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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.

Public 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
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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 s
unrestricted in the city's CAFR, but in any case, [ 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, 1 don't know what is.

Date 04/24/17
Name Thomas Busse
Address 584 Castro Street #388
City San Francisco

', Zip o 941 14
Telephone 41 52445072
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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Youngglictor

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 Complaint/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 Eqﬁalization 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 correspondence. 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, Aprii 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 7267¢, 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 Street #388
City | | San Franciéco

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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City AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFEICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

DENNIS J. HERRERA NICHOLAS COLLA
City Attorney Deputy City Attorney
Direct Didl:  (415) 554-3819
Emait: 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 Section 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, if all of the following requirements
are 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, CALlFbRNuA.94]O2-5408
'RECEPTION: (415) 554-3800 - FACSIMILE: {415) 437-4644

n\codenf\as2014\2600241\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 t
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. (N.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:\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: 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 revsponses to requests for public records.
¢ Section 67.25 governs immediacy of response.
Section 6250 et seq. of the Cal. Gov't Code (“CPRA”)
» Section 6253 governs the release of public records and the 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\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: 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

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

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

LEGAL ISSUES/LEGAL DETERMINATIONS '
e Does the Task Force have jurisdiction to hear this complaint?

e Ifso, did any violations of the Sunshine Ordinance take place that the Task Force has
jusridiction to take action on?

n\codenflas201419600241101193621.doc
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CiITY 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:\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: 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:\codenfas2014\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: 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 fulﬁlhng 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 warrants 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

. aresponse 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:\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: 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:\codenflas2014\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

Contécts informaﬁén (Complainant information listed first):

tibussesfl@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:

o s 1ot Pt Pt Pt Pt 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://www.boe.ca. gov/lawguides/business/current/btlg/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=RTCé&division=2.&ti
tle=&part=1.7.&chapter=3.5.&article=
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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 superv1sors 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 dlstnct shall have at
least one member on the board of directors.

(2) For purposes of this subdivision, the county office of educa’uon shall be deemed to be a
school district." A

L e

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 Ordihance.

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.

P25



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
any other revenues derived from the unconstitutional tax still in the possession of the San
Francisco Educational Financing Authority, 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.lesinfo.ca.cov/pub/95-96/bill/sen/sb 0601-
0650/sb 612 bill 951003 chaptered.html

Digest by the Ballot Simplification 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 Rapid Transit District (BART), the San
Francisco County Transportation Authority and the San Francisco County Public Finance

Authorliy

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 who»le{ As amended in Board 2/1/93

| 1/27/93.
ENno L2 S -9 3 , RESOLUTION No'?g“ Iz

[LOCAL PUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY]

DECLARING THE INTENT OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO TO ?ROPOSE AN INCREASE IN'IHE>TRAN§ACTIONS
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 ta cﬁtbacks in state funds and other sources of
revenue to the City and County of San Francisco, the ability to
maintain 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 budgetary
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 éuthority for. the purposé of financing drug abuse
prevention, crime prevention, 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 1s critical to continue the provision of
health and crime prevention services and that revenues generated by
an additional tax are necessary; now, therefore, be it

/T

SUPERVISOR MIGDEN,, BIERMAN , ATLIOTO PAGE NO. 1
4452g ' 01/19/93
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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16
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18

19

21
22
23
24
25

RESOLVED, The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of
SanvFranéisco declares its intent to propose an increase in the
transactions and use tax in the City and County pur SuaI}..t.J::.Q,A,.Qh,a.p_’c_e__r_
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 1is 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
T GDEN PAGE NO. 2
OB iR 01/19,/95
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‘ 1 . .
1/93 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors, in
approving this measure, ‘expresses its strong view that the Authority

shall -mot approve any sales tax measure that would place the

9P composite sales tax rate above the current rate of 8.5%.
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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 Frangisco

FEB 11 1993 /A
Date Approved y%&or

P31



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

I e e

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 gétting back to me, Brad.

The Controller's response (below) is wholly unsat1sfactory 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. Tt 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
CCSFD. 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 CAFR. 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,

P33



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 respective districts. For helpful immediate reference, please ﬁnd their budget
audit and financial statement links below, along with the California BOE Sales Tax allocation link:

td

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> ~

Cc: 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 youf 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 Controller

Hello Mr. Busse, A

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 additional questions.

Thank you,

3
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Reeta

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

To: tibussesf@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 you 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). I
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 -

I 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 <tjbussesfi@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 1
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

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 -

I 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
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Office of San Francisco City Atiorney 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
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 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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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.

Date:

May 23, 2017

Location: City Hall, Room 408

Time;

5:30 p.m.

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

Respondenis/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 Jerry 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.
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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 hearings will be made avallable
to all members 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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Di gest by the Ballot Simplification Committee

Controller's Statement on “K”

TheWay It Is Now: San Francisco has an 8.75% sales

tax, with two parts; ;

# 75% in State taxes, of which the City receives
1.25%; and:

@ 1.25%:in local sales taxes that fund. the Bay Area:

Rapid Transit District (BART), the San Francisco j

:County Transportation Authority and the San
Francisco County Public Finance Authonty

After December 31, 2016, the. overall sales tax in Sarn
Francisco will be' reduced to 8-5/o

State law-allows the Cityto increase the local sales tax

up to an additional 0.75%, with voter approval.

State law limits the amount of revénue, including tax
revenue, the City can spend. éach year. Under State
law, San Francisco voters can approve increases to
this limit for @ maximum of four years;,

The Proposal: Proposition K is ‘an-ordinance that
would increase the sales tax in.San Francisca by
0.75%, for a total tax of 9.25%: This 0,75% intrease
would go into the General Fund.,

If voters approve this proposmon, the i increase would
start on April 1, 2017.The salés tax increase would
expire aftei 25 years.

Proposition. K-would also increase‘the State’s limit on
the City’s-annual fax revenue spendmg by‘the amount’
-of additional taxes collected urider the:proposed rate
increase: The increased limit would iast for four yeats.

A ”YES”Vote Means: If you vote “yes,” you want the
City to increase its sales tix by 0.75%, for a total tax of
'9.25%.

A "NO” Vote Means: If you vote-“no, you do not want
to make this change..

City Controller Ben Rosenfield has issued the follpW-i

ing statement on the fiscal impact of Propaosition K:

Should this ordinance be approved, in my opinion, it
would resuylt in an annual tax revenue increase to the
City of an estimated $37.5 million in fiscal year {FY)
2016-2017 and $155.1 million in FY 2017-18. The tax is

a genéral tax and proceeds would be depcsuted into

the General Fund.

The measure would amend the City's Business Tax and
Regulatlons Code to increase the local sales tax rate
by 0 75% {three-quarters of one percent) as of Apnl
2017, for a period of twenty~ﬁve years.

.How "l(" Got on the Ballot

On July 26, 2015; the Board of Supervisors voted 8 to
3 to place Proposmon K on the ballot The ‘Supervisors
voted as follows:

Yes: Avalos, Breed, Campos, Cohen, Farrell, Mar, Tang,
Wiener.

No: Kim, Peskin, Yeé.

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

* The abave statement is an impartial analysis of this measure. Arguments for and ‘against this measure immediately follow.
_The full fext begins on page-274. Some of the words used in the ballot digest are explained starting on page 58,
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Member, Board of Supervisors:

District § City and County of San Francisco'

S'C’OTT WIENER
BER
August 8, 2016

Barbara Carr.

Voter Iiformation Division, Publications

Department of Elections, City and County of San Francisco
City Hall Room 48

1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Place

‘San Francisco, CA 94102

Re:,  Suggested Edits to the General Sales Tax Measure:
, Dear Ms:. Carr;

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

'The_Way It 1s Now: San Francisco has an 8.75% sales tax rate, with two parts:
e 7.5% in State taxes, of which the City receives 1. 25%‘;'and

"+ 1,25% in local sales taxes that fund the Bay Area Rapid. Transit District (BART) the
‘San Francisco County Transportatlon Authunty, and the San Franmsco County Public

Financé Authority.
_—

3State Jaw allows the City to mcrease its share of the sales tax up to an additional 0.75%, with . , ?
* voter approval. . WHAT

¥

0.25% of the 7.5% State tax rate will exp!re on December 31, 20186, reducing the overall tax rate
in San Francisco to 8.6%:

State law limits the amournit of tax revente the City can spend each year. State law authorizes’
San Francisco voters to approve incregses to this limit for a maximum of four years..

Cuy Hall « 1 Dr. Carlion B, Goodlett Plate « Room 244 » San Francisco, California 94102-4689 » (415).554-6968
Fax{415) 554-6909 » TDD/TTY (415) 554-5227 o E-mail: Scott.Wieneéi@sfgov.org’
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 OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER

Ed Hamngtﬁl% e

,:.DATE" November 20,2002

. SUBJECT San Franc1sco Pubhc Fmancc Aut

' ;On October 30, 2002 you sent me a notlﬁcauon requestmg mformanon on the makeup of the San
*Franc1sco Pubhc Fmance Authonty : :

‘:'Flrst I’m not sure why Lam: hsted as the contact because I have never been mvolved w1th th1s :
agency. Please correct the contact hstlng L :

: 'Second, my read of the State Law uuder Wthh ﬂ:]lS Authonty was formed (copy attached)
indicates it needed to be in existence to allow the. C1ty to'impose a .25 % transactions and use tax

 forthe School District which we have done. If’s not clear to me that it needs to continue. You

' may want to check Wlth thc Clty Aitcmey on thls matter e

:.lf it needs to contmue the appomu_nents would nced to be made by the Presuient of the Board
~ and the some combination of the Unified School District and Commumty College Boards,
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'BOE-105 REV. B 417} © -

'bi‘étrié{ Ta;{és; Rates, and Effecfi\(e Dates .-

taxhrea |

Drstnct Name nd Acronym

S Date |-

Effective | " o

End Date.

: Riversi&e County ' :

1.07-01-89 || -

k Cathedral City (Clty)

Clty gf} Cathed(ai ~Cpty-Transact;ons, apd:Use qu (CCG_}T)

| 1001400 |

:._city of Coachella Transactionis and UseTax (GOAC) . 74 7 1+

| 040145

' iCoachella (Cdy
.~ Hemet. (City) '

City of Hemet Trahsactions“ana Use Tax (HMGT) 70 :

- 04-01-17 -

* . Indio {City)

“1“City of Indio Transachons and Use: Tax (INGT)

0440117 1

La Quinta (City) - -

‘City of La Quinta Transachons and Use Tax (LQUG)

- 040117 |7

Menifee (City)

City. of Menifee Transactions and Use Tax (MENG)- -

| 64-0147

* Palmi Springs (City) :

| City- éf'Palm Springs Transactions and Usg Tax (PSGT) :

1 04-01-12°

Riverside (Gity) .

Gity of Riverside Transactions-and Use Tax (RIVG)

got |

o Terf)ecula (City) "

City of Temécula Transaqtioﬁs' and Use:Tax’ (T EMG)

'} 'D4-01-17

Sacrahentp County - Saci’amenté_ Transportation Aljtﬁo'ri_ty (STAf)- : : : " 0.50% 04—01 89
Galt (City) | City of Galt Public. Safety Transactions and Use Tax {GLTS) £ 0.50% | 04-01-09- |
‘ Isleton (City) City of Isleton (,"::‘erheral:’Trans.a\ckt»ib»ns.‘l and: Use Tax (ISGT) 0'.56% . 040117,

o - Isleton (City)

and Use Tax (YCST)

: | City of Isleton Special Tra'r:fséqﬂb'rvxsv and Use Tax (ISLS) -1« o.,s‘o% +10-01-167 [
' :'Rancho Gordova {CHly) | Gity of Rancho Cordova Transactions and Use Tax (RHCG) " 7= 7107 0.50% |~ 04-01-15
Sacramento (City) - C!ty of Sacramento Transactions and- Use Tax (:S'ACG')V : iy 0.50%. | 04-01-13
San Benito County S e PRI
" Hollister (City)::,-'g .| City of Hollister Transactions and Uselfax {HLST) . 1 00% : bé-’m-da
' San Juari Bautista (city) |-City of San Juan Bautista Transactions-and Usé Tax { SJBG) 075% |\ ‘pa-0t-05" |-
A' :Sénlﬁérnardinb Qéuﬁty San- Bernardmo County Transportation’ Authonty SBER) 050% ‘ ':;'0;4;01;90
o "M;ontglé.\i’,r (City) E 71 City of Montclalr Transactions and Use Tax (MTGR) 0.26%. ] 04-01-05
‘ .S‘,'atr}Be.i'r:ivardino (City) ‘ City of San Bemardmo Transac’_uons_and Use Tax: (SBBN) R B 025% ¥ ,D/-;1-01 -}Q?fE ‘
E : - Yucea Valley {Town) © Town of Yucca Valley Essential Sérvices Trénéééﬁons and Use Tax (’YUCG}' : 050% B0t T
,,:chca 'yéljey‘: Towny | Towm of Yuéca Valley: Sewer lmprovement S-Assessment Transacfions ;. 1.0-55%: % 40117

. San Diégo County -

‘San DIego County Regronal Transportatlon Commnssron (SDTC)

o 1 0.50%

F04-01-88. | |

" Chula Vist (Gity) -

City of Chula Vista Temporary Transacﬂons and Use Tax. (CVGT)

0.50%

“04-01-17

L~ Del'Mar (City)

City of Bel Mar Transactlons and Use Tax (DELG)

11.00%

040117

_El Cajon (City) -~

Ctty of EI Cajon Public Safety Famﬁ’ues Transactlons ‘and Use Tax (ECPS) L

» B ,,07»5..0%“

04-01-05"

" 08-31-15

"% El.Cajon (Gity)

' Crty of El Cajon Serwce Preservaﬁon Transactlons and Use Tax (ECGF)

0.50%.{:

/04-01-09

_ LaMesa (City)

1 5.75%.

. D4-01-09 %

Nahona[ City (Cny) i

i .Clty of Nahonai CJty Transactxons and Use Tax NCGT)

-1.00%

1001087 |

Vlsta (Clty)

1 Clty of Vista Transactlons and Use Tax (VSTA)

'} 0.50%

Y 04-01-07 0 T

San Franclsco Clty

' Bay Area Rapxd Transit Dlstnct (BAR"D

[oson |

San Francvsco County Public Fmance Authonty (SFPF)

025%

'and County ’ % '

San Fraincisco County Tray‘spprtatldn Authority (SFTA) ’3 : S e

| 050% | D4t

Page’s
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’ 5/9/201.7 : o R AT ;Gmail'le_Je_’sﬁon regarding Office of Pubfic Finance -

Momait

Thomas Busse stjbussesf@gmiail.corn>

Questlon regardmg Ofﬂce of Publlc Fmance ';f, R
.1 message. v S

- ' Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail. com> A N SRS S " “Tue, Apr 18, 2017 at 2:13 PM .
a 'To Angela. Whlttaker@sfgov org o 2 - TR S

Dear Ms: Whlttaker o

l was perousmg the dlstnct tax breakdown in the records of the Board of Equahzat:on and it noted San Francnsco 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? | 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, ngen San Francxsco dld not have a Local Agency Formlng Comm:ssuon in 1993) | would llke fo read its charter

'Yours truly, .
».Themas J. Busse

 bopse (-

h@pét//ni_ai t.google.com/m ai_l7u/0/?ui=2&ik;04b5b6c999&view=pt&q=whittakef&q%‘%,lg&search;que_ry&ﬂt 15b82ealccfddcd6asimi=15b82ealccidOc46 (I



ALPHABETICAL LlSTlNG OF JURiSDICTION CODES NEEDED To VIEW SPECIFIC -
PAYMENTS ON THE LOCAL JURISDICTION STATEMENT OF TAx DISTRIBUTION

JURISDICTION ' DISTRICT ADD-ON TAXES
CO_DES (3Dig|ts)

213 OXNARD (CITY) VITAL SERVICES TRANSACTIONS & usE TAX

T84 PACIFIC GROVE (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX'
o274 PALM SPRINGS (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
381 - PARADISE (TOWN) TEMPORARY TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
T 325 PASO ROBLES (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
. 201 PICO RIVERA (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX ~
. 140 " PINOLE (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
384 - PINOLE (CITY) 2015 TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
185 - PISMO BEACH (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX :
287 . PITTSBURG (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX :
7070 - PLACERVILLE (CITY) PUBLIC SAFETY TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
245 PLACERVILLE (CITY) SPECIAL TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
085 POINT ARENA (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
214 . PORT HUENEME (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX : S
132 PORTERVILLE (CITY) PUBLIC SAFETY, POLICE & FIRE PROT T&U TAX S
417~ RANCHO CORDOVA (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX ‘ ‘
424 - REDBLUFF (CITY)2014 TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX -
176 ©° . REEDLEY (CITY) PUBLIC SAFETY' TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
095 -* RICHMOND (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX :
386 RICHMOND (CITY) 2014 TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
291 * RIDGECREST (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
390 RIO DELL (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX' :
338 - “RIO VISTA (CITY) GENERAL TRANACTIONS & USE- TAX
.. 026 " 'RIVERSIDE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION -
233 " ROHNERT PARK (CITY) TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAX
023 SACRAMENTO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
321 SACRAMENTO (CITY) TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAX
128 " SALINAS (CITY) TEMPORARY TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
405 © - © SALINAS (CITY) MEASURE G TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
857 SAN ANSELMO (TOWN) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX "
053 * SAN BENITO COUNTY GEN FUND-AUGMENTATION
015 -~ SANBENITO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY -
148 - SAN BERNARDINO (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
031 - . SANBERNARDINO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
© 013 . SAN DIEGO COUNTY REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION :
R S 347 . - SANFERNANDO (CITY) TEMPORARY TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX :
051 SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY PUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY.
-e27 SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
038 SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
444 . SAN JOSE (ClTY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX B

(Do not use the Junsdxchon codes hsted n thxs ﬁle to comp!ete your Sales and Use Tax return or for any other purpose 2 -
Effectlve 4!1/16 '

21 of 24
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4282017 - - e R _ S 'B_(')ard of Equ:aﬁzaﬁrbn% State of California

~ Local Jurisdiction Statemeﬁtjéf'Tak:;D’isﬁiBﬁtiéﬁi .

o 051"' Date: 'Fér::t:hépériods.shdwn below" ;l'; \}J\{@ ‘

04/12/2017 . /
iPayee SF COUNTY PUBLIC FINANCE AUTH/DIRECTOR OF A
FISCAL SERVICES SR

, CurrentAdvance Feb ‘2017:;_':3 - : ::3,201,4"00.’00"

B 'PnorCredlts - o . ' © 000

: Totgl Payment (by EFT) " B .+ 3,201,400.00 -

lfyou have questions re'g'akding this statement, please contact
BOE:-Local Revenue and Allocation Unit at 91 6-324 3000.
: Back tO Query Page (/boewebservu:es/iocalJur Jsp)

https.//eﬁ]e boe ca. gov/boewebservnces/LocalJ ur.do jsessmmd-5124C406F167407D4OF16051000531A4 p2
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6¥d

© FOwWRPEM1 L
EUWRPGPL..

' ADD—ON
002
003
004

005
006 .
008

009

0100 .

b1
013
014
015

‘016,

018

020

021

‘024’

023

CL024
028

027

1029

030
031
032
034

. 038

037
038
039

‘043

045,

047

————

048
51°

053

058

059
060
061

063 ¢
065,

066
067
068
0768

" 210,665,499.13

_STATE BOARD-OF EQUALEZATION :. .
.- FUND® DISTRIBUTION-SUBSYSTEM
QUARTERLY DPISTRIBUTION. OF.-ADD-ON TAX
“ALLOCATION PERIOD: Fourth Quarter 2016

“Gross ra'?."fAbM}tcosTT T UNET AMOUNT

22,661,606.82 .. ©:231,470.00 : 22,430,136.82
. 86,526,210.58 ‘ 637,040.007 . - 55,889,170.58 .
‘5,295,667.57. <. -'59,580.00 . ©5,236,087.57.
210,659,143.38 ‘ 2,297,640.00 . 208,361,503.38
237,00 0,00 ) 23%.00 '
-66,978,247.88 - .- 7139,390.:00 ©.'66,238,857.88
224325,861.00 1246, 470,00 22,079,381.00
1,376:39 ’ SR N [ AR ©-1,376,39
18,309,352:35 7 216,520.00°°.. 0 18,092,832.357
76,476,071;79 . ) 825 250,00 .15,650,821.79 ...
: 592, 836.98 C5,460.00 L 587,376,980
SULUBYes- T 0,00 Co 59.03-
: 0:.00. : 0.90.. - - o ~Q00
2z, eso 971:63 - ¢ 231, 410,00° T 7T 22, 429 561.63 -
g0 B BERN 1 R RN SR (9 1o
0,00 . . o . .0.00 0.00
i 0.00. - s SOTTOR00. e L 0,000
305613, 614617 - 0 L0 339,880,000 - 0 030,273, 734061
23,311, 688.99 S 254,570,001 0 .23,057,118499
46,654,551.24, - " 1507,340.00 46,1147,211.24
127,1137,986.8L0 0 - 1 313,320000 - T, 424,666 81
3,876,164.16 31,500,000 3,844,664.16"
'9,906,567.07 - .107,840.00 9,798,/27 07
42,874,616.95: . $00,740:00 42,373,876 8
0.00 0.00. O
268.93 0.00 : 268,93

“2,297,400.00 208,368,099.,13.

