality Management District, both of which aré also’excluded from the City's reportmg

entity:
. o -8~ A]Sa Missig Poninsul
2 VSUM_MARY-OES_I‘GNIF_ICANTACCOUNTING PoLICiES CIR R :gaz- P4 )

(a) Government—wme and fund financial statements

The government—wnde financial statements {i.e., thé statement of net posmon and the statement of -
activities) report information on-all of the non—f iduciary: activities of the primary: government and its
component units. Governmental activities, which rofmally are supported by taxes and
intergovernmental revenues, are reported separately from busmess—type activities, which rely, to a
significant extent on fees and charges for support leerse, the prumary government xs reported

accountable

The statement of activities demonstrates the:dégree to which thé direct expenses of a given function
or:segment is offset by program revenues. Direct éxpenses:aré those that are clearly identifiable With
a specific function or segment. Program revenues include (1) charges to customers or applicants- wha
purchase, use, or directly-benefit from goods, services, or privileges prowded by a given function or
segment, and (2) grants and contributions that are restricted to meeting the operational or capntal
requirements of a.particular function or segment. Taxes and other jtems not properly included among
program.revenues are reported instead as gerieral revenues.

Separate financial statements are provnded for governmental funds, proprietary funds, and fiduciary .
funds, even ttiough the latter are- excluded from the government-wide financial statements, Major
‘individual governmental funds and major individital enterprise funds are reported as separate. columns.
in the fund finangial statements.

‘The basic:financial statements include certain’ pnor year summarized comparative informiation. This.
information is presented only to facilitate financial-analysis,-and is not at the level of detail reqiiired for
a presentation: in accordance: with generally accepted. accounting principles: Accordingly, such-
information- shotild: be read: in conjunictiori with the City's. finaricial statements for the year ended
June 30, 2015, from which the summarized information was derived:

(b) Measurement focus, basi§ of accounting, and _t“mano_ial statement presentation

The government-wide financial statéients are feported using the economic resources méasurement
focus and the accrual basis. of accounting, as are the proprietary fund and fiduciary fund: financial
statements.. Agericy funds, however, report only. assets ‘and. liabilities and cannot be said to have a
measurement focus: Revenues are recorded when earried and expenses are recorded when a Inabnlty
is lncurred regardless of the timing of related cash flows. Property taxes are recognized as revenues
inthe year for which they are levied, Grants and similar itenis are recognized as revenue as soon as
all efigibility requirements have been met.

Govemmental fund financial statements. aré reported using ‘the current financial resolirces
measurement focus and the modified accrual basis of accounting, Revenues are recognized as:soon
as. they are. both measurable and avaﬂable Revenues are cons;dered to be avallable when 1hey are

P1@az




SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT ( /\/07L here o | )L;ka

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
JUNE 30, 2016

'NOTE 1 - SUMMARY. OF SIGNIFICANT ACCQUNTING POLICIES
Financial Reporting Entity

The San Francisco Unified School District. (the District) was-established 4s, the-San Frangisco School System in
1851 under the laws of the State of California. The District and County Office of Education (COE) opérate under
a locally-elected seven-member Board form of government and provides educational services to grades K - 12 as’
mandated by State.and Federal agencies. The Distrjct'and COE provide child care and elementary and. secondary.
education in- the City and County of San Francisco, California. The District also ‘administers the COE fund
(County School Service Fund), For financial reporting purposes, the-District inchides ‘all funds, account groups,
agencies, and authorities that are controlled by or are dependent on the District’s executive or legislative branches..
Control by or dependence on the District was determined on. the basxs of budget adophon, taxing ‘authority,
outstanding debt secured by revenues or general obligations of the District, obligations of the District to finance
any deficits that may oceur, or receipt.of significant subsidies. from the District, The District operates 64
elementary schools, 13 ‘middle schools, and 19 high schools: including 4 continuation schools; 12 early childhood
education centers-and an independent study alternative school. The District sponsors 13 Charter Schools.

A reportmg entxty is comprised of thig primary government; component units, and. other organizations that aré
included to ensure the financial statements-are not migleading. The primary government of the Districf consists of
all funds, departments, boards; and agencies that.are not.legally separate from the- District. This includes general
'opcrat.ions food service and student related activities of the District and the COE,

Component Units

Component units are:legally separate organizations for which the District is: ﬁnancmlly accountable. Component
units may include organizations that are fiscally dependent on the- District in that the District approves their
budget, the issuance of their debt or the Ievymg of their taxes. In addition, componént uitg ‘are other legally
separate organizations for which the sttnct is not financially accountable but the nature and significance of the
organization’s relationship with the District is such that exclusion’ would-cause the District’s. financial statements
to' be misleading or .incomplets, For financial, feporting purposes, the component wnit has a financial and
operational. relatioriship which meets. the Teporting entity’ definition criteria of thé Governmental Aécounting
Standdrds Board (GASB). Statemént No:14, The Financial Reporting Entity, and thus is included in the financial
statemenfs using the blended presentatlon iethod as if it weré part of the District’s operations. because the
governmg board of the.component unit is the same as the governing board of the District and because its purpose
is to fivarice the acquisitior and imptovement of a new administration building to be uised for the direct benefit of
the District,

The San’ Francisco Unified School District: Financing Corporanon s. (the. Corporation) financial activity 'is
presented in the ﬁnanc1a1 statements as a fund of the Speclal Rcserve Fund Capxta] Outlay Cemﬁcates of '

‘statements. Indmdua] financial statements are-not prepared for the Corporatlorl

What AosT THe  AurtioR T17.
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: -SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

. MANAGEMENT'S DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS
3 JUNE 30,2016

FACTORS BEARING ON THE DISTRICT’S FU"‘URE

R :The District’s staﬁf continues to use . assessments to measufe and re-evaluate ways' to mvest in sound edueattonal ".z: R

- and programmatic activities while ensuring financial solvency. The District achieved its requrred reserve target of &

2% for fiscal year 2015-16, and currently prO_]eCtS that 1t w111 mamtam lts _minimum reserve m both ﬁscal year' i .? .

S ,52016 -17 and ﬁscalyear 2017—18

ke “In addmon to the Local Control Fundmg Formula income source, the Drstnct also recelved approxunately $243 g i

- million of other program funding from Federal, State, and local sources. In June 2008, l’roposmon A, the Quality"

-‘ Teacher & Education Act was passed by the vofers of San’ Francisco, bringing $30+ million per year for the next

i twenty years to- the District begmmng in fiscal year 2008-09. These résources assist in Tecruiting and retammg :
e -effectlve teachers mcreasmg accountabllrty, and 1mprovmg the District’s technology mﬁastructure :

Another local révenue source that has been greatly beneﬁma[ to SFUSD is the Public Educatlon Ennchment Fund

- T :.(PEEF), a ballot initiative that was approved by the voters of San Francisco in March, 2004, and estabhshed as :

" law in the City Charter, Section 16. 123.1-10. Originally set to explre on June 30, 2015, Proposition” C, the

' “ensured a sustained and guaranteed investment in our children’s future; PEEF finds have been critical in allowmg

e __approxunately $64 ‘million or two-th1rds of the annual PEEF allocation from the City (the remaining one-third
- going to the City’s Department of Early Care and Education for support.to preschoo]) The. dlstrlct’s port;on of

- iCenters Student Support Professwnals Translatlon Servrces, STEAM cumculum and Peer Resources to name a

i "'few.' _
RN - I - N0 93 spies A~ {
R As it relates to future State Budgets the Drstnm ; ab1hty to predlct what actrons will be taken i in the future by the '
State Leg-rslature and Governor-to address the State’s current or future budget and cash management practices is

. State funding are brighter due to a sustained 1mprovement in California’s economy and the implementation of the'

- budget

Jvare, Tecessary. to maintain a strong’ and stable financial position. At the same time, the District will also contmuef
1ts dedrcated mrssmn to’ ensure lmprovement in academrc achtevemenl closmg achlevement gaps, Jmprovmg 1ts :

. stmct s goal to ensure that all cluldreu recerve a quahty educanon and a posmve foundat1on necessary for them
T to ach1eve acadermc success S S : s SRR : o

CONTACTIN G T}[E DISTRICT S FlNANCIAL MANAGEMENT

R Thrs ﬁnanmal report is desrgned to provrde our cmzens taxpayers and credltors wn:h a general overvrew of the ‘
" District’s finances and 16 assist interested parties in understanding the Disfrict’s sources and uses o Ify

*'you have questions about this report: or' need ‘additional - financial mformatlon, please ‘contac Reeta Madhavan, :
"Chief Financial Officer of the San Francrsco Unlf ed Schoo] sttnct, 135 Van Ness Aven e San Francrsco\

 California, 94102 or (415) 241-6542;
12
P109

g limited. Future State budgets will be affected by national and State economic conditions and other factors over O
. which the District has no control.- However, in a welcome departure from the past several years, prospects for = : .

el ~“Children and Families First” initiative passed in November; 2014, extended the PEEF funding through 2041, and e

the district to. mamtam and in most cases; expand programs. during the economic downturn. The district receives. * - -

. PEEF is used to support sports; libraries, the arts and music (SLAM) as well as programs such as Wellness - -

- . Local Control Fundmg Formula whlch has prov1ded mcreased funds to K—14 educatlon under the Govemor s 8

;The Drstnct s Supenntendent and senior staff members w1ll contmue to work very closely w1th the Board of i R
Gor Educatron to monitor revenues:and manage expendltures SFUSD is. totally commltted to take whatever measures_;. L




o » ‘-'Gm.all - Re: Consohdated Annual Financial Statements fm:be_j&‘.ahvl:-ranciece l—"manceAuthonty : =

Thomas Biisse <tibussesf@gmail.com> . -

' Au‘horlty

1 message -

£ Madhavan Reeta <madhavanr@sfusd edu> IR R ;”':»f— g U Mon Apr_2‘4,,2017.5:f 10:18 AM: |

- To: T homas: Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>"
Cc Thu Cung <cungt@sfusd edu> i

o Hello Mr Busse : i : ' ' ‘ . :
i The schoo! dlstrlct recetves our share of the sales tax revenue dlrecdy from the C|tys Controller S Oft‘ ce You wnll need to
" contact the city's Controllet's Office for the financial audit-of sales tax.revenue,
This revenue is included on page 87 of the school district's 2015-16 audlt report in the $52 614 948 total of "Local _
'Revenue in the Unrestricted General Fund column.. You are correct in that the audit report ‘does not.provide a breakdown
. of all our revenue sources, and I will discuss this wrth our audltors if it is feasible to include that level of detail without
*_making the report overly lengthy (to give you a sense of what this would entail, the district recelves funding from over 100 -
-~ _different féderal, state and.local sources and it could get unmanageable to list them all in detail,
" The detailed revenue breakdown is included in otir Unaudited Actuals report that is submltted to the state annually and
- forms the basis of our audlted financials, This report is posted on our d|str|c’c web site here » :

i ;:"Please let me know If you have any add|t|onat questlons C

7 .. San Francisco, CA 94102,

‘ . Reeta: -

: ‘Thank you

Tk -ve Reppase

oS
SFUSD
SAN FRANCISCO I8
o PUDLIC SCHOOL! L o

, .QTWWWSFUSD EDU

Reeta Madhavan &
. ‘Chief Financial Officer , o
- “‘San Francisco Unified School Dlstnct :
135 Van Ness Avenue; Room 315, . -

T 415-241-6542
1 F 415-241-6482
. madhavanr@sfusd edu

. '.fOn Sat, Apr 22, 2017 at.9:42 PM Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmall corn> wrote pie
Dear Ms Madhavan CE S

R l recently became aware of the exrstence of the San Francnsco Fmance AuthOnty as-a separate spec:al dlstnct for the
S recervershlp of the 1993 1/4 cent Proposrtlon A sales tax however | have been unable to locate. any fi nancials,”
: sifically concerned aboit its allocation |
formula or whether |t was ueed to back sales tax revenue bonds m WhICh 'ase I w 's mterested in the OVer5|ght
process : S S Lo Gl AR : )

Because of the exrstence of a permanent sales tax revenue ‘Source to support both the school dlstnct and the ::
I-community ‘college district; | felt it was misleading in your Consolidated Annual Financial Reports Statement »of
:: Financial Activities to not, |nclude a line for local sales tax revenue. | wasn't sure whether this. was. included in "Staté

J[ and federal support" because |t's local revenue or: whether |t was part of the b|g amblguous “other revenue lme
l

hitps: //mallgoog[e com/maillu0i2ui= 2&|k—04b5b6c999&v1ew—pt&search-mb? aml‘gba0f9928c10e85&5|ml—15ba0f9928(:10e85 o : 102




- o 5[8/2017 Gmali Re Consohdated Annual Fmanclal Statements for lhe San Franmsco Fmance AUthonty

-Any clanflcatlon on thls would be most welcome but | do have a [egal nght ‘at’ a mmlmum to reques{ the most recent
‘ udited flnanma ' fthts SpeCIaI Dlstnct I w1II be happy to pay’ any reasonable copylng fee if these are not avallable e
,electronlcally. IR RCRDY . R S :

any. thanks .
Thomas Biisse D
584 Castro'Street. #388

- San Francisco, CA 94114
415 244 5072

" Titpsimail. godgle.com/mail/u/0/2.i=28lk=04b5bBeo98Rview=piésearchizinbdRal 13620108280 106858smi=15ba02928c 1085 - o e




Thomas Busse <ibussesi@gmacom>.

: _'Re' Conso!|dated"Annual,_Fmanmal Statements for the San Franclsco": :
- Finance. Authorlty ‘

1 message -

-Z;Thomas Busse <t1bussesf@gma|l corns ¥ o W Mon Apr24 2017 at852 PM'-' - o
To: "Madhavan, Reeta" <madhavanr@sfusdiedu> . * : FHCh T
Ca: _Thu Cung <cungt@sfusd edu> rafaelmandelman@yahoo com ted egan@sfgov org B

. lam very. concerned here because the 93 Measure A sales tax is collected pursuant to an ordtnance of the
 "San Francisco Public: Finance Authority," not through an ordinance of the City.and County of San
P Francrsco This ordmance authonzmg the sales tax does not appear in the exrstrng San fFr ancrsco

. _Munrmpal Code Lo i , SRR

.- The San Francrsco CAFR notes the exrstence of a "San Franmsco Flnance Corporatlon 3 however thlS is _a
. .= ‘separate blended entity, and a review of their financial statements indicates it is used for capital leases.
.7 The CAFR does not recognize the existence of a San Francisco Public Finance Authority. Reviewing the
- City/County CAFR, the only sales tax revenue going to a restricted fund is the Proposition K tax going to. i
=" the San Francisco County Transit Authority. Ih other words, if résidents of the City/County pay a*1/4 cent
* Transactions and Use tax to support both the School Dlstrlct and Commiinity College district; the CAFR
- ‘should show it either as a blended entity or as'a governmental fund. | have asked the City/Gounty. -
"+ Controller; the. State Controller, and the Board of Equalization for more information about the San .
.+ Francisco Public Finance Authority and it has-been ovér a week’ and | have heard nothing, $6.1'am unsure
.- how'to review, as you suggest, the Controller’s audit of the sales tax revenue when lhave gone through
e numerous audlts on thelr srte in valn ' : L S

Afundamental prlncrple of dlsclosure requrred by GASB Statement 34 ls a drscusston of what is wrthln

v management's control and what is not Presumably, because there is-an allocation between'the - "

+ Community College District and the’ Unified School District (or County Office of Education); management

~ needs to discuss its Tole in. govemance of a related entity. Does it have a say in how it shares the sales tax

% reyenue (Wthh I hope would shift with enroliment patterns,state funding formula changes, and changing :

- - wishes of the electorate such as'a desire for free City College Tuition )? Because both the School Dlstrlct =

i and the Community College District have significant unfunded pension liabilities and a truly alarming .-

- tinrestricted netasset deficiency, basic questrons of fiscal solvency beg a discussion of how you are- gomg Lo
.. to'dig your way out of that hole or if you can dlg your way out of that hole (consnder Orange County, :

i Stockton and Valle;o) -

- 3'To that end you mclude an entire sectlon on "Factors Bearlng on the Dlstnct s Future On page 12, where _?-

_+ ybu discuss at length the School District's income that is supplemental to the Local Control. Funding T

.. Formula, These include the Public Educatron Enrichment Fund from 2004 and the 2008 Proposition A: a . S
... 20-year supplementary fund. Shouldn't the 1993 supplementary sales tax be included in this discussion? 1~~~
*“wauld then have a discussion of comparative benchmarks to detenmne to whrch extent the supplementary. i

: 'fundlng yrelds supplementary effort and € ectlveness

' ".A clear breakdown of tax by type wrll glve the reader of the t" nancral statements a plcture of the volrtallty of

- the School District's fundmg and its ability to meet its liabilities. Although year-over-year revenue is - B

'relatlvely protected by Proposmon 98, a local sales tax can shrink with the economy, and as a-

- siipplemental” furid, should bé built into the budget conservatlvely (and | would even recommend [issuing - -

-+ sales tax bonds agamst it so it is used for capital budgeting as a means fo protect it against unsustalnable o
. ".CBA concessions). If | were an audltor I would test to Which ‘extent local funding decisions. lmpact the:

.. Local Control Funding Formula is it possible the passage of a local sales tax prior to ERAF has the effect '
R ofmducmg the fundlng prowded by the State as lS the case wrth the lottery'? - '
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U1 SAN FRANCISCO |

www sr=uso EDU

' :Reeta Madhavan

.;Yours smcerely,

; 'ThomasJ Busse

" 584 Castro Street #388

= San Francisco, CA’ 94114
L '415-244 5072 o

““Hello Mr, Busse, = ::

lel.lc IIMS

- Chief Financial Ofﬁcer

" San Francisco Unified School DlSlrIthl

135 Van Ness Avenue, Room 315

'San Francrsco CA 94102

T 415-241:6542

 F415-241-6482.

: madhavanr@sfusd edu

‘But more senously, please consrder this possibility: the ordinances: of the San Francrsco Publlc Frnance
Authonty, including the one.fo adopt a 1/4 cent sales tax, are no longer legally in force'and its board - R
“members Have riot been mésting or adopting budgets. Imagine that the the BOE has been mailing a check g 5
payable to a special district and fhié City/County. Treasurer has been illegally cashing it. Meanwhile; the -~
“School Drstnct and Community College Districts have been’ proposing general obligation bonds and parcel' AR
_faxes without a full and ¢candid disclosure of the full éxtent to which Iocal voters have agreed to tax

, themselves to supplement educatlon already and how they do so :

As a tax ':ayer and concerned citrzen I hope that I have been able to demonstrate a competence W|th :
. understanding and scrutinizing financials as well as significant fartors of your operating model and that my v
. .concems about transparency and accountabrlrty are justlﬂed

R ,On Mon Apr 24, 2017 at 10: 18 AM Madhavan Reeta <madhavanr@sfusd edu> wrote

. . The school district receives our share of the sales tax revenue dlrectly from the crty s Controller s Oﬁ“ ce.
. =7 " :You will need to contact the city's Controller's. Office for the fi nancial audit of sales tax revenue: .

" This revénue:is included on page 87, of the school district’s 2015-16 audit report in the $52,614,948

. total of "Local Revenue" in the Unrestricted General Fund column. You are correct in that the audit . .
. réport does not provide a breakdown of all our revenue sources, and T will dlscuss this with our auditors
" ifitis feasible to include that level of detaif without making the’ report ‘overly lengthy (to give you.a -

7 sense of what this would entail, the dlstrlct receives funding from over 100 different. federal state and
 local sources and it could get unmanageable to fist them alf In detail. - .~
.~ The detailed revente breakdown is included in our Unaudited Actuals report. that is submltted to the
| i state annually and forms the basrs of our: audrted f nanclals Th|s report is posted on our drstnct web

: :;srte here. . :

507 Please let. me know rf you have any addrtlonal questrons
- ',;'ﬂ'Thank you,
- -Reeta -
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: Unaudlted Actuals o
2015-16 Uriaudited. Actuals“ ERIOR
" Bchop! District Certification

38 68478 0000000

Form CA

_, 2015—16 UNAUDITED ACTUAL FINANCIAL REPORT. This report was prepared- in accordance - . SR
with Education Code Section 41010.and'is hereby. approved and filed by the governlng board of S

| :f:the school dlstnct pursuant to Educatron Code Sectlon 42100.

SlgﬂEd ﬂ"ym;. S Dateof Meetmg / /" //{ L
: Clerklsgcrelary of the Govemmg Buard » o
(Ongmal stgnaturerequlred) R

o _Tu the Supermtendent of Publlc lnstructlon

2015-16 UNAUDITED ACTUAL FINANCIAL REPORT This report has been verifi ed for accuracyj, o ‘

- . '.by the County Supenntendent of Schools pursuant to Educatlon Code Sectron 42100

Sagned /7’5'7'5“5. é—‘ 54
Cuunt)( Supenntendent/Desrgnee .
(Qnglnal srgneturerequrred) o

:For addltlonal |nformat|on on the unaudlted actua[ reports please contact

ForCounty Offceof Educatlon I S '5;,,‘;;ForSchool DlstncL
Reeta Madhavan R LR RPN IO ;:Reeta Madhavan
S ‘Name: i : I SR :f: SName: L
; _'Chlef F.nancral Oﬁ‘ cer SRR . Chief Fmanclal Ofﬁcer
CUTe ; st e R Tille s T .
: '—415-241—6542 e E T e R e .415.241_5542
. Telephone .o e o Telaphone L
’ madhavanr@sfusd edu ' o . madhavanr sfusd edu s

EmarlAddress ST = R f ,'_E-mailAddress

Cahfornla Deptof Educatlon ' i S o Ny . .
' SACS Financial Reporting Software 201620 : e T e
Frle ca (Rev12/05/2014) . : o FRgEy c i Printed: 10/5/2016 11115 AM
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5017 | Gmall- SF311 Service Request 7072776 -

Gmaet

’-:'SF311 Serwce Request 7072776

-~ Ymessage

A, Prodmall@sfgov org <311. Prodmall@sfgov org> Mon,‘Apr ;24,_ _20‘17'at 8_,:5_9-AM;

"jTo tjbussesf@gmall com

 PLEASE DO NOT RESPOND TO THIS EMA|L INSTRUCTIONS ARE PROVID*—D BELOW FOR CONTACTING SF31
' ":rZDear Mr Busse i
: '-:;-Thank you for contactng the San Francrsco 311 Customer Servrce Center

e "Your questlon related to the Treasurer—Tax Collector’s Office has been recelved and rewewed Due fo the complexnty of
. the matter; your request has been forwarded to a Treasurer Tax Coltector specnahst You should expect to hear from a |
’»'Treasurer Tax Collector Representatrve \mthrn 3 busmess days D : S S

G Please note The Clty and County of San Francrsco San Francusco 311 and The ‘Office of the Treasurer and Tax
~ - Collector can only provide general information. We do not advise customers on détailed tax matters including ordinance
..+ ~..interpretations, manual calculation of tax obligations and fees or give tax advice for a customer's pecn" c tax sttua‘rnon If-
s you haVe any questlons regardlng the |nformat|on in thls e- marl please consult w1th a tax professmnal

R You may submlt any addmonal requests by vrsxtmg (http‘//sﬂreasurer org/contact—us) You W|II recelve a response from
-our office: same day if, your request is submitted by 7:00PM PST, and by the next business'day if submitied after .
- “7T:00PM PST. You may also calf 3-1-1 in San Francisco 7 days a week, 24 hours a- day For 24 x 7 assistance outside of
" 'San Francisco, please diaf (415) 701-2311, "For TTY; dial (415) 701-2323. Please note taxpayers who come to Clty Hall
B :_-for ln—person assnstance or call 311 may expenence Iong waltlhotd times , v _ P

Smcere|y, o
t.j::SteveM |

o - San. Franctsco 311 Customer_ Servnce Center '
- ;’_.L-Clty Servlces Slmphfled ; RS

:’.Howdol ' Lo : o
I Access servnces ‘on 311 'S NEW moblle app’7 sf311 org/moblle o

_ Access services-on the web? sf31l.org ..~
s Provlde feedback on 311 serv1ces'7 sf311 org/survey s

"_.Note ThIS emarl and its attachments (lf any) may be confidential and lsiare lntended solely- for the use of the |nd|v1dual ,
- “to-whom it is addressed. If you are not the intended recnplent of this email- and |ts attachments you must take no actlon
- ;-based upon them, nor must you copy or show them to anyone o . : : c :

,_Please ca|l 311/TTY (415) 701-2323 |f you belleve you have recelved thls emall ln error

L ttttps:_/_/mai‘l.g_oogle.com/maiIIuIOf?ui¥2&iké0455b6c999&viewzpt&q=t1_'easureRtasQDBe&search=qUery&th='1SbaOb0123372_1ffc&sim|=.156a0b0233721tto' in




N B A Pt S T Gma:l s1=311 ServrceRequest 1

i Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>

Gmail

'7?-'::-§SF311 Serwce Request '1

"1 message’

,311 Prodmall@sfgov org <311 Prodmall@sfgov org> ] R , o E Wed_! Apr"26,__2017 at 930AM |
To: tjbussesf@gmall com , : SRR . '
. jPLEASE DO NOT RESPOND TO TH]S EMAIL INSTRUCTIONS ARE PROV!DED BELOW FOR CONTACTING SF311

o Dear Customer

o Thank you for contactlng the San Franc;sco 311 Customer Serwce Center Our Agency has been asstgned to respond to
Serwce Request 7072776 Below is the |nformat|on you requested o :

i 'Please contact the Controller's Offlce at 415 554-7500

L EYou may submlt any addltlonal requests or obtaln lnformatlon at http Iaww. sf31 1. org or caII 3 1- 1 in San Franclsco 7
- days a week, 24 hours a day For 24 X 7 as31stance out5|de of San Francisco, please dial (415) 701-2311 I—or TTY dlal =
B '(415) 701-2323 R ; S : o B

: .:;Smcerely,
E ‘Clty and County of San Francrsco

B How dol... . oL : ‘
Access services on 311‘7s NEW mobile app’? sf311 org/‘moblle _
- Access services on the web? sf311.org - .
Prowde feedback on 311 ser\nces’? sf311 org/survey

B ‘Note This email. and its attachments |f any) may be confldentral and |s/are ;ntended solety for the use ofthe mdlv:dual -
- o whom it'is addressed. If you are: not the intended recipient - of this emall and |ts attachment,. you must take no actlon i
based upon them nor must you copy or show them to anyone ' : .

: Please call 3-1- 1/ I lY @1 5) 701—2323 lf you belleve you have recerved thls emaul in error

) :ht&)s:f/m ai_l.google..com/m ail/u/0l2ui= 28 k504b5b6c999&\dew~= ptég= 31 &qs=trFe%sTagh= query&th=1'5bab1 943e5a89d78&siml= 15bab194365aéw - 1M




5182017  leginfo.Jegislahite.a govaces/prinCodeSeoticnWWindow xhtmiawC ode=GOVESectionNum=25900.0p. stalues=201680p._chapier=16480p_seclion=2:

- GOVERNMENT CODE - GOV

DIVISION“H ; OFFICERS [240006 - 28085] (DJVIS/on 2 added by Stats, '1947 ch, 424 )
"PART 3. ,OTHER ()FFICERS [26500 27758] ( Part 3 added by Stats. 1947, Ch. 424. )
CHAP'I'ER4 Audltor [26,00 26946] (Chapter4 added by Stats:. 1947 ch. 424 )

, "-ARTICLE1 Dut1es Generally [26900 26914] ( Artlc/e 1 added by Stats 1 947 Ch 424 )

(a) ( l) The county audltor shall crther make or contract wrth a certtfred publrc accountant or publ ic accountant to make
an annual audlt of the accounts and records of every specral dlstnct wrthm the county for whrcb an audlt bya certlﬁed

-~ 26909. :
LR 9 9 pubhc accountant or public accountant is 1ot otherwise provided. In each case the minimum requirem ents of the audlt
shall be prescrlbcd by the Controller and shall conform to generally accepted audrtlng standards

o (2) lf an. audlt of a specral drstrrct s accouuts and records is made by a certlfxed publlc accountant or publrc accountant the
minimun requrrements of the audit shall-be prescnbed by the Conlroller and shall conform to generally accepted audmnv
standards, and a report thereof shall be filed with the Controller and wrth the county auditor of the county in whrch the spem ial
o o dtstnct is Jocated: The report shall be frled wrtlnn 12 months of the end of the fiscal 3 year or years under examrnatron

(3) Any costs 1ncurred by the’ county audrtor mc]udmg contracts wrth or employment of certrfied publrc accountants or publrc
. accountants in maklng an ‘audit of every specral dtsfrtct pursuant to this sectton shall be borne by the specral drstnct and shall be a
; charge agamst any unencumbered funds of the d1str1 ct avallable for the purpose :

. (4) F or a specral dlstrrct that is located in two or more countres thls subdrvrsron shall apply to the audrtor of the county in Wthh
L the treasury is located v L LS : ‘ :

o (5 ) The county controller orex oftroro county controller, sball effect tlus secnon in those countles havmg a county controller or ex ’
- ofﬁcxo county controller : L : -

. (b) A spemal dJstrlct may, by unariimous request of the governmg board of the specxal drstrlct and with unanimous approval ofthe -+
e board of supervrsors replace the annual audit requlred by thrs secnon with'¢ one. of the followmg,, performed in accordance with
s »professronal standards as deternnned by, tbe county audltor . '

b 3(1) A b1enn1al audtt covermg 2 two year perlod

:(2) An audlt covenng a ﬁve year perrod 1f the specr al dlstrlct s amlual revenues do not exceed an amount specrﬁed by the board of '
: "-.‘_:supervrsors R : S s
i ’(3) An audlt conducted at specrflc mtervals as recommended by the county audrtor, that shall be completed at least once every five
- ycars L - ; ' :
B ; T(c) (L A specral d1strrct may, by unanunous request of the govermng board of the specral drstrlct and wrth unammous approval
o of the board of supervrsors replace the annual audlt requ1red by this sectlon w1th a fi nanmal Teview, maccordance with the

C approprlate pr ofessronal standards as determmed by the county audrtor 1f the followrng condrtrons are met

_(A) All of the spccral dlstr1ct s revenues and expend1tures are transacted throu gh the county s ﬁnauc1a1 systern. a

B ( B) The spcc1a1 dlstrrct s annual revenues do not, exceed one hundred frfty thousand dollars ($ 1 50 000)

B (2) If the boa.rd of supervrsor srs the govermng board of the specral drstrlct it may, upon unantmous approval replace the annual

" audit of the speCIal district required by this sectron wrth afi nancral review in accordance with the approprlate profcssronal

- standa1 ds; as detcrmmed by the county audltor if the specral drstr1ct satisfies the requrrements of subparagraphs (A) and (B) of

. paragraph (1), S Co . . . ‘ ,
httpjlleglnfo Ieglslature ca, gov/fac&s/prlntCodeSechonWmdow xhtmnlawCodePdcz/ﬂsecuonuum—zeeog &op statues— 2016&op chapter—164&op secion=2 . 12




_ upto datelegal code

i EXECUTIVE BRANCH OFFICE OF MAYOR e » _
§ 3. 105 CONTROLLER crrY SERVICES AUDITOR

o 5‘ §3.105.

-fCONTROLLER CITY-SERVICES AUDI R_{f B

e :'The Mayor shall appomt or reappomt a: Controller for a ten—year term subject to _
- ,conﬁrmatlon by the Board of Supervrsors The Controller may only be removed by the
: ,Mayor for cause, w1ththe concurrence of the Boar_d of Snp_emsors ,by a tWQ‘ﬂ?‘l?dS vote. -

:apphcable to. mun1c1paht1es and count1es The Controller shall have the power and dutres
ofa ‘County auditor, except . as othervnse prm The Controller shall -

- have authorlty to audlt the accounts and operatlons of all boards; commissions, ofﬁcers L

o and departments to evaluate thelr effecnveness and efﬁcrency The Controller shall have

: access to, and authorlty to examme all documents records books and other property of
1y board commlssron ofﬁcer or department S -

% (/III/?_iQror;/#b)
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" CiTY AND COUNTY-OF SAN FRANCISCO
OF—F‘CE OF THE CONTRDU—E

- : MAURA LANE : :
BxecuTIve ASSISTANT TO BEN ROSENFIELD, OONTROLLER i

Follow Up on Meetlng Tor_'j';:” B T s
.1 message ok . .cmHALL.nooMals Do B S ';f’;:::g; :g:;i’gg L L

. 1DR CARLTON-B. GOODLETT FLACE : 4
AN FRANCIscq, CA94|02—4694 Cod i mauraJane@sfoov.erg b

' :,:F,‘Thomas Bisse <tJbussesf@9ma|l eC Tue, Apr 25, 2017at631PM =
To malura, Iane@sfgov org. : T L N P R

i Dear Ms Lane

_ lt was a pleasure meetrng "you today, andl thank you for takrng the trme fo follow up on my request to mspect the most
.+ recent audited financial statemrients of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority. This visit followed up on e-mails to -
- Angela Whrttaker in the Offrce of Publrc Frnance on 4/1 8 and to the Controller's e—marl on 4122 bnth of whrch were
: unanswered Gt . - e e . : I

: ln the notes to the Crt"/County CAFR pg 41 the Publrc Frnance Authonty is not Irsted asa non-drsclosed organrzatron
excluded from the city's reporting entity. Based on the accounting treatment.of the local Transactlons and Use. Tax to
- support the County Transportation Authority, | had expected the CAFR to have a:similar presentation in relation to the -
Transactions, and Use Tax regarding the Public Finance Authority. The CAFR does confain.a blended component for the
San Franciscao Finance Corporatron however this is ‘a different entrty that does not receive sales tax revenue and is: -
instead a vehicle for servicing capital leases. The 1993 ballot proposition of an ordinance of the Public Finance Authonty
- asking the voters to. .approve the local Transactions’ and Use tax was placed on the ballot by. the'Board of Supervisors;
- therefore, | expécted. your office to be the one where | could obtain financial statements forthe Public Finance Authonty
"I had prevrously asked the California.State Controller for the finances on 4/23, ‘which are needed to compile the State of .-
Calrfomlas CAFR Thrs agency does not appear on the State Controller's exhaustrve lrst of Calrfomra publrc bodles

i l presented documenta*ton ffom the Board of Equalrzatlon that the- Publlc Flnance Authonty receives regular payments
. of allocated district sales and use tax. | also voiced my concerns that the San Francisco Public Finance Authority is a
> _special disfrict that does not exist. |. can ‘find no public records related to it incliding the "Publlc Finance Autherity -
~ - Code" under whlch the BOE. asserts a: legal authority to collect local Transactions and Use Tax, budgets evrdencrng a
: appropnatlon of taxes Board Mlnutes or a'charter or other governing document. As recently as last year; the Ballot -
" . Simplification Committee in regard to November 2016's Proposition K listed the Publlc Flnance Authonty as an entlty
e irecerwng sales tax in the county, but no descnptron of the entrty was grven SHEHE : .

4 tried fo check my concems wrth the CFO of the Unrt' ed School Dlstnct and v was told thelr allocatlon of sales tax
~ “revenue came from' your office and 1-would have to' check your "audit of the Crty s Sales tax Revenue." The CFO dld not
know how the Public Finance Authority's. Transactiohs and Use Tax revenue was allocated bétween the Community
College. District and the Urified School District, which | view as a material; deficiency:in management and dlSClosure
Because both’ entities have & substantial (and alarrnrng) unrestncted net asset. deficiency, largely due 1o unfunded .. ~
pension liabilities; GASB requires a discussion of managements abrlrty to restore fi nanmal balance whlch would mcIude ‘
a drscussron of lts control (orlack of control) of srgnrﬁcant revenue sources S P .

ln regard to your oft“ ce lt rs a matenal det“ clency ln dlsclosure

A welt—lnformed crtrzenry requrres transparent and honest pubhc fi nancral statements so rt may make rnformed chorces
- In‘recent: years, the voters have been asked to-approve parcel taxes and general obllgatron bonds to supplement fundlng -
. for the Community College District and the Unified School District. Currently, there is fio transparency in regard to the -
I extent voters already ‘provide supplementary funding to these agencies and to-what extent supplementary funding yrelds -
. supplementary results; This is*assuming they receive supplementary sales tax revénue at all as the frnan0|al statements :
I'have been able to locate strongly hlnt at fund or even funds drversron and possrbly fraud. - - R S

: 1 hope that | have demonstrated a competency in readlng and'scmtmrzrng publrc frnances and wrth that in mrnd the R
" thought that for twenty four. years a $18M/yeartax has been rllegally collected and drverted should not be crossrng my
mrnd | urge you and your department to take thls matter senously AR . ,

. 'Cordrally, - :

.. Thomas J, Busse N
415-244-5072 - RS

- 584 Castro Street #388 = -

_8an Francisco, CA 84114

- httbsj/_rhan.googlg.cdm/mai|/u/o/?ur=‘2&(ik;04b5b6c999&vigw=pt&search=sen£ﬂl=25gg7e2¢5080d244&§rml=t5ba7e2'c50q0d244 o e




nail - RE Sunshine‘Request-_ SF_,Put?liéFiﬁan'ce Auu writy

o ThomasBusse<tjbussesf@gmallcom>

5'RE Sunshme Request SF Publlc Flnance Authonty

21 message N

?E'CON Controller (CON) <controllercon@sfgov org> : S ST T Wed, May 3, 201'7Iat f‘lO:31:AM"§i:: o
. To: Thomas. Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> - L e e S T
;,-Cc "CON Controller (CON)“ <controllercon@sfgov org>

i 5-'_D.ear Mr. B‘usse,f*' i

Based on the specrflc |nfonnat|on you requested we respectfully refer you to contact Reeta Madhavan the CFO at the :

" SF Unified Schiool District (SFUSD, (415)241-6542 x1617, MadhavanR@sfusd.edu) and Ron Gerhart, the Vice
- ‘Chancellor of Finance & Administration at the San Francisco Community College District (SFCCD (41 5) 241 2229

rgerhard@ccsf.edu), as they oversee the budget, ‘accounting and audit records related to all sources and uses of funds

‘ _accruing to their respective districts. For helpful immediate reference, please find therr budget audlt and financjal
. statement l|nks below along wrth the Callfornra BOE Sales Tax allocatron Ilnk : .

" We hope this is of help foyou. -~

- 1) the. Cahfomla Board of Equallzatlon 3 (BOE) trackrng and apporhonment of sales tax allocatlons by taxmg entrty. for o
ey the Crty and County of San Francrsco at http //www boe.ca. gov/pdf/boe'l 05, pdf on page 6, : -

Y ) SFUSD s budget audlt and flnanCIaI documents available here as well as the SFCCD 's avallable here By keyword
RS searchmg these documents you can flnd where Sales Tax accrues’ and is budgeted for example by uslng CTRL F and

:typlng in “sales tax

e Off'Ce of the Controller

_-Best

',.From CON, Controller (CON)

. Sent: Wednesday, April 26, 2017 2: a8 PM

- -To: Thomas Busse <tibussesf@gmail.com>

' 7.CE: CON, Controller (CON) <controller. con@sfgov. org> '

: .E.,"}Subject Sunshme Request SF Publlc Flnance Authonty :

-1 Dear Mr Busse

"j'szhank you for contactrng the Controllers Offrce Thrs emall rs in response 1o your publlc mformatron request we are: .
_ Tesearching your inquiry and are working to provide. you wuth a response ‘as soon as possrble Please dlrect any follow-up

_j f'matenals you may have to thrs emall address

' -.',f':Best

a fj:offrce of the Controller

Hittpsiai l,.googlé.com/mail/ulO/?ui=2&ih=Q4b$6c9998tvlew=pt&q=.CO:Nb&gsPtﬂJg&arch_:qUery&tm1SbedefaéaaQCBZEsim'ls iBbofsdfabaabls2 - 1
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] Senl Ta

[ RV}

SlreBt, Apl No, ,'

San Francisco, CA94103

FAX 415 241—2344
Pubhc Records Request::

Dear Mr Gerhard

. { :Pursuant to the Callforma Pubhc Records Act, 1 request dJsc]osure of the followmg

R ,Most current flnanCIal statements of the San Franc:sco Publlc Flnance Authonty 7 _
e - Board Mlnutes of the San Francisco Publlc Finance Authonty from 2004 to the present -
- e - Current amended bylaws of the San Francrsco Pubhc Finance Authonty Fal
e 7, ‘CCSF Average Dally Attendance workpapers for calculatlon of the 1993 SFPFA Sales Tax from '

- 47 72011 to the Present, N

: e .Interagency Commumcatlons betWeen your offlce and the CFO Offlce of the SF Unlfled School
7 o ‘D|str|ct from 2015 to the present regardlng transactlons and use taxes. :

el Interagency Commumcations between your ofﬁce and members of the SF County Dept of

B Elections Ballot Slmphﬁcatlon Commlttee in both 20_11 and 2016 (ecpeCIally Ann Jorgensen and B

o the Clty Attorney, appomtee) ‘ S : G
i: . Reconcrllatlon Reports of CCSF sales tax mcome from 2014 to the present

'Please feel free to call me at the number above to dlSCUSS thls request Scans via e: mall would be o
' 'preferable but if you can only provude hard coples 1 would prefer to lnspect the documents in person -

“and select which | may wish to copy If that is not poSSIbIe you may post them to my address above ‘or | E

would be happy to plck them up, as| hve not far away

P124

f Thomas 1. Busse‘;_fﬁ'
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T

) e'Statemen_ s

- In accordance w1th the C1ty s Busmess and Tax Regulaﬁons Code Secnons 1202—1204 and
7+~ California’ Revenue and. Taxatmn Code ' Section 7285.5, - the. California ‘State: Board of
F -'Equahzahon enrrently collectsa one. percent local Transaction and Use Tax (Sales ’Iaxes) that
© .+ is theh transferred to the City and County of San Francisco’s General Fund as well as various .,
- “spemal district use faxes” ‘that beneﬁt reglonal transportatlon and schools (sée Table 1 below).
* In-accordance with: California- Revenue arid Taxation Codg Section 7285.5; local Sales Taxes
o _can _be increased by rnultlples of Gne-quarter of one percerit, not to exceed two percent; if

: ‘approved by ordinance by two-thirds of the Board. of Supervisors and subsequently approved. -
by a two-thirds vote of the San Francisco. electorate This ordinance mckudes an expendrmre L
plan descnbmg how the pr0posed Sales Tax reVenues would be expended R M

Background

'In 2009, the State Leglslature nnposed a temporary one percent mcrease in the State Sales Tax‘- ST
mcreasmg it from 6.25 percent to 7.25 percent effective April 1, 2009 thrcugh June 30,2011 & L

.- The revenues from this one percent increase were dedicated fo the State s General Fund. On July”
' "1, 2011; because of the expiration of the temporary one percent increase in the State Salés Tax, -
T the total Sales’ Tax in San Francisco decreased from 95 percent to 8. 5 percent, Table T below :
. shows the petcentage allocation of Tevenues from both the prevmus 9.5 percenr. and current 8 5 S

_ Pcrcent Salcs Tax for San Francrsco o , T S

Table1 Sales and Use Tax BRI S
N S Temsoizott 7/1/2011 '
YﬂStateSalesTax ,.f j E o T.28% | 628% |
e T Sthte GeneraIFund S | B00% | BOO% | s i
C o [ Fiscal RecoyeryAct,(+) .| 025% | 025% |
i "o Local Revenue Fund- i~ -, ¢ . . .| 050% :| 0&60% | -
--g':‘P,ubjiesafety F,und'; T 0B0% . | . 050% |

' LocalSaIesTax el 4100% 100%
. Local Sales Tax (General Fund) U 00% e 00% | s
FJscal RecovefyAcE(—) 325% . 025%

LocalTlansportatlonTax (TDA) [ 0% | 026% | . T

- Speclal sttrlct Use Tax S o p.28% | 1.25%
" |7 SF Counly Transpotation Authonty ~|0.50% | .0.50%
Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) - 0.80% 1-:0.50%. . .
SF:P9b1'9 Financing Authority (Schoql_s)_ 0.26% | 025%: ).

[ Total Sales Tax Rate for San Francisco | 9.50% | 850% | .

' SANFR.ANCISCOBOARDOF SUPERVISORS ' .smcmmsﬁmqmmﬁmsr : o
73
E’J 2,5.
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"San Francusco s Sales Tax Rate

State&alesTax 625%
Staté General Fund e g :"_;.".540_0‘-’/0 o
-",,'.'-;Flscal RecoveryAct (Tnple F!lp) R ’f 0250/01_,:- o

- Local Reventie Fund (to countiés for health & . 0. 50%" St :
‘_weh‘are) Pubhc Safety Fund (to coun'ues & cmes) " S

Local Sales Tax R 100%
-~ Local Sales Tax (to General Fund) 075% T
Local T Transoortauon Tax (TDA) L "l:-'.:f;fl 025% B
”Sp_ec'ial :u;isfn‘ctfsales"rax- e Y e A2m%

e SF CountyTransportationAuthonty : o 050% ot

: BayArea Rapld Tran3|t (BART) ST 050% \'5 i R
{

:P 19?7

ty and County of Sa_n Francisco §

~SF PUblIC Fmancmg Authonty (Schools) = - 0.25% - - -
Total Sales Tax Hate T‘\ SR ‘3f50%7 ‘ :

| Ci




Lo authonty, schools and BAR o LV
' . been granted that remove the tax liability for certam
.-+ ‘business, such as honprofit organizations, vanous types of
- property,: and certarn food and medical services:® A more:
- detailed breakdown. of San Francrsco s Sales Tax Rate can
. beseenlntheTablez R T I et  SEEE i

_ San Franctsco s Sales Tax Rate
s ;~StateSalesTax CULEL T e 525% e T .
" State General Fund SIS E S e00% T T
FscalFtecoveryAct(Tnple l'.p) coeT028%
- Local Reventie Fund (to counties for. health& 050%_ S .
Ce welfare) Public Safety Fund (to counhes &cmes) S
;LocalSaIesTax : ESA 00%_
- Local Sales Tax (o ( General Fund) ST 075 %
|+ Local Transportation Tax(TDA) : Sot. 028% o
N Speclal District SalesTax - " S 15%
- SFCounty Transportation Authonty Lo 060%
_ ‘Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) ~ ~° - "050%
% - SF Public Financing Authonty (Schoo!s) oL 028%
el TotalSalesTaxRate T T B

" Sales and use tax reventes are generated from six major

L 5wh?t S, Bemg ;Taxgdt ,. ~ business groups; plus a.County and’ State Pool category -~ ke

" ‘that: captures select: countywide activity.® The . bulk of .- :
: Sales- tax révenues come from restaurants which -,
- contribute 27% of sales tax revenue. Apparel Stores make -
-1+ up 10% of sales tax revenue, department storés contribute
o o T%,-and other retail’ stores combme 1o contnbute 20% off s
fooov L Usales tax: revenue (FIGURE1) ......

L 'A wrder tax base means more goods and sennces are ©
subject 1o the sales tax, which would translate into a wider

.- revenue base. In California; state Jawmakers can.define »_'_;;i : v o

"7 tha tax base by deciding :which goods and- services are S
- subject to'a sales tax. Since the sales tax is administered,
at the state-level, cities: and’ counties that choose: fo °
© . impose their own, sales fax must. conform to the set of
—'goods and sennces set by the state B S

+ SB 566 was stgned mto )aw by Govemor Davls on October 8, 2003 whrch authorlzed a combrried crty and county‘» '
- transactions and use tax.rate of up 2.0%—1.e. Speclal Distnct taxes. Currently, San Francrsco has 1.25% in Specrat‘ __

B Dlstnct Sales Taxes leaving an: unused aumortzaﬁon of 0. 75% Junsdrcttons are only allowed o Impose Specral Drstnct-',-‘ )

Sales Tax in multrples of .25% o

LB Any local sales tax must ccmform to° the ruIes and exemphons set by the Board of Equahzatron for the state The only : i : '

power City‘s have to modify the ‘tax‘are amount and purpose. _
e County poll sales activity :ncludes sa!e of used cars between prtvate paﬂres as well as large or specrallzed equrpment o
: pun:hased from an out-of-area manufacturer. but which is put into ‘'use! in San Francisco. . o

2 ' s TR R T I R RLPCHE ControllerSOfﬂce
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‘-'?f'jz;;-'_lilNTRODUCTlON

-f"Proposed Legrslatlon
.. and Passage -

< 'Requirements

o How the Sales Tax .
S Currently Works In San_.
v -Franelsco ‘ o

- ) increase the sales-and use tax by 0. 50% J‘or 1o years in’

 children andsenlors. This increase would put the effective
“sales tax rate’ in San Francisco at’9.0%. In order to be -

fThe leglslatlon contalns a mechamsm 1o void the tax*’:

- Francisco - reS|dents will face four potentlal outcomes L

2 the ‘State ralses jts sales tax by less’ than ‘l% at. oo

. ijn July 1, 2011 the state of Callfomla allowed a 1% sales ;;. S e
 -tax to expire, which lowered San Francisco’s. salesfaxfate <. ¢ S
' from 9,5% to 8.5%. The'statewide sales and lise tax rate is
LB 25%, but the rateina given jurisdiction may be higher .-
. 'depending on Special District taxes. The ‘portion of the tax -
- rate that is currently allocated towards the state is 6 25%,
- . statewide uniform tax rate of 1% goes back tothe -
e 1unsdlctlon and 1 25% goes towards the transportatron

order- fo- fund public safety programs’ and, services to-

placed on the November ballot; the ordinance would requnre""~'

* the approval of two-thirds of the Board of Supennsors The: .
* measure Wwould then need the approval of two-thirds of

voters before it can become.law.” " If approved, the halt-' CO
percent sales tax would be etfectlve on Apnl 1,2012, :

increase if the State Testores its 1% sales tax. This means; - .~ " 7
that i this' proposed tax. increase’ is approved San- Gl e

depending on what the. State does or does not do:,

1. if the State does not i mcrease lts sales tax rate thef'"—'*-- :
" .City's rate wnll remain at 9.0% untll 2021 .

~.any time, the Clty‘s rate Wlll be 9% plus the State's
_ lncrease B

‘3. if the- State renews a full 1% sales tax before
e .;January 1; 2013, this' sales ax increase wrll be' '
;... voided, and the Cltysrate will remain at9.5%. - . L
4. -If the 1% 'sales tax is renewed’ after January 1 L
12013, -this sales tax will remain Jin effect; and San SRR
*'--'Franmscans wrll facetO% sales tax DR

- ‘f "ratse revenue “The intent for proposlhon 2181is to ensure that all faxés and most. charges on property owners are SlejBCt’ 2
- ‘tovoter approval Because this sales tax i for the purpose of funding public safety programs.and saivices to, chlldrén and-

N senlors, it js considered a “special tax.” Under Proposmon 218, any “spécial tax* must be approved by a two-tl'llrd ma]orlty E
'3 In’1955 the Calrtomla Leglslature passed the Bradley—Bums Uniform Local Sales- and Use Tax Law. This law laid ihe

: groundwork for a:sales tax system that authorizes the State Board of Equallzatlon to collect alI sales and use faxes: and‘
" distribute the 1.0% local shara to cities and counties, ' ) SRR R . :

o 'Controller’s thce

83 | ER
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authorny, schools and BART.* Various exemptrons have
" been.granted that remove the ta liability for ceftain. '
*business, such as nonprofit organizations, varrous types of
- property, and certain food and medical services.® ‘A more:
- detailéd breakdown of San Franclsco s, Sales Tax Rate can
- be seen in the Table 2, SR 3 R

San Francrsco s Sales Tax Rate z' RS
| StateSaesTax . '5.2'5% I
' StteGeneralFund -~ 0t UL gO0% ol
~ Fiscal RecoveryAct(rnple l‘lrp) Lo D28% B
* Local FlevenueFund(tocountlesforhealm& C0B0%. L L
o welfare)PubhoSafelyFund(tocountues&crtres) T
fLocalSalesTax A 1100%;;_: '
LocalSalesTax(toGeneralFund) S 005%
: LocalTransportatlonTax(TDA) :'; o 028% L
-Speclal District SalesTax - . = -7 128% . ..o L
SFCountyTransportatlonAuthonly e 080% . . R
- Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) ", SR '7 050% . i
. T SF Public FlnancmgAuthorlly (Schools) - 026%.
e .A_:Total SalesTaxRate - 850%.

; \
s :Sales and use tax revenues are. generated from six major 8
What S Bemg Taxed - business groups, plus a County and State Pool ‘category -
L - L.that: captures select countywide activity.® 'The bulk of . .- i1 -

" . Sales’ tax ' revenues come ‘from restaurants . which ...
- contribute 27% of sales tax révenue. Apparel. Stores make ~ -
* 3 up 10% of sales tax revenue, department storés contribute:

S '7%, and other refail stores combme to contrrbute 20% of" ,

' r._‘sales tax revenue (FIGURE 1) RN

A wrder tax._base means more goods and semces are,

- . subject to the sales tax, ‘which would translate into a wuder Lo
.-+ revenue base. In California; state’ ‘lawmakers can.define . -
' the tax base by decrdlng which- goods and- services are:.

: subject to a sales tax: Since the sales tax is admrnrstered,_ o
jat the state—level cmes and COlJntleS that choose 1o

o = goods and servrces set by the state :

4 SB 566 was slgned into law by Govemor Davrs on October 8 2003 whrch authorized a combmed crty and county
- transactlons and use tax rate: of up. 20%——4 e..Speclal District taxes, Currently, San. Francisco, has. 1.256% o Special o
.- District Sales Taxes leaving an unused authorxzahon of 0.75%. Junsdrchons ara only allowed fo |mpose Specral Dlstnct
Sales Taxin mulhples of 25% : :
power Clty‘s have to modlfy the tax are amount and purpose :
® County poll sales activity includes sale of used cars between private pames as well as large or spomaﬁzed equrpment” s
purchasad from an out-of-area manufacturer but whrch is putrnto ‘use’in San Franclsco SR DE LR
"2i S e O O TS WA RIS ControllersOfﬂcer Lo
' 1'184' | o
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 Gmail - Information Request: Tracking No. 71158%

+ * Thomas Busse <fbussesi@gmail.com> =~

' }Informatlon Request Trackmg No 7115896

77 1'message

" Na, Wilson (Bo‘s)<wi|s'on‘rng@sfgovorg>' PR .' S Fri,May5,2017 at 317 PM T
= - To: "tjbussesf@gmail.com™ <tjbussesf@gmail.com=> ‘ ‘ o g L
e _Cc*"SOTF (BOS)“ '<soff@sfgov org> : .

" Dear Mr, Bosse!; o
On behalf of the Office of the Cle'rk of the Board, | am confirming receipt of your request attached. - Our office'was' not
" able ta identify records responsive to your request as we were unable to identify the secretary or any meeting minutes -

" for the San Francisco Public Finance Authority. - Unfortunately, based on the I|m1ted mfonnahon avallable ‘we are not.-
' able to confmn whether the body convened i .