81,870, 661,94 903,150.00 B0;967,511.:94
©14,607,175,16 v 162,140.00 ‘14,445,035.16%.
C 114262029 ’ 0-00 . i L 011,262.29
, 645‘36 ‘ o ©0v00 L 645,36
0,00 . 10700 = 0.00
166 75 : 0,00 - 166.75
0.00 - _ 0.00 - , L0.00
: 0,007 0.00 ‘ €.00.7 :
- 13 869, 808.89 o 313 300, 00: .- .0 13,556,508, 694&;*--“**
0,00 - T 0L000 . S0
247,177.27° o 2,990.00 o 244,187.27;
©2,B15,253.93 121,810.00 - 2,693,343.93
L3087 S 0.00 P C3.870
2,646,865:16 - 59,620,000 . 2,587,245.1%6
9,456:73 ©7 0,00 9,456.73
‘4n948,096.45 L - 54,360.00 0 4,893,736.45
2,347,228.48 105,620.00° S 2,281, 608048 1
513,605,985 _23;280.00 : 490,325.95 -
‘606, 801.42 6,770.00 600,031.42

277, 925,23 5,290.00 < 272,635.23 T

03/04/2017
I
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' PAYMENTS TO SPECIAL DISTRIGTS FROM -+ . ..
THE TRANSACTIONS (SALES) AND.USETAX: 4~

STP 0 Yeato | YrtoYr " DISTRIBUTED -DISTRIBUTED "DISTRIBUTED 'DISTRIBUTED DISTRIBUTED' DISTRIBUTED ™™~ -
- Prigryear” - date © - %chg .. JULY2007.- AUG2007 =~ SEP2007 - +‘OCT2007. NOVZ2007 “ .DEC2007 @ . -

" 051 'SFPF.San Francisco Colinty Public .-~

“. - 423] 252070000 | 3,360,000.00 | 3.905,096.19 | 2,620,600.00 | 3.494,100.00 | 3,036,07018] .
Finance Authiorify R L ) Sl ' : : - SR

S S e ot o
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" PAYMENTS TO'SPECIAL DISTRICTSFROM  * . .. "
" THE'TRANSACTIONS {SALES) AND USETAX . - "¢ i

" T¥earts'” . YrtoYr- " DISTRIBUTED . DISTRIBUTED DISTRIBUTED ‘DISTRIBUTED. DISTRIBUTED. DISTRIBUTED =i~
3 ‘. %chg " UAN2008 T UFEB 2008 - - MAR2008 - “APR2008.  MAY 2008 - JUN2008 -

" 061 SFPF Sa'r;‘}fran:ciééojc'oﬁhtv,P,leliq o '
Lo Finance Authority- :

.. 423[ 7,891,600.00| 5,555500.00 | 3,282,.867.01 2,415.200.00 | 3,220200.00 | 3850337.02). - -

2 e : SO ot
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A | School Sales Tax

PRQPOSITION A

Shall &n ordinancs of the San Franclieco County Public Finance Authorily be sdopted se ag to 1) approve a franaactions
and use tax of one quarter of onis parcont for the general purpose of previding financlal agsietance to the San Franicleco
Unified School District and the San Franclsco Community College Disirict; 2) approve an Incresse In the Callfornla
Constitution Articte XIIIB appropriations limit for sald districta In an amount equel to the ravenues derived by sach district

" from shu !mnsaellons and use tax for {he same fiscal year?

Aﬂa!ysié |

= PR nogan

by the City Atomey {with recommendations by.the Ballot Simplification Commitiee)
THE WAY ITIs Now- There Is an 8V percent sales ax in

San Francisco. This Includes a supplemerital 12 percent
sales tax imposed by the state and a temporary local ¥4

‘percent school district sales tax. Both taxes are scheduled -
to expire on June 30, 1993 This would make the sales tax.

In'San Francisco 7-% percent,
Curront state Jaw allows school districts and boards of

supervisors 1o form a.county publlc finarice authority and:

submit an ordinance-to thie voters Imposing a new sales

" tax to assist school districts when the state supplemental

THE PROPOSAL: Proposiion A Is an ordinance that would

taxof V2 percent expires on June 30, 1993. The legislature
Is considering a changg in t the law to extend the state

supplemental tax and st allow the new local sales tax to

take effect.

continue the funding of the Sen Francisco. Unitied Schiool

Dlstrict and the San Francisco Oommunity College Dlstrid;

throligh a permanent 14 percent local sales tax. I this
Proposition is. adopted and state law Is not changed, the
total ‘overall sales tax in San Francisco will become 8
percent. If this Proposition Is adopled and state law Js
changedto authorize both this tax and the extension of the
slate supplemental tax of 14 percent, the overall sales tax
In San Francisco will remain 8V2 percent.

Propositlon A also would increase the spending limits
of the districts each year in.an amourit equal fo the reve-
fues recelved by each district from the sales tax for that
year.

A“YES" VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want 1o autho-
riza this tax to continue to assist the pubnc schools and the
Community College.

A “NO” YOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not want lo
authorize this tax to continue to assist the public schools
and the Communny College.

Controller 's Statement on A"

City Conlrollar Edward Harringlon has issued the follow-
Ing statement on {Ri@ TiScalTmpact of Proposition A:
Should the proposéd ordinarice be adopted and' im-

plemented, In ‘my opinion, revenues for the Oommunity
College and Unifled School Districls would Increase by

approximataly$15 9 milioninfiscal year 1993-94and $21.2

million in fiscal year 1994-95, increasing thereafter with the
rateof inflation untit expiration of the tax. The Ordinance also
permits an Increase In the Appropriations. Limits of the
Districts established pursuant to Article XIlIB of the State-
Constitution {GannLimit) Inorder to spend the increasedtax
revenues.” -
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: 4Amendment of the whole - As amended m Board 2/1/93

1/27f93 9§

F“*ENOH S Q%’*l SETE Rssownowao

*[LOCAL PUBLIC FINANCE AUTH.ORITY]

© N e o E W N

f?DECLARING THE INTENT OF THE BOARD OF‘SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND .....
ET;COU‘JTY OF SAN FRANCISCO TO PROPOSE AN I_NCREASE IN THE TRANSACTIONS
-‘TAND USE TAX IN THE CITY AND COUNTY PURSUANT TO CHAPTER 3.5 OF THE )
f}REVENUE AND TAXATION CODL, AND ES”ABLISHING THE SAN FRANCISCO COUNTYi :
AQPUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY »

WHEREAS Due to cutbacks in state funds and other sources of
;'revenue to the Clty and County of San Franc1sco, the ablllty to

- maintai in publlc serv1ces and programs has. . been greatly hampered and'

WHEREAS The Callfornla Leglslature has recoqnlzed the need

—

| Vi{' ;for local governments and school dlsttlcts to address the budgetary

712f.;problems and meet the needs for health crime preventlon, and
_~f;@}3g feducatlonal serv1ces 1n thelr communltles by enactlng Assembly B111
S e ket AR T

WHEREAS Assembly Blll 1930: allows for the creatlon of a loca1

;publlc Flnance authorlty for the purpose of f1nanc1ng drug abuse

;preventlon,vcrlme preventlon, health serv1ces, and publlc educatlon,
'.li7ig nfand to: authorlze sald Authorlty, upon voter approval torlmpose a
- '?IQH *transactlons and use tax rate of 25 ;or 0 Sﬁ for the Authorlty 8

'-general purposes, and }fy'a

:;I'XZI; -ﬁd“ WHEREAS The. Board of Superv1sors of ‘the Clty and County of
:fééf tSan Vranc1sco flnds that 1t 1s crltlcal to contlnue the prov151on of'
T_-f23z bhealth and crime prevent1on serv1ces ‘and that revenues generated by :
“f%if' an addltlonal tax are necessary, now, therefore,‘be 1t
| 1 LN AR o
SUPERVISOR 1 MIGDEN,, BIERMAN ABTOTO . PAGE NO. 1
44529 . - | 01/19/93
| BOARD OF SUPERVISORS R o ‘ B
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i,

transactions and use tax in theé City and County pursuant to Chapter

O W N ! S W N

RESOLVED, The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of

San Francisco déclares its intent to propose an increéase in the

- 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

1 ‘San. Francisco County Public Fimanceé Authority is hereby established
pursuant to California Revenue and Taxation Code Section 7288.1 for

the deneral purposes of financing drug abuse prevention, crime

prevention, health gservices, 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 arnd five members of the governing

boards of schcol:disiricts in the €ity and County as provided in

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

FURTHER RESOLVED, That. the President of the Board of

Supervisors shall apgoint~fivewmemberé of tﬁat.body to se€rve on the .

board of directors of the San Francisco County Public Finance.

I Authority; and, be it

FURTHER'RESQLVED, That in the évent said transactions and use

tax is dimposed. 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

’Caiifornia,ReVenue and Taxation Code. (commencing with Section 7251);

and, be it

PAGE NO. 2
01/19793
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‘COmp051te sales tax rate above the current rate of 8 5%..
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Adopted
Ayes.:

Noes:

Abéent:

File No.
175-93-1:

- Boazd of Superv1sors. San Franc1sco ‘FebﬁuarYfL,“1993'-

jSuperv1sors Achtenberg Alloto Blerman Conroy Hallxnan Kaufman

Migden Shelley

‘supex:\rlsors Hsieh Maher~=—7 Mt}_y& 3 S ij

Superv1sor Kennedy

I hereby certlfy that ‘the foreg01ng r°solut1
‘was adopted by the Board of: Superv1sors
-of the City and Countyzpf San Frangisco

FEB 1 1 1935

Date Approved
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  9F CA =

Notes to Basic Financial Statements ¥
June-30, 2016 20 ‘l'é
‘(Dollars in Thousands)

(1) The FINANclAL_REPORnNG EnTITY’

San Francisco is a city and county chartered by the State of California and-as such can exercise the
powers as both a city and.a county under state law. As required by gerierally actepted accounting
principles, the accompanying financial statements present the City and County of San Francisca {the:
City or pnmary government) and its component units. The' component units discussed below are
included.in the City’s reporting entity because of the significance of their- operations or financial
re'ahonshlps with the City.

As a government agency, the City is exempt from both-federal income taxes- and California State

franchise taxes.

Blended Component Units

Following is a description of those legally separate component urits-for which the City is financially
accountable that are blended with the primary govérnment because of their individiial governance or
financial relationships to the City.

San Francisco County Transportation Authonty (Transportation Authority) — The. Vioters of the City.
created the Transportation Authority in 1989 to impose voter-approved sales and use tax of one-half of
one percent, for a period not to exceed 20 years, to fund essential traffic and transportation projects. In
2008, the. voters approved Proposition K, extendirig the city-wide one-half of ane percent sales tax with
a new 30-year plan. A board consisting of the eleven membeérs of thé City's Board of Supervisors

[ serving-ex officio governs the Transportation Authority. The Transportation Althority is reported in a
. special revenue fund in the City's basic financial statements, Financial statements for the

Transportation Authority can be ‘obtained from their finarice and administrative office’s at 1455 Market
Street, 22" Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103.

San Francisco City and County Finance. Corporat:on (Finance Corporation) — The Finance Corpora’uon
was created in 1990 by a vofe of the electorate to allow the City 10 lease-purchase $20 miillion (pfus 5%
per-year growth) of equupment using tax-exempt obligations. Although legally separate from the City,
the Finance Corporation is reported as if it were part of the: primary government because its sole
purpose is o provide lease: financing 6 the: City. The Finance Corporation is governed by a three-
member board of directors -approved by the Mayor and the- Board of Supervisors., The Finance
Corporation is reported-as an infernal service fund. Financial statenients for,}the Finance Corporation
can be obtained from their administrative. offices at City Hall, Réom 336, 1 Dr: Carlton B: Goodlett
Place, San Francisco, CA 94102.

San Francisco Parking Authority {The Parking Authority) — The Parking Authority was created in

October 1949 fo provide services exclusively to the City. In.accordance with Proposition D authorized

by the City's eléctorate in November 1988, a City Charler amendment created the Parking and Traffi ic.

‘Commission (PTC). The PTC consists of five commissioners appointed by the Mayor. Upon creation

of the 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 Authority were also
incorporated into the PTC. Beginnirig on July 1, 2002, the résponsibility for overseeing the operatlons
of the PTC became the responsibility of the Mumcnpal Transportafion. 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. Further inférmation about the Parking Authority can be obtained
from the SFMTA Chief Finaricial Officer at 1 South’ Van Ness Avenue, 8% Floor, San Franctsco CA

94102,

T Atssziuacé - S;'}’Lawidzzﬁﬁjéé?ﬁ. ke 1%5
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO oAl 4
Notes'to Basic Financial Statements (Continued)-

June 30,2016 20 1h
{Dollars in Thou,sanc{g) . i '
Discretely Presented Component Unit
Treasure Isfand DevelopmentAuthonfy (The TIDA) - —The TIDA is a nonprofit public bénefit it corporation.
The TIDA was authorized in-accordance with the Treastre Island Conversion Act of 1997. ‘Seven
commissioners who are appointed by the Mayor, subject to confirmation by the. City's Board of
Supervisors; govern the TIDA. The specfﬁc purpose of the TIDA is to promote. the: planining,.
redevelopment, reconstruction, rehabilitation, feuse, and conversion of the property known as Naval
Station Treasure Island for the public interest,. convenlence welfare, and common benefit of -the

inhabitants. of the City. The TIDA has adopted as its mission the creation of affordable housing and.
economic development opporiunities on Treasure Istand.

The TIDA’s governing body is not- substantively the same as that of the City and does not provide
services entlrely or almost entlrely to the City. The TIDAis reported in a.separate column to emphasize:
that it is legally separate from the City. The City is financially accountable for the TIDA through the:
appointment of the TIDA’s Board and the ability of the City to approve the TIDA's budget. Disclosures.
related to the TIDA, where significant, are:separately identified throughout these notes. Separate
financial statements are not prepared for TIDA..Further mformatnon about TIDA can be obtainéd from
their administrative offices at 1 Avenue of the Palms, Suite 241, Treasure Istand, San Francisco, CA
94130. _

Fiduciary. Component Unit

Sucgessor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Franmsco {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 Francisco Redevelopment Agency pursuant to
California Redevelopment Dissolution Law The Successor Agency is governed by the Successor
Agency . Commission, commonly known as. the Commission on Community Investment and
Infrastructure, and is a separate public entity from the City. The Commission has five members, which
serye at the pleasure of the City's Mayor and are subject to confirmation by the Board.of Supervisors.
The City: is financially accountable for the Successor Agency through the appointment of the
Commission and a requirement that the Board of Supervnsors approve the Successor Agency's. annual
budget.

The financial staternents present the SuccessorAgency and its component units, entities for which the
Successor Agency is considered to be financially accountable. The City and County of San Frangisco
Redevelopment Financing Authority (Financing Author[ty) isa ;mnt powers authority formed between
the former Agency and the City to facilitate the long-term fi nancmg of the former Agency activities. The
Financing Authority is included: as a.blended component: unit in the. Successor Agency's. financial
statements-because the- Financing Authonty provides services entirely to the Successor Agency.

YPer the Redevelopment Dissolution Law, cértain actions of the Successor Agency are also subject tor
the direction of an Oversight Board. The Oversight' Board is comprised of Sevei-member
representatlves from local go\Iernment bodies: four City representatives appointed by the Mayor of the

City subject to confi rmatlcm by the Board of Supervisors of the City; the Vice Chancellor-of the San

Francisco Commumty College District; the Board member of the Bay Aféa Rapid Transit District; and

the Executive Director of Policy and Operatlons of the San Francisco Unified School District.

In general, the SuccessorAgency s assets can only be.used to pay enforceable obligations in'existence
at the date of dissolufion {including the completion of any unfinished projects that were subject to legally
enforceable contractual commltments). In future fiscal years, the Successor: Agency will anly be
allocated revenues in the amount that is necessary.fo-pay the estimated annual instaliment payments
'on enforceable obligations of the former Agency until all enforceable obligations of the former Agency
have been paid in full and all assets have been hqwdated ‘Based upon the nature: of the Successor
Agency's custodial role, the Successor Agency is. reported in a fiduciary fuhd' (private-purpose trust
fund), Complete financial statements can be obtained from the Successor Agency's finance department.
at 1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5% Floor; San Franc1sco CA 941083,
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oy AFe O AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO T (AfR
M o - Notes to Basic Financial Statemierits (Continued) ' ~7
have 10 }t June 30,2016 D0 I
&“‘Z Q’?E,r) an (Dollars in Thousands)

(‘@Q_ Non-Distclosed Organizations

There are other governmental agencies that provide. services within the City. These entities have -
indépendent governing boards and.the City is not financially accountabl for them. The City’s basic
== financial statements, except for ertain cash held by the City as an agen do notreflect operations of
' 7 theSan Francisco Airport mprovement Corporation, San Francisco Health Authority, San Francisco
Housing Authority, San Francisco Unified School -District and San Francisco Community 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 are also excluded from the City's reporting:

entity:
: Py . N ( Nﬂ 14}5'0 f‘“)i}a’;w. #@’)Lf\};aa
{2) SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES Cal e aﬂvq ‘ ~—~/:. A )

(a) Gavernment-wide and fund financial statements

The government-wide financial statements (i.e., the-statement of net position and the statement.of -
activities) report information on-all of the non~ﬁduc1ary activities of the primary government and its
component units. Govemmental activities, which normally are supported by taxes and
intergovernmental revenues, are reported - separate|y from business-type activities, which rely, to a
significant extent, on fees and charges for support. Likewise, the primary government.is reported
separately from certain legally separate component units for which the primary government is financially
accountable

The'statement of activities demonstrates the degree to'which the direct expenses of a given function
or segment is offset by program revenues. Direct expenses are those that are clearly identifiable with
-a specific function or segment. Program revenués include (1) charges to customers or applicants who
purchase, use, or directly:benefit from-.gdods, sérvices, or privileges provrded by a given function or
segment, and (2) grants and: contributions that are restricted to meeling the operational or cap|taI
requirements of a particular function or segmient. Taxes and other items not properly-included.among
program revenues are reported instead as general reveriues;. -

Separate financial statements are provided for governmental funds, proprietary funds, and fiduciary -
funds, even though the latter are excluded from the government-wide financial statements, Major

mdrwdual governmental funds and major individisal enterprise funds are reported as separate columns,

in the fund financial statements.

The basic-financial statements include certain prior year summarized comparative information. This
information is presented only to facilitate financial analysis, -and is not at the level of detail required for
a presentation in accordance with. generally atcepted accounting principles. Accordingly, such -
information should: be read in conjunction with the City's. financial statements for the year ended
June 30,.2015, from which the summarized information was denved

(b) Measurement focus, basis of accounting, and finaneial statement presentation

The government-wide financial statements are reported using the economic resources measurement
focus and the: accrual basis: of accounting,. as are the proprietary fund and fiduciary fund financial
statements. Agency funds, however, report only assets-and.liabilities and cannot be said to have a
measurement focus. Revenues are recorded when earned and expenses are recorded when a liability
is incurred, regardless of the timing of related cash flows. Property taxes are recognized as revenues
in the year for which they are levied, Grants and similar itemis are recognized as revenue as soon as
all eligibility requiremnents have been met.

Governmental fund financial statements aré reported using the current financial resources.
‘measurement focus and the modified acénial basis of accounting. Revenues are recognized as-soon
as, they are both measurable and available. Revenues are consrdered to be available when fhiey are
collectible within the current period orsoomn enough thereafter to pay liabilities of the current period. The
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SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT ( /\/m" /\'e;{ ey %e/i}

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
JUNE 30, 2016

NOTE 1 - SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES
Financial Reporting Entity

The San Francisco Unified School District.(the: District) was-established as the San Francisco School System in
1851 under the laws of the State of California. The District and County Office of Education (COE) operate under
alocally-elécted seven-member Board form of government and provides educational services to grades K - 12 as
mandated by State and Federal agencies. Thie District 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 brariches..

Control by or dependence on the District was' determined on-the basis of budget adoption; 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
elerentary schools, 13 middle schools, and 19 high schools including 4 continuation schools, 12 early childhood
education centers-and anindependent study altérnative school. The District sponsors 13 Charter Schools.

A repomng entxty is comprised of the primary government, componem units, and other organizations that are
included to-ensure the financial statements are not misleading. The primary government of the District consists of
all funds, departments, boards, and agencies that are not.legally separate from the District, This includes general
'operations food service and student related activities of the District and the COE,

Co mponent Units.

Component unifs are legally separate orgarizations: for which the District is financially accountable. Component
units may include organizations that are fiscally dependent on the:District in that the District approves their
budget, the issiaance of their debt or the Icvymg of their taxes. In addition, component units are other 1egally
separate organizations for which the District 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 incomplete. For financial reporting purposes; the component unit has a financial and
operational relationship which meets the reporting entity definition criteria of the Governmental Accounting
Standards Board (GASB) Statement No, 14, The Financial Reporting Entity, and thus is included in the financial
statements using. the blended presentatmn method as if it were part of the District’s operations because the
govemmg board of the component unit is the same as the governing board of the District and because its purpose
is to finaricé the acquisition and improvement of a new administration building to be used for the direct benefit of
the District.