-, . Sincerely,

' erson L. Ng
| _f--Records and Project Manager
o ‘_:.~San Francrsco Board of Supervrsors ol
i 1 Dr Carlton B. Goodlett F’lace Room 244-' .
San Francrsco CA 94102

" Phone: (415) 554-7725

“ " Web: www.sfbos.org

&'@ Cllck here to complete a Board of Supervrsors Customer Serwce Satlsfactron form

I »Dlsclosures Personal mformatron fhai IS prowded in communicatrons io the Clerk ofthe Board of Superwsors is subject fo
. disclosure under the-California Public Records Actand the San Franr:lsco Sunshlne Ordinance: _Personal information prowded
U Cwill notbe redacted. Mermnbers of the public.are hot required 1o provide personal identifying information:when they communicate.:
“. 7 with the Board ofSupeMsors and its commrﬂees‘ All written of'oral- commiunications that members ‘ofthe pub/lc submitto'the

- _Clerk's Oﬂice regarding pending legislation. of heanngs erI be made available t6 all membefs ofthe pub/zc for mspect/on and
- copying. The Clerk's Office doés riot redactany. information from these submissions. This means that personal information— ==
.. including names, phone numbers addresses and similarinformation that & member of thie public elects to submr( fo the Board-
L and its committees—may. appear on the Board of Superwsors websrte orin other publ/c documerits thatmembers of the publrc

T maymspectorcopy ; , » - i :

n@ T Busse’ Info Request pdf L
107K S
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Thank you for glw»g bad( o me, Brad_

. _The(:mvolers rozponse (belw): v.hn\!y unsaﬁslaclwy fot the lnl!owng rensont (among other not Listad harar

1.1 hed contacied Ms, Madhavan on 4122, and her respome {alse Bajow} was 16 coniactthi Contoller, Ihave kséved 2 fallow-Up request1o Ns. Madhavan nnd 8 neiv ofic \n Wr. Gerhaid via mnlﬁnd mlisubuquenl iothe cwlral:rs R:spons: (bolh are CPRA mweﬂs)
and have heard noihing. As 1o the Conlroller's gratuiious and insuhing Iesponse | jeam how lo use “el+F~ and search lor"Sales Tax," | had aclually done so priof 1o contacling Ms. Madnavan on both the SFUSD end SFCCD ﬁnandals (a5 my message io her Indicates),
and { had 6o parused the minutis of both bodiet - rufing out the blended annual meesng of the SFCCD's Finance Corporation s belng what | was searching for, As the response from Ms, Madhaven {who did not write back whan | asked folow up questions) tegarding
where the Sates Tax tevenues 2(c dladnsed In the ﬁnundals. asshg shlu lhcy dan‘l s&gmem “sales lax” and het ink ) page 87 mciulu s - mixed In wiin unresiricted * othorJouI uwnue and nol segmen‘.ed as 2 33ies fax Technically, i's nol sales Lax, its a Jocal .
_wrangsclians and use tax, and | searched lor That term ag well,

_ 2. Pubkcaion BOE 105 page 6 (Apl 2017} is the very hng that caused e ln stant atking wiha\ the - San Franasm Pubi: ann:eAmMnly wasin E»sﬁrsl plane The veny first unnlad lmade T ugnrd was Anga)a Whll\aknr as v'lzl s the @gnml e-mail of lhi Omae of ...
T Public Finiance (alsa below). Thal was nnfwm 18th, 3nd | recehred na respoase lrom heror them. - e -

:.. 3. The Conlrollar’s own MLMM&L&B:RMLMJM describes the San andscu Public bnanz Anmwrily on pag=2 (nodmlan;. the p|= vhm on the nth daesn‘ladd Up 10 the rable on lju bl\ and Ihe pn slces mm‘l maldl the pﬂ:emzqs vmlch right
- nciually ba the cliy's mamul) B

4 The San Franchco Publc | FlnnnuAlmmn) by Baam of Sitpervisors Resoluti 28-93 adophd on 2/4/9 ipedl'lss itis governed by 2 hsani of ten mumhus cnnsulmq af {rva members ot the BOS appvlnled hylhe President snd gwe membérs ol -
lsl.he County Authori 9nd the lemnelpmpedydmbs-sand .

" tome combination of the gavéming boarids of the SFUSD 3nd CCSFD. In 1933 ha Chaperson-was Caiol Migden. A very similar enlity with taxing avihonily ereated \hmugh
Jreals the SFCTA as a blended entity in |.he CCSF CAFR Tbese bd. gslablsh ma SF Publ-: anreAw-om'y as sub}ed 10 he Suhshine Qrdinance.: B

5. The Conlmlur, Tiy ys officé, and ot Scatt Wiener with the Dept. af Eleclions in reference (o November2016% Proposllwn K regurdlng a General Sa|es Tax; and the San Fﬂnusco Public Fnan:e Mlhunl
i signed hy these Indivaduats, suth s $his one and the actual pubhhed ‘rdinance including the Conlrodter's Stalement; Any Reasonable Controber would check thal stafement for accuracy in the coniext of the simpified-baliot language. arid given a deputy cAy atlomey sits

on ine ballol simpification commitiee. the dity atidmey's communiciion 16 me below that I!m SF Public Finance Autharty does nat exiat lshulllng anuly City Am;mey Tomn Lzhay counseled the Boaid of Sulesols aboint e Public Finance Authariy in'3 lnunaUnn set
: d parhmemaq manauvers in the minules of March 15, 1993, . . :-

. E Undet Cafilornia Gavnmmanl Code caclion IGBDS the Aud'lnr (n cmrnse the Comm!lir) faquired 1o make an -nnu:l :ud»l of or ensure an annun\ pudil is mede of every special district mNilhurmunly Perine Clty chaner. Section 3.108, the Conloller shall "have
- the power and duties, of a8 caunty Auditor® | requested the audiled financial statements. He did not provide them. Making sura they exist is hs most basic job. Failure of the Controller 1o lullhﬁl}y eum the duuzs of his officé is grounds for ;emavel for cause. His williul
1. oirfuscalion evidences  fundarmental disregard Bnd Iack of concen for mzhnspmnq’ demanded by the, volers in enacting the Sunslww Ortinance - a CYA cuhure | find repugnanl, o

To be clear llhnunh 1 think fhere may be Jeglimate cause for acBon 10-void the sales 1Ax, my oniy goals are lmnsparmoyand measures of lnmhng oﬂe:lmn-ss QOnce ngah t repeal my consirictive sugggsllnn w0 I'nﬂNrmu= the BOE™s temits lo an escraw mu:ounl

And place the Cnmmlhr, SFUSD, The SF Public Finance Authorlly. and tne CCSFD on the State Audflor's Local Gavamment High Risk Program. Alow the Stale Audiiny lo draw from escrow to complale her work,-and releass the funis on thé condition Bié SF Public
.77 Finance Authorily adopt hermmmmzndﬂlﬂns “The simpla fsct ks, this could be'a really great |hmg because, by reachiveling the SFPFA's board, the BOS Presidenl can use her gavemance Inftuence 19 struciute the supplemental funding (even il alfocsled belween the two
*" . disiricts on the basls of altendance) amund program objectives such as the infbaiive for rea” eity college, pie- cullual 2quity o "elc. The Pubkc Finance Ashorily couild, for example, pay CCSFD schokships directly and struciure them around
indarserved communites or, build student of laacher housing direclly, and i's 2  greal PR'move bacauss you can pul up big signs, "pakd for by San Frandisco's Supplemantal Educaion Sates Tax™ Sevaral uf thuse are being backfiled liom the imbalanced general fund. v
2150 forces members of the BOS and educalion boardy fo work logelher, which wik improve cily service coordingtion, Thers are clauses i RAT Code Chapler 3.5, enabing resojution 48-83, and the 1993 Sehod| Sates Tox Ordinance (which Lok e three weeks 1o Ind

nd the Clly Atiomey says doesn’l exlsl), allowing these funds 1o be used for health, drug abuse,and crime prevention services when these services fail wiithin Lhe geners] educational purposes of he school :nd mrrlnunllyool:ge disbicts: | Ihave a suspicion Kome fobcs 1
ciy halhave.. nl:endy beatme 1o this nasonlng and l‘h\ tolaly cool w-m n,\m 85 Innu as eyeryona's hnnes( and lnnspar.m Ly-\g wome (:s the Cnnuolu has dom) foses all confidence,

Cirdiaty,
. Thomss.), Busse

. Bndml:lpn(l’:ﬂmndmywmu mmﬂdymumum-umwuumnmspwﬂ nwlnndcl(sFUSD (LISLASSZ 2 IREE. mmnnmwwvumwdrm. ki i the San Franiines € y Catiege D
TSFCCD, m:zsmm“ mn oreres mh.sg.l,m.iqmd-unuu rd-lgdlnelnm:u. usudnnd: .au.gumnupumalmu ran-w-musiu- relmice. pleass fnd :-mdgu.-mmrmuunmm ks belos, iuq-mwcakm ao=s-b¢m
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Gmail - Re: Petition tothe City Atforney's Office.

* Dupoy Gity Allame)

'agcusmrme-uawmwa, Weeris
Stvﬁvhud R:uml Ganerel Ewmmnl‘fun .

Forwarded by cnyahomewCTVATT o wzwon os».zw.!
From: Thomes Busse d.&!i&l.@ﬂﬂlmm

Dale: 047272017 08:56P M .
Subject: | Pem’um lo the City Anomeys Difice

nlo the C’Iy Anomay

Pursuant 1o The San Frandica Sunshine Ordlnance on Apn'l 26 2017a| 12:35 PM | submitied aa lmnwd’au Dscbiuu Requuﬂo the CDnnonufor lhe moﬂfeuen\ Fnanua! smemznls 2016 Board Mmma , and byiaw: oﬂheSnn Fran&m Public F'mm:e
My lmm-dlule Disdnsur: Requiest-dshed for lhe name of lhe Pubie Finance Authorilfs "Director of Fiscal Servicea® w.‘mm Issued & wamranl lmmlhu Staly Board of Equalizailonon Apd| 12,2017 for §3,201 bu' -n'-st i-rpol(mny an amvm o Ihhqqesbon 'Docs

the Sen Funqsw Pubkc Finance Amhamy Ensn' Thrs followed uponz Disclosure veqval the previous mnmlng asklnq Ihu same lhng

] receiveda responst h!er onAprl 26 |hnl |hey \\'ua wmlung i my request, mzA hours has passad byzd lhav: nolseen any dommen\s.

s Dy have the 5 ion {o oxlend an Disch Reques| nl receds are voluminous, Tn ol-sie sfaragz elc; hmvu, them ls no appropriale feasan for the Controller 1o ndt be able to pvoduce lhe Finanal Statements’ nl E) Counly Blended Enlily In l’=c‘l.
. the Coniroller is consiilutionafly obligated 16 pubkish thase. slalemanls Tnarulnle | beligve the Conlidlier Isin vialation of lhe Su:uhlne o:d'nnnce 's Section 5725(3) because no rmonnhlz-pusm cmAd conskder the d for.
be readily nvﬂabla from,any competent County Contsafle S

'As raanﬂy as Nwemb:rzms lh= Balb( Con on the propased F Kr 2174 eent sales tax Is coflecied in the County on behalf of ihe San Fransisco Counly Public Finance Aultiodty, It IsSpedAl Distict 051 in'the Boa
of Equatzstion's accounis; legelly constituted undef section 6500 of the Ca¥fornia Govemment Code 85 a Joint Powers Authority. Theselose, | have evary reason 1a befiave | arn asking for Distogura of Sadly, | cannotfind the San Francisco Pubkc’
Finance Authorily referented in any of the San Francisco Legal Codes pubbshed by the American Legal Pubfshing Corporalion.The City Attotney may have beiler resesrch lools. My hope was [0 slan leatning aboul the San Francisca Public Finance Auihority's décision
-+ making structure by readirig the hylaw: Az 31, ) could Sind them of the Transbay Joind Powers Authority with Tt Google. My Public Purpase was lo delermine If the ChyiCounty could fund hstion 1emisslod al the Commmunity Cﬂﬂege by assemng fis IPA \mles 10

. ualloah the Spldnl DlsbldTll the volers alraady pay 1o supplamenl educaﬂan thus rndur.lng pressure on the chty's ganeral lund, Saciy, the City's Instilutions do.nol seem (o welcome my ieas. :

As you are'ths auslunalnd *Supervisor of Recnms. 1 appe.!l [ ynu fo cate inie ': olding of P by \he Conlrolier, A 6 of taxation and nditure Is essential to any lmdmmng dm\octacy #nd an Hormud elucloml:

fary sruly yours,
Thomas J, Bun=

152 -
EB4 c.sunsuulmz .
. Ban Francisco, CA 84114 -

E
3
=1

" Gnhos, Moy, 1017=l356PM perviscr Records <Supervs fg> wiole: -
" M Bunce - v

'|ﬂ mmm:loyu:)ﬂlmldvﬂIzoub]uhlnnﬂuhrl\n:nddlhml,Ilrmy fersiinding nat Ihe Controkerk ir raspancitdiio yoor TReordls roaesi. Mesta bY me riow i Ihev retporse tesalved your Issuar, Thank you,

“bea,

Brad Rasal

Déiuyalylnmvei
ufnﬂsmfm\:suﬂykﬂ-rrylh’nsl Heren
- Rperviaor o Raowdy: Coneesd Gaviemmard Toam

: —.-.-Fm arded hy K‘leanuney.cTYA'l‘r on 0-!2.!2011 05:21AM —
InloRsfchystiomeyorg

Tn N . .
romy Thomas Busse <[buses{fiqmai com> ) - e ) T
. Dale. 03/2172017 08:56PM - -
Susblect: Peltion to the City Anamey s Ofﬁce :

Pel:uon lo the City Aﬂomey' . .
"Pursuant (¢ The San qusoo Sunshm Ordindnce, On Apeil 26 zowzr 12:35 PM Isubmlll-d an lmmedlau Dlsclo:ure Request 16 the Contoltet for Ié mast racent Finanial smemenls 2016 Board Mnwles, and hylaws of the San Francisco Public Finansa Anlhwily
I My Immediate Disclosure Requesl asked for the name of the Pubkic Finance Authority’s "Director of Fiscal Sznm::a who was jssued & warrant ffom the Stafe Bu-vd of Emﬂixalcm on April 12, 2017 for $3,201,400, bul most Impostantiy an ansv.er 16 this queslmn, Doss |

the San Franclsco Public Finence Authorlly ExdslTTN: followed up on a2 Du:hsur- request the Dvevlous rnonmg asking tha sama an

3 rzr.elved a rr_sponse sater on Apnl 26 tha |hey wue wofklng on my requesl, but 24 hours has ‘passedbyand | hnva nal seen any gocumens.

: Dep:ﬂnmds hava the d«sanl.lon 1o exlend an Immedlate Dkehsule Reques{ I records are vdmmnou;, in off-sile slorage, el¢; however, Ihere is no appmma!e reason for the Cunlldler lanotbe ablo le pmduoﬂ the FInanc-alSlalemunls ofa Cmmly Blcndcd Enuly ln fnd
Thie Controller i consiinflonally ohiigated to publish these statements, Therefore, | he)leve the Convdl:v Fin vlohhon of the Sunshm! Ordinance's Secbon 67.25(a) because no rensonable parson could consider the for
M reaally ayallabls from any compeler Coumty Cantroler, : : .

1" Ay recently as Nmrnbuznls Ih. Balldl slnmiﬁcanon Cnnmnleu stalament on mepmpased Proposihon K menbnnad 014 eznl Soles lax is mlledeﬂ inthe cwnly on behal of the San Frnnclsw Connay Publc Finance Alﬂhomy itis 5p-ethIsln=l 051 in tha Board
‘of Equakzefion’s accounts. lepally conslituted under seclion’6500 of the Calfarnia Government Code 35 A Joinl Powers Authorily. Therefore, § have every reason 10 babeve 1 am asking for Immediate Disclosure of Dacumants, Sadly, 1 caninal find tha San Francisco Puble
Finance Authorlly telerenced in any of thé San Francisca Legs| Codes published by tha Amencen Legal Pubkshing Comporation,The City Allamey may have holter reseprch tooks_ My hops was 1o slarl leaming sbous the San Frandsco Pubhc Fimance Authonty's decision”
‘making structue by reading the bylaws. After all, | coutd find them of the Transbay Jaint Powars Aulhority with The Google. My Public Purpose was Io determing If the Ciy/County could fund Lition remilssion at'the Gommunty College by assemng Ns JPA votes lo
reaflocaie the Special District Tax the ioters’ axvsady Paylo supplament education, thus reducing ynssure ot Ihe cily's ganeral fund. Sadly, the Cily's Instibsfions do nol seem to widcome my ideas;

"1 'A% you are the designated “Supervisor of Récords," | 'appealte you 16 icne this wi ding of Informali by e Counroller A Il'!l\!piunl ncmunﬂng uflnnlmn and expumilnn W ess:nhal [ any Iundmnlng demoua:.y and an mlnmmd eleclarate,

584 Caslio Stesl #388
San Francisco, CA 94114-

: hupszzlmaiy‘goo'gle.cgs,m_/ma_iuuonjui=z‘&i,k=Mb%sweg&viw=pt&swch;i’nmﬁ%\=§ ??_mefafoZdeSc&sim|=,,15bff4ei=afdzd5f8¢ e ‘ _ 22




P _,ZiThomasJ Busseg B
B 3 584 Castro Street#388:>:: :

Relurn Flece:ptFea R
(Endorsamsntﬂequlred) D

Restricted Delivery Fee [ -+ - :. I DRIt
(Endorsement Required) - ,.,_q«—if:’ i S
- t.‘t:rfnTEG I

Mayz,zolzz L

: a*;'nhn_:_,f,_vg'_;;ﬁ;-:-:tgq],g-" :

' Paulette Terrell
. Director of Fl_s_eal Servrces : :
San Franc1sco Public Fmance Authonty
* 135 Van Ness Avenue,- Room 300"

--San Fra ncnsco, CA 94102

Reeta Madhaven , , v _ L ' e
Chief Financial Officer -~ ‘ T T e e e
- 135'Van Ness Avenue, Room 300 ’ R I LA ST SN P
- ' San Francisco, CA 9410_2 .

. DearMs, Terreil; )

Thrs extends my Cahforma Publlc Records Hct request emarled to you on 5/2/17 Several of these ltems were requested
‘ from Ms. Ma dhaven on Apnl 22, 2017. The California Government Coda Section' 26909 requires an audit of all specia)
districts. As the financial statements mandated by faw, your district should have'this readlly avalla_b_le_ forpublic’

: mspectlon This unreasonable delay and lack of transparency harms the. honor of your professron and | smcerely hope to.' '
~av0|d the necessrty of seekmg mjunctlve and declaratory rehef PRSEEE, : : i

“.l-req'uest the‘fo_llowmg Doturne'n’ts_:.; e

L. All Notifications to the'San Francisco Public Finance Authority from the State Board of Equalization

2, The most ‘récent’audited:ﬁnancial staternents of thefSan:Frandi;sco delic.Finanee'Al;.lthon_ty e

3. All Letters of: Desugnatlon of the San Franmsco Publlc Fmance Authonty. ;f

4, AlI Average Dally Attendance calculatlons of the San Francnsco Pubhc Fmance Authon-_ forjthe’past;ﬁ'\‘/_e yEars’:_— g

:mcludlng mternal worksheets and reconcnllatlon to aIIocatron formulas __:

5. AII Board Mlnutes of the San Francrsco Publrc Finance: Authonty from 1993 to the present day rncludrng resolutlons
especually between 5/1/93 and 6/30/93 ' : :

6. The Current Amended Bylaws of the San Francrsco Pubhc Fmance Authonty and the comprehenswe ordmances of the B
o San Francrsco PUb|IC Flnance Authorlty SRR - R S -

'7~. The' r_nost re‘(;ent' unaudited Fﬁin’ancial St_atements ofthe Sa'n' Fran‘c”i,s‘czo PUblie,Finance A"uth'ority': R

_ 8.All Commumcatrons between the San Francnsco Pubhc Flnance Authonty and the Clty Attorney s Ofﬁce from 1993 o
-~ the Present with espeual focus gn. Mr Dave Fox and Mr. Ted Lakey S :

9. Management Representatron Letters betWeen the. San Francrsco Publlc Fmance Authonty and its Audators '

P134 R

415- 244—507é




oller and the San Francrsco Pubhc Fmance Authonty L

anci O Publlc Fmance Autho it

Il Budgets of the San Francnsco Pubh : Fmance Authonty from 2010 to the present

1 .,AII Commumcatrons betWeen Carol Mlgden and yourself Reeta Madhaven, Robert Golton Esther Cuseo orJoseph
» G azroll from 1991 to the present : : :

o 15 All lnteragency contracts thh the San Franclsco Pubhc Flnance Authonty, mcludmg artlc]es of dlSSOlUtlon or '
e _’successron ' : v R . :

» ;Ver_y_'l__'rul Y9

Thdm:ae J.Busse
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i RE Publlc Records Act Request' | '

R message ci

. “Gmall - RE; Public Records Act Refiuest .

. Thomas Busse <fjbussesi@gmail.com> ..

e Deaer B'u_ése:‘ i

. ';'_Wlth respect to Publlc Records Act requests made to the State: Controller s, Ofﬁce [ am the person respon5|ble for

R_ick(;hivaro <'rchlvaro@‘s,co.'oa,govv>j, S = R ~ Mon, Ma"y’ 8, 2017'3t:4f’49 PM
Ce o Thbmas-.BusseKtjbus_sesf@gmail.’oom> S : L T L T T e e D

] respondmg to all such requests Moareover, your graturtous comments notwrthstandmg, | reiterate my prior response RETER

- ito your initial request as though fully restated herein. Consequently, in light of the fact that thrs office is not in

possessiornvof any :wrrtmgsnresptonsrve to your re_que_st; n‘o further-action wlll be taken by this-office in that’ regard.

~Sincerely,,

o R|chardJ Chlvaro l Chlef Counsel

:iOfﬁce of State Controller Betty T Yee

L lﬂLegal Ofﬁce -
'-‘300 Cap|tol Mall Swte 1850

o ‘,‘5acramento CA 95814 | (916) 445—6854

3 _;_From Thomas Busse [mallto tJbussesf@gmall com]:;‘ -

Sent; Monday, May.8, 2017 1:57 PM. :
- To: Rick Chivaro’ <rch|varo@sco ca. gov> :
Cc: marshb@gtlaw com . ’

) Subject Re Pubhc Records Act Request

" . Dear Mr ChlVaro: -

_The Chief Counsel is Usually riot the one to responid to a routine CPRA request.
: '. [ have a document srgned by Carol Mrgden actrng as Chalrperson of the San Francrsco Publrc Flnance Authonty datjng
“from a trme when your boss, State Controller Betty Yee ‘was Ms Mlgdens protege o : :
lalso have affi davrts denymg the existence of the San Francrsco Pub]rc Flnance Authonty from the current Clty and

.County Controllef,.Bén Rosenfeld, and from the San Francisco City Attomeys office, yet, | have obtalned internal
documents from both their departments dating from’ 2008 and 2011 ce'd to both offrcrals refemng to the San Francrsco

hitps2/imail.google.com/mail L0 2ui=28ik=04b5bEC9908view=ptasear ch=inbqA&|hggpeaTa3bea036Esiml= 15bea7B3beal36H

mo




L 5/8!2017

‘ :_: Gmaﬂ RE Pubhc RecordsActReqUest _ - s .
Publlc Flnanoe Authonty as a Specral Dlstrrct cote ’ 'mous wrth the Clty and County and thelr current operatrons and l -
haVe spoken‘ to a former offrcral of that Specral Dlstnct who has lnfonned me of the operat|ons O Lo

N ‘ l also have a 201 6 lnternal document srgned by SIttlng State Senator Scott Wiener (who now holds Mi gden s seat)
L _referrlng to the current operatlons of the San Francrsco ublrc Fmance Authonty and its status as a Spemal Dlstnct

e | am in possessmn of the resolutlon proposed by Senator Mlgden to establlsh the Specral Dlstnct and ererv San

o 3-.D/ego (1991) 1. Cal 4th -1 and, Hoogasran Flowers v. State Board of Equallzatron (1994) makse it inarguable that the entlty
i meets'the legal definition of Special District. With that in mind, | call your-attention to Secfion 26909 of the Govemment

= . Code regarding the responsrbrlmes of a county auditorcontroller in enforcing- audit requirements of special districts in_"

~-.his/her county and to your boss's duties to oversee that specral dlstncts adhere to minimum reporting guidelines. | alsg S

- have an.informant within the Board of Equahzatnon Who tells me the money is gomg to the Countys general fund not the, .

T Specrat Dlstnct T e : S L : B

- EE_;.Wth that in mmd I repeat my CPRA request for the fmancral statements audrted or unauduted of the San Francrsco
- Public Fihance Authority, a special district established in January 1993 under the second version section 7288 of S
- “Revenue { & Taxation Code, and récognized as operative per BOE Publication 105 (Apnl 2017) a state agency of which
S your boss is also a member. If you do not provide this information or a bona fide reason it is not in your office's :
: :;“possessron. I have standlng through over a dozen Brown Act vrolatlons (among other thihgs) to pursue options for -
“1. injunctive and declaratory relief, which, under the circumstances, may be. retrospectlve This could be considerably
" "damaging to the alma materyour boss hotds dear. | really don't want to have to write messages like this, and had our
. officials valued trans sparency in the first place this all could have been avonded it dishonors my profession as an
" .accountant. As.d courtesy to Ms. Yee; | offer this advice: tryrng to cover up an embarrassing mistake or lack of - -
. "oversight only makes’it worse. In such an lncestuous and nontransparent envlronment it too’ easy to stumble acloss. the e
o mvrsible drwder of cnmrnal consprracy e L s

:tn my view, the best curatlve and correctrve actlon (and one that protects your boss) is to refer the matter to the State

~Auditor, placing the SFUSD, SF Community. College District, and the -SF Controller on the High-Risk Local Govemment

c ,Prograrn Remits from the Board of Equalization for Special District 051 should be placed into escrow; and the State -

.. -; Auditor should draw on those funds to comptete her work with release of those funds contmgent on the adoptron of her
S recommendatlons : ST B : S

¥ Yours Smcerely

e “Thomas J, Busse
. ..-584 Castro Street #388

' 'San Francisco, CA 94114 -
B f'tjbussesf@gmarl com

o -'_415244 5072

' On Tue, May 2, 2017 at 10 10 AM Rlck Chlvaro <rch|varo@sco ca. gov> wrote
J Thomas J. Busse KL o

. 584 Castro Street #388

' San Francisco, CA 94114

o j[ '
' !r Dear Mr. Busse: , . ‘ e

, https //mallgoogle com/mallluIOI'?ur—2&|k—04b5b6c999&v1ew—pt&search-rnbo>1§ttr35rea783bea036ff&5|mI 15bea783bea036ff " ) 4




52017 " Gmail - RE: Public Records Act Request

;Thrs rs in response to your request pursuant to the Publlc Records Act’ for f‘ naricial statements of the Calrfomra .
sSpecral District, "The San Francisco County Public Finance Authonty (BOE Specral Junsdrctron add on code 051) _'
jregularly recervrng warrants of payment from the’ State Board of Equalrzatron 3 :

Ry ﬁAfter researchtng our records |t appears that the State Controllefs Offrce is not in possessron of any Frnanmal LR

- L any JPA documents ‘on the entity referenced Consequently, n Ilght of the_ fact that we are not m possesslon of the

Sincerely,

Rlchard J Chivaro ] Chlef Couneel- '7
‘Ofﬁce of State Controller Betty T Yee :
ALegal Offlce }

' 300 Capitol Ml Suite 1850 -
'iVSacramento CA 95814] 916 445-6854. f :

: 'hups:l/mall.google.com/maiIlu]l)l?ui=2&tk504h5b6c999§vlew=pt&search=lnbo>tRl~1=3&3783&3036ﬁ&§imI=15hea7'83l_>eelj36f('

it |n our database We also contacted the Secretary ‘of State and were told that the Secretary of State does not have ::-;Z -




Cosmzot7 .0 U Gmail-Response to Request{or Public Records (- ) - -

| @maEE I

‘Thomas Busse <fjbussesf@gmail.com> .~

‘:'-»‘»';:Response to Request for Publlc Records (IDR

“..11 message

“* Slocum, Gregory (REG) <gregoryslocum@sfgov org> Rt R SN it A 2017 -at 3:07 F .
. Toi"tjpussesf@gmail.com' <tjbussesf@gma|l com> : RS e s B

. Good Afternoon Mr, Busse,
B ar writing in response to y'g'ur reqvuest fdlr:informatioh dated 4I2'B/_1'7‘ in which you asked _toj \Iievu_the:}ou'owiug{ :

1. "TEXT OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE DROF’ A JUNE 1993 SPECIAL ELECTION" '

: “ALL DOCUMENTS RELATING TO THE BALLOT SIMPLIFICATIONS COMMITTEE’S FINDING RE PROP K 2016A7 o
‘ TAX IS COLLECTED TO FUND THE SF PUBLTC FINANCE AUTHORITY

'3, "TEXTOF PROPOSED ORDINANCE, PROP A DECEMBER 1901°
i _:Pur‘s_Uant 1o our earfier phone oohyersatIen: :

1 There are, rto documents responsnve to thls request. 7

2 AII documents responswe to thls request are avanable for v1ewmg on our websnte

http I/sfgov org/e[ectlons/ballo’t-sImpllflcatlon-commlttee november—2016

The measure you are’ mterested inis Iocated towards the bottom of this page |t IS known as ’General Sales Tax"

S 3 There are| no uocuments responstve to this request

. ;;E:Fj’lease do not hesitate tti'qeutact me'd_ifrectty if you have any additional questions or concerns,

GregoryP SIocum

: "@i:Gampalgn Semces-

B :ff'.Ser:tFrencis;co Department'ef'Elecﬁoh:s
» - 1 Dr. CarIton B Goodlett Place
i :::'C[ty Hal[ Room 48
- sein Francisoo, CAMI02

i(415) 5544331
T (415) 554- 4386

vhtt:pjsj‘]ImaiI.go&gle;q’omlmaiI/,uIOI"?ui=_2&ik=04b5b6¢999&vi'ew=pt&search=ihboﬁ&%uéf%bﬁéb%?&%ee&simI;I 5bbBOb378YTee o 102




"5/8/2_0_1_7(-’_ O '-:fv:':‘ e Gmall SFCountyPubllc Flnanceauthonty

'’ Thormas Busse <iji

ssesf@gmail.com>:

i _:SF County Publlc Fmance Author'ty o

1 message

" lnformatlon Governr_nent (LIBY <Governmentlnfo@sfpl org> ?

Mon, May 1, 2017 at 9:53AM "~ *
-,To "tjbussesf@gmall com" <tJbussesf@gmall com> i Lt T R

" Good momings

S lve spoken wntha colleague regardlng your request for meetmg minutes, and he has also been unable to locate them o e
s Some colleagues who w1|| be here tomorrow may be able to assnst i wnll ‘get back to you after I ve spoken with them

L ln the meantlme do you know if thls aulhonty is part of the Unified School Dlstnct (USD)? If thlS is the case then we
- would not have recelved documents from them because we do not recelve any documents from the USD ‘

':'Best!" L

s o 'Govemment’lnfonnation Cénter/BA

~ ipsiiimall.google corn/mail/u/0/7ui= 281k=04b5b6c 999K view=pidsearch=inbudjiy (§bodeed24bb23a8simi=15bodeed2dbb2dd : BRT I




C‘Dgg\f\mgm-) A T")L Euo(ﬁkhﬂ;i ;‘F CFIS;} ﬂ{"fL C,?% 63!/%96 e?c SF”

Do ds 2016 SEsy |
' 70

“implement the program review process”, \;vhich“‘plays arole in future directions of
iﬁst’fuéti'ona] programs and provides dqta ;fq:,planning appropriate utili;dﬁon‘ of
personnel, fagilities, and resources for the overall benefit of the community served”
(ACCIC, 1988). - : |
The. SFCCD-‘strﬁggkd to match.revenué’ with expenditures and implementa
budget based on prioritizing scarce resources. In the early19907s it was placec_i on the
state watch list twice by the State Chancellor’s office (ACCIC, 1994; FCMAT 2012).

Between 1989-1993 a “pattern of deficit spending developed, reflecting the growing

structural imbalance between revenues aﬁd expenditures™ (KH, 1993, p. 4). The
spending pattein was described as a “drawdown of hidden surpluses” to. fun_d',-,most_ly
long term and fixed costs associated with personhel, which by 1993 constituted over

90% of the overall budget. An operational report-described this spending pattern s “the

core of the &utrent crisis” in 1993. By 1997, this’c'risis was averted through wage
freéezes and limitations on-hiring, plus an improvement iﬁ the stafe’s'economy.
‘Unfortunately this-spending pattern and subsequent financial crisis would retum a
decade later despite a waning in the 2000 ACCICreport that “in light of past.
difficulties, due diligence must be exercised”. |

| In .geﬁefaI; the period between 1994-2003 marked a period of economic sf?biﬁty
and growth in the State and during that time the college enrollment grew as did the

course and program offerings. Between 1994 and 2008, student headcount in:eredit
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Memo to Budget' Comzmttee
J anuary 27, 1993

) Therefore Mr. Oppenheim indicates that.CSAC policy is that the State Revenue
| and Taxation Code needs.to be amended for counties tg have any clear authonty to |
| increase a Sales Tax rate locally. : -

Ms. Angela Karikas_of the City Attorney’s Office has indicated that a two- |
thirds majority of the voters would be required to mereasethe Sales Tax rate for the
specific purpose of public education, drug abuse prevention and health care services. -

11. Accord.mg to: Mr: Oppenheim, there is current State. leglslatlon which is |
being discussed which would clarify the requirements for increasing a local Sales |
Tax rate. Mr. Oppenheim adds that most counties, in California are not considering |
increasing the Sales Tax rate until these legislative ambiguities are clarified. Based |
upon inquiries to the Regional County Offices of the. State Board of Equahzatlon, '
neither Marin, San Mateo, Alameda nor Santa Clara counties are proposing to
increase their local Sales Tax rate at this time. Therefore, if the Sales Tax rate is
increased by 0.5 percent for San Framnsco, the Sales Tax rate for San Francisco Wﬂl
be the hlghest of the adjoining counties in the Bay area.

. 12. According to Ms. Sue Lee of the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce,
the Chamber of Commerce has not yet developed an official position on the proposed-
Sales Tax rate increase, or determined the impact on businesses if the Sales Tax
rate is increaséd by 0. 5 percent. However, Ms. Lee notes that the Chamber of
Commerce had previously remained neutral on the 0.25 percent Sales Tax rate for
the San Francisco Unified School District and the Community College District.

13. Based upoii the revenue projections for FY 1993-94 included in the “Joint:
Report on the Anticipated Revenue Shortfall for the Fiscal Year 1993-94 Budget” by
the. Conh-o]ler, the Mayor’s Co-Budget Directors and the Budget Analyst, dated
January 15, 1993, a revenue shortfall' of $184 million is projected for FY 1993-94.
This revenue shortfall 1 is based upon the most recent revenue data, the Governor’s
State budget.proposal (which includes an estimated $72 million in reductions for
~ San Francisco) and preliminary estimates of the City’s expend1ture requirements for
FY 1993-94.

14. As noted above, in order to hold a special e]echon, an 88 day noticeis
required beginning from the date the spemal election is called for by the Board of
Supervisors. In addition, AB 1930 requires 90 days before the increased Sales Tax
rate can be, 1mposed The additional revenues which are anticipated to be generated
from mcreasmg the local Sales. Tax rate by one half cent (0.5 percent) are an -
estimated nually, based on the FY 1993-94 revenue projections
contained in the Controllers ‘the Mayor’s Co-Budget Directors’ and. the Budget
Analyst’s joint report. However, given the. requirements of the- special election and a
90 day State requirement before: these revenues could be imposed, estimated
revenues:for FY 1993-94 would amouni to $§_3_,9_QQ,QQQ (effective 10/1/93) if the
special election were held no later than June, 1993, and.an eéstimated $11.330.000
(eﬂ'ectlve 4/1/94) if the special election was held in November, 1993. In addition, 1tv
is possible that actaal revenues réceived in FY 1993-94 could be reduced 1f
consumers travel to other areas to purchase goods and services, glven the-difference

between the Sales Tax rate int SanFranmsoo&and the Sales Tax rate in surrounding

— oR
7 BUDGET ANALYST
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. J',Memo to. Budget Cor_nuttee
: _January27 1993 L

' counhes Accordlng to Mr Ed Hamngton the Controller San Francxsao could
- request that the State- adopt: leglslatlon which would exped1te the 90 day State B

o ’requlrement in order to begln imposing a new Sales Tax in July, 1993, rather than .7 "-ilf

" BUDGET ANALYST
P143

. having an effective date in October 1993 which. bas been done w1th ‘previous local == "
T Sales Tax i mcreases SRR T _ B e

: n . n

- Approval of the proposed resolutmn Whlch Would declare the mtent of the
e :-'Board of Supemsors to propose an increase in the transactions ami use tax (Sales i
. % Tax) rate and establish the San Francisco County Pubhc Fmance. Authonty, isa
B pohcy matter f'or the Board of Supernsors - o




Monday, Pebruary 1, 1953

[Equipment Lease] : .
Ordinance: providing for the approval and execution and delivery by
Officers gf the City and .County of San Frahcisco of an Equipment
'Lga;e SupplemengaNu. 2 between the City and County of San Francisco
-Finance .Corporatian; &s lessor and -the City and -County of San
-Francisco, as lessee with reéspect to equipment to be uged for Clty
purposes -and the related certificate of approval,; providing for
‘reimbursement ‘to the City of certain City expenditures prior to the
issuance of lease revenue. bonds and approving the issuance pf Lease
Revenue Bonds by said nonprofit corporation: and. providing that said
bonds shall be: subject to the certification of the Controller of the
City ‘and County 'of San Frangisco prior to the sale of said bonds:
and ‘providing. for the execution 'of documents in connection therewith
and ratifying previcus actions taken in connection therewith,

{Chief Administrative Officer)-

File 170-93-1, Ordinance K.
Passed for second reading by the following vote:

Ayes: Supervisors Achtenberg, Klioto, Bierman, conroy,
Hallinan, :Hsieh,, Kaufman, Maher, .Migden, Shelley - 10, -

Absent ‘Bupervisor Kennedy - I,

Adopted

[Airport Administration] o ) : ) )
‘Resolution approving the Controller's action of increasing the
A{:pprts_Commission-ptéject budget from $150,000 to $500,000 for
Airport Contract No..3200, emergency environmental services 'akt Road
18 ‘and Road 3/ San Francisco Interndtignal Airport. (Airports
Commission) ‘ i

File 28-92-11.1, ‘Resolutipn No. 82-93
Adopted by the: following vote:

~ Ayes:: sﬁpervisqrs Achtenberg, Alioto, Bierman, Conroy,
Hallinan, Hsieh, Kaufman, Maher, Migden, Shelley - 10.

Kbsent: Supervisor Kehnedy — 1.

Adopted as Amended
{Supervisor Hsieh dissenting in Committee.)

‘(Local Public Finance Authority] ) o
Resolution declaring the intent of the Board of Supervisors of the
City and County of San Frangisco to Propose an increase in the
Transactions and Use Tax in the City and County pursuant to Chapter
3.5 pf the Kevenue and Taxation Code, and. establishing the San
Francisco County Public Finance Authority. .(Supervisors Migden;

Bierman, Alioto)

~86~

‘by ‘2dding a further reésolved clause as £gllows; “EURTHER RESOLVED,
its strong view: that the Authority shall not approve :any saleés tax

ccurrent, rate of B.5 percent”,

Monday, February 'l, 1993 S

File 175-93-1, Resolytion No, 48-93 .
Superviséy Kaufman, secondeéd by Supervisor Maher, moved o amend
That the Board of Supervisdrs, in appreoving this meaSure, expresses

measuré that would place the composite: sales tax rate; above the

Mation ¥o amend adoptéd'bY'the‘fdllowiﬁgivoté:

Ayes: _Supbrvisprs.Aithp,;Biéxman,'confcy,”ﬂallinan. Kautmar,
Mahér; Migden, Shelley - 8. :

Noes: Supervisor Hsieh = 1,

Absent: Supervisors Achtenberg, Kennedy - 2.

Adopted as: amended by the follewing vate:

Ayés! Supervisors Aéhﬁehﬁg:d}_hﬁipko, Biexrman, {onroy,
Hallinan, Kaufmah; Mlgden, Shelley - :8%

Noes: Supervisors Hsieh, Maher =.2..

Absent: :Supervisor Kemnedy - 1, f';l'lkx’ D\*’\”"y

In connection with ‘the above itef, Supgrvisor -Alioto requested
to be added as' CO-SpPONSOr.

“PIEE

Redommendations of Health and Piblic Safety Committee

Adopted ss Amended

[811 Supetvisionl o . » . e
Resolution urging. the Mayor to urge the Police Commission to

consider the ‘civilianization: of the sSupervisorial positions in the
Police. Department Communications gente;; pgovxd1ng for guarterly ;
reports. (Sppervisors Shelley, Bierman, Migden; Kennedy ) |

File 207-82-11.2, ReSclution No. 80-93

I i {eh, seconded by Supervisor: Shelley, moved Eo ameénd
tit1§?p§;;;sggugf by ipserting "7 providing for quarterly reports™;
and aEmend page two, line six by' adding the following resolved
clasuse: “FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors requests
that the Police Commission provide a written quarterly report to the
Hoard of Supervisors on the: first days .of May, August -and November
of 1993, and February, May and August of 1994, ,Each report shall
describe -the progress of the Pol;qe»pgpa;t@enp,1n-addressing the
‘yssue which is the subjeck of this resclution™.

Motion to amend adopted: by the following vote:

-87~




L

Office of the Mayor
SAN PFRANCISCO

FRANK M, JORDAN

February 11, 1993

Honorable Angela Alioto, President
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
. Réom 235 = City Hall

San Francisco, CA 94102

. Dear Superv.vsor Alioto:

I am returning File No. 175-93-1 (Local’ Publlc Finance Authorlty)

with my s:.gnature. This leglslatlon declares the intent of the

Board of Supervisors to propose an increase in the transactions and

use tax (i.e. Sales Tax) and establishes the San Francisco County
. Public Finance. Authority.

As you Xnow, the Public Finance Authority would be governed by a
10-member: Board of Directors consisting of five members of the
Board of: Supervisors and a total of five mémbers from both the
Unified School District and the Community college District. The
resolution spec:Lf:Les that. the San Francisco: Board of Supervisors
would elect five of its eleven members to serve on the Board of
Dlrectors. .

Bécatise San Francisco is the only city and counity in the State and
theé only ‘Board of Supervisors with eleven mémbers, we haVe the odd
situation of & mlnorlty of the Board of Supervisors joining School
Board Menmbers in a decision to place a tax measure on the ballot.
I would respectfully suggest: that the Authority seek full Board-
approval by resoliution of any ord:.nance proposed for the ballot by
the San Francisco County Public) ity. By copy of this
letter, I am requesting the lcity Attorney |to draft a policy .

resolutlon on—thls sub]ect

Slncerely '

Mayor

cc: Members, S8an Francisco Board of Superv:Lsors‘
city- Attorney, Louise Renne.

200 CITY HALL, SAN FRANCISCO, CAUFORNIA 94102

(415 554?111!4 5




Gmail - Re: Records Request -~

' Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>. .

- 'r-{Re Records Request

1 message Gt

_ijCltyattorney <CltyAttorney@sfgov org> o . i:j]i o ) . Mon.,Meyl1,'j27017 at 3:46 PM
:?'_,'-_QTo tjbussesf@gmall com : FlET B S ; T e :

Mr Thomas J Busse,_

AR Thank for your request dated April 28 2017 concemmg the "San Franmsco County Public Flnance Aulhonty .and the
" "San Francisco County Educational Finance Authority,". We have no responsive documents and:we believe those
. entities do not-actually exist.: Perhaps you are thinking of the Callfornla Public Finance Authority, the Office of Public
. - Finance within the Controllers Office here in San Francisco, and/or the San Francisco Unlfled School Dlstnct If you
e 'WISh to’ request publlc records from any those entltles you should contact them dlrectly, R :

: ';Best

Andrea Guzman C o
Responding for cstvattornev(c’bsfqov orq :

o OFFICE OF CITY. ATTORNEY DENNIS HERRERA
- :San Francisco City Hall, Room. 234 o
1 Dr: Carlton B. Goodlett Place *
San FranCIsco Cahforma 94102—46827

: (41 5) 554—4710 Dlrect
*(415) 554-4700 Reception -
(415) 5544715 Facsimile o
- (415) 554—6770 TTY ik

Subscnbe to news and updates from the S. F Clty Attomeys Offlce at http //www sfc:tvattomev orq

. Fittps:/imall.google. com/mail/u0/7ui= 28ik=04b5bBc9998view=pissearch=inbdRein4 Bbcb31e275ceab 18sim|= 15bcB31e275ceast S 4
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.| Board of Bupsryisors requeatin
thntaebmtdecidathemua. -
: Maxdey's vote oame after Bu -

-+ | That Vushould be disgualifid

* ! ‘ney generel for the state of

' deputy sttomey general may no
' | serve a3 & eommisnlonat on the

v PUOpresldenthanuury, despl
2.1 the ity attorney's warning,

-1 PUC overseea such operations
7| the" Municipal Reilway and
|- City’s water ystem,

.| board, said she disagrees with
clty: aﬁomeya position and re~{

| ipending s teview by the state attor-
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| ‘ophilon; disqualification from of-
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| ooty Yuteted:

Supemsors vote
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'I'hopolihcnll‘a‘d.!aover
out of City Hall, with a divi
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#he is emiployed as-a deputy attor -
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L
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.cal or oceasional conflicts of inter-

'I‘haCltyAWsoﬁeehn&

 ['estitnated that Yu would have.
- gbgtahﬁombebweenlﬁpman

and 20 porcent of the votes taken:
‘by the PUC because they. directly: .

i/ {'involva state matters,

“Axuwegolngtnoboyﬁiucimr-

e Atar? Are wa- going :to: feapect the

advice of thie city attorney?” Hal-

linan peked in trging his collenguen -
{ to proceed with court intervention. -

‘Supervieors Tom Hsfeh and’

“ | Annemarié Conray- voted i dis-
: sen{,saymgthelawmﬂtwaspmma
.| trre and they wanted to dslay ao-
' ﬁonunﬁlﬂwaﬂumay general ren-
" deu an

opinjon;, -
‘Supervisors Roberta Achten-

. berg and Bil Maher were absant.

) tbathsmppm'hYu, Maher’s es-

appmntmnt determmed - Su e

* of Truatees for cxtycouegeofsnn_‘: o

" under the Charfer to: npprove the

. II settle |
\issue of PUG chlef ;

"Phe mﬂer noW goes to Mayor:‘

Jordan, who cani veto the resolus o o S

" tion'or approve i, Jordan'a office is
keepingmum on what he will do, = ;.
" but the mayor has made. it clear - -

'~ oarnctxon, he bon
layedtmﬁlWedneadqyndmsion

" on calling a special election o voi~

Y
v
. ers-cam decide whether fo extend g R
quam-centsahatufhntnids,lo-' i
cal schopls, - H
Hs!ah anu unnmy uked for ﬁm d
delny, gaying they wanted 1ore T
- Thelr gpposition eet off nearly. S
"an hour of often acrimonious da- :
*. bate, primarily betwesn Hsish and -
Supérvisot Carole Migden, who is |-
" ‘sponnoting. the legislation and had
. hoped . to ‘push’ the measure
through a8 “emorgency legislation;
whmh would have required \mnnl-
moua support.
Haish's insistence on wobmg no .
preventedthe ismue from going for-. | -
~wexd, The board will take up the
fasus ugainWednuday in a gpecial
session, At that time, the proposal
cdn pass with a mere majority be-
caunaitwﬂlnotheconmderedaaf _ ; R
emergency leglslation. = - - . 1
. The propesal for the tax exten-

e BT ) i E

S G e

. sion_was approved Thuraday by.

%heJomtI"innnee Authority, whxch: : <
"'{s made up of Fepresentatives frony foo
the Board of Buperyisors, the San x i

-

., Francisco Unifisd School Distriet:!

7, Board of Education and the Board ;.

Fkunmco 5
- The supervison are. :equlrod :

el

- sgpecial ‘lection.. The' only discre-- .
tion ‘the ‘supervisors have is the' -
ﬁmmg.!ﬂhebnnrdaetathmweak :
the proposal would be on the June
16 ballot ‘and the tax could ba col-
“lacted atarting in October,~ - 0 ¢
: Any delay in decldring a special
elecﬂon,evenbya may mearn
 the- tax, wouldn't: ba jmplemented
\mhlJanunrybecauseofntahnoﬂ- -
- fieation pequirements; The' school
districts will pay for' the pecial R
dechon,whnhwiﬂmutapmjechd - S ;
$600,000.'i din . i

el oo e St =

L e agm T

Thé. quarter-cent seles tax, A

;}:ﬁ:l:bbrmgninmesﬁ?nudszz, /.
oxt to une 30, . >
‘wﬂ mmn oL A‘B‘:"_““-"t‘“’y‘ .
hoardmaahngMondw aded: -

b A requeat from Conroy to fi-
naiice 10 new dmpalchm for the:
police dapnrhnant’s 911 emmgency *

lm B .
B Areques{by Supemsar Bar- n

meaufmmforueportm W |-

much money The. Clty ependson |

programe erid services for state pa-

“rolees, nndtowhntex:t.antTheCity :

is reimburssd, :

I g Bupewisor Angeh Alioto’s te--

- ‘quest. for ani explanation on why.

the Main Library in the Civie Cen- -

ter area is closed on Fndays. :
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/s/Ftank M ‘Jordan :
- ErankK:'¥. Jordan;:
T Mayor :

.. Supervisor Alioto, seconded By Supervisor Kennedy,vmoved an o
agendment of the whole to the main motion bearxng same tltle as--'
-above, : HERE .

' Amendment.of th ' dopted by the Eullow1ng vote:: ' :

; Superv1sors Alloto, B1erman, COnrOY. H@llin?druﬂsiﬂhr L
. Ayes. Sup&rv1sors Alloto, B1erman, Conroyf Ha!]1nan, Hsieh, : man, Kennedy, Mlgden, Shelley - 9. N PR I SR RN
Kaufman, Kennedy, M;gden, shelley‘— 9L i T ‘hjv“&ﬂ° ; o
- . s o o o Absen s 5uperv150rs Achtenberg; Haﬁéfa‘ 25
el absent. Maher‘— 7 ;“‘

Superv1sors Achtenberg.

fAdopted;as éméndedvhy.tﬁe‘foliowing vote:

Ayes

Lo >'quervxsors Alxoto, Blerman, Conroyr
vKauEman,~ .

‘nnedy, Mlgden, Shelley -9,

| MA—HQK of’?obf.o N
l—‘noj@"} bacmsr bt fes PL\C

Absentn Maherv— 2.

Supervxsors Achtenberg,

IMMEDTATE ADOPTION CALENDAR

issue -
mMQ
his 3k

'rThese resolutxons are bexng 1ntroduced ‘at this meetingi. An "Aye"
vote is (a) ‘a-vote to find that the .need tp take actlion arose after
the ‘agenda was publashed (if the resolution title: is not- prlnted on'
i the': agenda) and. (bY:'a vote toiadopt: the resplition.  A‘unanimous
vote is required: for adoptlon today. : Any Superv1sor may requlre any
: of these resolut1ons to g9 to committee..“ ..

Severed from Immedlate Adopt1on Calendar

'Supervrsor Hsieh requested that the followlng ‘measure be severed
from the Immedlate Adqptron Calendar and con51dered separately“

Reﬁused'Adoptfon, Rescinded'
Refised Adoption; Rescinded;
Cons1derat1on Contlnued

. [Blect1on] :
Motion .calling a Sqecxal Election to be ‘held on June 15,

‘1993,

Eor
he ‘purpose’ of. submitting to:the vaters of the City: and Cqunty of

an Francisco a proposed ordinance: by: the San Francisco ‘Count
-‘Publ' e 'Authority imposing a one‘qui?fsr'ﬁf'ﬁﬁb percent

ransactions ang~ nd for other purpoSes, conditioned upon:
he Public:Finance: Authority voting dgain; by May 6,: 1993, to ‘pPlace
) thisg" proposition before the voters, or . the Board of Superv1sors

" 'shzll cancel the June 15, 13993 Special Electxon, and agreeing that
‘the San Franc1sco Unified School District and the City College’ of
San: Francisco .shall pay to the City'and County of :San Francisco by
May. 6, 1993 :the estxmated costs for the conduct of the June 15h 1991
;Spec1al Elnctxon. -

v;rFrIe‘sofyl

anlendar

oM

ilngden,_SheIley—— 7‘

' kaufman, Kennedy, Mlgden, Shelley -9

‘:.;uvasent-

nuuuuy, maxuu a3, 1::4'

4

SupEIszor M1gden presented for 1mmed1ate adopt1on

! Supervxsor Migden, . seconded by Superv1sor Hallznan, moved that
the need. to take actlon arose subsequent o the publxcatlon of the

'7M't10n adopted by the followxng vote::

Supervisor Hs1eh requested thls matter be referred Lo Commlttee.

f“xﬂ In- response to the Superv1sor s anulry, Deputy Clty Attorney v
'.Ted Lakey stated the: Lécal Public Finance Ayuthority is asking the
Board oﬁ Superv1sors to place thiS‘matte: before the- voters..

In response to Eutther 1nqu1r1e5'from the . Supervxsors, Deputy
‘C1ty Attorney indicated: that state 'law gives the Local Publie.i =

Finance Authgr1tz the power to adopt:an erdinance orderImg——T: “-‘”
submission of an.transaction:and tax ordihance: ‘to the voters and: tov

irequest theBoard of- Supervisors:to call a: specxal meetzng for this
purpose. ‘The 'State Revenue. and Taxation Code States the county
‘shall call EY spec;al elect1on for this. purpose

efused Ado tion

After a perxod oE debate the roll: was called on ‘the ' pendlnq o
leglslation and 1t was refused adoptron by the follow1ng vote.m

Ayesdi: Kaufman,

Supervxsors Allotolbsxerman. Kennedy,

Ha111nan,

" Noes: Superviso

Mdtion‘to Rescind

SupeEV1sor Kennedy, seconded by SuperV1sor B:erman,

‘mévedrto
rescxnd the prev1ous vote'

. Mot1on to rescind the prev1ous vote adopted by the followrng

,vote.““

Ayes.‘ Superv1sors Alioto,‘ConrOY. Bierman.;Hallinan[,Hsieh,

Supervxsors Achtenherg,vnaher 24




Monaay, Marcn Lb,. 41993

Refused Adogtxon

s=mmg e D

BT After a perxod oE debate. Lhe toll was called on the pendlng
;legxslatlon and Lt was refused adoptxon by the Eollow1ng vote.v

‘Ayes: Supervxsors Alioto.