The San. Francisco Unified School District Financing ‘Corporation’s (the- Corporation) financial activity is
presented in the financial statéments as a fund of the Special Reserve Fund - Capital Outlay. Certificates of'
participation issued by the Corporation ar¢ included as long-term liabilities in the government-wide: financial
statements. Individual financial statements are not prepared for the Corporanon

What ABoxT THe  AurHoRTT7.
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| SAN FRAN CISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

e MANAGEMENT'S DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS
g JUNE 30, 2016 s

FACTORS BEARING ON THE DISTRICT’S FUTURE

‘The District’s staff contmues fo Use assessments o 1 measure and re-evaluate ways fo mvest in sound educa‘aonal »
- and programmatic activities while ensuring financial solvency. The District achreved its reqmred reserve target of
2% for fiscal year 2015-16, and currently prOJects that it will mamtam its minimum reserve in both fiscal year

: '2016 17 and fiscal year 2017-18. SR : '

‘-.In addition to the Local Control Fundmg F onnula income source, the Drstnct also recewed approximately $243.8 o o

.- million of other prograrn funding from Federal, State, and local sources. In June-2008, ProposmonA, the Quality

) Y:Teacher & Bducation Act was passed by the voters of San Franc1sco bringing $30+ million per year for the next

twenty years to-the District begmnmg in fiscal year 2008-09.. These resources assist in recrultmg and retammg
ieffectlve teachers, mcreasmg accountabrhty, and i unprovmg the District’s technology infrastructure.

,Another local revenue source 1hat has been great]y beneﬁmal to SFUSD is the Public Education. Ennchment Fund. .
. ;.(PEEF) a ballot-initiative that was approved by the voters of San Francisco in March; 2004, and established as =~
" law in the City Charter, Section 16.123.1-10. Originally set to expire on June. 30, 2015, Proposition’C, the
' f'j~“Ch1ldren and Families First” mmatWe passed in November, 2014, extended the PEEF funding througb 2041, and
. -ensured 2 sustained and guaranteed investment in our children’s future: PEEF funds have been critical in allowmg
. the district to. maintain, and in most cases, expand, programs dunng the economic downturn, The dlstnct receives
T - @pproximately-$64 millionor two-thirds of the annual PEEF allocation from the City (the remaining ope-third
. going to the City’s Department of Early Care and Education for support to preschool). The district’s portion of
- PEEF is used to support sports, libraries, the arts and music (SLAM) as well as programs_such as Wellness .~
Centers Student. Support Professmnals Translatron Servwes STEAM cumculum and Peer Rcsources 10 narhe a

o fow,
ST - NO "(} SALES 77%7‘
: ’;-:As it relates to future. State Budgets the Dlsmct s ablhty to predlct what actions wﬂl be taken in the future by the

State Legls]ature and Governor to address the State’s current or-fiture budget and cash management practices is
ﬁ"lmntea Future State budgets will be affected by national and State: economic conditions and other factors over

‘ _i_budget

: {.The Dlsmct’s Supenntendent and senior sta_ff members will contmue to work very closely with the Board of
‘ ’:Educatlon to monitor revenues and manage expenditures. SEUSD is. totally comlmtted to take whafever measures
' ‘are necessary to maintain a strong and stable financial position.. At the same time, the: District will also continue:"

e ?:f’ its dedlcated ‘mission to’ ensure 1mprovement in acadernic: ach1evemem _closing achiévement gaps nnprovmg its

’A}‘facxhnes and meeting the priorities of the Board of Education and the San Francisco’ community. It is the -
_ District’s goal to ensure: that all cluldren recelve a quahty educatlon and a posmve foundanon necessary for them
Lt achleve acadermc success L : :

: CONTACTLN G T HE DISTRICT’S FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT
R This ﬁnancml report is designed to provrde our citizens, taxpayers. and credxtors thh a general overview of the o
" . District’s finances and fo assist interested parties in understanding the District’s sources and uses of fesonfees l ! S
" you have questions about this. teport or need additional finanicial information, please contac Reeta Madhavan
-+ Chief Financial Officer of the San Francisco' Unified’ School District, 135 Van Ness Aven €, San Franc1sco
o Ca.hforma 94102 or (415) 241- 6542 A

12
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CEBI0IT oL 3 s Gmail = Re:Cdnsplie!ated Annual Financial Statements for the San Francisco Finance Authority : -

i Gmagg T .. Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>

‘Re. Consolldated Annual Fmancual Statements for the- San Franclsco Fmance
Authonty

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: d|rectly from the crtys Contro!ler s Ofﬂce 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 dlstnct‘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 jt is feasible to include that level of detail without

 making the report overly lengthy (to give you a sense of what this woild entail, the district receives funding from over 100
different federal, state and local sources and it could get. unmanageable to list thém 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 questrons
“Thankyou;. . :
Reeta =

g Q - vo Res rarf\ .

et n.,"":—ae

SFUSH @%D’ f
SAM FRANCISCO
Puﬁuc SCHOOLS -

'WWW SFUSD EDU

.Reeta Madhavan :

‘Chief Financial Officer

‘San Francisco Unified School sttnct
-135Van Ness Avenue, Room 315,
San Francisco, CA 94102, ¢

T 415-241-6542 o :

F 415-241-6482

madhavanr@sfusd edu

'On Sat, Apr 22, 2017 at o: 42 PM Thomas Busse <tJbussesf@gmarl com> wrote
Dear Ms Madhavan: =

'l recently became aware of the existence of the San Francrsco Frnance Authonty asa separate spemal dlstnct for the
G recervershlp of the 1993 1/4 cent. Proposition A sales tax, however | have been unable to locate any financials,

. goveming documents, or board minutes for this specral district. | was specifically concerned aboit its allocation :

* formula or whether |t was used to back sales tax revenue bonds in whrch case. I was mterested in the oversnght .

;,process . . : : : : R -

; :Because of the exrstence ofa permanent sales tax revenue- source to support both the school dxstnct and the
; community ‘Gollege district, | felt it was misleading in your Consolidated Anntial Financial Report's Statement of
Financial Activities to not mclude a line for local sales tax revenue. | wasnt sure whether this- was included in "state -

: and federal support" because rts loce! revenue, ‘or: whether it was part of the big amblguous "other revenue" fine.
[ , .

‘ Ijttp,s}://mail‘.'google.corn/mail[u/O/?ui=2&ikéQ4b5b6c999&view=pt&seareh=inbd§g%1§ba()f9928c10e85&sirhl="iSpa0f9923c10985 12



. '5/8/2017 o : S Gmanl Re: GonsohdatedAmual Fmanmal Statements fortheSan Franctsco FlnanceAuthomy

Any clanﬁcatlon on thls WOuId bé mostwelcome but | do have a !egal nght, at'a mmlmum to request the most recent -
b audited fmancxals of this Specnal Dlstnct I will be happy to pay any reasonable copylng fee if. these are not avallable
electromcally. : . o . oo o

o f’ Many thanks
¢ Thomas- Bussé: . . .
584 Castro'Street #388
F8an Franc:sco CA 94114
s 415 -244-5072 ;

*;ht’tpsylmau‘go'ogle.p'dm‘/mai1/u/ol?Ufzz&ik=o4b5b6c999&vlew=§t&searc'h;j'nboxgﬁlégbgomgzsmoeas&gimléjsbaofeezacmeas o2



- Thomas Busse <tjbussésf@gmail.com> =

_v_'Re Consolldated Annual Fmanclal Statements for the San Francrsco
- Finance Authorrty : , . .
A message S

Thomas Bussé <tjbussesi@gmail.corms . . o Men,Apr2s, 2017 at852 PM

' To: "Madhavan, Reeta" <madhavanr@sfusd edu>

o Cc Thu Cung <cungt@sfusd edu>, rafaelmandelman@yahoo com, ted egan@sfgov org

lam very concerned here because the 93 Meastre A sales tax lS collected pursuant to an ordmance of the
- "San Francisco Public.Finance Authority," not through an ordinance of the City.and County of San -
Francisco; This ordinance’ authorizing the sales tax does not appear in the existing San Francisco -
, Mumcrpal Code. , , .

The San Francrsco CAFR notes the existenceof a "San Francrsco Frnance Corporatlon however thls is a’

- siparate blended entity, and a review of their fi nancial statements indicates it is used for capital leases.

The CAFR does not recognize the existence of a San Francisco Public Finance Authority. Reviewing the
Crty/County CAFR, the only sales tax revenue going 1o a resticted fund is the Proposition K tax going to

. the San Francisco County Transit Authority.. In other words, if residents of the City/County pay a 1/4 cent
.- Transactions and Use tax to support both the School District and Commanity College district, the CAFR
*  should show it either as a blended entity or as a governmental fund. | have asked the City/County

* Controller, the State Controller; and the Board of Equalization for more information about the San

“ Fraricisco Public Finance Authorlty and it hias been over a week' and | have heard nothmg, so.lamunsure
. how to review, as you suggest, the Controller”s audrt of the sales tax revenue when I'have gone through
o numerous audrts on thelr site in vain, :

. A fundamental principle of drsclosure required by GASB Statement 3disa dlscussmn of what is w|thm

- management‘s control and what is not: Presumably; | because there is an allocation between the

= B Communlty College District and the Unified School District (or County Office of Education), management -
* needs to discuss its rolé in governance of a related entity. Does it have a say in how it shares the sales tax -

revenue (which [ hope would shift with eriroliment patterns, state funding formula changes, and changing
wishes of the electorate such as.a desire for frée City College Tuition )? Because both the School District

- andthe’ Commiunity College District have significant unfunded pension liabjlities and a truly alarming -
*. unresfricted net asset deficiency, basic questions of fiscal solvency beg a discussion of How you are going

to dig your way out of that hole or |f you can dlg your way out of that hole (consrder Orange County, _

Stockton, and Valiejo). -

- To that end you mclude an entrre sectlon on "Factors Beanng on the District's Future on page 12 where » )

" - you discuss at length the School District's income that.is supplemental t6 the Local Control Funding

Formula. These include the Public Education Enrichment Fund from 2004 and the 2008 Proposition A: a:
20-year supplementary fund. Shouldn't the 1993 supplementary sales tax be included in this discussion? |
“would then have a discussion of comparative benchmarks to determme to whlch extent the supplementary
fundrng ylelds supplementary effort and effectlveness . N . :

A clear breakdown of tax by type wrll grve the reader of the ﬁnancral statements a plcture of the volrtallty of‘ ’

- the School District's fundrng and its. apility to meet its. liabilities. Although year-over-year revenue is

. relatively protected by Proposition 98, a local sales tax can shrink with the economy, and as @:
"supplemental” fund, should be built into the budget conservatwely (and 1 would even recommend i issuing

. sales tax bonds agamst it-soitis used for capital budgetlng as a means to protect it against | unsustamable ‘
CBA concessions). If  were an auditor, | would test to which ‘extent local funding decisions impact the -
Local Control Fundlng Formula: is it possible the passage of a local sales tax prior to ERAF has the effect '

-~ of reducrng the fundlng provrded by the State; as is the case with the lottery?
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But more senously, please consrder t‘nrs possrbrlrty the ordrnances of the San Francrsco Publrc Frnance
Authonty* including the one.to adopt a 1/4 cent sales tax; are no loriger’ legally in force and its board -

"mémbers have not been meeting or adopting budgets. Imagine that the the BOE has been mailing a check't e

payable to'a special district and the Clty/County Treasurer has been illegally cashing it. Meanwhile, the -

School District and Community College Districts have been proposing general obligation bonds and parcel

taxes without a full and candid disclosure of the full extent to which local voters have agreed to tax

:5; themselves to supplement educatron already and how they do 0.

‘As a taxpayer and concerned crtrzen l hope that | have been able to demonstrate a competence wrth

understanding and sciittinizing financials as well as significant factors of your operating model and that my."
concerns about- transparency and accountabllrty are justifi ed g

«Yours smcerely

o ThomasJ Buese :
. 584 Castro Street #388 . .
- 'San Francisco, CA94114

415-244-5072

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

““Hello Mr. Busse, - .
- 'The school drstrrct recerves our share of the sales tax revenue drrectly from the city's Controller S Ofﬂce :
. You will need to contact the ctty s Controller's Office for the financial audit of sales tax revenue:

" Thils 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 oiir revenue sources, and 1 will discuss this with our audrtors
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 entall, the dlstrrct receives funding from over 100 different. federal st:ate 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 basrs of our audrted f nancrals This. report is posted on our‘district web
site here. - ' :
_ Please let me know rf you have any addltronal questlons
“Thank you : :
* Reeta . -

SFUSD

| WWW.SFUSD.EDU

" 'Reeta Madhavan - -
" Chief Finaneial Officer .
San Francisco Unified School Dlstrrct
135 Van Ness: Avenue, Room. 315
- San Francisco, CA 94102
T 415-241-6542

- F415-241-6482

madhavanr@sfusd edu
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, L UnaudltedActua!s I
San Franctscnumﬁed S FINANCIALREPORTS e 38 88478 0000000
San FrancxscoCounty Lo 201516UnaudrtedActua|s R " Form CA

G ST R _SQ’}OOI D!strlctcemﬁcanon S e e

- 'UNAUDITED ACTUAL FINANCIAL REPORT. :

'}?:Tothe County SupenntendentofSchoora i:: _7_;;' ;‘ i A‘i; Teaagl

o 201 5-16 UNAUDITED ACTUAL FINANC!AL REPORT Thts report was prepared m accordance
with Education Code Section 41010.and i is.hereby approved and filed by the govemlng board of
,the school di |stnct pursuant to Educahon Code Section 42‘1 00 »

Stgned ﬁ?‘?ﬂﬂg é—«s/c Date of Meehng" /o/" /{{

Clerklsé’crelary of the Governing Board
(Obngmal signature required) o

- To the Supeﬁntehdent of Public lnétrudio’n“ :

- 2015418 UNAUDITED ACTUAL FINANCIAL REPORT This report has been venf ed for accuracy
4 by the County Supermtendent of Schuols pursuant to Educatnon Code Sectlon 42100

Signed_ f%j?% é—‘ ﬁﬁ- o Date g ’2/6'
- County Superlntendéﬁlbesmr\ee . : ’ - . :
" {Original signature requued)

' For additional infarmation on the unaudited actua[fépods, pleése contact

‘ Fc)r Cbunty O_fﬁce__pf Education: . -For SChool District:
Reeta Madhavan ' - o " Reeta Madhavan
Name~ - " - o ST Name

_ Chief Flnancnaf Officer © SR Chief Flnanmal Ofﬁcer .

CTite . R T Titk o

1415—241»6542 AT : 415-241—5542

T Telephone . L e “Telephone - -

" madhavanr@sfusd. edu AR R 'madhavgrl@sfusd edu

: EmailAddress B o o EmaxlAddress ;ft' v

* California Dept of Educatlon : ’ : _
SACS Financial Reporting Software - 20‘[6 2.0 ' o Do L
: Fnle ca (Rev 12/05/2014) . ' Pa e6 16 S o Printed: 10/5/2016 11:15AM



. San Francisco Unified

RETE PSR R ER e

: Cahfomfa Daplof Edu:ztlon

" BACS Financial Reporting Softwate - 2016 z 0

Flte: fundaa (Rev 0312222016)

‘Page 5

Prinied‘ 10!51’2016 9 19AM
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_ General Fund 38 68478 0000000 -
" San Francisco County - = Unrestricted and Reslricted. ‘ - Form 0t
g ST o Expendifures by Oblect - e
2035-16 Unsudited Actuals” - 2016-17 Budget
g | : o "Total Fund C . TotalFund | %D
b RE K : .. Object Unrostricted : Restricted col.A+R - Unrestrlc.led o Restricted ‘epl D+ E Column
... IDeseription - ‘Reagurce Codas - Codes - . (By - {C} - {D) : _{E} : AR C&F
'LCFFsouacgs s ' : RS AT —
: PnncipalAppomonmenl e R e , ‘ : I (3 : el
. Slate Ald - Current Year - sart | _ 12276576204 0.00| . 12276579204 - 13426837280 134,268,372.80 94%
- Education ProlectibﬁAmountStateAﬁd Cun’entYear LBz 16, 223 53400 10,00 10,223:534.00 |~ _10,300,000.00 |.. 10, 300000 ool . . 0i%
Staté Ajd - Prior Years go1e magoml 000 (744.00)) - 0.00 000} -100.0%
A : ‘I‘axRellefSubvanUons o : sl : B : R . }
- Homeovmérs' Exempuons . e 802y 512,218.00 ' .0.00 512215004 = - 4971373 0ol . 497,373.00 -2‘-9°/°_L' .
“Timbiar Yield Tax 8022 000" ‘0, 000} 000} 000) - -0.0% -
OlherSubvemlonslln-LleuTaxes K " 029 _og0| 00 ] 000 | 000 0.0%|
. County & Disirict Taxes - 4 L ST o D TR R T
. Secured Roll Taxes, " © 8041 130,949.556.00 - 130,949,858.00|  .133,239,318.00 ©133,239,316.00 7%
b .‘._Ufnsecured RoIlTaxss \’1 L\ 8042 825631200 | B.256.312.00 7,975.814.00 _ 197581400 - 34%
’i.‘:PnorYsars'Taxes O'F‘ ; &"* 4> “—g ek 8043 51,533.00 | 51,533.00 |, 52,006,007 - 52,09900] 2.8
' Supplemental‘raues _ Ol‘i“"' %)h\t <. 8044, | - 5780377.00 . 5780,327.00 4,680,117.00| __4880,117.001  -19.0%
L Edu(:aﬁonRevenueAugman!aﬂon I o :“;, R » S ) Lo N B .
- Fund (ERAF) " goas 230,524,568.00 | 230,524,568.00 |~ 221,218,271.00| " 22321827100 [ - 4.0%
: Cammunity Redew:lopmant Funds . ‘ h BRI . R - ‘ R L
" (SB817/699/1992) - 8047 4,847,274.69 . 484727460 2,166,544.00 |- - 2166,54.00¢ -55.3%
‘1 Penaltles and lnieresl!lfmm T e SR RN : S '
-Delinquent Taxes- © 8048 - By -0.00 0006} 0.00 0.0%
) Mfscellaneous Funds (EC 41604) o SR . . - : .
Royallles and Bonlisges . - -~ BOB1 0.00 ' 5000 c 000} 0.00 | 0.00 0.0%
* Other in-Lleu Taxés .. - mosz © . go0 L0.00] gdo| 0,00 “000) 0.0%)
Less: Non:LCFF - . S R e - S ‘
T (0%) Adustment - 8085 000 ©. D00 000 000 0.00 0.0%
Sublalal LCFF Sources 513,910,369.73 |- . 000| . 513.610369.73}  514,398,806.80 51439880680 0.1%
LCFFTmnsfers .
UnresmctedLCFFTransfers~ . . ‘ g o
Cutrent Year I -~ p00o BO91 00| 000} 0.0 000{ . 0.0%
AHOIhsrLCFFTransfers- , | R E L S ‘ ' ‘ :
Curcent Year, - o ©  MiOther - 8091 - 0.00 000 0.00 0.00¢ ‘oo - 0.00 0.0%}
Transfers (ocharterSchaolsln Lieu olepertyTaxes 8008 | - (37,977,985 00)}" oo0] (7arressonl (24385597001 goa| (s 388,597, o0yl <35.8%) -
. Profierty Taxes Transfers goe7 . | . dgo 600] opod © - goof . 0,00 - 0o0]  oo%



. .San Francisco Unified .

T UttaUGY it

General Fund

‘3866478 0000000 . .