Bxerman,:Hallynanﬁ Hstehyaxaufman}
ffKennedy, ngden, Shelle e L EE LRSI APEY

SUPETVISOE Hszeh - 1

'upervxsors thtenherg, Maher - z

Motlon to Rescind

L Supervxsor Kennedy. seconded by Supervxsor ngden, moved to
‘_rescxnd the previous vote. :

’ Ayes.> Superv1$ors Allono; Con:oy,

‘ 1e;manp Hallinanpthsieh,'
,Kaufman,-KennEdY, Mlgden, Shelley-—is_ P AUUEIR S : ROTAN

s_Achtenberg,lMaher_- 2.

: In response tn ‘the Supervxsors anuxlxes, Deputy Clty Attorney
stated that if the Board is- lnterested in scheduling the special
election for June 15, this" matter could be recessed until a.date’
later this week. 'The Board could act and Stlll meet the June 15
deadlxne. Next Monday wlll be koo late._~~ . :

SuperVisor Kennedy, seconded by Supervtkor Bxerman, moved to -
inue this:matter to:arecessed meetxng .on Wednesday, -March 17

Conroy, BLerman, Halllnan, Hsiehgm

fKauEman Kennedy, Mlgden, Shelley -9

jiﬁmgdiﬁte Adoption Calendar

";':A,dobtedj_’

[Leaves of Absence] :
‘Resolution, grantlnq leaves of absence to- various c1ty and’ county

b"thxcers thh perm1551cn to 1eave the $tate (Clerk oE the Board)

_—235- .

4Mot nnlto';escind the prevxous vote adopted by the Eollow1nq.n:;”“

——— “More Yhany - 24 }\ws

_AMotion to continue to recessed meetlnq adopted by the Eollow1ng L

File 1-9321%;

'f':r11e-6<93-8,'

'”AND WHALING DAY

- File 6- 93 “9i -

CMAECh L5, 1993 v .o

Resoiutioh No. 184-93 } S RS S

(Roberta Achtenberg, member, Board of: Supervxsors, Martch 15
Carole’ quden, member, Board of Supervisors;, Macch: 18 - 237

Recreationand Park Commlssxon, Aprrl 1375 :23 7 ‘Marilyn: Chow,
‘member,}Socxal services Commission;: March ¢:- .7 and 1l .- 14; John
.E.:Cribbs, Director of:Public" Works, March X1 - 22; Kenneth . :
.fDoulln, City Lxhrarian, April 25 =287 K21th Eickman,” member:;
“:iRecreation and Park Commxssxon, March '6 =i 13; Michael Huerta,
‘IExecutxve Dtrector, Port; March 4,‘Patrack McGrew, member,
Landmarks. ‘Board, March 2.--<:12; Patrick’ ‘Murphy, . Presxdent 3
“Airports Commlssxon, March ‘4, 5 iand 12' ‘John 'E. Newl:n, Exncu*xu
Director, Parking ‘and, Traffic, March 19 - 23, ‘Trent W, .Orc,;.
"President’, Recreat;on and Park Comm1ssxnn, April 22 <May-13;

i Anthony D, ‘Ribera, Chief of Police, . March 19 -'22 and March 28 '~

April 2;:Roselyne: C. wag,_member, leraty Comm1551on, March 20 .-
23; Mason_Nong,_member,-Retlrement Buard;‘Februa:y‘zﬁ - March &

“Adcpted.»,f

(The Immedxate Adoptlon Calendar 1nc1udes the following .
: addxtlonal resolutxons submltted after preparathn OE the
e calenda: )

J[Commendatxons]

‘Resolution conqratulat1ng Sherry>Qavjs and.commending the San

: Franc;sco Giants

Resqutidn No..1§9- 93

Supervrsor AlIQta presented for

mmediate . adoption.

: Adopted.»_

_‘[Commendatxonsj . '
Resolution express1nq the qratltude of . the Clty and County of San

Francisco to-'Barbara Johnsen for het generous. donation of ‘two~thirds
of ;the'J. Porter Shaw Library deal1ng with whaling in ‘San ‘Francisco

: and commendlng those institutjions who pursied the soquisition - Qf

this collection and declarxng March 26, 1993‘SAN Eﬁ&NCISCO WHALES-.

Resolutlon NO. 188?3§:T”:‘
'S“PeFVL5°f Bierman présented for immediate ‘adoption.

Adopted{ ': -

‘[Commendatlons]
“Resolution commendlng Margaret Brady on: her 75th b:rthday on, March:

20, 1993,

~235- "

Raymond Baxter; Director oF Health March 9 Sidney .Chan; member..

PTHY




Health, "&... Eranc1sco‘0eneral Hospxtal, Commun1ty Mental: Health

- _Servites, Polrce ‘Department, Sheriff's Departmeént, Municipal and

-g-superlor Courts, District Attorney; and the Publxc Defender to .
ascertain-an’estimate of the:cost of services provzded to parolees’

" from . the State Priseon-. System;  and that a: “letter of ingquiry be sent’

to Ehe Controller - requeskting data ion:the extent to. which the Cxty LS

reimbursed by the‘State for such costs through the 'SB. 90 clarm

process or any: her avallable mechanrsm.,

By Superv150r Kennedy, that City'Attorney prepare tesolutxon to’ urge"
the Mayor: ko ~request.the Art Commission to enter into serious: |-
negotxat:ons with' representatives of the 'San Francisco Muslim

Gift: Shop and
Flllmore Streets. ’

: ‘By supervrsor Kennedy, that City Attorney draft legrslation to
the: e 'to reduce the 5 percent‘paldvon tenants
'sécurity-deposits bywlandlords'tolbe more in. line with' the 1.5
.percent’ that: 1s now bexng pald on sald securlty deposxts by ‘the

'ban s.

,suPerv sor Kennedy, that .an urgent letter by sent to Mr. Henry G B
isneros,: Secretary of the us" Department of Hous1ng and Urbafy . - .0
‘evelopment reqardrng the: condit ions’ that exlst at thc HUD managed

By upervrsor Shelley, Lhat City: Attorney amend the Base Closure

egxslatron to 1nc1ude Treasure Island .

: ‘Ey Supervzsor Alloto, that letter -Qf" 1nqu1ry be sent to the City: o
‘Librarian. regarding the reasons for closure af the main 11brary on ; C

Frrdays; : : : . : L R

.Hotaon to Recess -

: . Superv;sor Kennedy, seconded by superv1sor steh, mqud that the
V:Board recess to reconvene at '3:00 P m. Hednesday, March 17, 1993r_

"f dopted by the follow;ng VOtE'

: yes-' superv1sors Alroto, Brerman..Conroy, Ha111nan, Hsieh )
'gfxaufman. Kennedy, Migden,- shelley,_f 9, . R .

‘ﬁ Absent. SuperV1sors Achtenberq, Maher - 2

RECESS

o “'Th Board, at the hour of 5 21 ‘P m., recessed to reconvene on
'JWednesday, March 17, 1993 at 3:00 p.m.: ..

_Jean Lum, Acting Clerk. .

4 l246m

‘roil, the followlng Supervisors were noted present'

- Shelley = 6y

‘?F1],e 50—93 7o

:d}‘/kahgﬂheﬁg'

Hw@h C}!\ G) "VW\O( hn&$ o
Gwds Fm**(m ckmgc (9&_ Nt Mf‘c ) oy

: JOURNAL OF PROCEEDINGS

BOARD OF SUPERVISOR‘v

' Wednesday, March 17, 1993 - 3:00 p. my
enrﬂs 3 (>

The anrd of, Supervxsors of the: Clty and County of ‘San Francisco
met in reCessed session on -the, abOVe date wrth Presxdent Angela
Alloto presxdxng. .

The meet:ng was called to: order at 3s 04 p m. On'call of the

Supervxsors Al;oto, Ble¥m§ﬂz ﬂsie"JKaufman,_ igde

v_Noted‘absent at frrst rall call

'Supervrsors Achtenherg. Conroy, Halllnan, Kennedy, Maher -5,

**Quorum present.

ConSLderation Resumed Adopted

'[Electron]

Motion: callipg a Spec1a1 Electron ko be held onJune 15 1993 for

. the :purpose:of 'submitting to: the voters of. the City and. County of

‘San:Francisco ‘a’ proposed. ordlnance by the :San Frangcisco County .
Publlc Finance: Authorrty imposing ‘'a one quarter -of one.percent:
‘transactions.and use tax and for other: purposes. condltroned upon
the Public Finance Authority voting .again, :by May &, 1993, to place

~this proposition. before .the voters, or the' ‘Boargd. of . Supervisqrs

shall:cancel the: June 15 . 1993 ‘Special Election, .and’ agreeing that
the San Francisco Unlfled School District: and the City College of:

-San Francisco. shall pay. ' to the: Cxty and County of 'San Francisco by’

May 6, 1993 the ‘estimated costs for the conduct of. the June 15, 1993
Special’ Electran. (Supervxsor Migden presented )

: '7"“‘}“’( NH" dF'F(&5+ ll‘\ |

o5 _'i'?{f)'f :)Zm =

~P150-—




_Resolution No. 225-93"

'.LGrant = Federal Funds) . .-

gResolutxcn authorizing ‘the Publlc L1brary to apply for $35 DOD ‘in

“grant: fupds’ Erom the United States Department of Education: Library::

©rservices.and Constructxon Act (LSCAY for.-the purchase of :foreign f

,--1angdaqe materials for the fiscal year 1993/94, Wlth 1nd1rect costs
B trincluded xn*thls'bud {2 f(publlc letar )

The foregoxng xtems on the Consent Calendar wexe acted upon by
Eollow1ng vote.‘¢ S BRI

[ Ayes Superv1sors Achtenberg..hlloto, Blerman Halllnan,
S Ka fman, Kennedy Maher, Shelley =B

Supervlsors Contoy,\steh Mlgden -,3

REGULAR CALENDAR _'

o ?“;;QNFrnxénEniaUsiNESS,f

Cil T From Budget Committee:
.;wiﬁhinecommendation *Da Pass“f.H

Passed fo: Second Reading

. IRepeal -‘G1ants Candlestlck Lease Amendment ordlnance]

‘Ordinancé repealing Ordinance 365-92, the Giants Candlestick Park
.lease amendment. ordinance which app:oved a. lease amendment entered .
‘into. by ‘the Recreation and Park Commlss1on and the San Francisco
.‘Glants..whxch reduces the Cxty 5. revenue f:om the. agreemerit by:

' approximately $925,000 per ‘year . (amount will wvary with attendance):
. “through the year:1997, and aSsigns the rxght ‘to’ further revenues in

“the amount of: app:oximately -$440,000 per .year from the agreement to
_Eurnish scoreboard to the Giants during the term of the lease, by :

- .which ordinance the C1ty further assumed the obligations for :
utilities' and: maintenance of :the play1ng field at ‘3 cost of )
approxlmately $250,000 per season, added a provision requiring the
San Francisco Giants to provide- compllmentary tlckets, and specified -

: the effectxve date of . :the. ordinance.

Fjiefﬁs—?zrls;lb Ordxnancenﬂo{;5,‘

R LT e

»Kaufman, Kennedy, Maher, Shelley -.8.

e,

' Board).

table.

.,fKaufman, Kennedy, Maher, Shelley - &

,'[Rent Ordlnance] ' R - .
_Ordinance. amending Administrative ‘Code, to provide that Petltlons

"’ Secretary to Executxve D1rector

R

Ayes., Superv1sors Achtenberg, Al1oto, BLermani.Hallinan;::

Absent. Superv1sors Conroy, H51eh, Mlgden —;3;':

- From Budget Committee o
w1th Recommendatlon “Do Not Pass" -

‘ Tabled

‘[Referendum Submxssxon-— GLants Lease Amendments]

Motion 6rdering submitted ordxnance 365+92, the:Giants Candlestick

Park-Lease ;Amendment: Ord1nance, for: approval or d1SaPEr0Val at the

n1c1pal Electxon to be; held on November 2, 1993‘ (Clerk ‘of the:

File. £0-93-1

Supervisor Hallxnan. seconded'by.Supe;visop Bierman, moved ‘to

Tahled by the folloW1 ‘ o#ew_;

Ayes Superv1sors Achtenberg, Alxoto, Bieiman;.ﬂallinanﬁ

-Absent; Superv1sors canroy, H51eh. M1qden.— 3

Recommendations of‘Hdusinq:andeand'Uae cdmmrtﬁeé,f

: Réteferteddﬁo Committee

for capltal improvements, rehabxlltat1on, and energy: conservation
medsures must be filed no later than .seven ‘years after the work has
been completed, to limit ‘the. amount hearlng officers. may refund to
tenants for null ‘and void . rent: 1ncreases, to limit the amount -
tenants. may recdover:in civil actions for-null and void rent

©.increases; except in‘cases:of rent. overpayments being. made . 1n bad:-3f7=
" faith-by the 'landlord; .and to change the title of Executive ’

(Residential Renft Stabilization
and Acrbitration Board) . o

F11e 109 931, - Drdinance No.
(Amends Sectlons 37.7, 3757, 37:8.and 37, 11A )

Supetvxsor Maher, seconded by Supetvisor Kennedy, moved to
rPrefer to Comm1ttee.

%LLS _T/w E&ﬁa«gcel ﬁ?& He AP DﬂPﬂovngCN,—.‘

PAsa THew o BT

"_'P:1~51"'



o

) sian Flowers, Inc. V. State Bd. of Equalization {1994) Callforma Courlof Appeal Dects;ons .California Case Law Cahforma Law i U.S, Law ...

The retailers paid the tax and filed claims for refiind with SBE on the ground that the
tax was unconstitutional under Proposition 13, which requires that special taxes by
special districts be approved by two-thirds of the qualified electors voting on the
‘medsure. SBE denied the claims o the ground that "Article ITI, Section 3.5 i, 4 of the
California [ ] Constitution prohibits [SBE] from declaring a statute unéonstitutional, or-
refusing to enforce a statute, on the groundsithat it is unconstitutional unless an
appellate court has declared the statute unconstitutional."

In- October 1992, the retailers filed a complaint for refund of the taxes naiming SBE as

defendant. (§ 6933.) SBE demurred on the ground that the real party in interest (EFA)
was not named as-a defendant. The trial court overruled the demurrer. In March 1993,
EFA intervened in the action as a defendant, pursuant to stipulation of the. partles and
;approval by the court,

"pnl 1993, {h e retailers moved fcsr'summaryjudgment on the grOuhd the tax was.
invalid because: Proposmon 13's supermajority requirement applies to EFA, which'is a

"special district" within the meaning of California Constitution article XIIT A, section 4,
because it was created and is controlled by two” spec1a1 districts," i.e., the San Francisco
Unified School District and the San Francisco Community College District, EFA argued
inter alia that school districts are not "special districts” within the mieaning of California
Constitution article XIIT A, section 4fn 5 -

In»

—

"The trial court granted the rétailers’' motion for summaty judgment and entered
Jjudgment in favor of the retailers, awarding refunds of $1,126 to Hoogasian Flowers,
Ingc;, $167 to Ace Pharmacy, $186to Diane 0. and $183 to Surf Pharmacy. The txial
court also awarded the retailers interest and costs of suit but. retamed)unsdlctlon to
decide the question of attorney fees until after conclision of this appeal [23 Cal. App.

4th 1270] - :
-—'F‘ 4‘1’»]5 h"\ﬁ)d)@.«.flf) Afﬂ‘if } ) Ml\/ vak e'.S ’

. b@,‘(’\/\lge 5 —_ /
' 1, SBE's Contentions fix, *** 1 S - SjbC How ol d 1 L”S
IL EFA's Contentions . Miss %@ bal lot fﬁmﬁ}ﬂlt%;)

Discussion:

A. Standard of Review

[1] “The power of the Legislature in the area of taxation is paramount ... any’
constitutional restriction.on that power must be strictly construed against the

_hitpfawjustia.com/cases/califormialcourt-of-appeal/4th/23/1264 him| P152 31e




5712017

Document; S.F. Schools Tax Invalid, Judge Says - $22 miilion could be refunded, if tenlative ruling... - America's News — Historical ‘afd Current

Oiher Pioducis “View History Wy Collection. - Login  Help  Contact Customer Service.

America's News — Historical and Current =~ (New Search)

c‘ucnz_r F'n.. Crop va«,PDr- ['.T;rl Clie

f—edo w© Wiy F:'m.r

S F. Schools Tax lnvalrd Judge Says $22 mrllron could be: refunded if tentatrve Tuling holds up
. I_»|Ide Détalls’ . .

San Francisco Chronicle (CA] (Published as THE SAN.FRANCISCO CHRONICLE} - April 30, 1993 Browse fssues
Alrthor/Byliné:: Nanette Asimoy, Chronitle SlaffWiiter Edition: FINAL Séctiop; NEWS Page; A21 )

Readabjiify: 11-12 gradefevef (L exile:1280) '
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1 -Tax- S.E‘co_i'r's‘umers'.'.-.

* Fighting on -'A Tegal luminary-

The quarter-cent sales tax that raised $22 million for San Fransisco schools is invalid, a Sacramento judge said in a
tenfative ruling yésterday,

If the judge finalizes his ruling today and if It is upheld on appeal, local retailers or consumers or both could be enfifled to. |

refunds..

School officials credit the tax with saving San Francisco schools fron having to make massive culs this year by raising $15'
miflion for e district and ‘about $7 million for City College.

In his ruling, Superror ‘Court Judge Joe Gray called the tax **an attempt 16 circumvent Proposmon 13," which requires
stch tax incréases 1o pass by a two-thirds majority. Voters' approved the measure in 1991 by-a simple majonty Gray Is
expected to make his final rulrng at a hearing in-Savramento today.

“We argued all along that the school district should have put this money in escrow, and they sure didn't. Now they might
pay the price," said aliorney Jfonathan Coupalof the Howard Jarvis Taxpayer Assocratron, which is representing four San
Francisco rétailers who sued to. invalidate the lax,

Lawyers for San Francisco séhools and City College sald they - have not given up hope that the Judge will reverse his.
decision, If he does nol, school ofﬁCIals will immediately appeal, said attorney David Goodwin.

"I have a strong feeling that the Court of Appeal will hot agree® with yesterday's decision, Goodvin said:.

“The 17-month;, quarter-cent sales tax expires June.30, When school ofﬂcials decided to spend the-money rather thari
place it in escrow, they fook a gamble that ho court would force schools to pay it to consumers:and retailers after it had
aeen spent on children.

-Because of the tax, class sizes fn public schools Increased by about one studett pef class ather than by four sfudents,
‘Fiscal director Bob Goltan estimated.that the jobs of hundreds.of teachers were saved with the extra money.

In addition, the money paid for custodians and noon monitors at elementary schools, maintained the sixih period in high
schools, bought ‘equipment, and 'mc}re_.

Educators ai¢ hoping'that even if the district ioses its case, the only retailers who wil try lo recoup the fax will be the four
who brought the suit: Hoogasian Flowers Ssurf Pharmacy. Ace Pharmacy, and Dianie O. Fashions. Their lawsuil seeks
-only $2,700 in réfunds.

An éxtension of the quarter- cent- sales tax for schoals will be the subject of a: specral elecifon June 15.in.San Francrsco.
and local educators Have been lobbying hard to ‘persuade the publlc 1o pass Jt.

“We absolutely need two-thirds approval this tifig," said Superintendent Bill Rojas, ~*Without it, we will fose hundreds of
teachers, materials, . supphes and equrpment "
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5152017 o SB612 Senate Bill - ENROLLED

BILL,NUMBER}‘SB 612 " ENROLLED

PASSED THE SENATE SEPTEMBER 8, 1995

" PASSED. THE ASSEMBLY  SEPTEMBER 1, 1995
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY  AUGUST 29, 1995
AMENDED- IN ASSEMBLY  JULY 13, 1995
AMENDED IN, SENATE  APRIL 18, 1995

INTRODUCED BY Sénator- Lewis
(Principal coauthor: Senator Kopp)
———

FEBRUARY 22; 1995

An act to amend Séction 7278 of, and to add Sections 7267 and
7270. 5 to, the Revenue and,Taxation Code, relating to taxation.

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S: DIGEST

SB 612, Lewis. Transactions ahd useé taxes: constitutional
challenge;. refunds. =

‘The Transactions and Use Tax Law permits districts, a@s specified,
to impose 3 tax. for the privilege of selling at retail, or the
storage, use, or other consumption in. the district of; tanglble

personal property, That law requires a district to contract w1th the:

State: Board of Equallzatlon For the administration and operation of
the local tax. It requires that the .contract provide that the
district reimburse the board for and hold the board harmless from any
and all costs, losses, or refunds of any kind, when a transactions
and use tax is held unconstitutional or othérwise invalid. Existing
law alsc prescribes procedures for the rFéfund. of any tax revenues
derived from an. unconstitutional tax ‘imposed. pursuant to that law
when the unconstitutionality of the tax has beeh determined in a
final’ and nonappealablé: court decision and the revenugs have been
paid to the State Board of Equalization and are held in an impound
account,

This. bill would provide that any action or proceeding filed on a
basis that the local tax ordinance is uncanstltutlonal or otherwise
invalid, shall be commenced as specified, and that there shall be no
recovery from the state forf the imposition of any illegal district
tax, except as specified. It would specify that the state shdll not
be made: a party to any refund action. The bill wolld reguire: the
State Board of Equialization to transmit revenue from an
unconst1tut10nal or otherwise invalid: tax to the local dlstr1ct,
except as spec1f1ed The bill would require that if a final.and
nonappealable decision of a court determines that a district
transactions and use tax s uncopstitutional, the revenue be
transferred to the State Board of Equa11zat10n for administration of
refunds, as provided.. The. bill would réquire, .in the case of the tax
imposed. by ‘the San Francisco Educational. Financing Authority “that
was determined unconstitutional in a specified court casé¢, that
refunds. be paid as specified. The bill would require that specified
prov1sions related to placement of reveniié in dn. escrow Account. be
included.in each contract with the State Board of: Equalization for
the administration and operation of any transactions and use tax.
The bill would 'specify a district's right to indemnity.

This bill would make specified leglslaflve firdings and
declarations related to refunds from, and remedies in the: case of,
invalid transactions and use taxes.

‘THE PEOPLE OF THE. STATE OF CALIFORNIA DO ENACT AS. FOLLOWS;

i /1182:234.213.100IpUVS5-96/bill/senvsly DB01-0650/sb, 612 bill, 950008,_enrbliddPehi
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SECTION 1. Section 7267 is added to the Revenue and Taxation Code,
fo read: ' : ) '

7267. (a) Except .as provided in Chapter 4 {Commencing with
Section 7275), there shall be no recovery. frafi- thé& state for the
ifmposition -of any unconstitutional or otherwis¢ invalid tax that is
levied in conformity. with this part.

(b) If & Ffinal and nohappealable dec151on of a court of ‘competent

JUPlSdlCthﬂ determines that a district transactions and use tax is
unconatltutlonal or -otherwise 1nva11d the dlstrlct, the county, on
the' city, as. the case: may, be, shall transfer to ‘the board the
revenues derived from the unconstitutional :or invalid transactions
and. use taxes necessary to reimburse claimants for the
unconstitutional ér invalid transactions and use taxes paid,
including interést allowed under Section 6967. The board shall
deposit these revehues in-a segrégated impound account in the Retail
Sales Tax Fund, as describéd in Section 7275, and shall administer
any refunds; nece551tated by the court's decision im accordance with
the gu1de11nes set forth in Chapter 4 (commenc1ng with Séction 7275)
to the extent feasible and practical.

(<) After the refund process described in subd1v151on (b) is
completed, any revenue: from apn unconstltutlonal or othEFW1se invalid
tax described in subdivisiom (a) that is paid to the: board shall be
transmitted- by the board to the district or its successor in
accordance with Section 7271. However, unless the .ordinance.
specifies otherwise, if at the time the board is making those
transmittals the district that imposed the tax has no successor,. or
has dlsbanded dissolved, or: is otherwise no longer functioning, the
board: shall transmit those fevenues in the.following manner:

(1) If the tax levied by the district was imposed on a countywide.
basis; the revenues shall be transmltted to the county's general
fund.

(2) If the tax levied by the district was 1mposad on .a c1tyw1de
basis, the revenues shall be transmltted to the city's general fund.

(3) If the tax levied by the district was. imposed on a basis -other
than in paragraph (1) or (2), the revenues shall be transmitted ta
the general fund of edch taxing jurisdiction located wholly within

the district, based on each taxing jurisdiction's proportionate share

of revenue from taxes imposed: pursuant to the Bradley Buprns: Uniform

Local Sales and Use Tax. Law:allocated during the priot ¢alendar year.

(d) The district; .oF: any entity that papticipated in the formation
of the district, shall reimburse the board for and hold fhe board
harmless from any and all costs, losses, or -refunds of any:- ‘kind
whatsoever,. including preparatory costs incurred prior to
implementation of the tax.

(e) In the. case of any claim for refund: of the transactions and
use tax imposed by the San Francisco Educatiohal Finahcing Authority,
which was determined to. be anconstitutional by the court in
Hoogasian Flowers, Ifc: V. ‘State Bd. of Equalization; 23 Cal: App.
4th 1264, payment of any-of those ¢laimé for refund shall be made
from the revenues derived from the unconstitutlonal transactions and
use tax collected by and in the.posse551on of the board. When those
funds. and -any. other revenues derived From the unconstitutional tax
still din the posse551on of the San Francisco Educational Financing
Authorlty, the City and County of San’ Franc1sco, ‘the San Francisco
Unified School: District, or the $an Francisco Community College
District are exhausted, any remaining payments of those claimé for
refund shall be paid from funds of the San Francisco Unified School
District and the San Francisco Community College District which
benefited from the illegal tax. The remaining payments. shall be
‘based .on the method by which the San Francisco Educatlonal Financing:
Authorlty distributed the proceeds of the. tax. to the .San Francisco

Ftpy/192.234.213 100/puble5-96/bill/senvsh_0601-0650/sb_612. bill_950908_enrcfd. i@
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5152017 SB 612 Sénate Bill - ENROLLED:

Unified School District and the San: Francisco: Community College
District. ' _

SEC. 2. Section 7278 of the Revenue and Taxation Code is amended .
to read:

7278.. (a) Prior to the oOperative date of any ordinance dmposing: a
transactions ‘and use tax pursuant to this part, the district shall
.gontract with the board to perform all:functions 1nc1dent to the
admlnlStPatlon and operation of the ordinance. If the district has
not- contracted w1th the:board prior to the operative date of its
ordinance, it shall nevertheless so: contract and, in that case, the
operative date shall be the first day of the first calendar quarter
following -the: execution of the contract.

(b) Thé contract 'shall contain a provision that’ the distPict shall
reimburse “the board for and hold the board hdrmless from any: ahd all
costs, losses; or refunds of any kind whatsoever. .

~ (c) The &dntract shall also contain-a praovision that, in thie event
that-a legal actioh is commenced chiallenging the valldlty of the tax
in dts entirety, as opposed to its application to an, 1nd1v1dua1
taxpayer, the district shall place the tax proceeds:into an
interest-béaring escrow account until the legality of the fax:is
flnally resolved by a final and nonappealable decision rendered by a
court: of competent Jurlsdlctlon. That provision shall be enforceable
by any interested person in a proceeding for a writ of mandate.