- ‘San Frandisco County - Un'restnn%ied and Reitﬂecéed Forrn 01
T S . Expe |turesby01 ‘ S
2018-13 Uﬁaudllad Actumls QRN N ..2016:17 Budget -
IS B “ o Total Fund - S T TotalFund | % DHE
- o . Object . | T Unrestricted Rustﬁcmd : col.A+H - Unrestrieted - - Restricted. -0 o ~eol,D+E - - | Column
K Descrlnﬂon - Resource Codes Codes: {A) (BY (C} SRR ) (E) By C&F
- [oTHER LOCAL Rsvsnus Ly o o '
Other Local Revenue
C,ounty and Distict Taxes .
OtherRestﬂcted Levips . : » R IS I ‘
" Segured Roll - 8615 0,00 0,00, 0.00 .g.00 o0a] 000 p.o%
":AUnsecuredRoll L8616 000 0p0 | 0.00 ~0.00° D00 000 0.0%
* Prior Years' Taxes ' . 8e17 o0 _0.00 .. 000 “l0.00 000} 000 0.0%
" supplemental Taxes ' 8518, 000 000) T g0y oo, J000) om0l vow
. "Nam}\dValoremTaxes S L " ' o ‘ DR R T R : -1
CPamelTaxes . P Lo ‘q 8621 . 0.00 | - 37.957.241.98 37,957.241.98| 0.00 37 870 041 55 sTET004155 | -02%
o Other . FRF NI QRQ’ u-? 8622 | - 34.755338.08 . 000| 3475533808 . 3340380000 auo .. '33403,809.00) - 3.9%|
i Cnmmtmllv Redevelopmeanunds : B S N Lo SRS DT o ‘
" Nol Subjéct ta LCFF Deducuon N'O "\‘J“"“j\'h*’) 8B25 . 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.0%)
":-"Penalmsand lnlerestfrom T ’;';A €§ )f‘&.y | : |
i De!mquen(Non-LCFF ‘ L . ok : S
'; :_'Taxes R - _552'9 0,00 .00 000 0.001. D00 00g 0.0%
‘,Sale nquuipmenUSuplees 8839 | 0.00 ool 0,00 0.00) - '0:00 gool - oo0%
:gf'SaleofPubtwehons 8632, .00 000 - 000} 000] " U7 000 ool - oot
’ ..;i‘FoodSewiceSales L 8634 0,00 000} Cggof - 0.00 20 00; 000l 0o%
',ﬁdtomersmes i . 8539 ooo 000 .00 000 ooo| 0.00 0.0%
Leases nd Renla!s meso | 6av68s41d 000 6,326,564.13 8,020,977.00 oo0| - . 9p2e97r.00|  -32%
-~ Interest” TR L BEB0 | 3748,777.26 000 3,746.777.26 351011100 000 351011100 45.3’24]
el lncraase (Decrease) ln lhe FairVaIue - o B ’ : : : ‘
» -aif Invesiments. B662 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 000} 0.00 A.0%|
"} ‘Faés and Contracls o . _ Bt b :
© Adull Education Fees', 8671 g.00} 000 D.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%
Mon-Resident Siudents - - - 3672 D00} 0.00 0.00 ool 0.00 om0| 00%
Transportation Fees From Individuals 8675 oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%
interagency Services 8677 ogol 060 0,00 0.00 000 0.00 0.0%
Miigation/Developer Fees 8681 0.0¢ ‘.00 _0.08 0.00 _ooo| 0g0| oo
All Dther Fees and Contracts 8680 0,00 600 _g;00 0.00 0.00] . 1,00 | 0.0%
' Other Local Revenue ’ ' ' + ‘
o Plus: Mise Funds Nan-LCFF
' California Dept of Education
SACS FxnancxalReportingSoftwarB»20152‘0; T S o
- File: fund-a (Rev0312212016) : ‘Page & ' Printed:  10/5/2016-9:18 AM.
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 San Franclsco Unliied *

EOTTTOOPASEP ST

C Cahfcmla Depi of Educallon

SACS Flnanclal Reporiing Suﬂware 2016 2 0

" Fie; lund—a (Rev [)3/22/2016)

Page 10,

Printed: 1016572016 9:19 AM:

. General Fund- 38 68478 0000000
- Sgan Francisco Counly Unreslncted and Resiﬂcled - Form 09,
N ExpendltureshyOblect «-
o 12015-16 Unaudifed Actua(s 2016-17. Budgst.
: R Towl Fund | A SRR “Total Fund! | %D
A SRR _ L Object Unrastrictsd Restricted - v;ol.A+B. Unrestrcted. . Restricted ‘col. B+ E Column
‘ [Daseription s . Resource Codes Codes (1.3 (13 {€) ‘ Dy (E]_ ' {F) S CRF
T omy Adustmant L EO 8691 2689298 - oo0[ 2689218} . 11,000.00] ~ooo] 11,00000] -50.1%
FasthmughRavenu&sme ST L B I S o : & B | o
" Local Sources . - A eser | .00 1:122.917.79 1122,917.79 - 000 18227200 | 115221200 26%)
, All Ottier Local Revenue ' o P’\A’ﬁ\_ —-7 8699 .| 475338555 a7, 654,522.73 102 413, 90828 120000008 }. __B5,161,554.26 86, m 55428 |~ A57%)
= Tuillon . e \,\Q%_ 8710 < aoel 7\ dos 000 /7\ 800l . 0.00 000 . 0.0%
Al OlherTransrers In 8781 5733 0.00 o000 0.00 7000 0.00 0.60 00%|
‘r(anslers of Apporﬂunmems : ? :
SpedalEdumunn SELPATransfers e e RS A ?EQF '
me Distncis or Chaner Schools : 5500 . . _.g“{.g:‘l G : ‘0,00 4.00 0.00 ) 0.00 0.0%
meCountyOfﬁces : <6500 v ograg | i 600 0.00 . ugo] _U00 ‘0.0“/:‘!
CFomJPAs e 8500 8793 000 0.00 ~doo ode!  no%
ROCIPTmnsfers v : ‘ . . e .v = |
From Districts or Charler Schoois A - 6360 8791 000} 000} . 600 0.0 0.0%
FrnmCountyOfﬁces ©.6%60 . B192 0,00 gouf 0.00 oo0| _ oow
. Froim JPAS’ . 6360 wTes 0.00 0.00 0.00 000] __ 0.0%
OlherTransi’ersoi Apportlnnmenis : . : ‘ “
From Districts or Charter Schiools All Other 8701 . 0.00 0.00 000 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.0%|-
From Couwotﬁces‘: Al omer Lo BTBZ ooy - 0.00 _oool 0,00 | .0.00 0.00 0.0%
FomdPAs: o CANOther o B7E3L 0,00 0,00 _ooa) 0.00 0,00 .0.00 0.0%
" AIlOIherTransfers Intromi\u Oihers - R E ool 00| 000 200 000 000} . 0.0%
TOTAL OTHERLOCRLREVENUE 52,614,947.20 | 135734 632 5@ .. :189.340.620.70'): - 47,63,807.00| = - 124,183,857,83 171 34776483 -9.5%]
' ‘TOTAL, REv‘ENuEs s . 5G64Db s 07 | ‘203,905.'026,95 o Tiomis72es | asessoziagel - fhzseoseresl ‘~"746,‘120,91:2,"18 34w
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SO . .. T Gmail- SF311 Service Request 7072776

. Thomas Busse <fbussesf@gmail.com>

 SF311 Service Request 7072776

T ‘! message

31, Prodmarl@sfgov org <311. Prodmarl@sfgov org> o : Mon, Apr 24}'?2017 at 8:59 AM' o
To tibussesf@gmail.com : '

~PLEASE DO NOT RESPOND T0 THIS EMAIL. INSTRUCTIONS ARE F‘ROVIDED BELOW FOR CONTACTING SF31
o :,Dear Mr. Busse
~Thank you for contactlng the San Francisco 311, Customer Servrce Center.

Your question related to the Treasurer—Tax Collectors Office has been received and reviewed. Due to the complexity of
~ the matler, your request has been forwarded to a Treasurer Tax Collector specrahst You: should expect to hear from a
- Treasurer Tax Collector Representatrve within 3 busmess days. . : : .

" Please note The Clty and County of San Francrsco San Francrsco 311 and The ‘Office of the Treasurer and Tax
- Collector can only provide general information. We da not advise customers on. détailed tax matters including ordinance
. iinterpretations, manual calculation of tax obligations ‘and fees or give tax advice for a customer's specific tax situation. If
’ you have any questlons regardmg the rnformatron in thls e-mall please consult with a tax professional -

. You may submlt any additional requests by wsrtrng (http‘//sftreasurer org/contact-us) You will receive 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. -
~7:00PM PST. You may also call 3-1-1 in San Francisco 7 days-a week, 24 hours a day. For 24 x 7 assistance outside of
" ‘San Francisco, please dial (415) 701-2311. For TTY, dial (415) 701-2323, Please note taxpayers who come to Crty Hall
gfor rn—person assrstance or call 311 may expenence long wait/hold trmes :

: ‘;Smcerely,

:'v':Steve M
_*San Francisco 311 Customer Servrce Center
',':.:Crty Servrces Slmphfred :

';Howdol _ ' st s
. Access. servrces on 311 S NEW moblle app? sf3‘{1 org/mobrle S
- Access services-on the web'? sf311.org -

Provrde feedback on 311 servrces'? sf311. org/survey

' ,Note Thls email and its attachments (if any) may be confldentral and rsfare intended solely for the use of the mdrvrdual
- to whom it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient of this email and rts attachments, you must take no actlon
; .rbased upon them nar must you copy orshow them to anyone. :

: :Please call 311/TTY (415) 701~2323 if you belreve you have recerved thls emarl m eror.

' http's:ilrnail.googl,e,com!meﬂ [/u/0f2ui=28ik=04b5bEc99&vI e'w;pt&qztréasurer&ﬁ?t[ye&searcmquery&th= 15ba0b0233721ffc&siml=15ba0b0233721ffc ) 7 :



sembir i T ET T G SFaf Sirvice Reuest-1

© - Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> =

4:;SF311 Service Request -1

11 message

.:' 311. Prodmall@sfgov org <311 Prodmarl@sfgov org> ‘ » S Wed,rApr 2, 201'7 ot 9:30 'AM :
- To tjbussesf@gmall com. - k ) A _ T : )

'PLEASE DO NOT RESPOND TO THlS EMAIL. INSTRUCTIONS ARE PROVIDED BELOW FOR CONTACTING SF311-

Dear- Customer

Thank you for contactmg the San Francisco 311 Customer Serwce Center Our Agency has been assrgned to respond to -
' ‘Serwce Request 7072776 Below is the mformatlon you requested . .

‘ ’.P_lea_se contact the Controllers Ofﬂce at 415-554—7,500‘.

" You may submit any additional requests or obtain information at http://www.sf311.0rg or call 3-1-1 in San Francisco 7
‘'days a week, 24 hours a day For 24 x 7 assistance outsrde ot San Franmsco please dial (415) 701 -2311. For TTY, dral
. (415) 701-2323 . , :

.Smcerely,
©opss ' :
’ ‘Clty and County of San Francrsco :
How do T :
Access servrces on 311?s NEW mobtle app'? sf311 org/mobﬂe

Access services on the web? sf311. org
Provide feedback on 311 servrces? sf311, org/survey

- ‘Note This email. and |ts attachments (if any) may be conﬂdentlal and ls/are mtended solely for the use of the mdlwdual
- "to whom it'is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient of this email and tts attachment -you must take no actlon
o based upon them nor must you copy or show them to. anyone ’ :

: Please call 3-1- 1;' T lY (415) 70%: 2323 rf you beheve you have recerved thrs ematl in error.

::httpsi//maii.google.com/mail/uYO/?ui=2&'1k=04b5b6c999&view=pt&q=311&qs?truF$e7e1rch=query&m=155ab1943e5a89d7&sim|=15bab1943e5a89d7 1" .



B 5/8/201% legln'fo.Ieg'rsl_ature.ca;novﬁaces/printcnoesectionWindow.xbUnlzélawCode=GOV&sectionNum=26909.&op,_statuee_'=2_d16&op_chapter=.164&09;secﬁor1=2} s

GOVERNMENT CODE GOV

, TITLE3 GOVERNMENT OFCOUNTIES [23000 33205] ( Ttle.? added by Stats 1947 Ch
.,-424) SRR S

DIVISION 2. OFFICERS [24000 28085} ¢ D:vzszon 2 added by Stats 1947 Ch. 424 )
PART. 3. OTHER OFFICERS [26500 27758] ( Part 3 added by Stats. 1947 Ch. 424. ) ¢ E
CHAPTER4 Auditor [26900 26946] ( Chapter4 added by Stats 1947, Ch. 424, )

o ARTICLE1 Duhes Generally [26900 26914] ( Art/cle 1 added by Stats. 1947 Ch. 424 )

(2 (1) The county ‘auditor shall either make or contract w’rth a certified pubh'c*acco‘untant or pubhc acc‘ountant to make

26909 an annual audit of the accounts and records of every spec1al district within the county for which an audrt by a cértified
: . pubhc accountant or public accountant 1s not otherwise’ prov1ded In each case, the minimum requirements of the andit

shall be prescribed by the Control] er and shall conform to generally accepted audrtm g standards.

"+ (2) If an dudijt of a special drsmct s accounts and records is made by a cern fied pubhc accountant or public accountant the
Jminimum requirements of the audit shall be prescribed by the Controller and shall conform to generally accepted audmng '

, standards, and a report. thereof shall be filed with the Controller and W1th the county auditor of the county in which the special
B drstnct is located. The report shall be filed wrthm 12 months of the end of the ﬁscal year or years under examination.

' 'IV(B) Any costs incurred by the county audltor mcludmg contracts with;, or employment of, certifi ed public accountants of public
accountants, in'making an audit of every special district pursuant 10 this secnon shall be borne by the special dlstnct and shall be a
' charge against any- unencumbered funds of the drstrrct avallable for the purpose. )

(4)Fora special dtstrrct that is located in two or more counnes this subdwrsron shall apply to the audrtm of the' county in wlnch
- _the treasury islocated.. :

o (5 ) The county controller orex offxcro county controller shall effect thIS sectron in those countres havmg a county controller oT €x
o 5ofﬁc10 county controller ' ‘ ' :

o (b) A specral dlstnct may, by unarimous request of the governrng board of the spemal dlsmct and with unanimous approval of the
board of" superwsors replace the annual audit required by this section with one of the followmg, performed in accordance. with
o -professxonal standards as determiried by the county audttor

'(1) A b1enn1al audit covermg a two ~yeat period.

,(2) An audit coverin ga ﬁve -year perrod if the special drstrlct s amlual revenues do not exceed an amount specrﬁed by the board of
B superv1sors ' ' - :

: (3) An- audlt conducted at specrfrc mtervals as recommended by the county audrtor, that shall be completed at least once every ﬁve
years : EE - ’
B () A specral district may, by unammous request of the govermng board of" the special district and with unanimous approval

;'of the board of SUpervisors, replace the anniual audit required by thrs section with a financial review, in accordance with the
iapproprlate pr of‘essronal standards, &s determmed by the county audxtor if the followmg condmons are met

‘ (A) All of the specxal drstrlct s revenues and expcndltures are transacted throu gh the county s financial system
- '..(B) Tlle spcc1al district’ s annual revenues do not excéed one hundred frfty thousand dollars (% 150 000).

L (2) lf thie board of supervrsors isthe governing board of the specxal dlstnct it may, upon unanimous approval replace the annual
~andit of the special district required by this section with 2 ﬁnanmal review in.accordance with the appropriate professronal

L .standal ds; as detcrmmed by the county auditor, 1f the spcc1a1 dlstrlct satisfies the requrrements of subparagr aphs (A) and (B) of
*paragraph (1). _ o _

V e http‘J_{Ieglnfé‘leglslature-'@a-gdv/.fac:és/pr‘!ﬁtCodeSecﬁénwindow.xhtml?laWqueeﬁqﬁsecﬁqu um=26909.&op;statues¥201e&op_chaptere164&op_secﬁon=2 171



Thls site is. out of date and no, longer mamtamed Please refer to oﬂic1al sources for the o
2 ' A ' ; up to date legal code L

San Francrsco
D E (o] o DE D :

%7 I EXECUTIVE BRANCH — OFFICE OF MAYOR -
~ §3.105. CONTROLLER; CITY SERVICES AUDITOR

o _§ 3. 105

CO‘\ITROLLER CITY SERVICES AUDITOR

The Ma_yor shall appoint or reappoint a QController for a ten-year te‘rrn; éﬁbj@t to:
- confirmation by the Board of Supervisors. The Controller miay only be removed by the .
' Mayor for cause, with the eoncurrenoe of the Board of Snpervisqré bya two-thirds vote.
» ( ZII:I:Z'g 105/#a) -

b.

' -The Controller shall be respons1ble for the tlmely accountmg, dlsbursement or other

Siriianper (gbes passpres sasiossins

appllcable to. mun1c1paht1es and countles The Controller sha]l have the power and dutles '
ofa County auditor, except as otherwise prov1ded in this Charter. The Controller shall

- have authority to audlt the accounts and operations of alll)oards commissions; ofﬁcers
and departments to evaluate their effectweness and efﬁc1ency The Controller shall have
- access to, and authorlty 1o, examine all documents records books and other property of.
¥y board cornrnlssmn, officer or department :

(/111 105/#b)
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!
TITY AND COUNTY-OF SAN FaAthsco ERTEE
QFFICE OF THE CDNTROLLER B

‘ 4/26/2017.

EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT TO BEN ROSENFIELD, CONTROLLER. -

E “?Gmat ‘ o T MAURALANE : ) ﬁse <Ubussesf@gmail com>s‘,:

'Follow Up on Meetmg Tor ' l |

! message . | arvwAlroomats no T TEL: (415) 5547502 *©

1 DR. CARLTON-B. GOODLETTPLACE . FAx (415) §54-7466

" SAN FRANCISCO, CA B4102-4694" ~ | miaura. lana@sfgovorg

. Thomas Busse <’qbussesf@gma1l cC - o L v;i?TUe, Apr 25, _2017';:61.6:3‘!§PM

. To; maura. lane@sfgov org

Dear Ms Lane

It was a pleasure meeting you: today, and 1.thank you for takmg thetrme to follow up on my request to lnspect the rhost

_recent audited financial statements of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority. This visit followed up on e-mails to
Angela Whittaker in the Offlce of Public Fmance on 4/18 and to the Controllel‘s e—marl on 4/22, both of Wthh were
unanswered : N ;

ln the notes to the Cltleounty CAFR, pg 41, the Public Flnance Authonty is not llsted as a non—drsclosed orgamzatlon
excluded from the city's reporting entity. Based on the accounting treatment of the Tocal Transactions and Use Tax to
support the County Transportation Authority, | had expected the CAFR tao have a similar presentation in relation to the
Transactions and Use Tax regarding the Public Finance Authority. The CAFR does contain a blended component for the
San Francisco Finance Corporatlon however this is a different entity 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 Authority
- asking the voters to approve the local Transactions and Use tax was placed on the ballot by the Board of Supervisors;
therefore, | expected your office to be the one where | could obtain financial statements forthe Public Finance Authority.
I had previously asked the California State Controller-for the finances on 4/23 ‘which are needed to compile the: Sfate of
California's CAFR Thrs agency does not appear on: the State Controllers exhaustlve hst of Calrfomra public DOdIeS

I presented documentatton from the Board of Equalrzatlon that the Public Finance Authority receives fegular payments
of -allocated district sales and use tax. | also voiced my concems that the San. Francisco Public Finance Authority is a
.special district that does not exist. 1.can find no public reécords related to it including the’ "Public Finance Autherity.

- Code" under which the BOE asserts a legal authority to collect local Transactions and Use Tax, budgets evidencing a
appropriation of taxes, Board Minutes, 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 Public Flnance Authonty as an entlty
‘.recervmg sales tax in the county. but no description of the ent|ty was glven ’ oo B .

I tned ta check my concems with the CFO of the Unrf‘ ed School Dlstnct and was told their allocatron of sales tax
revenue came from your office and [ 'would have o check your"audit of the Crtys Sales tax Revenue." The CFO did not
know how the Public Finance Althority’s Transactions’ and Use Tax revenue was allocated bétween the Community
College District and the Unified School District, which | view as a material defi cxency in management and disclosure.
Because both entities have a substantial (and alarming) unrestricted net asset deficiency, largely due to unfurided
pension liabilities, GASB requires a discussion of management‘s ability to restore ﬁnancral balance whlch would rnclude
a d:scusston ot its control (or lack of controf) ot srgnn“ jcant revenue sources

In regard to your offrce it is a matenal deﬂolency ln drsclosure

A well-mtormed crtrzenry requrres transparent and honest publlc f" nanc;al statements 50 rt may make mformed chorces
1n recent years, the voters have been asked o approve parcel taxes and general obligation bonds to supplement funding
for the Community College District and the Unified School District. Currently, thete is o transparency. in regard to the
extent voters already. provide supplementary funding to these agencies and to.what extent supplementary funding yields
supplementary results. This is assuming they receive supplementary sales tax revenue at all; as the: fmanctal statements
l have been able to locate strongly hmt at fund or even funds dlversxon and possrbly fraud.

1 hope that | have demonstrated a competency in readmg and scrutrnrzmg publro fi nances and wrth that in mmd the t
thought that for twenty four years a $13M/yedr tax has been illegally’ collected and drverted should not be crossing my '
mrnd | urge you and your department to take thls matter senously . ) '

Cordrally, B
* . Thomas J, Busse
- 415-244-5072
584 Castro Street #388
San Francisco,.CA 94114

Pitpszim a'll.google.com/mall/u/O/?ul=2&lk—-04b5b60999&viewept&5earch=sent&th-’)GE‘?eZoSOBOdZIlfi&slrn I=15ba7e2c5080d244
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CLeepotT . S oo Gmal- RE: Sunshine Requést - SFPublic Finance Auucrity. |

E

Thomas Busse '<t]b‘ussesf@gmell,com>'

e RE Sunshlne Request SF Publlc Fmance Authorrty

. 1 message

' CON, Controller (CON) <controllercon@sfgov org> S S Wed, May 3, 2017 at 10:31 AM
= Jo: Thomas.Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> = ' o L A
;. Ce "CON, Controller (CON)" <control|er con@sfgov org>

" Dear M. B:’usse..'

i ,Based on the specrfrc lnformatlon you requested we respectfully refer you to contact Reeta Madhavan the CFO at the

. SF Unified Schiool District (SFUSD, (4158) 2416542 x1617, MadhavanR@sfusd. edu) and Ron Gerhatt, the Vice

" Chancellor of Finance & Administration at the' San Francisco Community College District (SFCCD, (415) 2412229,

- 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 their budget audit and financial '
. statement links below, along wrth the Califoria BOE Sales Tax allocation hnk :

) the Cahfomra Board of Equallzatlon s (BOE) trackmg and apportronment of sales tax allocations by taxrng entity, for
the Crty end County of San Francrsco at http //www boe. ca. gov/pdf/boe‘l 05, pdf on page 6.

| .;' :1 2) SFUSD's budget audit’ and flnancral documents available here as well as the SFCCD 's avallable here By keyword
... searching these documents you can find where Sales Tax accrues and is budgeted for example by using CTRL Fand
.typmg in sales tax : o : .

‘We hope this is of‘help to you, -

= 'Best, s
.2 ofﬁce of ﬂ.‘¢ Co_htréllef )

.~ .From: CON, Controller (CON) SERTRNE
‘Sent: Wednesday, April 26, 2017 2:38 PM
To:Thomas Busse <tJbussesf@gmarI com>
. -.Cc: CON; Controller (CON) <controller. con@sfgov org>
‘ ,Subject' Sunshme Request SF Public Flnance Authonty

Dear Mr Busse
. Thank you for oontactrng the: Controllers Office. Thrs emall is rn response ta your publlc information request we are:
_ researching your inquiry and are working to provide you wrth a response as soon as possrble Please dlrect any follow-up
' matenals you may have to this emall address
- 'A Best

"1+ Office of the Controller

_fﬁftps://mair.g‘oogre,com/man/um/?ui=2&ik=04b5b6c999&view=pt&q:c‘:oN&qé:trpug]&séearch,:quéry&th=15bcf5dfa5aa6032&sim‘ré"155¢r5af35335032 i
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Retum Receipt Fet

(Endorsement Reqmred)

‘Total Postage & Fees

~ Thomas J. Busse

Cenlfed Fee |

' 584 Castro Street #388‘.;_ ,

(Endorsement Requireg) |

T B 415-2445072.

" Restricted Delivery Fee |-

tjbussesf@gmall com'

{Sent To

Streat, Apt. No.;
orPOBox No,

City, State, ZiP+4 ‘

San Franmsco CA 94103

FAX: 415-241-2344

Pubhc Records Request

Dear ‘Mr. Gerhard

Pursuant to the Callforma Pubhc Records Act I request d:sdosure of the followmg

Most. current financial statements of the San Franusco Pubhc Finance Authorlty

Board Minutes of the San Francisco Publxc Finance Authorrty from 2004 to the present
Current amended bylaws of the San Francnsco Publlc Finance Authority.

CCSF Average Daxly Attendance workpa pers for ca!culatron of the 1993 SFPFA Sales Tax from

2011to the Present : : S
Interagency Communicatioris between your ofﬁce and the CFO Office of the SF Unn"led Schooi :’
'Dlstrrct from 2015 to the present regardlng transactlons and use taxes. ' e
-lnteragency Communications between your office and members of the SF County Dept of
‘Elections Ballot Srmpllﬁcatron Commxttee in both 2011 and 2016 (especral!y Ann Jorgensen and c

the City Attorney appointee), .
Reconcrhatlon Reports of CCSF sales tax mcome from 2014 to the present

Please feel free to call me at the number above to discuss this request. Scans via e- mall would be -
"preferable but if you can oniy provrde hard coples 1 would prefer to inspect the. documents in person
and select which | may wish to copy..If that is not possrble you may post them to my address above, or |
'_would be happy to plck them up, as l I|ve not far away. : :
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7 'BUDGET ANDFINANCESUB-COMVITTEEMEEING . L. Lt L Twyas0ll

[l MANDATE STATEMENT/ eAckeRounn

U e e . ‘ Nlandate Statement B S
o In accorda.nce w1th the Crty s Busmess and Tax Regulatlons Code Secuons 1202—1204 and

Callforma Reverue and - Taxatmn Code Sectlon 77285.5, the. California State - Board: of

:-‘Equahzanon currently collects a one. percent local Transaction and Use Tax (Sales Taxes) that + -

-~ is then transferred to the City and County of San Francisco’s General Fund as well as various .
. “special disfrict use taxes™ that benefit regional transportation and schools (sée Table 1 below). .

 In-accordance with California-Revenue anid Taxation: Code Section 7285.5, local Sales Taxes . -

© can be increased. by muluples of one-quarter of one pereent, not to exceed two percent, if

" “approved by ordinance by two-thirds of the Board. of Supervisors.and subsequenﬂy approved - ::
. by a two-thirds vote of the San Francisco electorate, This ordinance inchudes an expendlture
o plan descnbmg how the proposed Sales Tax revenues Would be expended . .

[

Background

In 2009 the State Leglslature mposad a temporary one percent mcrease in the State Sales Tax -
mereasmg it from 6.25 percent fo 7.25 ‘percent. effective April 1, 2009 thrdugh June 30, 2011, °

- The revenues fromm this one percent increase were dedicated fo the State s General Fund. On July” = &

Rt 1, 2011; because of the expiration of the temporary one percent increase in the State Salés Tax;
B the total Sales Tax in San Francisco decreased from 9.5 percent 10 8.5 percent. Table 1 below

shows the percentage allocation of; revenues from both the prevmus 9. 5 percent and current 85 . SRR

‘ Vpercent Sales Tax for San Fram:lsco
' B ’ Table1 Sales and Use Tax L
e . o ]em@oott | 7o
' StateSalesTax e o 1 7.25% | 6.25%
" State General Fund -+ - | 6.00% | 500%
. F'scalRecoveryAct(+) i T 0.28% . ) 0.25% )
* L:ocal Revequg Fund - T T |[Fos0% | 050% |
H'.PubﬁeSafety'Fund | 0s0% | os0% | .

'LocalSalesTax :;f. T ' 100% 7 1.00%,

. Local Sales Tax. (General Fund) 1 700%  [21.00% [
Flscal RecoveryAcE() 1--0.25% | -0.26%

LomlTransportatlonTax (TDA) e 025% }.0:26%

: Speclal sttnct UseTax : e ',*'1.25%‘1" : 1.25%"
(S Sk ‘County Transportatlon Authonty o 1L0.50% | 0.50% "
Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) - ;;' ".;5-10.150.% . |0.50%.
SFPubhc FmancmgAuthonty (Schools) 0 0.25% - |, 025% )

[ Total Sales Tax Rate for San Franciseo | 9.50% | 8.50%

: P S LT : . - . S . : —

" SANTFRANCISCOBOARD OF SUPERVISORS . BUDGETANDLEGSLATIVEANALYST
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- San Francisco’s Sales Tax Rate

Sfaié Sjallie's.»"l'ax"

State General Fund
F]SC&! Recovery Act (Tnple th) |
Local Reveniie Fund (to counties for health &

Local Sales Tax (to General Fund)
Local Tranis oortation Tax (TDA)

Spemal Dlstnct Sales Tax -

8F County Transpor‘canon Authonty
Bay Area Rapld Transnt (BART) '
SF PUbllC Fmancmg Authorlty (Schools)
Total Sales TaxRate = T"‘\ |

- welfare) Public Safety Fund (to counties &,.cmes)‘

g 6,25°/° S
L 600%

e 0'25%:_ -
- 0s0% S

Co100%

o wEm
i02%
125% -
050% -
050% .
C025%
8.50%:

Fle

0T

T
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authonty, schools and BART “ Vanous exemp'aons have

- been granted that femove the fax liability for certain -~ . "

 business, such as nonprofit organizations, vanous types. of -

. property, and certainfood and medical services:® A more.. .
« detailed breakdown, of San Franc:sco S Sales Tax Flate can .

3be seen in the Table 2

San Franclsco s Sales Tax Rate

_business groups; plus a. County and State Pool category
" “that captures . select. countywide activity.® The bulk of .
'Sales tax révenues come from restaurants which -~
conitribute 27% of sales tax revenue: Apparel Stores make

o 'SlateSalesTax S L 6'.2:_5%/ .
' State General Fund - - P B00%
Fiscal Recovery Act (Triple Fiip) L f- 025%
" Local Revenue Fund (to counties for. healh & - 050%
" welfare) Public Safety Fund (to counties & cmes) o
Local Sales Tax  * 3 1.00%
- Tocal Sales Tax (to General Fund) 075%: -
+ Local Transportation Tax (TDA} ioo 025%
" Special DistrictSalesTax -~~~ . 128%
. , SF County Transportation Authonty Lo 050%
S Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) S LT 050%
==———%> SF Public Financing Authority Schools) ,,,, . 025%
g “ Total Sales Tax Rate o S 850%
E Whai" sB eln g Taxed ' Sales and‘use tax revenies are generated from six major

" - up 10% of sales tax revenue, department storés contribute
- 7%, and other retail steres combing 10 contnbute 20% of'

- revenue base. In California; state lawmakers can. define

* the tax base by. decxdmg .which goods: and- services are g

' subject to'a sales tax. Since the sales tax is admmrstered;
at the state-level, - cities-and counties that choose: to

‘goods and services set by the state.

sales tax revenue (FIGURE 1) .....

A wxder tax base means more goods and serwces are
subject to the sales tax, which would franslate mto a wider

impose their own’ sales [fax must. conform o the set of

+ SB 566 was slgned into law by Govemor Davis on October 8 2003, Whlch aulhoﬁzed a combmecl cxty and county‘
: transacbons and use tax rate of up 2 6%—1.e. Speclal Distnct taxes. Currenl'ly, San Francrsco has 1‘25% in Special
Dlstnct Sales Taxes leaving an- unused auﬂmoﬁzatlon of 0 .75%. Junsdtctlons are only allowed to lmpose Speclal Drstnct- .

‘Sales Tax in muttiples of 25%,

-8 Any local sales lax must conform 10 the nies and exemp’aans set by the Board nf Equaltzatron for the state ‘The only

-+ power City's- have to modify the tax are amount and purpose.
8 County poll sales activity includes sale of used cars between private pariies as well as. large or speclahzed eqmpment

2

. purohased from an out-of-area manufacturer, but whlch is put inta ‘use’in ‘San Francisco,

o Contro[ler s thce
84’

P80



;erTReDUCTreN

= J On June 14 2011 rhe Mayor rntroduced an ordrnance o
, Proposed Legrslatron “increase the sales and use tax by 0. 50% for 10 years in
-and Passage ~ order-to- fund public ‘safety programs: and. services fo .
Requirements .- " children and seniors. This increase would put the effective
: o c o sales .tax rate’ in San Francisco at' 9.0%. In order to be .
ST placed on the November ballot; the ordinance would require
.. - the approval of two-thirds of the Board of Supervisors. The:
'  ‘'measure would then need the 2 proval of two-thirds of
“Voters. before it can become. law.2 - If approved the haff-
percent sales tax would be effectrve on April 1, 2012.

. Ll The leglslatron contams a mechamsm to void the tax:
L increase if the State testores its 1% sales tax. This means,
B ~ .that if this proposed tax increase .is approved, “San-
~ Francisco - residents. will face four potential oufcomes, -~
dependlng on what the State does ordoes notdo: | R

"1, If the State does not i mcrease its. sales tax rate, the. -
T .Grtys rate will remain at9.0% until 2021 '

2. If the ‘State ralses its sales tax by less than 1% at
any time, the Crty‘s rate wrll be 9% plus the State's
increase.

3. If the State. renews a full 1 % sales tax before
.-January 1, 2013, this: sales tax increase wrll be
~voided, and the City's rate-will remain at 9. 5%

4. If the 1% sales tax is renewed after January 1
2013, this sales tax will remain in effect; and San'
: ,Francrscans will face 10% sales tax .

L “ -On July 1, 2011 the state of Calrforma allowed a 1% sales :
How the Sales Tax .- - " takto expire, which lowered San Francisco's sales tax rate
Cur rently Works in San_” ' from 9,5% 1o 8.5%. The statewide sales and use tax rate is
S Franmsco S - 1 25%, but the rate in a given jurisdiction may be hlgher
’ : o 1dependmg on Special District taxes. The portlon of the tax -
rate that is currently’ allocated towards the state is 6.25%, a
statewide unn‘orm tax fate of 1% goes back to the L
junsdxctron and 1 25% goes towards the transportatron ‘

t 2 F‘roposltlon 218 was passed by voters in November of 1996. whrch changed the requrrements for local govemments to e,
‘raise revenue: The intent for proposlnon 218 is to ensure that all taxes and most charges on property oWners are subjecb L
o to voter approval. Becausa this sales tax ia for the purpose of funding public safety | programs. and services to chrldren and..
. senfors, itjs consrdered a “special tax.” Under Pnoposmon 218, any “special tax” must be approved by a two-third majority.” . .
s ' In1955 the Califomia Legislature passed the Bradley—Bums Uniform Local Sales and Use Tax Law. This law laid the
: groundwork for a-sales tax system thaf authorizes the State Board of Equalrzatlon to collect all sales and use taxes and
drstnbute the 1.0% local share to cities and counties. - : .

ControllersOffrce R S } . , = L 1
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been granted that remove the tax liability for certain’ -

- business, such as nonprofit organizations, varrous types of -
. property, and certainfood and medical servicés.® A more ﬁ -
« " detailed breakdown of San Francrsco s Sales Tax Hate can. .
'beseen in theTab{ez R .

- authorrty schoofs and BART 4 \/anous exemptrons have

‘San Francrsco s Sales Tax Rate :

6.25% .

' .State Sales Tax : s
" Staie General Fund - - 600%
Fiscal Recovery Act (Triple I‘Irp) oo 028% -
" Local Revenue Fund (to counties for. health& 050% .
- welfare) Public Safety Fund {to countres&crtres) R
'?;f_Local Sales Tax = o 1.00%
 Local Sales Tax {to General Fund) . 075%
- Local Transportation Tax (TDA) 0.25%
Specraf District Sales Tax -~ SR 1.25% 0
SF County Transportation Authorlty : .~ - 050% .
' Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) ~ T 050%
. SF Public Financing Authority (Schools) L - 0.25%

l-Total Sa[es Tax Rate ST

" 850%.

‘\

What’s Bemg Taxed

Sales and use tax revenues are generated from six major'
business groups, plus a County and State Pool ‘category

* that' captures select. countywrde activity.®  The bulk of -,
‘Sales tax revenues: come from restaurants  which |
contribute 27% of sales tax revenue. Apparel Stores make ;
~.up 10% of sales tax revenue, department stores contribute.
7%, and’ other refail stores combme 16 contnbute 20% of"
- sales'tax revenue (FIGURE 1) S

, A wrder tax base means more. goods and ser\nces are

subject to the sales tax, which would translété int6 a 'wider -

. revenue base. ‘In California; state'lawmakers can define =
" the tax base by decrdrng which goods and- services are..
" subject to & 'sales tax. Srnce the sales tax is admmrs’rered

at the stafe-level, cities: and counties that choose: toi :

- o goods and services set by the state

impose. their own salés tax must.conform to the set of

: 4 SB 556 wais ' slgned rnto law by Govemor Davis: on October 8, 2003, which- authorlzed a combrried crty and county '
" transactions and uss tax rate. of up. 2.0%—j.e. Spemal District taxes. Cunently, San Franciseo has: 1 25% in Special
District Sales Taxes leaving an unused authonzanon of 0.75%. Junsdrcnons are oniy allowed lo xmpose Specral Drstrrct )

"Sales Tax in multiples of 25% A

£ Any locat sales tax must conform to the' ruies and exempnons set by the Board of Equalrzatron for the state ‘The only

T power CWS have to ‘modify the tax are amount and puzpose

$ County poll sales activity includes sale of used cars between private pames as well as largs or specraﬁzed equrpmenti o

. purchased from an out- of-area manufacturer. but whrch is put into ‘use’ in San Francisco.

_2:

Controller s Offrce
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S820TT . el " Gmail - Information Request: Tracking No. 711589

? ,g Gmaﬁﬁ R . . :Thelnas.v Susee.<tjbo.ssesf@gimad.eom, .
.Informatlon Request Trackmg No. 7115896

"1 message. A S v

Ng, Wilson (BOS) <'wilsonAl.ng@sfgov.0rg> o ‘ EURERSE - Fri, May 5, 2017 at 3:17 PM

To: "tjbussesf@gmail.com” <tjbussesf@gmail.com>
Cg: "SOTF, (BOS)" <sotf@sfgov.org> -

Dear Mr, Busse,

On behalf of the Office of the Clerk of the Board, | am‘conflrmmg receipt of your reguest attached. Our office’ was not”
-able to identify records responsive to your request; as we were-unable to identify the secretary or any mesting minutes
" for'the San Francisco Public Finance Authonty Unfortunately, based on the Ilmtted mformatlon available, we are not.
) able to conflrm whether the body convened

Sincerely,
K _WileonL Ng
L :.izRecords and PrOJect Menager

.San Francrsco Board of’ Superwsors N

) Dr Carlton B. Goodleﬁ Place Room 244~
" San Franmsco CA 94102 )

~ Phoné; (415) 5547725

L Web: wiww.sfbos org

- &% Click hereto complete a Board of,Supe‘rvisc’)r's CUstomerService S’atisfaction' form

‘ Dlsclosures Persona] information that is prowded in communication’s to.the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors is subject fo
disclosure underthe California Public Records Act and thé San Francisco-Sunshine. Ordinance: Personal information provided -~
-will not be redacted. Meémbers of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information'whén they communicate

© with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written oforal-communications that membets of the public submit to the
"Clerks Office regarding pending Ieg/slatlon ar heafings will be made available 16 all members of the public foririspection and -
" copying..The Clerk's Office do€s riot redactapy irformation frorn these submissions. This means that personal information—
including'name's, phonie numbers, addresses and similar information that & ‘member’ of the public elects fo submit to the Board
~and its commlttees—mayappear o1 the Board of Supervisors webs:te orm otherpubllc documents thatmembers of the pubhc
may lnspector copy

é@ T. Busse lnfo Request pdf
107K

. https:/m ai l.google.com/mai I/u/()l?ui'=28dk=b4b5f}60999&vi ew=pt&seai'oh=i nt_)ox'ﬁté= &bdabOSc?BdQB%&si'm |=15bdab05c73d98%. M



51012017,

M Grrail

Re: Petifion to the City Attorney’s Office.
WS . .

“SuparvisorRacor X . Wedt 4y 10, 2017 5 5:33 PM
To: jhus sestg ma,com ) - ) s Ak
" Mo Busis,

} b conimed v Ui Cofrolier’s Offics ffs] inay iave i seconts mapensive to yclr requash, Urme lhy Sunsnine Drfnance [Secon S7.211¢ 0f the Aamircatiative Code) the Suponiser of Recorts it tyspensihi for Setermning what i Gty deqaromert, s wallviads 5 reoord, 2y ;-=1 of #1ecrd, withead & fawlul basads for
doing ¥0 = for detemining “wnather the record rvqusud orany pa of the rezond Nues\cd., 15 pubhic,” Rewe, tie depactnent fus, ot withheld or redacted any records, Thotefore, thers 15 no issus for the Sipewisor of Racouds to addresx, 2 we consider tnis potition closad, Thank you .

Best, . - . . . .

firct Russi *
Deputy City Aliomay

. - Office ol 5on Francieco CRy Auemey nuw«- J Herern
© Superviser of Rezonis: Gensral Govemment

Frae ThohacBios s Ygration
St Bttt oo ST IR
R . :

ANt CUE P . . .
“havin fasPewsn e b oy ApaTaye Dice

“Thank you for gewting back 1o me, Brad.
'l'hernIroHe(s m(punse (balow) is v.haﬂy unsanslamry for the’ following reasons (among others not listad here):

1. I'hail contacied Ms, Madhavan on 4722, and her response (also bekrW) wag 10 contact tha Controller, | have issued a (n!lnw-up request to Ms. Madhavan.and a new onc fo Mr. Gerhard via cortilied mall 6 to the C {both are CPRA requests)
and have heard nothing, As to the Contrafler's gratulious and insUliing tespense | jeam how to use "ctri+F*.and search for "Sales Tax,* | had actuatly done so grior 1o contacting Ms. Madhavan on both the SFUSD and SFCCD financials (ss my messege Yo her indicates),
.and 1 had also perused the minutes of both bodies— rufing out the blended annual mesting of the SFCCD's Finance Corpofatlor as being whet | was searching for, As the respanse from Ms. Madhayen (who did not write back when | asked foflow up quesfions) regarding
‘where the Sates Tax fevenues arc disciosed in the financlals, as sha siales, they don't segment “sales tax,” and hes ink 1o page 87 md'cslns itis mixed in with unrestricted olherlacal revcnuc and not segmenled as g sales fax. Technically, it's nol sales tay, its a local
transaclians and Use 1ax, and | searched for thal term as wek,

2. Publication BOE 105 page & {Aprij 2017} is the.vory thing thal caused me lo sarl asking whal the San Francisco Pubﬁ: Finange. Aulhunlywas n ﬁre fiest place The very ﬁrs\ conlact | made m tbls regard was Angel‘a Whittaker as wel! as the general e-mail of ma Office of
Pubfic Finance (aiso below). That was on April 18th, and | received no response from her cr1hem.