(d) The district shall be entitled to indemnity for any and ail.
costs, lbsses, or refunds frem any entity, -exceépt the state, that
participated 4in the ‘imposition of the tax. For-the purposes: of this:
part; “participated" means any involvement im procuring the
legislation that authorlzed the- tax; or in enacting or- adm1n15ter1ng
the ordlnance 1mposing-the tax, Any organlzation that. is -a_member of
the legislative body'of the dlstrlct imposing the tax has
participated in the imposition of‘the tax within the meaning of this.
section. .

SECy 3. Section 7270.5 is added'to-thé Revenue and: Taxation Code,
to read: : : '

7270.5. :Any action or proceeding filed :on the basis that: a thx
ordinance prOV1ded far in this part or Part 1.7 {(comméncing with
Section 7289) or the issuance of any bonds thereunder or any of the
proceedlngs in: relation theréto; is contested, questioned; or: denied
on the basis that the tax ordinance is. unconstitutional or otherwise.
invalid and Flled for: the sole: purpose of contesting the validity of
the district transactions and use tax; shall be cummenced pursyant to
Chapter 9 (commencing with Section .868) of Title 10 of Part. 2. of the
Code of Civil Procedure. The state shall not be made: a party to

. the attion or proceeding. That action shall not be filed more than
60 days: after the approval of the enabling.ordinance. by the voteérs
unless the authorizing legislation specifies a longer period. IFf no
action is5 filed within that period, the tax,. the bonds, and all
proceedings in relation ‘thereto, includihg the adoptlon and’approval
of the prdinance; shall be héld to be valid and ‘iri every respect
legal ‘and unhcontestable.

SEC. 4, The Legislature flnds and declares that 51nce transactions
and use: taxes dre imposed by the taxing districts and not the state,
the state has ho: interest in, -and should not be a party in, any
action to determine the valldlty of such g tax. It is the intent of
the LegisIature ‘that the state not be made a party to those actions.
However, where.a refund claimant-is contesting the application. of
sales or use taxes in general to a particular transaction, ‘thé claim
should be filed. -with -theé State Board of Equalization under the:
normal refund rules, notwlthstandlng the: fact one of the taxes the
appllcatlon of which is contested is a transactlons b use tax which
is alleged to be inpvalid.

SEC, 5: (a) It is the intent of the Leglslature that- this ‘act be
‘applied retroact1Ve1y to the fullest -.extent permitted by the federal
and state Constitutions.

{b) The Legislature finds and:declares that when it ‘enacted the

1tp://182.234.213.100Ipub/95 S6/billsenshy_DB01-0650/sh_512. bill 950908 enr P!
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second paragraph of Séctiofi 727¢ (designatéd by this act as
subdivision (b) of Section 727@) of the Revenue and Taxation Code; it
intended to prevent. the State of Galifornia: from belng made liable
for- refunds of any. transactions and use tax, whlch is declared to be.
unconstitutional or otherwise 1nva11d The language of that
provision as enacted can,. however, be interpreted as hav1ng the state
assumé primary liability for those refunds with the district
reimbuirsing the state. It is the intent of the Legislature in
enacting subdivision. (a) -of Sectioh 7267 of the Revenue and Taxation
Code to implement its original intent. in this matter and clarify
-existing law that there shall be no Fecovery fron the state for the
imposition of:any illegal tax except as specifically otherwlse
provided by statute. It is intended that the district which levied
the illegal tax shall bé splely liable for such refunds.

(c) (1) The Legislature enacted Chapter ‘1060 of the Statutes of
1993 in order to provide a remedy ‘to persons who bore the economic
burden of an illegal district: tax in the situation where the. revenues
derived therefrom had: been collected by. the State Board of
Equalization and distributed to the taxing district but had been
retained by the district pending the outcome .of the. litigation over
the valldlty of the latter's tax.. Thé Legislatiure finds and declares
that current law does not require the district to retain those
revenues during the- 11t1gat10n and where the district doés not do so
‘there. is no .effective remedy for either taxpayers or those who bore:
the economic burden ‘of the tax. -

(2) The United States Supreme Court, im the case of McKesson v.
Division of Alc Bev., 110 L. Ed 2d 17, declared that the due process
clause of the: Fourteenth. Amendment to the United States Constitution
requires that a taxpayer who' may only challenge the validity of a
tax through.a: postpayment refund action must. be prov1ded -meaningful
retrospective relief for taxes already paid. pursuant to a tax, scheme
tltimately found unconstitutional.. It is the ihtent of the
Legislature in adding subdivisiorn (c) ta Section 7270 of the Revenue
and Taxation: Code to énsure that éffective relief is available;
notwithstanding the priovisions of Séction 6931 of the Revénue and
Taxation Code.’ '

fip://192:234.24 3,1oo/pub/9'5951bi||/_sen/sb_oeo1-0650151;_512;_biii__956908;enrplqi5n71




Memo to Budget Commitiee
January 27,1993

6. Based on information prowded by the State Board of Equalization, on July
15, 1991, a Sales Tax increase becamie efféctive ‘which increased the total State-
‘allocated Sales Tax by 1.25 percent, from the 4.75 percent base rate to 6.0 percent.
The Governor’s FY 1993-94 budget indicates that the 0.5 percent temporary surtax:
noted above in the 6.0 percent portion of the Sales ‘Tax allocated to the State of
California would not be extended past its June 30, 1993 sunset date. The Governor’s
proposal is pre]nmnary, and subsequent State leglslatlon, if approved, may extend.
the 0.5 percent.temporary sales tax. As noted above, the current 0.25 percunt
surtax for the San Francisco Unified School Distriet and the San Francisco.
Community ‘College District also expires on. June 30, 1993. Therefore, depending
upon the State Legislature, and dependirng on the approval of this proposed
resolution and the approval of the San Francisco electorate, the following scenarios
-could resuli:

a) 8.25 pércerit, This Sales Tax rate would result if the proposed
resolution is adopted which would enable the Public Finance Authority,
with the approval of the voters, to increase the sales tax by up to 0.5
percent, and the Governor’s proposed elimination. of the State 0.5
percent surtax is approved by the State legislature (local 0,25 percent
‘rate for: schools expires).

b) 7.75 percenj This Sales Tax rate would result if the Governor’s.
proposed elimination of the State’s 0.5 percent surtax is approved by
the State Legislature, and the San Francisco voters do not approve the
increase in the Sales Tax rate by 0.5 percent (local 0.25 percent-rate for
schools expires).

7. Mr. Greg Ridenour of the Reglstrar of Voters reports that a special election

‘ Would reqmre a notice of 88 days-after the Board of Supervisors ¢alls for the special
election. Mr: Ridenour estimates that a special election could cost the City up to $1.
million, depending on'the number of initiatives which are placed on the ballot. AB
1930 spemﬁes that the any increase in the Sales Tax rate must be approved by a
majority of the qualified voters of that couinty. However, the City Attorney’s Office
states a two-thirds voter approval is required (see Comment No. 10). AB 1930 also
indicates that the costs of a special election ¢ould be reimbursed from the proceeds
generated froin the Sales Tax rate increase. Therefore, if the voters do not approve
the increase in the Sales Tax rate, an additional cost of up to $1 million would be
incurred by the City. However, lf the special election is called as part of the
November, 1993 ballot, the additional costs incarred would only be the m1mmal
costs associated with addltlonal voter pamphlet mailing and prmtmg costs,
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% - Millions of dollars lrom San Franclsco s new county sales tax rnched their way toward Iocal classrooms yesterday when
- the; governlng boards of the publrc schools and C|ty College wrthdrew the money from escrow and deposrted ilin thelr own
bank accounts L : : : :

. : Within the next two weeks both boards wrll conSIder whether to take the rlsky step of budgetlng the money for the comlng
o SChooI year . : L D

T The tax for cash-strapped San Francrsco schools and Crty College had been frozen since: collectlon began on February. 1
because of a fawsult by the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association to nullify it, On Friday, a. Sacramento Judge drsmrssed
the sult ona technlcalrty But the group has threatened addmonal Iegal achons to stop the tax '

Voters had passed’ the temporary tax December 10 boost'ng the Incal sales tax a quatter centto 8.5 percent for 17
months The schools expecl to collect about $17 5 mrllron, and City College about $8 5 mllhon L

The Howard Jarvrs Taxpayers Association, led by Senator Quentrn Kopp, a San Francrsoo mdependent sard the tax .

_violates Proposmon 13 because it was passed by fewer than two thlrds of those votmg lf the tax is nuIIlﬁed schools would-

have to return the money

' Yesteroay, the school boards unanlmously agreed to wrthdraw the money from escrow. the frsl step toward makmg it
avatlable for budgetmg Both boards have until JuIy 1 to approve new.budgets. * ' :

The pubhc schools antlctpate layoffs program cuts and hrgher class size due to a pro;ected $23 mrllton shortage Wth the' '
" tax money, the shortage could drop.10.$5.3 mrlllon said fiscal dlrector Bob Golton although the actual ﬁgure depends on "y

thestate budget whlch is belng debated now.

. .,rty College probably Would use its share to reparr aglng burldmgs and update the computer system sald Robert Vaml of .
- the Crty College board :

Jon Coupal attorney for the tax opponents warned the boards that he wlIl appeal the Judge S rulrng and pursue other
. legal avenues to nullnfy the tax. He said the school boards would be’ absolutely stuprd" to budget the money

= Varni said: ' don' tsee any vulnerablhty at this pornt Bull am going to wait and see rf any lnformatron comes up. that .
i jwould cause ‘mé to change my posmon S o . S :
. School board Presrdent JoAnne Mlller favors budgetlng the money lt‘s not r|sky at all " she sald

- The Crty College board will have a publrc meetrng to talk about plans to spend the lax money at 7 p m. Thursday in the
Pierre Coste buildrng at 50 Phelan Avenue in San Francrsco

: The school dlslrlct's meetlng W|lI be at 7 tonlght |n the audltonum of Everett Mrddle School 450 Church Slreet
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A state: appeal court ruled yesterday that a quarter-cent sales: lax “pdssed by San Francisca voters for schools in,

Décember 1991 was invalid because-it did. not receive two-thirds of the vote as requnred by Proposition 1 3.

Jonigthan Coupal, the attorney who brought suit over the tax ont behalf of four: merchants, said the businesses he
represents will be entitied to refunds totalifig about $2,700.

was In effect for 17 months

No.orig from the San Francisco Unified School Districtcould be reached for comment on the ruling last night,

Teresa Serata, the c]t;fs budget chlef said that fastyear the votefs passed an extension of the schools sales tax, which
still stands at 8.5 percent, but this. time they did it with more than two-lhirds of the vote, so:it is not likely to ‘be legally
challenged.

She said she cotild riot immédiately comment on the éffect of yesterday’s court decision.

. FourSan Francisco retailers -~ a flowar shop, a clothing boutique and two pharmacles had sued i in Sacramento,
challenging imposition «ofihe tax.

Last May, a Supenor Court judge found the tax mvalld a rulirg upheld yesterday orj & 3-t6-0 decision by a staté appeal
court,

In an opinion by Justice Richard.Sims, the appelfate: court said the tax- agency- contralled by the San Frantisco Unified
School District and the comniunity college board was covered by the twa- thirdsyote requirement of Proposition 13, the
1978 property-tax slashing measure.
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Tax - S.F. corsumers..,

. Fighling ori - A legal fuminary

take's up the case of...

5F Sales Tax'Ruled Invaild -
$23 million collected...
PROPERTY-TAX ALLOCATION
FORMULA ORDERED
GHANGED
“Tax Ruling a Windfall for S.F,
Sghools - Official...
'Counly sues state over shifl in
funding = Moving of...

Praperty Tax Ruling Could Be:
Coslly to S.F, - Allocation...

8.F, Schiools, Gity Caflege Act
“on Sales Tax Funds

0C isa winaer in uling on
taxes - Judge invalidales...
Add-op property tax survives
atfacks in Legislature...

The ruling Js the third by an appeal court since the state Supreme Courtruled.in a'San Diego case that local taxes must
‘be approved by a two-thirds vote of the'people. The ruling in the San Diega casé came a week after” San Francisco voters:
passed the sales tax in. December 1991 with 55 percent of the Vote.

-Sims said’it did not maﬁ'e.r that the San Francisco tax was passed.a week beforé the Supreme Couirt ruling.

Propasmon A onthe Dec; 10, 1991, baliot raised-the city sales tax fromi 8.25 percent to 8 5 percent, The San Franclscé
Unified School District recelved about $15 million from the tax, and-about $8 million went fo Caly College of San’ Franc[sco

Quick Links:

Find more arlicles by Ken
Hoover, Chronicle:Staff Wriler
Find more articies on page
A8

Find all.articles on. Mdrch 29,
1994 '

Even though the tax was the subject of legal challenge, the'school district board and the commumty college board decided
to spend the money anyway 1o prevent the layoff of hundreds of teachers and other employees in the face of a-cash
shorlage.

Coupal, the atlorney for the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Associaticn, which represented the four mérchants; was
unsuccessful in obtaining a. court order; that would have blocked imposmon of the tax..

™It's very difficult in thie area of local salss tax to-prevent logal government from successfully breaking the law - that‘
exactly what happened here," Coupal sald,

Coupal said he Is studying ways to hold the school boards financially accountable,
He said he suspects that other Bus{ni;ssés may file claims for refinds of the sales tax, to which they are legally enfilled.

Custcfmers think of themselves 4§ paying the tax because refailers genera]ly pass the tax-along,” Coupat sald. > *But
techmcally. it's the. retal[ers wha are’ respon5|ble for the tax and who.ar¢ requiréd.to fi Il Gut quarterly reports,”

index terms: Propasilion. 13;Pmposiﬁpm:.sﬁ- SALES.TAXRULING; COURTS, EDUCATION, FINANTE VIOLATIONS; ELECTIONS 1991
Record: 10450 Copyright; Copyright 1994 San Francisco Chronjcle

Return o Brzudis

hitp//infoweb.newsbank.com.ezproxy.sfpl.orgiresources/doc/nbinews/0EBAF SPAE BEDDE7p= AMNEWSBdrefer=news/OEB4F5083842A8A & drefer fype=mit
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Rider v. County of San Diego '(1991):

[No. 8‘0179"‘1_,7‘ Dec 19, 1991.]

RICHARD . J. RIDER et al., Plaintiffs and Respondents; v. COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO et
al.; Defendants and Appellants. |

(Superior Court of Riverside County, No: 194690, Gordon R, Burkhart, Judge.)

(Opinion by Lucas, C. J., with Arabian, Baxter and George, JJ.; concurring. Separate
concurring opinion by George; J., with Panelli, J., concurring. Separdte dissenting
opinions by Mosk and Kenrard, JJ.)

COUNSEL

'_Lloyd M. Harmon, Jr:, County C,_o,’uhsel‘, Daniel :J,,- Wallace and biané Bardsley; Chief

Deputy County Cotnsel, Bruce D. MacLeish and Andrew J. Freeman, Deputy County
Counsel, McDougal, Love, Eckis, Grindle & O'Connor, Lynh R, McDougal and Tamara
A. Smith for Defendants-and Appellants,

John K. Van de Kamp and Daniel E. Lungren, Aftorneys General, Jack T. Kerry and

iEdmondB Mamer, Deputy Attorneys General, Keélvin H. Booty, Jr., County Counsel

(Alameda), James F. ‘May, Assistant County Counsel Susan Mirasian, County Counsel

~ (Butte); Max E. Robinson, County Counsel (Fresno), John E. Slutter, Deputy Coiinty

Counsel, Janes.P. Lough, County Counsel (Humboldt), Thomas M. Fries, County
Counsel (Imperial), Kevin E. Ready, Deputy County Counsel, Bernard C..Barmann,
County Counsel (Kern), Stephen D. Schuett, Assistant Couiity Counsel, Cameron-L.
Reeves, County Counsel {Lake), De Witt W, Clintori, County Courisel (Los Angelés),
David L. Muir, Députy County Counsel, Jeffrey L. Kuhn, County Counsel (Madera),
Douglas J, Malorey, County Counisel (Marin), Allen A. Haim, Deputy County Counsel,

“James S. Reed, County Counsel (Mono), Ralph R. Kuchler, County Counsel (Monterey),

Leroy W. Blankenship; Deputy Coun’glet)unseI, James A. Curtis, County Courisel
(Nevada), Robert Shuliman, County Counsel (Plumas), William C. Katzenstein, County

o R

hitpi/Aaw justia.com/cases/california/supreme-colrti4th/4/1.birmi P161
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now § 93, subd. (a); Carman v Alvord (1982) 31 Cal. 3d 318, 331 [182 Cal. Rptr. 506,
644 P.2d 192].) In other words; as a practical matter, the proposed extension of
Richmond to all districts, whenever created, which lack pibpérty tax power would read
section 4's reference to "special districts” out of existence as applied to districts formed
after 1978

As the plurality opinion in Richmond explained, section 4 of Proposition 13 was
intended to restrict the ability of local governments to impose new taxes to replace
property tax revenues lost under the other provisions of that measure. (See 31 Cal.ad at
p- 206.) This intent would be frustrated if cities and counties were nonetheless
permitted to arrange for the formation of local taxing districts to finance mlﬁiicipal
functions without securinig the requisite two-thirds voter approval.

‘Thuis, we hold that "special district” would include any lq_cél taxing agency created to
- raise funds for city or county purposes to replace revenues lost by reason of the
restrictions of Proposition 13.

- In the present case, the evidence that the Agency was created to raise funds for county

_purposes and thereby circumvent Proposition 13 is strong. [3] In future cases; however;
‘marshalling such eviderice of intentiotial circamvention may be-difficult. Thus, we.
believe that courts may infer such intent whenever the plaintiff has proved the new tax
agency is essentially controlled by one or more cities or counties that otherwise would
have had to comply with the. sui)ermaj ority provision of section 4. In determining [1
Cal. 4th 12]whetlier such contro] exists,-a variety of considerations may be relevant
including the presence or absence of (1). substantlal miuniéipal control over agency
operations, revenues or expendlmres, (2) mumqpa_l ownership or control over agency
property or facilities, (3) coterminous physical boundaries, (4) ¢onimon or overlapping.
governing boards, (5) municipal involvement ini the creation or formation of the agency,
and(6) agency performance of functions customarily or historically performed by
municipalities and financed through levies of property taxes..

The "essential control” standard posited above is not'necessarily the functional
equivaleiit of the "alter-ego" theory used to- ;"pier(;q' the corporate veil" for purposes of
imposing liability on the individual shareholders: (See, e:g., Mesler v. Bragg
Managemerit Co. (1985) 39 Cal. 3d 290, 300-301 [216 Cal. Rptr. 443, 702 P.2d 601].)
Rathier than attempting to demonstrate that the subject agency and courty are identical
entities, application of the "essefitial contiol” test simply affords ground for reasonably
inferring an intent to circumvent Proposition 13:

‘hitp:/fiaw Justia com/cases/california/supreme-court/Athv1/1.htrl ‘ 935
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“Vanoni v. Cdunty. of Sonoma (1974)-40 Cal. App. 3d 743, 748-751 [115 Cal. Rptr. 485],
serves as-an instructive 'anal’ogoﬁ‘sj}'irecedent, There, the appellate court considered
whethier a water district should be déemed the alter ego of a county for purposes of
applying the constitutional debt limitation applicable to cities, counties.and school
districts, butnot to water districts. (Cal: Const:, former art. X111, §'40; seeid., art. XVI, §
18.) The court observed that although the county and water district shared common
boundaries, governing boards, citizens and taxable property, and the:district was
performing functions traditipnally performed b ountles (40 Cal.App.3d at pp. 748-
749), the district remained separa’ce legal entity hiot subject to the debt limitation in
the absence of‘a showing "thE entity subject 1o the limitation [i.€:, the county] c}ontr_olled
the decision to incur the debt or levy the tax." (Id. at p. 750, italics added.)

As Vanoni concluded, "Although the Sonoma Water:District may be performing
functions traditionally performed by counties, appellants have offered no evidence,
beyond the fact that the same individuals sit on the governing boards of both the county

" and the water district, that Sonoma County exercises actual control over the actions of
the district. The fact that the same individuals are members of both boards is not
sufficient to establish that control. [Citation.]" (Vanoni v. County of Sonoma, supra, 40
Cal.App.3d at pp. 750-751, italics added.) We agree with Vanoni that common governing
boards do not invariably indicate county control, but certainly'tha,t'fact is relevant to the
inquiry. The defermination whether a city or county essentially controls a taxing agency.
is one that necessarily must be miade on a case-by-case basis, using the criteria
suggested above. [1 Cal. 4th 13]

We are unconvinced that application of the "essential control" standard would
necessarily jeopardize all taxing agencies created since 1978. As plaintiffs observe, the
statufes establishing such agencies-and providing for the adoption of tax ordinances
‘typically contain sfricit'time limitations governing commencement of Titigation.
challenging their validity. (Seg, e.g., Gov. Code, § 26282 [pertaining to the-San Diego

~ ‘County agency involved herein]; Code Civ. Proc., §§ 860 [in reém validation procedure],
863 [60-day statute of limitations for challenging validity of agency-action].) Unlike
curative acts; which generally are unable to cure constitutional defects (see Hoffman v.
City of Red Bluff (1965) 63 Cal. 2d 584, 592 [47 Cal. Rptr. 553, 407 P.2d 857]; -
Aughenbaugh v. Board of Supervisors (1983) 139. Cal. App. 3d 83, 90-91:[188 Cal.Rptr.
523]), such statutes of limitations are deemed within legislative power toprovide a
prompt validating procedure for asserting such challenges (seée Rand v. Bossen (1945)
27 Cal. 2d 61, 64- 67 [162 P.2d 457]; Graydon v. Pasadena Redevelopment Agericy

hitp:/faw justia.com/casesicalifornia/supreme-court/4th/i/1.hml ‘_ 10/35
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Member
. Boardof Supervisors
City and County of San Fraricisco,

Aled @ 300
37

March 15, 1993

TO: Hon. Members of the Board
FR: Supervisor Carole Migden

RE: Immediate Adoption Item
Declarlng a June 15, 1993 Special Elzction

On Roll Call today, I will ask that the attached motion be
approved on the Immediate Adoption Calendar.. The motion would
declare a Speglal Election to be held on .June 15, 1993.

You will recall that the Board authorized creation of a
Joint Finance ARuthority to determine whether San Francisco
voters should be asked to extend all or some portion of one
half-cent of sales tax should it expire as scheduled on June 30.

The Authority has decided that the voters should be asked
to extend one-quarter cent of the sales tax to fund the School
District and Communlty'College District. This extension would
‘have the effect of replacing the one-quarter cent sales tax
currently collected by the Schools which alsd expires on
June 30,

The earliest date on ‘which a Speclal Election ‘can now be:
called is June 15, 1993, That date would be secured by our
action today'ﬂeclarlng the election, pursuant to the action of
the Joint Finance Authority. The cost of the election will be
approximately $600,000.. The entire cost will be paid by the
School District and Community College District, as ‘made cleax
in the motion declaring the election.

Please contact. my office if you have any questions 1n

advance of today's Board meeting,
$ 600, 000
/ﬁ‘hm-@%

Thank you for your consideration.

Lo~ §3- 2.

Room 235 ¢ CiyHall e+ SanFaR3B4uliforna 94102 = (415).554.4033
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FILE NO._101-92-66.2

(Government Funding) : :

Department: Source of Funds and
and Number Purpose of Appropriation

ot -001 General Furid

99-00-00 General Fund Unallocated

|GL155 (119990) Interfund Receivable
lIsubsidiary 000078 SFUSD:-- Spedial Election Advance

80 - 00 - 00 Registrar of Voters
Project037-01  Special Election Fund
20-2010° (430025) Program Project Budget

APPROVED ASTOFORM:
LOUISE H.RENNE; CITY ATTORNEY

DEPU_TYCW ATTORNEY

| BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

| P165

on

Ry
E S

ORDINANCE NOZ &2‘,%

RO#92246  SA#118

APPROPRIATING 120,000 FOR PROGRAM PROJECT BUDGET (SPECIAL ELECTION
|FUND), REGISTRAR OF VOTERS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1992 - 93;

Be it ofdained by the people of the City and County of San Francisco:
Section 1. FUNDS ARE HEREBY APPROPRIATED FOR FY 1992-93 AS FOLLOWS;

| Amount: |
Debit Credit
$120,000

$120,000

FUNDS AVAILABLE:

“CONTROLLER

4 (20,000




'[Metered Yellow Zone, Downtown Core]

'ICommittee w1th request it be con51dered at the May 20, 1993 meetin

'File 190 93 4

“‘Monday, ‘May .10, 1933

Resolution urging’ the Mayor: to:urge. the Parking and Traffic;rw”’
Commission to- expand metered yallow. zones. in:the Downtown:Core to

"Van Ness and Socuth of Market and: to urge the Pirking and’ Traffic f;?'-*

Commission -and: the Police’ Commission v;QorbUsly to cite

.non-commercial vehicles 111ega11y parked in yellow zones-as well asi

commercial vehiclesiparked: illegally in yellow zones ' all: day i
(Supervisor Maher, presented ) "Referred: to' Housing and-Land Use’

_[Manual Traffic Control] . :
~Resolution ‘declaring ‘the: policy of the City and County that 1t is

essential to: San Francisco’s tran51t plan tag ‘have manual traffic_

control-in ‘the City s 'busiest intersections 'in the Downtown Core of
the City during periods'of peak évening traffic. . (Supervisor Maher:
presented. )

I it be: con51dered at the May 20, 1993 meeting.

:99‘La.

‘ .(Supervisor Maher: presented.) }
‘Committee with request it be ccn51dered at the May 20, 1993 meeting.lu‘

'File 190 93 5

[Manual, Traffic Control staff]

Resolution urging:the Mayor to’ urge the Parkxng and Traffic

" Commission:to take:all stepsinecessary: to hire. twenty-four tol
“thirty-six additional ‘parking control officers whose primary
~function would be the ‘control of. traffic in heavily used:

Intersections ‘in: the. ¢ity durxng periods of ‘peak -evening- tratfic :
Referred to Housing and Land Use

vFile 190~93 5 l

(Double Parking Ba11 Increase to "$100]

' Resolution. urging the Municipal Court to increasé: the bail for

-[Ballot Measure]

‘double parking violations from $43 'and $50 to $100 ‘and urging the
: Parking dand ‘Traffic Commission-and:the Police :Commission to: place a3’

high priority on. wvigorously citing viclators 'of double parking

‘prohibitions, especially during periods of peak evening traffic.

(Superyisor Maher presented.) ' Referred to Housing' and.Land Use
cgmmittee ‘wikh request it be cons1dered at the May 20, 1993 meeting

File 237—93 2

Charter amendment: (First'Draft) amending Section 7 309 relating to.

“financing constructionior improvement.of capital facilities.or -
. purchase of equxpment.

(Supervisor Hsieh presented.)
Rules: Committee.

File 240-93-1 R S S g

462~

‘Referred . to Housing and Land Use Commzttee with requestﬁ -

Referred_to-fﬁ'b"

s ’mie 24 1‘_4.9,3*'41' L

:f[Ballot Measure]

'isile 243 93'1;;:”

"'_Board.