3, The Coniroliers own Q{mm_mﬂmamudevﬂbzs the San Francisco Pubhc Finance. Amhor!ly onpage 2| (mudr:nlal] the pla chart on the right doesn't add up 10 the table on the left and the pia slices on' malch the perwm:ges,umm might
" sietually bs the cify's manuai). -
4. The San Frandsco Public Finance Authority was by Board ef ol 48-93 adoptsd on 2/1/83. I(spedﬁes #isgoverned by a hoam of ten mambers cﬂnslslmq of five members of he BQS appainted by the President and give members ol

some cambination of the goveming hoards of he SFUSD and CCSFD. In 1“33 the Chairperson was Caro} Migden. A very similar enfity with faxing authority created throwgh bosrd resokiion is the County Tlanspodallon Authority, and the Controller pmpem discloses and
Ireats the SFCTA 88 a blended entlty In the COSF CAFR, These (adz eslablish the SF Public FnanceAulhonly as sutﬂeu 16 the Surshine Ordinance. - :

" 8, The Controlier, City Atterneys officé, and Stpervisor Scotl Wiener with the Dept, of Elecfions in reference (o Novermber 2016's Proposition K regarding 2 General Safes Tax, and the San Francisco Public Finance Aulharity is 'rélgrencm an documents
. signed by these Indjviduals, such a5 this ene and the actual pubfshed ordinance incuding the Controller's Siolement. Any Reasonable Controller would check thal statement for accuracy in the tontextof the simpffied ballo! language, and given a deputy ciy atlomey sits
attthe ballet simplification commitiee, the city attomey's communication |o me below that.the SF Public Finance Authority dees nat exial is helﬂmg.D=pu\y City Attomey Tom Lakey counseled the Boatd of Supsrvisors about the Public Finance Authurity in 2 fastinaling set
of patlameriaty maneuvers in the minules of March 15, 1993,

&, Under California Govamment Code secuon 26808, the Auditer (in our case, the' Comroller) i i raquuea 1o make an annual audit of or ensure an annual audit is made of every specia) distriet in histher county. Per the Clty Charler, Section 3105, the Controfier shall “have.
the power and dulies. of a County Aud tor” i requ:sled the avdited financral statemenis. He did nal provide them. Making sure they exist s his most basic job. Failure of the Controller 16 falihfully execute the duties.of his office is gmunds 1or:emova] for cavse. His williul
and 1ack of concern for the transparency demanded hy the vaters in enacting the Sunshine Orfinarice ~a CYA culture ! find repunnanl, :

To bre&-zar afhough | think there may bz lagilimule cause for action to void the sales 1ax, my only goals are and of funding Iy , Once agaln § repeat my consiictive suggestion to fix thlrmaue Ihe BOE's remits Io an escrow account .
and place the Conirolier, SFUSD, Tha SF Public Finance Authorify. and $1e CCSFD on tha State Auditor's Local Govemment High Risk Program. Alluw the State Avd»!.nr 1o draw from escrow to complale her wark, and rolease the funds on thé condition the SF Public
Finarice Aulhorlly adopt her recommendations. The simpla fact Is, this could be a really great ihing because, by reaciivaling the SFPFA's baard, the BOS President ¢an use her gavemance influence 1o structure the suppiemental funding feven If allocated beiwesn the twa
. districts o0 the basls of anendan:e) around program objectives such as tha inibalive for Yree” city college, pre-kindergarten, culiura) equity programs, efc. The Publie Finance Aithority could, for example, pay CCSFD scholarships directly and struciure them around
underserved communities of buiki student or leacher housing diréclly, and it's a gmalPR mmove bacause you can pui up i signs, “peid for by San Franciseo’s Supplemental Education Sales Tax.” Several of thuse are being backfiied from the imbalanced genersl fund. Il
I also forces membars of the BOS and educatlion hoards 1o work fogelher, which will improve city service epondination, There are elayses in R&T Cade-Chapler 3.5, enabling resolution 48-83, and the 1993 Schood Sales Yax Ordinance {which {ook'me three \veeks tofnd
- ‘and the Cly Atomey says doesn’t exist), aliowing these funds to be for-heaith; drug abuse, :and crime prevention services when these services Tall within the general educational purposes of the school and cammunity college districts. [ have a suspicion some folks In
. cily halt have.aliesdy beat me to "‘US masonmg and J'm totally conlwn‘h Hjustas Iong as everyond 's hanest and transparent, Lying to me {as the Conlrolier hias done) loses 2}l confidence..

Cordially, )
- Thomas J. Bussé

—Fbrwatded Info— .

T Osm bk Busae
Based oo € speclfic infomation you requestod, we m:yecdully refer you tn oomac! Rumla Madhiran, o CFQ a1 the SE Unifed Senoe! Disteei (SFUSD! (415) 2413547 31617, Medirsansbstusd,ent nd Ron Gemari, lbu Viek: Chanceller of Finante & Adminiziraton at the Sm Fransises Communily Collage Drstrct
32?3.,‘?37‘“25 mj.mx ax |Mv ovemes fhe budgal, sceounting ond aud focorss rialed lo 2 sobeces arid uses of fonds acensng 16 it respaciive disircs, For h-hl'ulvmmnﬁalk relimince, pleasy find thoir budget, 2uct and fingoctel s1algmves fmks, below, slong with tho Gaklornia BOE Sates Tax
A5 e Cathorniz Roard of sort's [BOE) acking ane e Sy tedieg eneag forbe G 2 Goloty ot e Bl ¥
B STUst g itend o X 55 o SFCZD's 2l e, Sy bayword g ot £ e whese Sates e accrues and sttt o ma‘»e;wmucnmwnmpm;k;-m};"-(. -
W hopethis s of balp loyou;

+Oilice of he Conmier-

© . Frams CoN. Conrolns (CONY.
* Awnk: Wednosaay, Apd; 26, 2017 2:36 €M
Tt Thiomat Busse <|loscaciFomat oo . . .
L8 CON. Controller {CONj <coniralr.condislonynm * - . - . B
-+ Subect: Sunshine Raqen! - SF Pudc Frsrce Kithorily : .

Doar | Bmu.

'ﬂ-unkyaa Tor contzcling Ihe Conjrolier’s Office. This wmail is in 1ecpanse 1o your wbl.c Lwlmulon taqueh: we dre nsmmy«rinquq B e wirking to Prdvide Yo wih s 135 pento 29 4eon &5 poyaibie, Pleasa it sny [oiowie matesels yw gy have lo'ths emall addrese..
el o
. Offfee o the Conralies

Heflo:Mr, Busse,
Yhe sthool disTict recehies ot snare of the ales tox seveque dircotly Irom the cey's Controker's Gtfiez. Vou it ned 1 contozt the GIy's Conrolier's Office for the ﬁnu\cn( sk of safas bk revenve,
This i€vinie |5 (nciaded o paos B7 of the schod dishIets 2015-16 308t repost In the §52,614,948 10 f *Lota! Revernm in the Linvesbfcted Gereral Fund cuumn, You Dres carvact in that th sUdt report docs ot provide & breakaown of all our 1everue TOUICES, ‘and Lwdll discues s wim mumws H A2 Cepsbia T incisde that,
" Jew) of Getal without making the report everty lengthy {To gve you 3 sense of what tns would ental, the district recoiwss fimding from over 309 Bficrent Todaral, ate and kcal srras and 4t ek gt wimanaggable 15 st then af n detail,
detaied fevenues breskdown ts inchwsed in our Unzudited Acniale. levw(h‘u‘ s tubmithed fn the stalz anndally and forms the basis of ow audted finencab. This rtwn Is posted o ot disaict web sfle hesg,
Prasise lot e know i you raw: 2y andtondd msllnns.
- Thankyay, *
Reetz -

From: Clyﬂmww
. DatetAay 1, 2077 413 6543 P PLT

LT :
Subjact: ug- Records Requeat

Mr Thcmas J. Buste,

1 Thank for yeur regueat dated Apr| 28, 2017 concersing the *San Frnkisco cu.mly Public Fuwscelu\mly ot the "Bn Franclses County Rdimations! Finsate Autnoity,” W hwve ho resparsive ﬂ)cumnvﬂs and we Dofines xmse enllies do o acivelly mx. Peducg yeu =re Lhinhing of the Csifomia Pubc Fingncs Iu.mruy
the Office of Buble Firanea within the Comirallers Offiee here 0 San Francisto, andl: Ihe San Francisto Unfied School Distacl i you vash 0 1equiest peafic recarms from any: that endiies you shod earvaet tham direclly

“Besl.
* Andoa Guzmon - f . :
. ‘Respowting for Hlypljnmbyisfapy.om

. foAngela Whittak.

" Der s, amiiaker:

Fwas perousing the disiFct frx brasedown iﬁthel!wdt of Iha Baard of Equakaubion, and it noted 530 Franésca has & mam " 25% ks box fo aspemm\slnumnennn. ¥ Fravviisso Courty Pubic Frsnci Authority® opproved h[ﬂ'e\romln 1293, Js that mgsm;xw\:n-panmun_wmudpuuv;nmﬂ

S pamsian
Would r3sume the ypecis] d Riét woutd flost sales 1ax bonds, bl what It trclaat o me Is M!) Mlcsetupas s :veda& Seitct {and how: Y was 5o up, gwm Sam Franchro did nes have a Local ) Agemy Famning cammmrm fn 18931, 1 wowld Pk to rued R charies,
Sours 1y, :

Thomas J_6utse .
" 6 Man, May B, 2017 al 3:56 PM, Supeivisor Racords i chids@Efgoy.bra> wiote;

MG Busse -

Lsurile & esporac o yeof pelifion beiow.| apaiapiaeJor the delay: § was eul ol 1 ofice, 1 s vy, urisdeclanding 1hat the Controflérk OfFico, has responsed lo your reconts fefuakl. Phease i1 ime Koow 8 e iesperise feselved your issues, Thank you.

itps//mail. google.com/mail /u/0/2ui=28ik=04b5b6c0098view=pi&search=inbox&th= 15bfefal02d5fBc&sim|= 15bMefaf02d5fEe 12




Gmail - Re: Pelition to the CityAA"ttp’rriey:'s Office. - -

5102017

B

Brad Rmv
- Doputy: Gty Altory. R PR
* Diee of San Frencseo ity Attomay Donax J, Koo
. Buptrinee of Records: Gantrsl Govotoment Tear

—an:im 2d by Cﬂyannmc)ICTYAﬂ' 0 28,2017 Q92CAH — ;

. Frvm Thomas Busse g il com> : . - P PR
. Dale: 04/2712017 0856PM- - - L o B A T . S M
R sub}m:t Pellfmn 10 the City Mnmeys Office . . L N P . N . N

Pawon tn the City Attomey:. . **

. Purs\mnl 16" The San Franisco Sunshine Oldlnance, on Apn‘l 26 2017 1235 PM | submitied an )mmed‘ ale Drscloiula Requasl lo the cunimnu for thy most teuenl Fmanoal Slalemen(s ZMS Board Mlnules, end bylaw: of the San anckoe Pubr:ﬁnantemhomy.
. My immediste Disclosure Regues! asked forlhe name of the Public Financs Autherily’s "Direcior of Fiscal Services” who was issued av.armnHrum the Sima Board of Equalization on Aprl 12,2017 th! 201,400, hux most Irrponanuy an answet {g:ihis’ qun.stmn. “Dons

: the Sen Francisco Pubfe Finance Auihon\y Exxsl?' Thns followed ypona Disclysure reqvesl the previous maming ssking tho same thing.

1 recewed 3 response later on April 26 Ihal hey \Aere viorking on my reqtiest, bul 24 Rours has pnssed bysnd i have nol seen any documents.

Deparimenis have: the discrélion o oxtend an immediate Disclusure Regues! if records are volummeus i ofl- sxle starage, els; however, there ls no appmprlﬂ(e reason fof the Conlrolier fo not be abln 1o p!oduce the Fir\anml Sh\emenls of a Counly | Blendad Enlity, In Iad.
the Controller is constitutionafly obligated o publish thexe statements. Tnerefore, | befieve the Cantralier isin viokation of the Sunshine o:dlnanees Secttan 67.25(&] because no rensnnnbl:TAevson cuuld wnskier 13 1 veques led for o not
be readily available from any compelent County Contsolier.

.As recenily as November 2016, the Ballot C itlee's: on the proposed F K 2 114 cent sales fax i5 coliecled in the County on behalf onhesan Franr.lscu Cnunty Public Finance Aulhoﬂky It'is Speclal District 051 in the Bosrd
of Equalization’s accounis; legally constituted under saction 5500 of the' Calfornia Govemnment Code 85 a Joint Powers Authorty, Therefore, | have every reason {o believe | am asking for | Disclnsura of D Sadly, | tannat find the San Francisco Public’
Finance Authorily referented in any of the San Francisco Legsl Codes published by the Ametican Legal Publishing Corporalion. The City Atioiney may hawe belier resesrch (ooks. My hope was Io star Jeaming aboul the San Francisco Public Finance Authority's decision
mzking structure by readig the bylaws, Afler al, | could find them of the. Transbay Joint Fowers Authority with The Googie. My Public Puipose was ta delermine f the CityiCounty could fund tuition remisslton at the Cummuﬂrly College by asserting lts JPA voles 10
reallocele the SPEdal District Tax the votars already pay 1o supplement educafion, thus reducing presstire on the clty’s general fund, Sadly, the CRiye Jastilutions do nol seem to welcome my Keas,

s youi 878 the destgnated 'SUP?“”Sm of Records,” | appen (o you ta this wil ing of by the Conlrofier, 4 lransparent accaunling of taxation and Is essantis| to any functonly 8nd an kformed c}momlar.

. Very truly yours,
'’ Thomas J, Busse
T A18-244.5072
' EB4 Caslro Sireel #388
: San Francisco, CA 94114

On Mon May B 2047 al:LSG P, superw:o( RemMs <§ugurvvscr Recwds@sfgovorg> wrole!
W, Bunse -

Vit m s o yocs petdin befo: ) dgcorges o fho Gelays Fwat out i the oice, I my 3 thel the € s rexpancie o yoir Tevorts fequest, Plowse o1 s ko thott rospomse cesaived your isslies, Than' yor,
[

Bad st
DAy Cliy Altomey R
. ‘Oltice of San Fransisce City Afiomzy Derwis 3. Herreru . - .
Suparvisor of Records] Ganesal Govianmam Team . - .

otviarded by l:;lyaumn:y:CTYA‘l’\' an; DMZKRU'\T 0521AM —
To! Info@s 0 . -
From; Thoma= Euss: <fibysses(@amal com> : B . : )

Dafer04/27/2017 0B:SSPM : . . : ) ) )

Subject; Pelition to the Cily Attorney's Offics -

* Petition io the City Atomey; .

‘Pursuant to The San Francisco Sunshine Ordingnce; On April 26 2017 21 12:35 PM | submitled an Immediata Disclostre Request to the Controller for Ihe mas!. récent Finaneial Slatemenls 2016 Board Minutes, and bylawé, of the San Ftanusco Public Financa Authorily,
. My Immediate Discloswre Request. Bsked for the name of the Public Finanse Authority’s *Directar of Fiscal Services™ who was [ssued a warrant from Lhr. Stale Board of Equalization on Aprl 12,2017 for $3,201,400, but mos( lmpudanﬂy an answef 16 1his question, "Does _
the San Frandisro Public kanseAulhnr!ly Exisl?” This {ollowed up on B Disclosire mquesl the previous. mummg asking 1he same lhmg.

”l received a response later on Apn| 26 that they were working on'my request, but'ld hots has passed by and lhave nol s6en any documents.
Deparimen(s have the disorellon o extend an immediate Disclosure Regues! il cecords-are wlummous, in aff slle clorage, elc however, there'is no 2ppropriate reason for the Cun\mllerlu ‘nol be abip {o produce the Flnan:-alslalcmcnls n[ a Caunly Blcnded Enhky ln fad

‘the Controller Is constifufionally ebligated to publish these statements, Therefore, | belleve the Controliet s In vlclahun of the Sunshine Drdlnance ‘s Secton 67.25(a) bacause no recsonzble person could consider the q ested
e readlly avallable from any competép County Controller,

Ag recenllyas Novamber 2016, the. Bauax 5|mpirc31|on Commitiee’s stafement on the proposed Prepusmnn K menticned o 114 canl $2les 1ax is colkecied in the County an bohalf of the San Francisco Coumy Public Finance | Au(hnm) Itis Sp=clal Distici 051 in the Board
‘of Equalization's accounts. ligally constituted under section 6500 of the Califamia Government Coda as a Joint Powers Authority. Therefore, | have every reason to believe | am askmg far immediate Disciosure of Bocuments. Sadly, | cannot find the San Franclsco Public
< ‘Finance Authorily referanced |riany of the Sar Franzisco Legal Codes pubished by the American Legal Publ g Cormporalion,The City Allemey may have betler research lools. thy hopo wes to slart leaming sbout the San Francisca Public Finance Authority's decision”
:” making structure by reading the bylnws, Afler all, | could find them of the Transbay Joint Poviars Aulhority wilh The Google: My Public Furpose was 1o delermine if the Clty/County could fund tithon remission at the Communily Coliege byassemng ils JPA voles fo
i realogate lhe Spectal Districl Tax the voters already pay lo supplement educxkon thug veduung pressure on The cfly's ganaral fund. Sadly, the cnys Instifutions do not seem to widcome my ideas,

AB you are the designated ‘Supemsor of Records,” | appaalta you 10 adjud thls g of iori by the Confrolier, A transparent acwumlng of taxation and expenditure Is essential to any fundioning demumal:y and an mlnm\ed eleciorate,

Veey truly yours,
- Thornas J, Busse
415-244-5072
. 584 Caslro Stree{ #388
* San Francisco, CA 94114~

* hitps:im aiLgoque.cdmlmaiI/ul‘Ol?iui=Z&Ek=04b5b60999&view=pt&searc'hv:ihboix'&th=15bf_4efaf02d5f8c;&sfml:15bf4efaf02d5f80 : . 212
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~Thomas J. Busse

. 584 Castro Street #388
FR e . ) VSan Franusco CA 94114
' bostmga |§ . 4 A R i SRR o o :" o ‘tjbussesf@gmarl .com :’
Gontadres [ SIS I o 4152445072 ¢
‘ " Posnar - TR | :.
(snu?;:'e‘:é’é?(’é’&"&.i%? S Here 1 May 7, 2017
wrnﬂedqﬂlall )

Paulette Terrell _

Director of Fiscal Ser\/lces

San Francisco Public Fmance Authority
135 Van Ness Avenue, Room 300

:§an Francisco, CA 94102

Reeta Madhaven - .

Chief Financial Officer

135 Van Ness Avenue, Room 300
San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Ms. Te»rreil; ‘

This extends my Cahfomla Public Records Act request emarled toyouon 5/2/17 Several of these items were requested
from Ms. Madhaven on Aprll 22,2017. The California Government Code Section26909 requires an audit ofall specral

~ districts. As the financial statements mandated by law, your d:stnct should have this readlly available for public

,mspectlon This unreasonable delay and lack of transparency harms the. honor of your professron and I sincerely hope to
avozd the necessity of seekmg lnjunctlve and dec[aratory relief.

§~l'reQUest thefollo_\?vin_g Doc'umen.ts:'

L Al Notifications to the San Francisco Public Finance,A'uthority'froimthe State Boa‘rd'ofi _f:':duali’zati’onf
2. The most ‘rjeeent a:u.dited’ﬁnan.ci}all stateménts:ot tne-San Francisco ’PtjblieFinance Authonty |
ZB.AII VLett_ers of,besténatton"of the'-sa_n 'Franc‘iseo Pubhc Fi'nanc'e Aut’horitt/,. . -

4. AII Average Dally Attendance calculations of the San Francrsco Pubhc Finance Authorlty for the past five years .
mdudlng mternal worksheets and reconcrhatxon to allocatron formulas

5. All Board Mmutes of the San Francrsco Pubhc Fmance Authonty from 1993 to the present day mcludmg resolutlons
especially between 5/1/93 and 6/30/93 : : - . .

:6 The Current Amended Bylaws. of the San Francnsco Publrc Fmance Authonty and: the comprehensrve ordlnances of the
San Francrsco Pubhc Finance Authonty ' o »

'7 The most recent unaudited Fmancral Statements ofthe San Franmsco Pubhc Flnance Authonty

8. All Communications between the San. Francrsco Pubhc Finanhce Authonty and the Clty Attorney s Office from 1993 to
the Present with especnal focus on.Mr. Dave Fox and Mn Ted Lakey ' :

9. Management Representatron Letters betWeen the San Francrsco Publnc Finance Authonty and its Audltors

P86 | R T
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numca’nons between the Callforma State Controller and the San Francrsco Publrc Fmance Authonty

C ot of Current Board Members of the San Francrsco Pubhc Fmance Authorlty
p All Budgets of. the San Francrsco Pubhc Fmance Authonty from 2010 to the present

R '.14 All Commumcatrons between Carol Mlgden and yourself Reeta Madhaven, Robert Golton Esther Cuseo orJoseph1
Grazaoh from 1991 1o rhe present : » . .

e ’15 All Interagency contracts wuth the San Francrsco Pubhc Flnance Authonty, mcludrng articles of dissolution or '
o successron o ' : : :

Very Trql / You

Thorn'es J. Busse
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'-'__5/'8/:201‘/ STt -Gl RE: Public Records Act Requést

E%f Cmd B ... . | ThomasBusse <tjbussesi@gmail.com> -

E 'RE: Pubhc Records Act Request g

A message K

- ::A:Rick Chivaro"<rchiVaro@sCo§cé.gov>. ' ,, . T : : Mon, May 8, 2017 -at 4:49 PM
- To: Thomas-Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> - ‘ . T .

i Dea’h Mr. Bqéée:

':'Wlth respect to Public Records Act requests made to the State Controller’s Office, | am the person respon5|ble for :

) respondmg to all such requests Moreover, your gratu:tous comments notwnthstandmg, | reiterate my prior response
" to your initial request as ‘though fully restated herein. Consequentl‘y, in light of the fact that this office is not in
_-possessiorrof any writings responsive to your request, no furtheraction will be taken by this office in that regard..