‘File 245-93-1. S

" Report by. Reglstrar oE Vbters on bhe proposed cuts 1n the 1993 94
_budget eliminating or restricting the availability of absentee

' Flle 100~93—7

| mMonday; May.10. 1993 -

[Hallot Measure]

. 'Chdrter amendment. (Rough Draft) amending Section 3. 543 relating to:

" Deputy Chiefs, -Fire ‘Department, to allow the:Fire Chief to :appoint. -

- two .Deputy Chiefs from' uniformed officers holding rank of Battalion

‘Chief or ASsistant Chief.
‘towkules-Committee;

(Supervxsor H51eh'presented ) ‘Referred’

Chatrter amendment (First Draft) amending Section 6.203 to require
the.mayor ‘to transmit to the board: of ‘supervisors the: proposed

‘budget. for .the ensuing fiscal year by the first.ddy of May of ‘dach’

year.. (Supervxsor Migden presented ) Referred to Rules Committee.,f

i'_Fxle 242~93 l

[Ballot Measure]

. - Charter, amendment (First Draft) amending Section ‘7.309: relatlng tu
- the financ;ng ‘OF .the acquisition of equipment by increa51ng then_;-
‘'obligations’ or evidence of - 1ndehtedness from $20 to #$40 million.

(Superv1sor Shelley presented ) Referred to Rules Committee.

[Ballot Measure] : )
Charter améndment (Rough Draft) amending Section 3 570 relating to

“the composition of the Retirement Board of the City and County

Employees' Retirement System by adding a retired person to the’
(Superv1sor shelley presented )

vﬁefexred{td'Board_

~

[Request]

ballots and budget:cuts -affecting 'access. to polling places.
(Supervisor.Conroy presented.) ;' At the directionof. the President
scheduled for con51derat10n by the Board on May 17 1993.”-

'jFile 30-93- 9, "By supervrsor Shelley" :
electro magnetic: Elelds and"poteritial impacts to re51dents 11v1ng e

To con51der the issue of

near  such fields.

- Referred to Health Public Safety and Environment -
Committee. . . )

46330

Referred ‘to Rules Committee;j{;_;



Drdinance appropriating 5120 000 Regxstrar of VQters, ﬁor program
project budget (Special Election Fund). : (Supervisoxr Migden:
presented.) Referred to:Budget Committee: with request 1t be o
con51dered at’ the’ May 5, 1993 meetlng R

F11e 101 92~ 56 z

[Surplus Property] : ' :

Ordinance repealing Ordinance ‘No. “16 —»3 W, 1ch authorxzed and
directed the sale of surplus c1ty—owned property known as’ a portion.
of Water Department Parcel 55 located; at Lake Merced Boulevard -and
John Muir Drive, which. property is- currently’ beirg. leased to: the
‘Olympic: Club." (Supervisor Harlinan presented ) Referred to Budget

Committee.
- f%ect4;£25 E>cttu4
Ctkwwwt AR 3= suﬁ,oy} biy
[Property Tax ‘Allocation] .

‘Ordinance amending. Adm1nistrat1ve Code by adding Sections 10.7- 2
.through;10.7+2.3 to reguire the Controller to: allocate. property:
taxes~c011ected in the CitY‘and Countyvin accordanceywith‘the law
.governing: apportlonment during: fiscal: year. '1992-93 . (Supervisori.:
‘Shelley presented ) Referred to Budget Committee_ AR .

File 96-93-1,1

File 97— 93 25

-[Rent Fee] ‘ i :
dinance amending Admlnistrative Code by amending Bection: 37A. 2(d)
increase’ the ‘Residentiali Rent-Stabilization and@ Arbitration Fee

,Sibm eight to ten dollaxs. ' (Supervisor Migden presented.) Referred -

‘tb'Budget Committee T o TR R

File 97-93- 26

[Cafe Tables and Chaxrs] .

‘Ordihance 'amending Public ‘Works Code. Article 5.2," by deleting
- Sections 176 through- 182 inclﬂsive, ‘by "adding new. Sections 176
through: 185 thereto, authorizing the Director: of. the Department of
‘Public Works: to. issue cafe.tables-and chairs ‘permits;:’requiring
owners or operators of buszness establlshments seeking. to “occupy: a
portion of aipublic sidewalk, court, alley ‘or. .street: . with cafe
_“‘tables 'and chairsito obtain a:cafe tables. and chairs permit;.
Vauthorizing ‘the: Director of ‘the Department of Public: Works .to
establish guidelines for cafe tables and chairs;. regquiring - permit -
‘applicants to. post notice .of intent ‘on:the. business premises;
_'establishing. process: for protest .and: appeal of denial. of’ permxt,
setting conditxons and restrictions ‘on. permits; ‘providing for: .
‘suspension or revocatxon of permlts, establishing penalties and
remedies for failure to ccmply withi.said Article. ‘(Supervxsor ;
Alioto presented Yy “Referred to Housing and ‘Land Use: Committee with
request it be considered at the May 5, 1993 meeting.

‘File. 123 93 1.

. ‘[Illegal Dumping Fine] . : ”
”Substitute resolutxon urging”the Mun1c1pal Court to 1ncrease the
“bail-for'illegal dumping of refuse from $30 to $300.
‘Shelley pPresented.)

. File 4 93 IB

'[Water Department] L z : :
QResolutlon urging the Mayor to urge the Public Utllltles Comm15510n

-Supervisor Hallinan;- scheduled: for consxderation by the Board on Mayl’flf
w10, : S : .

F11e 1as~93 2 f .

_File 207293~ 5.2,
'Commlttee.
'File 207 93-18, By: Supervxsor Sheliey-

~adequaté youth activities in ‘the .Sunset

‘Motion :concurring in the determlnat1on of the Mayor Eor the

. 'Referred to Board May .10,
- Reference Calendar.: i

- Monday; WAy 3, 1893 0 o0 el hoow

(SuperV1sor
Referred to Health -and Publxc Safety Commlttee

File 237-93-1.

Referred to. Board '’

L[Proclamation] ;
. Resolution. commending Chancellor Julius R. Kravans, MD, on his:

retirement for his ocutstanding contrlbution to the people of the -
City: and County of -San Francisco for.over two decades and urging hlS i
Honor, the Mayor,: to declare May 19, 1993 as "Julius R. Krevans, MD.o~
"Day" in San Francisco. {Supervisor ‘Maher presented.)  Reférred ‘to .. .

"Board May 10, 1993 For Adoption without Committee Reference Calenda

da;iéd:c;atftémnxttee~"

to ‘eliminate: a1l of the temporary positions added to 'the Water
Department £6r the drought.,. . Called’ from Budget ‘Committee by

1993,

‘To vonsider' the increase in .\~
Health and Public¢ Safety

By supervzsor Conroy.
crimes committed ‘by _youth.. Referred to

To consider the issues of. .
and: litter ‘problems and
Distrlct. Referred tu-

public safety: and enforCement, graffiti

Health and Pub11c Safety Committee.

.Referredmtohnoard.’..”
[Needie' Exchange] L T T
continued need for the declaration of emergency . in connection'with
the: Neédle: Exchange Program: {Supervisor.: Alioto presented.).’
‘1993 . For AdoptlonAW1thout,Commlttee

File 30-93-5.4

—435—
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LEGISLATIVE ‘HISTORY SHEET

1 - 00=93-
! Elle No. ;go 93-7. |
. . ‘Request
Ordinance, Resolution; etc._ eq#es_j
‘Subject: S
[Reguest] : , N L
‘Report by Registrar of Voters on the proposed cuts in the 1993-94 budget

eliminating or. restricting the availability of absenteé ballots and budget
cuts affecting access to polling places.

L o . v , o s.".>? & C in BA.
(1) Initially introduced by or received from: oo oor “omo¥ TR

Date:

5/10/93

(2) Referred by President to Committee on:
Date:_

(3) Other Disposition:

On Board Immediate Adoption Caieéndar of

On Board Emergency Calendar of

Scheduled for public hearing on

,,,,,,

Record of Board and Committee Actions: _ .
~ May 10, 1993 — At the diréctién of the President, scheduled for
- » sideration by > .Board on May 17, 1993,

— - gan pataon by the B
mm 7 9% F b ) earing called.

o T 105 1)
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ACCESS FOR THE DISABLED VOTER

by the Ballot Simplification Committee

BEFORE E ELECTION DAY

VOTE-BY-MAIL——Absenlee ballots for the Juns_ 15, 1993
election will be mailed betweén May 17 and June-7, Ballots are-

maited within 3 days afier receipt of each requesf, If you do not.

receive your ballot. within. 10:days after- you have sent in your
request, please call the Registrar of Voters at 554-4375.

Yoters withi specific disabilities may apply for Permanent Abseniee

Voler status. See Page. 15 for information, If you are a Permanent

Absentoe Voter, an absentee ballot will be mailed 10 you automati-
cally for all fiiture elections, unless you move, or ‘re-register. Then
you would need fo re-apply o be a Permanent Abseatee Voter.
TAPE RECORDINGS:— The San Francxsco Public Library for
the Blind and Print Handicapped-at 3150 Sacramento Strest pro-
‘duces and distributes tapg-recorded copiés of the Voter Informa-

tion Pamphlet for gsc by visually impaired votets, The teJephone:

number is 292-2022,

“TD.D, (TELECOMMUNICATIONS DEVICE FOR THE
DEAF)~~ Hearing-impaired or - speech-impaired voters who have
& TDD may communicate with the San.Francisco Reglslmr of
Volers" office by calling 554-4386.

" ONELECTION DAY:

ASSISTANCE ~. Voters unable to mark their ballot may bnng .
one of two persons with them into the voling booth 1o assist them,

- or they may ask poll workers to provide needed agsistance,

CURBSIDE VOTING — If archileétiral barciers preventa voter
from entering the polling place, poll workers will bring the necessary
voting materials to the voter in front of the polling place.

. PARKING —If their pollmg place is in a residential garage,
elderly and handicapped volers may park in the driveway while:
voling, provided they donot block traffic.

READING TOOLS — Every polling place has large-print in-
structions on how 10 vole and special sheets to mngmfy the type o
the ballot,

SEATED VOTING — Every polling: plnce has a lensl one’
voting boath whichi allows voters t6 vote while sitting iia chair or-
awheelchair.

VOTING TOOLS —~- Every polling place has an easy-gtip pen
for signing the roster and an easy-grip tool for punchmg the ballot,

' IMPORTANT NOTICE
Therc nre many pollmg ‘place changos for this clection, Please check thé polling place addsess on the label on the back cover of your
voter handbook, You may find it more convénicnt to vote by mail (scé page 15) or io vate at City Holl between May 17 and June 15,
Voting hours in City Hall are 830.0.m, 10 4:00 p.m., Monday through Fndny On Saturday and Sunday, June 12 and 13 , yoii may vot¢ in
City Hall between 108.m, and 3 p.m, On Election Day you may vote in City Hall between 7:00 a.m, and 8:00 p.m,

R

If you desire a ‘copy of the proposed ordinance for Proposmon A,
please call the Registrar's Office at (415) 554-4375 @nd a |
copy will be mailed at no cost to you.

4
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San Francisco, CA 94102-4691 o PR 5[ 17 / f&

OFFICE OF THE REGISTRAR OI'-‘ VOTERS, -, ' g} BULKRATI
City and County of Sari Francisco ~ * ™ - B L
Rooin 158 - City Hall L f)P LS 6%(-’;

400 Van Ness Avenue o

-Califomia
Permit No. 2750

CAR-RT SORT

(415) 554 4375

Voter, please brlng this entire back page wlth you to the poiling place The locatlon of your polllng
place is shown on the label below. Please DO NOT remove the label from the application below.
BE E&mﬁﬁm%ﬁlﬂ:ﬁﬁﬁsﬁ ° w&EWMEEDET EE L o g!ammmmammmﬁ °

ﬁlﬂﬂﬂ‘mﬁ)‘i : . :
LOCATION OF YOUR ' , 8 vES orNO ‘:5
* POLLING PLACE . _ : Is Poli Location:
S ML _ . Handicapped
MAILING : - Accessible?

ADDRESS ' . | RERREE
. T HEERATNE

Wﬁlﬂﬂ(ﬁﬁ?ﬂﬁﬁﬂﬁ— 1993’4?55 15 E f AU A Itk o A e B 5 X 21993426 18 Y W AC E AR B RE MR
ABSENTEE BALLOT (Vote-By-Mall) APPLICATION - June 15, 1993 Speclal Election

Sign thls -application and refurm n Reg:strar must receive application by June 8; 1993:

check One: IRFHp-RE/B: ~ || Check Here If Appropriate: ﬂlﬁ!&‘!ﬂ&hﬁlﬁ
- Send my:ballot to the address on the label above. | have moved sinca | last-registered to vote, -
mmmwﬂmﬂwrm s hlﬂ‘y new address is prlmedrg%low
Idence Address ONLY.) & EXREfIABZARE |
I want my ballolsent to the address prinied betow, " [[ = (&S °
SN RAANNNANRANNNEN NRARANRRARASANNANRRE
| [NNENENENNNNNNRANNSNEN [NNRNARNANNANSRNRRRNEN
L] ﬂl RN Hﬂl [I[TTIT]| sANFRancisco,ca E
cip'i . State il 2{p Code BERM nHMﬁﬁm Zip .
Check below all that apply, then sign your name; mETMﬁmﬁEfﬁmmua
u?w for an Absentee Ballot for dune 15, 1693; | hae nof‘and il fy {0 be a PERMANENT ABSENTEE VOTER | mee! ths
" notapply for an abseittes ballulbyanyotharmean& RuiowageH | qua flealions expiained on page 15, KtbAA M
ISRMANARER WU RSN ST RWRRER o FHET IR AARRR RN -

You MUST SIGN here, (o receive a ballol, ERGUERITRRERNE «

Your signature = DO NOT PRINT 44T RUN:  Date Signed W% Day Time Phone AM®N  Evening Phone WoRE
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o ,tunnmg Vlctory of Prop A Has lmpllcatlons Beyond S F

: Document Stunnlng Vctory of Prop A Has mphcatrons BeymdS F Amerlcas News Hlstorlx:al and Current

Olher Products * u r\-r_)

Vrew Hrstory lvly Collecbon - Logm Help Qontact Customer Servlce

Tell us what you thlnk of our. mter]’acel

jNe\_r; S_e_'avrch)r

. F‘Ptem tc Fw-ullr

Hlde Detarls ' :
' San Francisco: Chmmcle (CA} (Published as THE SAN FRANC/SCO CHRONICLE} June 19, 1993 Bmwse /ssues

K Au!hor/Byllne *JERRY ROBERTS' . Edition: HNAL Secﬂon NE] WS Fage A4 Column JERRY ROBERTS ON POLIHCS
-Readablllly >129/ade /evel{LexlIe 1340) R s : TR S

R

violis - Arilole 12.¢f 220 Fen®

- Related Lrticles
- All About Marin: Falrfax backed |
Obama wnth BB 3 percent

For John Whltehurst {he-amazing: spectacle wherem San Franclsco voters ovenrvhelmrngly volunteered thrs week to raise |

. helr own taxes forever was d matter of eleganttactrcs and snmple strategy
We created a very. select unlverse of voters," Sald veteran local campargn consultant Whlte urst'. ";‘Thenv we just s
Vpounded the p-= out of them T o

Amid record low turnout San Francrscans on Tuesday passed Proposmon A a permanent extensron of a temporary" '

iy one-quarter cent sales tax earmarked for schools

' The pro-taxers won 74 percent a stunnmg result wlth statemde pollcy and pollttcal reverberetlons

' As a matter of str ategy, the $1 50 000 pro—Proposmon A effort was a case study of how towin a hlgh lmpact low—prof |e

_ speclal interest election,

Rle lol-ax g6,

T*We stayed under the radar,"the victorious Whitehurst said.” But by TUesday. we could tell you almost by ﬂrst name who

- was going to come out and vote.”

B - Amang the key elements of the campalgn:'

7 On that playlng t’ eld, the campalgn |dentrt‘ ed @ umverse of potentral supporters consrstlng of 75, 000 voters W|th a drrecj

» DEFINI'NG THEVUNlVERSE

: Off year special electrons always have' very low turnouts; and this one burred the needle Drawmg Just 20 percent of
voters it beat the preVIous modern low of 25 percent fora ho-hum 1981 city race : :

" ersonal slake: district teachers; administrators and malntenance workers publlc school parents and City College of San|

2.

: Francrsco mstructors and students:.

F&aw where ¢

: i Matchlng that group to compu terlzed lists of people who voted in recent elections, Whltehurst threw out 10, 000 names of
__likely nonvoters, then aimed and Tired the campaign at the' remaining 65,000. The bottom line, pendlng final, certrﬁed

——e”

: ) fgures mere than 58,000 of about 80, 000 people who bothered to vote Tuesday favored the tax,

g

v,f)..-_-,,,‘;tg;,g -i';;nh@lé;s'

- bi\urs
- EXPAND[NG THE BASE

The front commlttee ot the winning campargn was t’nanced and dommated by key labor unions thal. dlrectly benet‘l lrom
“the tax; the Uniled Educators of San Francisco, a Iocal amalgam of the California- Teachers Association and’ Amerrcan
Federation of Teachers; Local 2121 of the Amencan Federation of Teachars, whrch represents City College lnstruclors
- and Local 790 representlng Janitors and other nonclassroom workers R

A e pfé Vovcd w0 - B ’ L s
But the campaig ‘tlso garnerrearly important endorsements on the opposlte end of the spectmm like Supervusors
‘Annemarie Conroy and Tom Hsleh and the city's ‘Apartment Owners Association. This provnded cover for conservatlves
:-and |solated afew vocal critics, such as: state Senator Quentin Kapp and the GOP Cenfral Committee.

File £0-93-X 3[5-317 oMqrprme,Sli ~Sjlo
i”He-‘\é'{OU l> SW'\/"THC,7 0\ h’\@\, e M (mt—l

iReglstrar Germalne Wong said the Proposition A carpaign broke the cnﬁprewous record for absentee ballo cast as
percentage of. turnout = 40 percent compared to the prewous h|gh of 38 percent |n a 1987 speclal electlon won by

:Representatlve Nancy Pelosi. At)Sol(L'k.ﬂ'- \UKS 5«,“&5 Po“ TN'Mw\’ lW C«H.W-Ok ta

A huge ma)onty of those voters favored the sales tax as an aggresslve absentee-vote ‘effortby Proposrtl

-ABSENTEE VOTE MANIA

Aforces put :

: 23 000 ballots in the bank before electron day = FI(Q 'OO q 3 _7 <\Ab_-,e;\ ‘-(_Q_ I:u“o-}— bwl

MIXED MEDIA d clq ﬁrilﬂ' Q{'\D

_'The campargn melded trad|t|onal tactlcs wrth state-of the- art communlcatlons technlques A well staffed phone ba
: round operation ldentrﬁed and delrvered {0 the: polls 18, 000 known supporters :

*ﬂn‘t

Added fo. the absentee votes Ihis. strong base meant the campargn had to win Iess than 40 percent of all remalmng voles
-cast: When the deal went down, they got more than half of ihe balance yreldlng the extraordlnanly brg vrctory

The Proposmon Aforces alse blanketed potentlal backers wrth more modem salesmanshlp prerecorded targeted taped

http:/fi //' nfoweb. fewsbank.com, ezproxy.sfpl org/resources/doclnblnews/OEB4F5@l12ﬁ1298?p—AMNEWS

folln Stzt.{*ans

. .Local campa|gners prepare
fnal push. -

ABSENTEES MAIL INS ARE
CHALLENGE. FORSCHOOLS .

Voler lurnout by countlans
could top 80% - :

‘Romney pulls in majonty of

| cash :
SR FIREWORKS FreHT o
LIKELY SET MONEY MARK-" |-
‘MEASURE..." B
School dlstriot may decide
“city/countyissue -
Traditionally W

- Drverse group seeks
':judgeshlps Twelve .
candidates...
" Poli: Voters |eaning againsl fax
cuis

-Poli: Volers leaning ag’ainst tax

| euts

Qulck Llnks
. Find' more art|cles by JERRY
"~ ROBERTS :
- . Find more ar1|cles on page
“A4
".Find all artrcles on June 19,
1993
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CsmROTT

K IThe 74 percent of pro-tax voters'in San Francrsco easlty surpassed the normally tough- '- wrn two thrrds vote that wﬂl; R
lrkely be requrred for many of those local i mcreases : : B - s

: ln a broader sense the result was key because the budget brouhaha between state and tocat governments over
: extendmg a separate temporary half- cent sales tax means voters throughout Calrfomra face srmllar cholces in November

.‘,Coupled with' "nexpected pro—tax sentlment in Iocal electlons around the state - voters in conservatrve San Bernardrno

» Amerrcas News HlstoncalandCurrent

tunmng Vctory of Prop A Has thlrcatrons Beyond S,

Logln Hetp Contact Customer Servlce Tell us what you | thrnk of our lnterfaoeJ E

m
ne

: The tapes were programmed to delrver a 30-second sprel even if contact was made only wnth a phone answenng

machrne, as many targeted voters repe tedly dlscovered upon checklng thelr messages after gettlng home from work

It wasn't braln surgery," Whitehurst . deslty sald of his textbook campa|gn lt wasn 't too shabby, e|ther

S County. for example, narrowly mlssed the two- thlrds hurdle for a specla! tax thls month rt could harbinger an lmportant;.: ) o

: ﬁswmg in publrc oplnron

- M The conventronat wrsdom has always been that in a low- turnout electron tax measures w1l| go down to hornble

defeats said Calrfornra Polt dlrector Mervin Fleld

Y But after ali the state budget cr|ses and local scare storles they are beglnnmg to believe that a rot of the fat in-

govamment has been fned out "

B Index ferms; PropasmonA SF ELEC770N$‘ 1993; SALES 7J4X SCHOOLS . Rer:ord 77754 .
. Copyr/ghr Copyrfghr 1993 San Francisco Ch/anrcle ) = :

‘Returic Resuils | . : - : AR CPievious  Arlicl 2 o470 INexd

Privacy F’ot’u:y Terms of Use-| €201 7~Newséank, inc,

T http;{ﬁ‘nfoWeb.neWSbank.com,ezproxy.'sfbl.orglresourt:es/dot:/nb/néWSIOEBith_E?SaZ?BZZQB?FAMNE_WS ‘ : s : ) 213
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I N

(Sih Francisco Public Finance-Aufhority)

AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF AN AGREEMENT 'EET_REEN, THE SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC

FINANCE AUTHORITY AND. THE STATE Bogkn_or'EQUALIZKTION'roa,PREPAhATION 10

ADMINISTER AND OPERATE THE AUTHORITY'S TRANSACTIONS £ND USE TAX ORDINANCE.
RESDLVED, That the San Francisco Public Finance Authority authorizes the

execution of an agreement with the State Board of Equa)izatlon to implement

the provisions of Parts 1.6 and 1.7 of Div1s;on 2 of the California Revenue

and Taxation Code, for the purpose of preéparing o administer and opérate the

© San Francisco Public Finance Authority transactions and use fax ordinance; and

- therefore be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this agreement shall continue in effect until the

- preparatory work necessary to administer the Authority's transactions znd use

tax ordinince-has been c0m§leted5and the Stzte Board of Foualization nas
received all payments due from the Authority; and therefore be it.

-FURTHER RESOLVED; That the Superintendent of the San Francisco u'qif'ie'd,
Schoo? District and the Chanceilor of the San Francisco Community College
District are hereby authorized to enter into and sign the agreement for the
Authority. -

The -forooing Resolution #a§ sassed and sdopted by the San Francitco

© Pyblic Finance Authority at @ meetifig thereof, this 2Wigay of Sebtember5 1983

By the following vote, to wit:

ATTEST: éﬂw"‘ﬂ/ V: C“Vr“Ca

Acting Secretary
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- '~ AGREEMENT FOR PREPARATION TO' ADMINISTER 36/
AND OPERATE DISTRICT'S TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAX ORDINANCE

In order to prepare to admlnlster'a transac ons- and use
tax ordlnanceradopted in accordance with the’ prov1smo,s of Part 1.6

(commencing with Section 7251) of Division 2’o£’the,RQVeﬁﬁe‘ahd

Taxation Code, the SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY .., héreinafter -

called "pistrict", and the STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZK’I‘IO&’,- hereinafter’
called "Board"; do agree as follows?y

1. The Board agrees to enter inté work to prepate to
administer and operate a trahﬁaotions and,use tax in conformity
with Part 1.6 of Division 2 of the Revenue and Taxation Code which
Has been approved by a majority of the electors of the District and
‘whose ordinance has been adopted by the District.

2. District agrees to pay to the Board at the times and
in the amounts hereinafter specified all of the Board's. costs for
preparatory work necessary to administer the District's
transactions and use tax'ordinaﬁée. The Board's costs for
preparatory work include costs of developing procedures,’
;progfamming for data proéesSing; developing-and adopting
appropriate regulations, designing and printing forms, developing
instructions for the Board's staff and for taxpayers, and other
appropriate and necessary preparatory costs to administer a |
transactions and use tax ordinance. These costs :shall include both
diiﬁect and indirect costs as specified in Section 11256 of the

Government Code.
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ﬁ?;the Board Shall be addressed to.gt

fﬁf? frf: ;Ln‘ Preparatory costs may be accounted for 1n a‘m_nne_va;fﬂ

;whlch conforms‘to the 1nternal accountlng and personnel records

i icurrently malntalned by the Board The bllllngs for cos*s‘may be,;f¥57
;:jfpresented in summary form.' Detalled records of preparatory costs i'fi

':w111 be retalned for audlt and verlflcatlon by the DlStrICt.

' '4. Any dlspute as to the amount of preparatory costs

_lncurred by the Board shall be referred to the State Dlrector of

jFlnance for resolutlon, and the Dlrector s dec151on shall be flnal-f_fh

‘5. Preparatory costs 1ncurred by the Board shall be

zlbllled by the Board perlodlcally, w1th the flnal bllllng 30 days

?after the Operatlve date of the ordlnance.“ Dlstrlct shall pay tor f
'd3hthe Board the amount of such costs on or before the rast day of thei-:

:next suc;eedlng month follow1ng the month WHEH the b’lllng 15 |

-recelved.

6. Theamaximdm amodnt to?be paid*by‘bistriotwfor-the

rBoard's preparatory costs shall not eXceed one hundred seventy-flve*l_
ithousand dollars ($175 000) (Revenue and Taxatlon Code Sectlon L

";7272)

'71 Communlcatlons and DOtICES may be sent by flrst

7c1ass Unlted States ma11 : cOmmunlcatlons and notlces to be sent to

-

.Astate Board of Equallzatlon
P.O. Box 942879 ' :
VSacramento, Callfornla 94279 0001..

: Attentlon. Executlve Dlrectorrfm
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commynications and notices to be sent to District shall

be addressed tor

Kobert Golton

San Francisco Public F:.nance Avthority
135 Van Ness Avenue, Room 215

San Francisco, CA 94102

8. The date of this agreement is the date on which it
is approved by: the Department of Geperal Services. This}ag:eement
shall continue in effect until theé preparatory work necessary tg
‘administer District's transactions and use tax ordinance hasibEeh
completed and the Board has received all payments due from District

under the terms of this agreement.

STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION

Executlve Director’

i
. p— :
# (DlStIlCt) .'
| J
{
| By/ LMK %{ /ﬁ)/ﬁ«—f--
i - ' (Slgnature)
Part € Coynsd
o WALDENAR ROJMS EVAN §. DOBELLE
e "~ (Typed Name) '
W fO"")Té o SAN FRANCISCO OOUNTY CHANCELLOR, SAN' FRANCISCO
B L ) SUPERINIENDENT OF SCHOOLS mmnmanmumEDmnuc
(Title)

w.\{_('\ f
(5/92) e l”(? T ;\ ~3a
((\ﬁ L‘&s i
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“HAUE w*gS
No Dﬁh‘

T certify that the ordinance for the School Seles Tax, designated as Proposition A, received an affirmative
vote of 73.8% (i.e. Yes: 59,574 and No: 21 ,108) of the votes mstﬂueon

I witness whereofT hereby afmy han and seal this ettt day

OFFICE OF THE REGISTRAR OF VOTERS
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

158 CITY HALL, SAN I‘RANCISCO CA 94102 Germaine Q Wong, Reg;su'arofVota's

TDD 415 554 4386 . » Voice: 415 554 4375 Fax: 415 554. 7344

Certification of Eleciion Results

18 June 1993 Shnhkbe_ : ‘
Honorable Board of Supervisors F Cimg~y S,Qec::u:&_
City and County of San Francisco .
Room 235 City Hall .
San Francisco, CA- 94102

Iwﬁf}'thatlcomnenoedmemnvassofsmdel ‘

Asaresult of such official canvass and tabulation of a]l votes recorded, T herewith present a oomplete record.
as set forth in full in the volume entitled "Statement of Votes, Final Statement of Vofes, June 15, 1993
Special Election," and that the munbﬂofballots cast at said election was 84,786, &—— m 5509 i sh] Irm

1velt me;

Eline 1992,

) o CETRED 0 T4 Y
No Seal GeomaineQWong 11 OISV 1 A8 (Y OEF L
‘ Registrar of Voters ’
; »SE,P'- 092 sy
IrQISTRAR.OF YOTIT.

(Y QU, . : {;;;" ,":r..

' - M%ﬁﬂeskﬁlﬁhhikWﬁ
. e documents
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227
July 13, 2017

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force

1 Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Attn: Victor Young, Administrator

Re: Sunshine Ordinance Complaint No. 17039

Dear Task Force Members:

Our office received a request to respond to SOTF Complaint No. 17039 filed by Mr.
Thomas Busse (complainant) against the San Francisco Public Finance Authority
(SFPF). ‘

In response to the SOTF’s request, our office made inquiries with the Office of the City
Attorney and the Office of the Controller.- Based upon the information provided, the
SFPF does not operate or meet at this time. The SFPF fulfilled its primary functions in
1993 and delegated administrative powers to the board and executive management of
the Community College District (CCSF) and the San Francisco Unified School District
(SFUSD).

HISTORY

e Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 48-93 authorized the creation of the
SFPF to place a sales tax measure on the ballot to increase the local sales
tax to support the SFUSD and CCSF. ‘ '

o Members of the SFPF governing body were listed in the voter information
pamphlet which included the following members: Board of Supervisors
Members Alioto, Kaufman, Kennedy, Migden and Shelly; SFUSD Board
Members Ammiano, Fa and Wynns; and CCSF Board Members Varni and
Monet.

e On March 11, 1993, the SFPF governing body fulfilled the body’s primary
function and voted 8-0 to submit a ballot measure to the voters (Proposition
A, June 1993).

e The voters approved Proposition A by a vote of 73.84%.

e Proposition A required the SFPF to enter into a contract with the State Board
of Equalization (BOE) before October 1, 1993, regarding the administration
and operation of the tax.
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SO Complaint No. 17039
July 13, 2017
Page 2

e On September 20, 1993, the governing body of the SFPF met to adopt
resolutions regarding execution of the agreement between the SFPF and the
BOE to administer the tax; authorize the Superintendent of the SFUSD and
the Chancellor of the CCSF to jointly execute all necessary documents in
order to implement collection of the SFPF’s tax revenue and allocation of the
tax; and authorize the boards of SFUSD and CCSF to jointly approve all
expenditures.

e The SFPF, having completed their key functions in 1993, had no reason {o
meet again as state law does not prescribe any additional function for the
governing board.

The SFPF does continue to exist as a paper entity that the BOE uses to receive and
distribute the portion of local sales taxes designated for SFUSD and CCSF. The BOE
remits the SFPF tax proceeds to a bank account following instructions given to the BOE
by staff at the SFUSD who are speaking on behalf of the SFPF. The City does not
receive or account for these funds.

The Office of the Clerk of the Board does not have any additional records or information
regarding the SFPF. | hope that the information provided is enlightening and helpful in
your discussions.

Most Sincerely,

L2

Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board
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Dr. Vincent Matthews
Superintendent of Schools

San Francisco Unified School District Danielle M. Houck

LEGAL DEPARTMENT General Counsel
555 Franklin Street, 3™ Floor, San Francisco, CA 94102 daniellehouck@sfusd.edu
Telephone (415) 241-6216 Fax (415) 241-6371

Tammi Wong
Sr. Deputy General Counsel

wongtl I@sfusd.edu

July 19, 2017

Victor Young

Administrator

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: SOTF File 170-39

Dear Mr. Young:

Thank you for providing the documentation and informational update on the above referenced
matter. As counsel for the San Francisco Unified School District, our position is that the Sunshine
Ordinance does not apply to the San Francisco Unified School District and therefore the Task
Force lacks jurisdiction.

However, in good faith, this letter is to inform the Complaints Committee that the District does
not have any records that the San Francisco Public Finance Authority (SFPFA) has convened since
September 30, 1993 and to clarify that the San Francisco Educational Finance Authority is a
separate entity that ceased to exist by the expiration of the temporary sales tax that was in effect
between February 1, 1992 to August 1, 1993.

As stated by the Clerk of the Board in its July 13, 2017 letter to the Task Force, the SFPFA
completed its key functions and therefore does not convene. The SFPFA continues to exist on
paper to receive and distribute the portion of the now permanent local sales taxes allocated to the
San Francisco Unified School District and the San Francisco City College District.

Attached are the most recent identified records of a convening of the SFPFA that were retained by
the SFPFA at the District office. As the committee will see, the SFPFA delegated the duty for
State Administration of the SFPFA’s transaction and use tax to the Board of Equalization. The
SFPFA delegated the ability to execute necessary documents to implement the collection of the
tax and to effectuate the allocation and investment of the proceeds of the tax to the San Francisco
County Superintendent of Schools and the Chancellor for the San Francisco Community College
District.
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From: Tammi Wong

Page 2 of 2

We hope this documentation is helpful to the Complaints Committee in its discussions.

Sincerely,

Tammi Wong
Sr. Deputy General Counsel
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PUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY
of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors
and San Francisco Bosrd of Educatlon

. Members:

Bupervisor Casrole Migden, Chair
Supervisor Arngelas Alioto
Supervisor Willie B. Xennedy
Supervisor Kevin Shelley
Commissioner Tom Ammiano
chm1ssioner Angie Fa
Commissioner Jill Wynne
Trustee Robert Burton
Trustee Maria Monet

Monfey, September 20, 1903
1:00 P.M.
City Hall, Room 228, Ban Francisco

1. Resolution Authorizing the Execution of an Agreement
Between the Ssn Francisco Public Finance Authority and the
State Board of Egualization for Preparation to Administer and
Operate the Authority's Transaction and Use Tax Ordinance

2. Resolution Authorizing the Execution of an Agreement
Between the San Francisco Public Finance Authority and the
State Board of Equalization for State Administration of the
Authority'’'s Transaction and Use Tsax

3. Resolution Authorizing the Ssn Francigco County
Superintendent of Schools sad the Chancellor of the San
Francisco Community College District to Jo;ntly Execute all
Necessary Documents with Stste and Local Agencies in Order to
Implement the Collection of the Authority's Transactions and
Use Taxes and to Effectuate the Allocat;on and Investment of

the Proceeds of Baid Taxes.

4. Resolution Authorizing the Governing Boards of the San
Francisco Unified 8chool District end the Ban Francisco
Community College District to Jointly Approve All Expenditures
Hecessary to Implement the Collection of the Aunthority's
Transactions and Use Taxes and to Effectuate the Allocation end

Investment of the Proceeds of Sald Taxes
5., Additional Business

6. Adjournment

9
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Resolution No. /

(San Francisco Public Finance Authority)
AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF AN AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC
FINANCE AUTHORITY AND THE STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION FOR PREPARATION 70

 ADMINISTER AND OPERATE THE AUTHORITY'S TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAX ORDINANCE.

RESOLVED, That the'San'Francisco Public Finance Authority authorizes the

- execution of an agreement with the State Board of Equaiization ‘to Implement

the provisions of Parts 1.6 and 1.7 of Division 2 of the California Revenue
znd Taxation Code, for the purpose'of preparing to aominister and oserate the
San Frencisco Public Finance Apthority transactions &nd use tax ordinance;‘and _
therefore be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this zoreement shall continue in effect until the
preparatory work necessary to administer the Authority's transactions and use
tax ordinance has been compléted and the State Board of foualization has
received all payments due'from the Authority; anq'therefore be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, TQat the Superintendent of the San Francisco Unified
School District and ihe Chenceilor of fhe San Francisco Community College

District are hereby authorized to enter into and sign the sgreement for the

- Authority.

The forooing Resolution vas vassed and zdopted by the San Francisco

| Public Finance Authority at a meeting thereof, this 20mday of September, 1993

by the following vote, to wit:

Ayes:  EIGHT NO: ZERO

"
IC]

Chai?pg{igf~ J/[
ATTEST: éﬂ‘wym I
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- AGREEMENT FOR PREPARARTION TO ADMINISTER
AND OPERMTE DISTRICT'S TRANSARCTIONS AND USE TAX CRDIRENCE

In order to prepare to administer a transzctions and use
tax ordinance adopted in accordznce with the provisions of Part 1.6
(commencing with Section 7251) of Division 2 of the Revenue and

Taxation Code, the . ' hereinafter

called "District®, and the-STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION, hereinafter
called "Board", do zgree as follows: '

1. The Board agreés to enter into work te Prepare‘to
adninister and operate a transactions and use tax in conformity
with Part 1.6 of Division é of the Revenue and Texation Code which
has been approved by a majority of the electors of the District and
whose ordinance has been adopted by fhe District.

2. District agrees to pay to the Board at the tipes and
in thé amounts‘heréinaftér specified 2ll of the Beard's costs for
preparatory work necessary to administer the District's
transactions and use tax ordinance. The Board's costs for
preparatory work include costs of developing procedures,
programning for data processing, developing and adopting
appropriate regulations, designing and printing forms, developing
instrﬁctions for the Board's staff and for taxpayers, and other
appropriate ﬁnd nécessary preparatory costs to administer a
transactions and use tax ordinance. These costs shall include both

direct and indirect costs as specified in Section 11256 of the

=

Government Code.
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3. Preparatory costs mey be sccounted for in a manner
which conforms to the internal accounting and personnel records
currently maintained by the Board. The billings for costs may be’
presented in summary form. Detailed records of preparatory costs
will be retained for audit and verification by the District.

4. Anybdispute as to the amount of preparatory costs
incurred by the Board shall be referred to the state Director of
Finance for resolution, and the Director's decision shall be final.

5. Preparatory costs incurred by the Board shell be
billed by the Board periodically, with the final billing 30 days
after the operative date of the ordinznce. District shall pay to.
the Board the amount of such costs on or befere the last cay of the
next succeeding month following the month when the biliing is
received.

6. The maximum anount to be paid by Distriect for the
Soard's preparatory costs shall not exceed one hundred seventy-five
thousand dollars ($175,000) (Revenue and Taxation Code Section
52721.

7. communicatibns and notices mﬁy be sent by first
class United States mail. Communications and notices to be sent to
the Board Shall be addressed to: |

State Board of Equalization
P.O. Box 942879
Sacrapento, California 9$4279-0001

Attention: Executive Director

"

-
~da

-2
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Communications znd notices to be sent to District shall

.

be zdcdressed to:

8. The date of this agreement is the date on which it
is approved by the Department of General SerQices. -Ehis agreemenﬁ
‘shall continue in effect until the preparatory work necessary to
administer District's transactions and use tax ordinance has been
completed and the Board has received all payments due from District

under the terms of this agreement.

STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION

By.
Executive Director
(District)
By.
(Signature)

(Typed Name)

T

(Title)

(5/92) P18§~
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Resolution No. ZL

(S.F. Public Finance Avthority and State Board of Equalization Agreement)
AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF AN AGREEMENT BETKEEN THE SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC

| FINANCE AUTHORITY AND THE STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION FOR STATE ADMINISTRATION

OF AUTHORITY'S TRANSACTION AND USE TAXES.

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Public Finznce Authority authorizes the
execution of an agreement with the State Board of Equalization to implement
the. provisions of Perts 1.6 &nd 1.7 of Division 2 of the California Revenue
and Taxztion Code, for ite purpocse of zgministering and operating the Szn
Fréncisco Public Finznce Authority tran;actions and yse tax ordinance; and
therefore be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this zgreement shall continue in effect until all
the work necessary to :dminister the Authority's iransactions &nd use tax
orgihance has been completed and the Stzte Board of Egualization has received
znd disbursed all payments under said ordinance; &nd therefore be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Supefintendent of the San Francisco Unified

Sﬁhool District and ihe Chancellor of the San Francisco Community College

“District are hereby avihorized to enter into and sign the agreement for the

Authority.
The foregoing Resclution was passed and sdopted by the San Francisco
Public Finance Authority at & meeting thereof, this 20my day of September, 1993

by the following vote, to wit:

Ayes: EIGHT  NO: ZERO

Absent: wo

ATTEST: é’d""" Ve 89

A md & L o PFPovwerdnori

jrperson
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AGREEMENT FOR STATE ADMINISTRATION

, OF DISTRICT TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAXES

To carry out Fart 1.6 of Division 2 of the Revenve and

Taxation Code and the Transactions and Use Tax Ordinance of

the __ , hereinafter called
"District", copy of vhich ordinance is attached hereto, District
and the STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION, hereinafter called the |

"Beard”, do agree as follows:
ARTICLE I
DEFINITIONS

Unless the context reguires otherwise, wherever the
following terms appear in this Agreement, they shall be interpreted

to mean the following:

1. "District taxes" shall nean the transactions and use
taxes, penalties, and interest imposed under an ordinance which
complies with Part 1.6, Division 2 of the Revenue and Taxation

Code.

2. "District Ordinance"” shall mean the District's"™
Transactions and Use Tax Ordinance attached hereto, as anended from
time to time, or as deemed to be amended from time to time pursuant

to Revenue and Taxation Code SeBdBfh 7262.2.
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ARTICLE II

ADMINISTRATION AND COLLECTION

OF DISTRICT TAXES

A. xzdministration. The Board and Distriect agree that

‘the Board shall perform exclusively all functions incident to the:

administration and operation of the District Ordinance.

B. 'Othef epplicable laws. District azgrees thét all
provisions of law applicable to the adminiétratioﬁ and operation of
the State Sales and Use Tax Law which are not inconsistent with
Part 1.6 of Division 2 of the Revenue and Taxation Code shall be
applicable to the adninistration and operation of the District
ordinance. District agrees that money collected pursuant to the
District Ordinance may be deposited in the State Treasury to the
cfedit’of the Retail Sales Tax Fund and may be drawn from that Fund
for any authorized purpose, including making'téfuﬁdé{*é6ﬁ§en5atihg_»~
and reimbursing the Board pursuant to Arficle IV of this Xkgreement,
and of transmitting tobnistrict the amount to which District is

entitled.

C. Transmitta) of money. Except as otherwise provided
herein, all District taxes collected under the provisions of the

]
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District ordinance shall be transmitted to District peiioéically as

prornptly &s feasible but not less often then twice in each calendar

guarter. Transmittals may be made by mail or by deposit to the -

account of District in a bank in Sacramento designated by

District. A statement shall be furnished at lezst guarterly

indicating the amounts withheld pursuant to Article IV of this

Agreement. Cs

b. Rules. The Board shall prescribe and adopt such
rules and regulations as in its judgment zre necessary or desirable
for the administration and operation of the District Ordinance &nd

the distribution of the Dist:ict taxes collected thereunder.

E. Preference. Unless the payor instructs otherwise
and eXcept as otherwise provided in this ioreement, the Board shall
give no preference in applying noney received for state sales and
use taxes, state-adninistered local sales and use taxes, and
District transactions and‘use taxes owed by a taxpayer but shall

apply all monies collected-to the satisfaction of the claims of the

- State, cities, counties, cities and counties, redevelopnent

agencies, other districts, and District as their interests appear.

F. Security. The Board agrees that any security which

it hereafter requires to be furnished by taxpayers under the State

-3 . . ‘ Rt
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Sales and Use Tax Law will be upon such terms that it alsc Will be -
available for the pzyment of the claims of District for district
taxes owing to it as its interest appears. The Board shall not be
required to change the terms of any security now held by it and
District shall not patticipate in any security now held by the
Board. |

| G. Records of the Board. When reguested by resolution -
of the board of directors of District under Secfion 7056 of the
Revenue‘and Taxation Code, the Board agrees to pe;még authorized
personnel of Disttict to examine the reccrds and procedures of the
Board concerning taxpayers subject to the District Ordinance.
Information obtained by the District from examination of the
Board's records shall be used by the District only for purposes
related to the collection of transactions and use taxes by the

Board” pursuant to this Xgreement.

H. Annexation. District agrees that the Board shall
not be reguired to give effect to an annexation, for the purpese of
collecting, allocating, and distributing District transactions and
use taxes, earlier than the first day of the calendar guarter which

commences not less than two months after notice to the Board. The

‘notice shall include the name of the county or counties annexed to

the extended District boundary. - In the event District shall annex
an area, the boundaries of which are not coterminous with the
boundaries of a county, or couﬁties, the notice shall include a

description of the area annexed and two maps of the District

rig3
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showing the area annexed and the location azddress of the property
nearest to. the extended District boundary on each side of every

street or road crossing the boﬁndary.

ARTICLE IIIX
ALLOCATION OF TAX

A. Allocation. In the administration of the Bozrd's
contracts with all districts which inpose transactions and use
taxes irposed under ordinances which comply with Part 1.6 of

Division 2 of the Revenue and Taxation Code:

(1) Zny payment not identified as being in payment of
liability owing to a designated district or districts may be
apportioned anong the districts s their interests appear, or, in
the discretion of the Board, -to a1l districts with which the Board
has contraéted using ratios reflected by the distributicn of

district taxes collected from all taxpayers.

(2) All district taxes collected as a result of .
determinations or billings made by the Board, and all amounts
refunded or credited may be distributed or charged to the
respective districts ih the same ratio as the taxpayer;s
self-declafed district taxes for the peridd for which the

-

'determination, billing, refund, or credit applies.
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B. Vehicles, Vessels, and.Aircraft. For the purpose of
allocating use tax with respect to vehicles, vessels, or aircraft,

the address of the registered owner appearing on the application * -

for registration or on the certificate of ownership may be used by

the Board in determining the place of use.

ARTICLE 1V
COMPENSATION .

The District zgrees to pay to the Board as the Board's
cost of adnministering the District Ordinance such amount as is |

provided for by law. Such zmounts shall be cdeducted from the taxes

collected by the Board for the District.

-

ARTICLE V
MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

A. Commupications. Communications and notices may be

sent by first class United States mail to the addresses listed
below or to such other addresses as the parties may from time to

time designate. A notification is complete when deposited in the

majl.
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Conmunications and notices to be sent to the Board shall be
addressed to:
. tate Board of Egualization
P.0. Box 242879
Sacrzmento, California = 24279-0001
. Attention: Executive Director

Communications and notices to be sent to District shall

be addressed to:

B. Term. The date of this Agreement is the dzte on
which it is approved by the Department of General Services. The

Agreement shall take effect on ' , but no earlier '

than Phe first day of the first calendar gquarter commencing after
such approval. This Agfgement shall continue until December 31
next following the operative date of the Distfict Ordinance; and
shall thereafter be renewed automatically from year to year until
the Board completes all work necessary to the administration of the
District Ordinance and has received and disbursed all payments due

under that Ordinance.

C. KNotice o dinance. District shall give
Board written notice of the repeal of the District Ordinance not
less than 110 days prior to the operative date of the repeal.

vl

-
rde

-
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ARTICLE VI

REFUND OF TAXES

IF ORDINENCE IS FOURD TO BE INVALID

Should a final judgment be entered in any court of the
State of California, holding that District's ordinance is invalid
or void and requiringva rebate or refund to taxpayers of anyUtaxes

collected under the terms of this Agreement, the parties mutually

agree that:

1. Board may retain all payrents nmade by District to

Board to prepare to administer the District Ordinance.

" . 2. Dbistrict will pay to Board and allow Board to retain
Board's cost of adninistering the District Ordinance in the amounts

set forth in Article IV of this Agreement.

3. District will pay to Board or to the State of
California the amount of any taxes plus interest and penalties, if
any, that Board or the State of California may be reguired to

rebate or refund to taxpayers.

+
1
o
|
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4. District will pay to Board its costs for rebating'or
refunding such taxes, interest, or penalties. Board's costs shail

include its additional cost of developing‘procedureé for pfocessipg‘“

the rebates or refunds, its costs of actually meking these refunds,

designing and printing forms, and developingkinstructions for
Board's staff for ﬁse in making these rebates or refunds and'any
other costs incurred by Board which are reasonably aﬁﬁrdpriate'of""
necessary to make those rebateé or refunds. These cests shall

include Board's direct and indirect costs azs specified by Sectioen

-11256 of the CGovernment Code.

5. Costs may be accounted for in a manner which

conforms to the internal accounting znd personnel records currently

maintained by Board. The billings for such costs may be presented

in summary form. Detailed records will be retained for audit and

verification by District.

6. Any dispute as to the amount of costs incurred by
Board in refunding taxes shall be referred to the State Director of

Finance for resolution and the Director's decision shall be final.

7. Costs incurred by Board in connection with such
refunds shall be billed by Board on or before the 25th day of the
second month feollowing the month in which fhe judgment of a courf
of the State of Califbrnia holding District's Ordinance to be
invalid or void becomes final. Thereafter Board shall bill

4-9-
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District on or before the 25th of each month for all costs incurred.
by Board for the preceding calendar month. District shall pay to
Board the amount of such costs on or before the last day of the
succeeding month and shall pay to Board the total amount of taxes,
interest, and penalties‘refunded or paid to taxpayers, together

with Board costs incurred in making those refunds.

STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION

—

By .
Executive Director
(District)
By.
(Signature)

(Typed Nane)

(Title)

(5/92)
-0~
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| Ayes: EIGHT  NO: TWO

Resotution No. 3

(San Francisco County Superintendent and Community College Chancellor
Authorization)

AUTHORIZING THE SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS AND THE *
CHANCELLOR FOR‘THE SAN FRANCISCO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 7O JOINTLY EXECUTE
ALL NECESSARY DOCUMENTS WITH STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES IN ORDER TO IMPLEMENT
THE COLLECTION OF THE AUTHORITY'S TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAXES AND TO' EFFECTURTE
THE ALLOCATION AND INVESTMENT OF THE PROCEEDS OF SAID TAXES. |

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Public Finence A‘uthori'ty zuthorizes the
San Francisco County Superintendent of Schools and the Chancellor Tor the San
Francisco Community College Districi to jointly execute a1l necessary
documents with gtate and local zcencies in order to impiement the collection
of the Authority's transactions and use taxes and to effectvate the allocation
and investment of the proceeds of said tzxes.

The foregoing Resoiution was passed and adopted by the San Francisco
Public Finance Authority at a meeting thereof, this 208 day of Seotember,

1993 by the foilowing vote, to wit:

Absent: ZERD

ATTEST: é“wﬁ V. @//‘@

‘Acting Secretary

-
-k

&

6385¢
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-~ Ayes: EIGHT  NO: ZERO

Resclution No. 575

. (SFUSD &nd SFCCD Governing Board Approval of Expenditures)

AUTHORIZING THE GOVERNING BOARDS OF THE SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
AND THE SAN FRANCISCO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT TO JOINTLY APPROVE ALL

* EXPENDITURES NECESSARY TO IMPLEMENT TRE COLLECTION OF THE AUTHORITY'S

TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAXES AND TO EFFECTUATE THEIALLOCATION AND INVESTMENT OF

THE PROCEEDS OF SAID TAXES.

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Public Finznce Authority asuthorizes the
Governing Boards of the S&n Francisco UniTied Cehool District;and the San
Francisco Community College District to jointly approﬁe all expencditures
necessary to imp1em§nt the collection of the Authority's trahsactions and useV 
taxes and to effectuate the allocation and investmgnt of the proceegs of said
texes.

The foregoing Resolution was passed and zdopted by the San Francisco
Pubiic Finance futhority at a meéting thereof, this 20T gay of September,

1993 by the following vote, to wit:

Absent: o

ATTEST: é‘”‘w V ‘a/"'d

Acting Secretary

.
*)

63859
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Yoqu Victor

From: SOTF, (BOS)
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 1:58 PM _
To: 'Laura Clark"; Blome, Jessica (ETH); Pelham, Leeann (ETH); 'mpetrelis@aol.com’; Sheehy,

Jeff (BOS); 'Thomas Busse'; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); 'Tamera Wong'; 'Ray'; Herrera, Luis
(LIB); Blackman, Sue (LIB); Updike, John; Venegas, Claudine

Cc: . Colla, Nicholas (CAT); 'Bob Planthold’; Barnes, Bill (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Calvillo, Angela
~ (BOS) |
Subject: SOTF - Notice of Hearing- Sunshine Ordinance Task Force - September 6, 201‘7

Good Afternoon,

You are receiving this notice because you are named as a Complainant or Respondent in one of the
following complaints scheduled before the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force to: 1) hear the merits of
the complaint; 2) issue a determination; and/or 3) consider referrals from a Task Force Committee.

Date: September 6, 2017

Location: City Hall, Room 408

Time: 4:00 p.m.

Complainants: Your attendance is required for this meeting/hearing.

Respondents/Departments: Pursuant to Section 67.21 (e) of the Ordinance, the custodian of records
or arepresentative of your department, who canspeak to the matter, is required at the

meefing/heoring.

Complaints - :

‘File No. 17044: Complaint filed by Laura Clark against the Ethics Commission for allegedly violating
Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Sections 67.7(d), by acting or conduction discussions on an
item not appearing on the posted agenda (Ethics Commission April 24, 2017, meeting).

. File No. 17071: Complaint filed by Michael Petrelis against Supervisor Jeff Sheehy, Board of
Supervisors, for allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section 67.25, by
failing to respond to an Immediate Disclosure Request in a timely and complefe manner.

File No. 17039: Complaint filed by Thomas Busse against the San Francisco Public Finance Authority
for allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Chapter 67, by failing to notice and
conduct public hearings and failing to respond to request for public records.

SPECIAL ORDER
The hearings on File Nos. 17084, 17085 and 16117 will not-begin earlier than 5:30 p.m.
File No. 17084 Cofnplaint filed by Ray Hartz against John Updike and the Department of Real Estate
for allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Sections 67.21(e), 67.25 and

67.29(a)(c), by failing to respond to an Immediate Disclosure Request in a complete manner or failing to
maintain required records.
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File No. 17085: Complaint filed by Ray Hartz against Luis Herrera and the Public Library for allegedly
violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Sections 67.21(e), 67.25 and 67.29(a)(c), by
failing to respond to an Immediate Disclosure Request in a complete manner or failing to maintain
required records.

File No. 16117: Complaint filed by Ray Hartz against City Librarian Luis Herrera and the Public
Library for violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section 67.29-6, by failing to maintain
a written agreement with entities collecting/maintaining funds for the purpose of carry out or assisting
any city function to abide by the Sunshine Ordinance. '

Documentation (evidence supporting/disputing complaint)

For a document fo be considered, it must be received at least five (5) working days before the
hearing (see attached Public Complaint Procedure).

For inclusion in the agenda packet, supplemental/supporting documents must be received by 5:00
pm, August 29, 2017. ‘

Victor Young

Administrator

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall.,, Room 244
San Francisco CA 94102

phone 415-554-7724 | fax 415-554-5163
victor.young@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

¢ Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form.
The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California
Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are
not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk’s Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available
to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This medns
that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that ¢ member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members of the public may
inspect or copy.
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