- ‘Sincerely,

e ;Bibhard_l. Chivaro | Chief Cotinsel ‘
' bfﬁce of Staté.CO‘ntroller Betty T. Yee

" Legal Office | |

' tév(.).OVCa[:;itd Mall, Suite 1850

. Sacramento; CA 95814 | (916) 445-6854

LFrom Thomas Busse [maﬂto tjbussesf@gmall com]
‘Sent: Monday, May 8, 2017 1:57 PM
~To: Rick Chivare <rch1varo@sco ca. gov> ‘
S o marshb@gﬂaw com . '
. »Subject. Re Pubhc Records Act Request

. Dear Mr. Chh(afo:
" The Chief Counsel is Usually rict the one to réspond to a routine CPRA request.

;1 have a'document s:gned by Carol Mlgden acting as Chalrperson of the San Francisco Public Finance Authonty datmg
"~ from a tlme when your boss, State Controller Betty Yee ‘was Ms, Migden's protege.

- lalso have aff dawts denying the ex18tence of the San Francisco Pubﬁc Fmance Authority from the current Cify and -

‘County Controllet, Ben Rosenfeld, and from the San Francisco City Attomeys office, yet, | have obtained intemal
documents from both their departments dating from 2008 and 2011 cc'd to both officials referring to the San Francisco.

‘ ht;és:l/mail.google.com/mafl/dd/?u]=2&ik=04b5b6c999&view=pt&search=inbdx&l§h§ 1 §Ma7835é50365&siml=15bea783be3036ﬁ ‘ 4 v



5/8!2017 s ', A R o . ,V GmaH RE Pubhc Records Act Request

Publlc Ftnance Authonty as a Spec:lal Dnstnct cotermlnous with the Crty and County and their current operatlons and I
haVe spoken to a tormer ofF cial of thatSpecxal Drstnct wha has mformed me of the operatlons

la also have a 2016 lntemal document 51gned by srttlng State Senator Scott Wtener (who now holds Mtgdens seat)
: refemng to the current operattons of the San Francrsco Pubhc Fmance Authonty and its status as- a Spectal Dlstnct

g I am ln possessmn of the reso[utlon proposed by- Senator Mlgden to estabhsh the Spemal Dlstnct ‘and R/derv San L
. Diego (1991) 1 Cal 4th 1 and Hoogastan Flowers v. State Board of Equalization (1994) make it inarguable that the enttty
' meets the legal definition of Special District. With that in mind, | call your attention to Section 26909 of the Govemment
.. Code regarding the. responsrblhtles of a county auditor-controller in enforcing-audit reqwrements of special districts in’
- his/her county and to your boss's duties to oversee that special dlstncts adhere to minimum reporting guidelines. | also
- have an informant wrthm the Board of Equahzatuon who tells me the money is going fo the Countys general fund, not the :
S Specrat Drstnct ' . : ,

: . With that in mind, | repeat my CPRA request for the financial statements, audited or. unaudited, of the San Francisco v
" Public Finanice Authority, a special district established in January 1993 under the second version section 7288 of . - . o !
- ‘Revenue & Taxation Code, and recognized as operative per BOE Publication 105 (April 2017), a state agency of which ’
_* 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 :
. possession, | have standing through over a dozen Brown Act violations (among other things) to pursue options for
injunctive and declaratory relief, which, under the circumstances, may be retrospective. This could be considerably
-damaging to the alma materyour boss holds dear. | really don't want to have to write messages like this; and had our
. officials valued transparency in the first place this all could have been avoided - it dishonors my profession as an
~accountant. As a courtesy to Ms, Yee, | offer this advice; trying to cover up an embarrassing mistake or lack of -
: foversnght only makes it worsé. In such an mcestuous and nontransparent envnronment it too' easy to stumble across the
mVlSlble divider of cnmmal consplracy . : L

In my view, the best curatrve and correctrve actlon (and one that protects your boss) is to refer the matter to the State:
. Auditor, placing the SFUSD, SF Communlty College District, and the SF Controller oh the High-Risk Local Government
~ . Program. Remits from the Board of Equalization for Special District 051 should be placed into escrow, and the State
_ Auditor should draw on those funds fo complete her work with release- of those funds contmgent on the adoptlon of her
’ recommendattons : N

v _ Yours Sinoerety, ,

" 'Thomas J. Busse
. 584 Castro Street #388"

" ‘San Francisco, CA 94114
. j_“tjbtiss'esf@g’mailv_éqm :

- 415:244-5072

e On Tue, May 2, 2017 at 10 10 AM Rle Chrvaro <rch|varo@sco ca. gov> wrote

Thomas J. Busse »

584 Castro Street #388

San Francisco, CA 94114

i Dear Mr. Busse: , , o
https l/mall google com/marI/u/O/’t‘ur—2&|k—04b5b60999&v1ew-pt&search-rnbox&th-15bea783bea036ff&srmt~15bea783beaO36ff ’ . 23 . v



sBR017. L . T iU 0 Gmall- RE: Public Records-Act Request

Thls isin response to your request pursuant to the Publlc Records Act for fi nancral statements of the Cahfomra ‘
N .Special’ Drstnct "The San Francisco County Public Finance Authonty," (BOE Special Junsdxctron add on code 051)
‘regularly recervmg warrants of payment from the State Board of Equahzahon

.. After researchmg our records it appears that the State Controllefs Ofﬁce is not in possessron of any Fmancral

" Transaction Reports from San Francisco County Public Finance Authonty In fact, we do not have ariy information on

. it in;our database. We also contacted the Secretary of State and were told that the Secretary of State does not have
any JPA documents on the entity referenced. Consequently, in hght of the fact that we are not m possessron of the
recurds you seek, we are unable to comply with your request B :

Sincerely,

chbard_J; Chivaro | Chief Counsel
Off ice of State Controner Betty T Yee

Lega] Offrce :

B 300 Capitol. Mall, Surte1850
" Sacramento, CA 95814 | (916) 445-6854

hitps:fimail.google.com/mail/u/0f2ui=284k=04b5b6c9998view=ptisearch=inboxéth= 15bea783bea036asim|=15bea783beald3sll

S <



 5/8/2017 e D Gmail - Response to Request for Public Reords (.- <)

‘?%C%ma%; P " Thomes Busse <fbussesi@gmailcom>

Response to Request for Publlc Records (IDR)

1 message . LT

Slocum, Gregory (REG) <grego'ry;slocum@sfgov.org>'. S L  Fi, Apr28, 2017 at 3:07PM .
To: "tjbussesf@gmail.com” <tjbussesf@gmail.com> |- . T R .

Good Affernoon Mr, Busse;
I am writing in resporise to %ur request for_information dated 4128/17 in which you asked Iol viéWIthe‘folIbwingf

1 "TEXT OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE PROP A JUNE 1993 SPECIAL ELECTION"

2. 'ALL DOCUMENTS RELATING TO THE BALLOT SIMPLIFICATIONS COMMITTEE'S FINDING RE PROP K 2016 A
TAX I8 COLLECTED TO FUND THE SF PUBLIC FINANCE. AUTHORITY" :

3 " “TEXT OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE PROP A DECEMBER 1991"‘
* Pursuantto our earlier phone conversation:

I. TIlere are 'nb docum‘enIé re;sponsive fo this r'e'qUesI
2. AII documents responswe to this request are available for vxewmg on our webs«te
- http //sfgov org/electlons/ballot—s|mpI|flcatlon~comm|ttee november-2016
The measure you are: interested i in is Iocated towards the bottom of this page nt i known 25 “Géneral SaIes Tax".

3. " There are no documents responsive to this request.

. .Please do not hesftate 16 contact me directly if you have any additional questions or conGerms,

K Gregéry P'.i:SIocum’
~Campaign Servicés» L
. San Franmsoo Department of Elechons
1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Place
Clty Hall, Room 48
San Franc;sco CA o1 02
:(415) 5544331 ’

TTY (415) 554—4386

" https/mail. googIecom/matl/u/0/7u1-—2&tk—04b5b6c999&v1ew—‘-pt&search—lnbox&ﬂﬁ—15bb69b3ﬁ7891ee&sxml 15bb69b3ﬁ7891ee ' i 1/ RO
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sER017 o .. .- ‘Gmail- SF County Public Finance Authority " .-

M Gmal s

SF County Publlc Fmance Authorlty

: _:1 message

lnformatlon, Government (LIB) <Governmentmfo@sfpl org> : S ' :M'on; Méy 1,2017 at 9:53 AM ©
To "tjbussesf@gmail com" <tjbussesf@gma|l com> il Do :

= Good momin’g'i. : o

:l’ve spoken with'a coileague regarding your reqx.ieét 'fér'm.éetving minutes, and he has also been unable to Iéc‘ate them.
. Some colleagties who will be here tomorrow may be able to assist: | will get back to you affer I've spoken with them.

: 'In the meantime, do you know if thls authonty is part of the Unified School District (USD)’? If this is the case then we
_would not have recelved documents from them because we do not receive any documents from the USD

Best

. Govemment lnformatlon Center/BA

.'h'ttps:,//r‘n ail.google.com/mail/i/0/?li=28ik=04b5b6cIg98view= pt&searéh=inbox&ﬂi=15bc4eed24bb2f$4&siml=15bc46ed24bb2f§4. ) 111
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70

“implement the program review process”, which “plays a role in future directions of
instructional programs and provides data for planning appropriate titili;a'ﬁqn of
persorinel, facilities, and resources for the ovérall benefit of the comn)unity‘served”
(ACCIJC, 1988). - ‘ A i
The SFCCD struggled to match .revenué with expenditures and implement-a |
budget based on prioritizing scarce resonrces. In the early19907s it was placed on the

state watch list twice by the State Chancellor’s office (ACCIC, 1994; ECMAT 2012).

Between 1989-1993 a “pattein of deficit spending developed, reflecting the growing
structural imnbalanice 'bet\;v‘e"en revenues and expenditures” (KH, 1993, p. 4). The
spending pattetn was déscribed as a “drawdown of hidden surpluses” to fund mostly
long term and fixed costs associated with personnel, which by 1993 constituted over
90% of the overall budget. An operational report described this spending pattern as “the

core of the éutrén’t crisis” in 1993. By 1997, this crisis was averted through wage

freezes and limitations on-hiring, plus an improvement in the state’s economy.
Unfc;r'tunately 'thi's-spending pattern and subsequent financial crisis would return a
decade later despite a warning in the 2000 ACCIC report that “in light of past
difficulties, due diligence must bé exercised”. | |

In general, the period between 1994-2003 marked a period of economic stability
and growth in the State and during that time the college enrollment grew as did the

course and program offerinigs. Between 1994 and 2008, student headcount in-credit
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Memo to Budget Committee
January 27, 1993

' Therefore Mr. Oppenheim indicates that CSAC policy is that the State Revenue |
and Taxation Code needs:to be amended for counties to have any clear authority to: |
iricrease a Sales Tax rate Tocally. '

Ms. Angela Karikas of the City’ Attomey’s Office has indicated that a two-
" thirds majority of the voters would be required to mcrease the Sales Tax rate for the |
specific purpose of public education, drug abuse prevention and health care services.

11. According to Mr. Oppenheim, there is current State. leglslatmn which is
being discussed which would clarify the requn-ements for Increasing a local Sales
Tax rate. Mr. Oppenheim adds that most counties in California are not considering
mcreasmg 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 Téx rate at this time. Therefore, if the Sales Tax rate is
increased by 0.5 percent for San Fran(:lsco, the Sales Tax rate for San Framnsco will
be the highest 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 determinéd the impact on businessés 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 Commumty College District.

13. Based upon 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'oller, the Mayor’s Co-Budget Directors and the Budget Analyst, dated.
January 15, 1993, a revenue shorifall of $184 million is projected for FY 1993-94.
This revenue shortfall 18 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 expendﬂ:ure requirements for

FY 1993-94.

14. As noted above, in order to hold a special election, an 88 day notice is
required beginning from the date the specxal election is called for by the Board of
Supervisors. In addition, AB 1930 requires 90 days before the increased Sales Tax
rate can be imposed. The additional revenues which are anticipated to be generated
from increasing thé local Sales Tax rate by one half cent (0.5 percent) are an -
estimated MZ_Q,Q_OQ_@QQ@L based on the Y 1993-94 revenue projections
contained in the Controller’s, 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 amount to §3_3_,QQQ,Q_Q (effective 10/1/93) if the
special election were held no-later than June, 1993, and an estimated $11.330,000.
(eﬂ'ectxve 4/1/94) if the special election was held in November, 1993. In'addition, it
is. p0531b1e that actual revennes received in FY 1993-94 could be reduced if
consumers travel 16 other areas to purchase goods and services, given the difference
between the Sales Tax rate in SanFranmsco%and the Sales Tax rate in surrounding

o BUDGET ANALYST -
52
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. Memo to Budget Comttee
January 27 1993 :

o countles Accordmg to Mr Ed Hamngton the Controﬂer San Francxsco could -

request that the State adopt legnslatmn which would expedlte the 90 day State - -

'reqmrement in order to begln imposing a new Sales Tax in July, 1993, rather than -

having an effective date in October, 1993 ‘which has beep done with previous local -

: Sales Tax increases.
R mm ndation A, .
Approval of the proposed resolutlon which Would declare the intent of the‘ o

L 'Board of Supervisors to propose an increase in the transactions and use tax (Sales :
" Tax) rate and establish the San Francisco County Pubhc Finance Authonty, isa

L o pohcy matter for the Board of Supemsors

o BUDGET ANALYST
53
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Monday, February 1, 1983 [

[Equipment Lease] .

Qrdinance providing for the approval and execution and delivery by
-OFfficers 0F the City and County of San Francisco of an Equipment
Lease Supplement No. 2 between the City and County of San Francisco
-Finance Corporation. as lessor and the City and County of San
Francisco, as lessee with respect to equipment to be used for City
purposes ‘8nd the related certificate of approval; providing for
reimbursement to the City of certain City expenditures prior to the
issnance of lease revenue bonds and approving the issuance of 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 Francisco prior to the sale of said bohds;
and providing for the execution of documents in connection therewith
and ‘vatifying previous actions taken in connection therewith.

{Chief Administrative Officer) !

File 170~93-1, Ordinance Na.

Passed for ‘sécond reading by the following vote:

.Ayes: Supervisors AchﬁenbErg, aAlioto, Bisrman, Conroy,
Hallinan, ‘Hsieh, Kaufman, Maher, Migden,. Shelley - 10, -

Absent: -Supervisor Kennedy - I,

Adopted

[ARirport Administration] )

‘Resolution approving the Controller's action of increasing the
Airports Commission project budget from $150,000 to $500,000 for
Airport Contract No. 3200, emergency environmental services at Road
.18 ‘and Road 9, San Francisco International Airport. -(Airports
Commission) '

File 28-92-11.1, ‘Resolutipn No. §2-93
Adopted by the: following vate:

_ Ayes: Supervisors Achtenberg, Alidto, Bietman, Conroy,
Hallinan, Hsish, Xaufman, Msher, Migden, Shelley - 10.
absent: Supervisor Kennedy - 1.

N il

Adopted as Amended

(Supervisor Hsieh dissenting in Committee.)

‘[Local Publi¢ Finance Authority] o
Resolution declaring the intent of the Board of ‘Supervisors of the
City and County of San Francisco to propose an incredse 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. - (Supervisors Migden;
Bierman, Alioto)

~B6~

by adding a further resolved clause as follows; “F 01
'gﬁat thegBoard-of Supervisors, in approving this measure; expresises
its strong view that ‘the Authority shall not approve -any saleés tax

Monday, Febfuary'l, 1993 o

File 175-33-1, Resolution No. 4§-93

i

is6r Kaufnah, seconded by Supervisor Maher, moved ‘to. amend
i il "FURTHER RESOLVED,

measure that would place the composite sales tax rate. above the
current rate of 8.5 percent®,

Motion to amend adopted by the following vote:

Ayes: Supervisors Alioto, ‘Biérman, Gonroy,'ﬂallihan, Kauflary,
Maher, Migden, Shelley -~ 8. .

Noes: 'Supervisor Hsieh =~ 1.

aAbsent: Supervisors Achtenberg, Kennedy - 2.

Adopted a5 amended by the following vote:

Ayés: Supefvisors Achtenbérg, A1ioto, Bierman, Conrey,
gallinan, Kaufmdn, Migden, Shelley - 8:

Noes: Supervisors Hsieh, Maher -:2.

Xbsent: Supervisor Kennedy - 1. ,:;:k~1 :DLM¥‘>/

In connection with the .above item, Supervisor Alioto requested
to be added a5 CO-SPONSOr.

“pgE

Recommendations of Health and pPiiblic Séfety»Cqmmittee

Adopted as Amended - !

911 Supervision] ) o )
éésolution urging tlie Mayor to urge ;he_?p?ice_Commls§i9n to )
consider the civilianization of the supervisorial positions in the
Police. Department Communications Center; providing for quatter}x

reports:. {Supervisors shelley, Bierman, Migden, Kennedy } i

File 207-%2-11.2,

Resolution No. 80-93

I i ieh, seconded by Supervisor Shelley, movéd»ﬁo am?nd
titli???;zésgguﬁf by inserting "; pgqviding‘for guarterly reports”;
and amend page. two,; line six by adding the following resolved .
clause: “FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of :Supervisors requescs
that the Police Commissipn provide a written quarterly report‘to the
Board of Supervisors’ on the firgt days of May, August.apq Novemgir
of 1993, and February, May -3nd August of 1394, ,Each report sh;
.describe the progress of the‘Pol}qe‘Depart@en;.1n-addressing_t e
tssue which is the subject of this resolution™.

Motion to amend adopted. by the following vote:

__5'1_'




AT

Office of the Mayor

FRANK M, JORDAN
SAN Prancisco’

February 11, 1993

Honorable Angela Alioto, President

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
. Room 235 - City Hall

San Francisco, CA 94102

. Dear Supervisor Alioto:

I am returnlng File No. 175-93-1 (Local’ Publlc Finance Authorlty)
with my signature. This leglslatlon declares the intent of the
Board of Supervisors to propose an increase in the transactions and
use tax (f.e. Salesg Tax) and establishes the San Francisco County
Public Finance Authority.

As you kriow, the Public Finance Authority would be governed by a
10-member Board of Directors consisting of five members of the
Board of Superv1sor and a total of five meémbers from both the
Unified School District and the Community College District. The
resolution specifies that the San Francisco Board of Supervisors
would elect five of its eleven members to serve on the Board of
Directors.. A

Because San Fran01sco 1s the only City and County in the State and
the only Board of Supervisors with eleéven menbers, we have the odd
situation of a mlnorlty of the Board of supervisors joining School
Board Members in a decision to place a tax measure on the ballot.
T would respectfully suggest. that the Authority seek full Board
approval by resoliution of any ordinance proposed for the ballot by
the san Francisco County Public;Finance Authority. By copy of this
letter, I am requesting the lcity Attorney |to draft a policy

resolution on this subject.

'Sincerely,

cct Members, San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City -Attorney, Louise Renne

209 CITY HALL, SAN FRANCISCQ, CALIFORNIA 94102

(a1sy sy



52017 » L S R L fvf * Gmail - Rer Recards Request:

*’/f% Gm&%% L S S V_Thomas,'Bus‘se <tjbu§sesf@grnéit.com'>. g

,Re Records Request
- -1message -

' Cityattorney <CityAtomey@sfgov.org> . - . ~ Mon, May 1, 2017 at 3:46 PM
B [o tjbussesf@gmall com 5 : - o : S . :

Mr Thomas J Busse,

I hank for your request dated Aprll 28 2017 conceming the "San Franmsco County Public Finance Authonty" 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 School Drstnct If you
- wnsh to’ request public records frorn any those ent:tues you should contact thern directly. - .

. Best

Andrea Guzman :
: Respondlng for Cltvattomev(d)sfqov org -

OFF!CE OF CITY ATTORNEY DENNIS HERRERA
‘San. Francisco City Hall, Roomn 234

1 Dr: Carlton B: Goodlet‘( Place

San Francnsco Caleomla 94102—4682

g (41 5) 554-4710 Dlrect
. (415) 554-4700 Reception:
© (415) 554-4715 Facsimile -
(415) 554-6770.TTY :

- Subscribe to news and updates from the S.F. City Attome_y‘s Office at‘_http://Www.sfoitvattornev.orq

: .htt‘ps://mau.googne_com/mai|/u/ox?ui=2&fk'=04p5b6c999&view'=pt&s’earqh:’i_hbcx%hé1§bce31ez75cea5‘1&sim|=15bc631e225cea51' o 1n



- "_gonfliet of itarest with her dutie
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¥ 8

sued an opinion stating, that *

“:+{ the city’ attomney's’ wamning.
£ PUC overzess such operations
-] the’ Municipal Railway emd
L (hty'uwatersystem.

| I'have the appropriatences of Yu'sl
+ 8ppointment determmed in By
! nor Cout, .

1. The- City’ Attomey's ofﬁce, ing.

%..| bonrd, said she disagrees with the
1 clty- attorney's- position and- re~

R R “Conmry to the city attorney’ s
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-Supemsors vote

to let judge say.

‘whther Yu's ]ob

‘with state puts-.
her'i in-conflict .-

By Rachel Gordon % 4/23

OF THEEXAMNER 8TAFF. |

Board of Supervisdrs requbsﬁn
that a court décide the issus, ©

tvisor Terence Hallinan argu

Bl
#he is employed as.a deputy attor-
" nig; & position he says cmﬂdposa ;
:The board voted 7-2 o pass:

reaolutlon ‘urging City Attoimey
Joulgs Refine to file & Jawsuit to

agreement with Hallinan, had is-

" Mayor Jordan nppoirxbed Yu s
PUC president in January, despit

Y4, in a six-page Yetter to th

issue en opinion soon,

opinion; quunliﬂcahon from of-
_fice requires more than a theoreti-,
cal or'opeasional confilots of inter-
est,” Yo stated:

“estimated that ¥u would heve

| abstain from between 16 percen

and 20 porcent of the votes teken:

.-"bythaPUCbecnuasﬂxaydirectly
- i | iavolve state matters, = -

“Are wo goingio ohty the C}mr

"] ter? Are we. going to tespect the

*1 to proceed with court intervention.

‘Supervisors Tom Heish. and-
Annemarie. Conroy voted in dis-

ot aent,mymgthelawmﬂtwasprema
.| ture and they warted to delay ac- .

" | tionuntll the a!;tomey general ren: -

ders’ anopmi
. Supervisors Roberta Achten-

' ‘berg nmd Bill Mnhar were.gbasrit.

Monday's vote came after Su

it

' ThaCityAtbnrAsfsoﬂ‘ieshn;;l

%

E@ @hl§§

“The matter now goes to Mayor
Jordnn, who can veto
. “keeping mum on what he will do,
" put the mayor has made it clear

) thathampporteYu,Maher’aea-~

the resolus -
Hion-or approve it. Jordan's office s

oths nchon,tha board de-

';{hyed untll Wednesday a decislon
on calling & special election so vot- -

ers-can decide whether to extend a

qunrter-cent salee tax that n.ids Jo-.
.cal'chopls, *

.1 'The political baﬁ.b over Kay -
| Yu's_appointment to the Publig.
Utilities Commidsion may' movel
"oitt of City Hall, with & divided} -

Hsiah and Conmy asked for the

.delay, saying they wanted more

time to study the matter,
Their opposttion set off nearly

“nnhnurufoﬁ-m acrimonious de-
* Date, primarily betwesn Hsieh and
Supeérvisor Carole Migden, who is }--

sponsofing. the legislation and had

: hoped to ‘push the messure

through as"emorgency legislation,

i . whmh would have requlred unani-
" mey general for the state of Celifory. -

stmpm't.
Hmh’s inglstencs on votmg 1o

preventnd the issue from going for-.

ward, The board will take up the

. isnua again Wednesday in a gpecial

session, At that time, the proposal
can pass with & mete majority be-

cause it will not he considered as'[-

emergency legislation.

Sty .

" Ths proposal for the tax exten-

nion was approved Thursday

by.
":the Joint Finance Authonty, which
“'§s mede up of representatives from
" the Board of Bupervisors, the San '
. Frenoisco Unifisd Schoal District. -
-, Board of Education and the Board

* of Truatess for CxtyCoﬂege ofSan,'-

Francisco,:

The supewisom are required 1

tion the superviscrs bave id the

lacted atarting in Qctober, .

elecﬂon, even by A week, may mean

“the tax ‘wouldn't be jmplemented
* until January becaves of state noti-

fication reguirements, The school

" Qistricts will pay for the Bpecial

election, which wxﬂcont. apmjected

-§600,01

" The quérbet-cent sales tax;
whmh brings ih an estimated $22

o e e
~Yfther matters e

boatd ‘mesting Monday included: :

i P-A request from Conroy fo fi-

xmuee 10 new dispaichera for the

BA requeai by Suparvmur Bax

bamKnufmanforareportmhow ;

muth money-The. Cxty ‘spends on,
programs and services for state pa-
‘rolees, nndtnwhatextant'r’he C‘lt}'
is reimbursed,

» Supervlsut Angels / Ahoto’s T6:-

quest for an explanition on why.

the Main Library in the Civie Cen-

ter exen is closed on Fridays.

“'P99'

' under the Charter to approve the
'-spemnl ‘election. The only dmcm -

. timing. ¥ the board acts this week,
the proposal would be on the June

16 Pallot and ths tax could bs col-

"4 quested that no’ action’ be’ takeit].” :
: pendmgarewewbytheatatenﬁot— .

: Any delay mdeclarlngaspecml :
| ney. general;:who 1s expected. to

. policé department’s911 emergmcy L
*.'| ndvics of the mty attorney?” Hal- . line, H
.| Jinan asked in Urging his collengues -
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( . i j
/s/Frank M. Jordan - ) ’ : o . o Flle 6059372
Frank M. Jordan. : : o oo ' B
Mayor . o : . .. Supetvisor’ M1gden presented for 1mmed1ate .adoption,
RS IR Supervisor Migden, seconded by. ‘Sypervisor -Hallinan, ‘moved that
. Supervisor'Alioto, seconded by Supervisor Kennedy, moved an ’ the need to take actian arose subSGQuent to the publlcat:on of tha.
amendment of the whole to the maln motion bearxng same : tltle as R calendar C .

above. . . )
' : ’ ' Motion, adopted by Ehe followtnq vote

Amendmentsof the whole adopted by the Eollow1ng votke: - k% . RURLIED R .
. L/\ }T “f Ayes: Supagvxsors Alloto,,Blerman, Conroy, . Hallinan, Hsieh,
. Ayes: Supervlsors Aliota, Bierman, Conroy, Hatl1nan, Hsjeh,~;’ %Kaufman.;xannedy, Migden, Shelley - %. ' . ot BT

*" Kaufman, Kennedy Migden, Shelley ~ 9. . RS - : o C .
. \g}hudd) ] Absent: Supervisors Achtenberg, Maher s.zsﬁ
¢

: Absent: Supepvxsors Achtinberg, Maher - 2.

‘Supervisor Hsieh reguested this matter be referred to Committee,

Adopted as amended by the Eollowxng vote' : .

o Ayes SQpervxsors alioto, Blerman, Conroy, . Halllnan, steh, o R \}Q In response to the Supervisor's 1nqu1ry, Deputy City Attorney

»Kaufman, Kennedy, M1gden, Shelley ~ 9. - Ted Lakey stated the Local Public Finande Authority. is asking the
' ‘Board of,SuperV1sors to place thxs matter before the voters. -

Ahsent' Supervxsots Achtenberg, Maher =2, MA’HQQ\ OW‘O}QD ﬁv\fﬁ - R

- . In response to further. 1nqu1rles from the Supervxsors, Deputy

LL\O;E"} bECOUA‘S( ,,,}qu P(’ ‘City Attorney 1nd1cated that state-law gives the Local Public: .
\(- Finance Authority the power. to: ‘adopt an ardinance orderfﬁﬂ‘“‘ :

) ’>5M€L Submission of an. trsndaction and tax ordinance to the voters and to

These resolutlons are belng 1ﬂtKOdUCGd ‘at ‘this meeting.. An “Aye™. . reguest the Board of Supervisars to call a 'special meeting for. this

vote is (a) a vote to find that the need o take action arose after 7y\@LA,Q ‘purpose.- The State. Revenue. and Taxation Code 'states thé. county

-+ .the agenda was published (if the resolution title is not- prlnted on’ ZShallqcall a spec131“elgct10n far. this purpose.’-
the agenda) and (b} a vote to-adopt the resolition, : A unapimous . ; Lo R .

TMMEDIATE ADOPTION CALENDAR

" vote:is required for adoptlon today. Any Superv1sor may " requlre any !V7 : : L .
of these resolutlons to go to commitcae [ . e ERBSQVY%_ i S : Refused Adogtion
: ' e L R o B : after a perlod of debate the roll was called on the' pendlnq
SEVE'EG from Immedlate Adopt1on Calendar o o © ‘legislation’ and. it was. refused. adoptxon by the followxng votet -
. Supervzsor ‘Hzieh requested that- the following ‘measure be severed ,f ’ L Aye5‘~ Supervlsots A11otol Bierman.; Halenan. Kaufman, Kennedy;
© from the Tmmedlate Adoptlan Calendar and con51dered saparatelyw S ,fMlgden, Shelley - 7_ ' - e -

e : s T C Noes: SupervLsorS'Conrpyn‘HSieh - 2

lReEused'Adoption, Rescinded; o . . o e :

Refused Adoption; Rescinded; ‘ o o o .- ' .Absent! . -Supervisors Achtenberg, Maher -2.-
Ccn51deratlon Contlnued e . i : - : : .

: [Election] : o T c Motibnffo-nescand
Motion calling a Specxal Electlon to be held on:June.15,-1993; for ' ’

cthe purpose of submitting to the voters af-the City and County of ¢ o Superv1sor‘Kennédy, seconded ‘by Supervxsor Biéyman, moved to

"' .. San Francisco .a proposed ordinance by: the San Francisco Count . ~rescind.- the ‘previous’ vote'
© Publ e Authority imposing & one. qummmﬁ o o
‘T?Eﬁiggftziﬁﬁgﬁﬁ*use—twn-and for other purposes, conditioned upon Motion to rescind the previous vote adopted by the folloWLng
the Public Finance Authority voting agéin, by May 6, 1993, to place vote:
‘Athis proposition before the voters, or the Board of Supervisors
shall cancel the June 15, 1993 Special Election, and agreeing that Ayes: Supervisors Alioto, Conroy, Bierman, Hallinan, Hsieh,
"Ehe San Francisco Unified School District and the City College of : o : Kaufman, Kennedy, M1gden, shelley - 9. . . . E .
~"San Francisco shall pay to the City and County of ‘San Franciscao by’ . .
-May 6, 19393 the est:mated costs for ‘the conduct of. the June 15, 1393 . [ Absent». Superv1sors Achtenherg, Maher -2

" Special Elﬁctlon.--“ cun el : ‘ : e

”;Zjﬁﬁvn': '_'5...:”. o S L ‘ﬂ.l SR : H;2375




4;1égislétionvahd.it was refused ddoption by the following vote:

",réécind:thg:ppgviqps_vdte,
‘votery -

'H‘Kgquan,‘xennedy; Migden, Shellqy:}iSm

- geadline;

“‘continue this- matter to.a recessed meeting .on Wednesday, ;:March 17,

. vote: ..

',?.Kaufman. Kennedy, M}q@en._Shelley = %,

© monaay,. Marcn b, 1993

. . Refused Adoption v
u-jhftét‘a‘periéd of debate, the toll was called on the pending

Ayes: Supervisors-Aliotd.»Bierman,'Hallinanﬁlﬁsiéh, Kaufman, ‘t:o iy ©
Kennedy, Migden, Shelley - 8% R S : - on ‘)f‘
[ Noes:' -Supervisor Hsieh - 1. :

Absent: Sﬁpe;yisofs Adbtenbergﬁ“M;her'f 2.

. ;T; »:"<zhis¥zéxh'2’

:f:‘Moﬁion to Rescind

Supervisor Kennedy, seconded by Supervisor Migder, moved ‘to

ffMoE{dn to;keScind'the:p;evioﬁé;vote adopted by the quldwip?::

:‘A&és: ‘éupét@iéé{sgAlibto;.Conroy, Bierman, H;Il;ghn.‘Hsieh,»

'Ahbéehtzy‘sﬁéeiVishrs‘AchﬁehberqhuMahe;;e,z;,” QHRnES

Inﬁ;eéponsesfuﬁthe'éufervisots inguiries, Deputy City Attorney

:tstated that if the Board is interested .in schedulipg the special
‘#lection’ for. June 15, this matter could be recessed until a date

later this week. "“The Board could 'act -and still meet.the June 15
~Next Monday will be: tao late.’ SR L

SQpéfvisdr‘Kehnedx; seconded by Supervisor Bigrman, moved tg -

IfMoElén 5 continus tdgrecesééd;mgehidq”adqptéd by -the fqllﬁwiﬁgjif
T . " - . L N . e Lk Lo :H L

~Ayesit éuper&iéafs Alioto, Conroy, Bierman, Hallinan, Hsieh;

AbSenti.  Supervisors-Achtenberg, Maher - 2.
The Board resumed its consideration of“thejfolipqiﬁgiitems‘un“

the Immediate Adoption C;iendarr

aA7~,. . Inmediate Adoption Calendar

Adopted.

fLéaves of Absence] : ) : } o . .
Resolution ‘granting leaves of absence to varlous ¢ity and county .
ofEicers with permission to leave the stake. (Clerk of therBoard) '

=238

fjl

’ . " [Commendations] i : ) C
‘Resolution ‘congratulating Sherry Davis-and commending the San
‘Francisco Giants. : . o .

©.Mohday,-March’ 15; 1993 L

St

File1-93-11, Resolution Na. 184-93 - .

(Roberta Achtenberg, member, Board of Supervisors, Match I5 -~ 17}
Carole Migden, member, Boaxd of Supgrvisors, Macrch 18 “ 230
Raymoﬂd'Baxter;'Director‘oﬁ'Health,_narch’s;,sidney Chan, - member,
[Recreation’ and' Park Commission,:April-13 .~ 23; Marilyn Chow,
‘member, Social Services Commission, March 4. .- 7 and 11 ~ 14; .John
E. Cribbs, Director of Publig Works, ‘March L1l - .22; Kenneth
\Dowlin, City Librarian, April. 25 - 287 Keith Eickman,  member,
Recreation and 'Park Commission, March 6 - 13; Michael Huerta,
Executive Director, Port, March 4; Patrick McGrew, member,
‘Landmarks .Board, March 2 - 12; Patrick Murphy, President,
Airports Commission, March 4, 5 and 12;. John E. Newlin, Execuiiva
Directar, ‘Parking.and Traffic, March 19 - 23; Trent. W, Orr,.
President, ‘Recreatian and Park Commission,: April 22 - May 13;
‘Anthony D. Ribera, Chief .of Police, March 19 - 22 and March 28 ~
April 2;:Roselyne. C. Swig, membeér,: Library Commissign;-March 20 -

23; Mason Wong, member, ‘Reticement Board, Februayy 26 - March 8,

1993.) & o
" Adopted’
*(The—Immediéte,Addption‘Caleﬁdaf:includes Ehe following

additional resolutions submitted after preparation: of the . -
“calendar.) ‘ a

Fije&51g3¥B,A Resolution. No.. 149-93
: ﬁﬁdpérvisqrtALidgq presented for immediate’ adopfion.
-“:Adcpted.~ 4
[Commendations])

Resolution expiessiné’the qrg&itude of the City ‘and County of San
Francisco to Barbara Johnson. for het generous ‘donation of two-thirds

.6F the J, Porter Shaw Library ‘dealing with whé}ingrin San Francisco

and ‘commending those institutions who pursued the acquisition of
this collegtion and- declaring March 26, 1393 SAN FRANCISCO WHALES

"+ AND. WHALING DAY, - . ..

[ File '6-93-9, -Resolufion No. 18837 .

_depervisor Bierman presented for .immediate adoption.

Adopted; e

{Commendations] . } :
Resolution commending Margaret Brady.on her 75th birthday on March

20, 1993,

~238~
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Health, sew Francisco General Hospral, Community Mental Health B v T JOURNAL.OF‘?ROFEEDFNGS
Services, Police Department, Shériff's Department, Municipal and - C ’ g s
- Superior, Courts, District Attorney, and the Bublic Defender to . : ‘ ) ‘BosRD OF SUPERVISORS

.ascertain an estimate of the cost of services provlded Lo parolees’
from the State Prison System; and that a letter of inquiry be sent
to the Controller requesting data :on the extent to which the City is:

. reimbursed by the State for such costs through the SB. 90 claim
'prncess or any other avallahle mechanism.

- By Superv1sor Kennedy, that City .Attorney: prepare resolutxon to urge o ’ ) Q()(RS : 3’ ‘.Q\
‘the Mayor to request’ the Art Commission to enter into serious

.. uegotiations with representatives of the San Francisco Muslim
Community .for -the purpose of , securirg a long term lease for the

Muslim Community to. operate a Museum, Book ‘Store;, Gift. Shop and

Wednesday, March 17, 1993 -3:00 .p.my

The Board of Supervlsors of the Clty and County of San Francisco
met in- recéssed SeSSlOn on.-the: above: date w:th President Angela

School at, property .located at Turk and Fillmore Streets. ‘ Alioto 9r851d1ng‘

banks‘

.ay SUpervxsar Kennedy, “that- an urgent lerter by ‘sent to Mr. Henry G.
Cisneros, ' Secretary of the US Department of Hous:ng and Urban :
Development -regarding the-conditions that' exist at the 'HUD managed
Geneva Towers and Jackie' Robinson. Home ‘as a result of tenant
cnmplaints 3 deplorable conditions” as well as Jnhumane treatment
Ernm HUD and propetty management off1c1als

AHy Superv1sor Shelley, ‘that Clty Attorney anend the Base Closura e
legxslatlon to include:Treasure Island.

By Superv1sor Alloto, that letter ‘of 1nqu1ry be sent to the Caty
Librarian regardlng the teasons for closure -0F the maidn llbrary on

o Ftldays.‘ R

: Supezvxsot Kennedy, seconded by Supervxsor Hsieh, moved that the
Board recess to reconvene .at 3:00 p.m. Wednesday, 'March 17, 1993,

Mation Lo recess adopted by the Eallow1ng vote;

. Ayas' Supervxsors Alioto,. Bierman, Conroy, Hallinen, steh
:. . Xaufman, Kennedy, Migden, Shalley., ~ 9, . b : e

‘Absenti. Supétvisors Achtenberg, Maher -.2; e

The Board, at the hour of 53121 pamy recessed to reconVene on
1393 at 3:00 p.m.

DR | ‘:Amwwdza h ‘ -
Jean Lum, ;Actang. Clerk. - . S 3) havy & NO"" o 'F(&S‘L h‘lﬂ
Gess 5. \NWoL Mf?‘””& J‘O Cowﬁ;} |

. o : » ) v ’i %{{3€)ﬁ th o5 ’V\bﬂﬂx WA <9f? Lf P N’ N)Qj)
. &6B'RﬂthlcNm@:C%ﬁﬁ&d-MF>' ,‘..,ﬁﬁ.ﬁz

"Wednesday, Maroh 17,

'By Supervxsor Kennedy, that City Attorney draft 1egxslation to
:amend the Rert Ordinance to reduce the 5 percent paid on tenants
securxty deposxts by landlords to be more in:line with the 1.5
- ‘percent’ that 15 how bezng pald on said securlty deposxts by the

The. meetlng was called:to order at '3: 04 p [ On call Of the
- roll. the following SUpervisors we:e noted preSent' .

)

’kC~LE&7f

) Supetvxsors Alioto, Exe:manf,ﬂsieh. Kaquan. Migden.l Hau(vMu
<She11ey -6, ~ R R

Nobed absent at fxrst rall call'

Supervisors Achtenhetq; Conroy, Haliinan,‘xennedy, Maher - 5.
:Qnotum‘presen;; v : .

'Supertisbr qu]in?n waS'noted;present at 3:07 p.m.
3sgpenvisor‘Kennedy.wae.noted present. at 3:06 p.m.

Ceneide;ation Resumed; .Adopted
Mot;on to Recess

“[Election] .
‘Motion. calling a Special Election: to be held on June 15, 1993, for
the purpose of submitting to the voters of the City and County. ef
San Francisco 'a proposed ord1nance by. the San Francisco County
Public Finance Authority imposing ‘a one quarter of. one .percent
-transactions and use tax :and for' other purposes, conditioned upon’
the Public Finance Authority voting .again, by May 8, 1993, to place.
‘this proposition. before the voters, or the Board of ‘Supervisars
shall cancel the. June. 15; 1993 Special Election, anad agreeing that
D the San Francisce Unified School District and the Cxty ‘College of
" .- . 'san Francisgo shall pay. to the Clty and: County of -San Francisco by
. ’ May 6, 1993 the estimated costs for the conduct of the June 15, 1993
e Special Electian; (Supervisor Migden presented.)
RECESS . ~ i S
"File 60~93~2"
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. File 147-93+5,  Resolution No. 225-93 . R

Adopted.

~~[Grant ~ Federal ‘Funds] .. .-

' “Resolution author1zlng ‘the PUbllC L1brary to: apply Eor $35 000 in.

- .grankt fupds- from the, United States Department of Education lecary
‘Services and Construct1on Act (LSCA) for the purchase of foreign '

- language materials for the fiscal year 1993/94; with indirect costs

" not 1nclud&d in-this budget. (Public Library) - Lo o

‘.Flle 147- 936, Resolutlon No. 2‘2_“6.—'93-

Adopted.

. The foregolng items on .the Consent Calendar were acted upon by
,the f0110w1ng vote, . o .

e AYeS" SUPerv1sors Achtenberg.~Aliotn}uaiefman,-Héllinén,.
Kaufman. Kennedy, Maher, Shellay - 8.

. Absent;: Supe:vxsors Conroy, H51eh Mlgden - 3.(

REGULAR CALENDARv“

_UNFINISHED BUSINESS :

S From Budget Commlttee
‘with Recommendatlon "Do Pass":

Passed for Second Readlng

[Repeal - Glants Candlestlck Lease Amendment ' Ordlnance)

. ‘Ordinanceé repealing Ordinance 365-92, the Giants Candlestick Park

lease amendment ordinance which ‘dapproved a lease amendment entered
into by ‘the  Recreation and Park Commission and the San Francisco
‘Giants, which reduces the City's revenue from the, agreemerit by

= approximately "$925,000 per year. {amount will vary with attendance)

through the year 1597, and assigns. the right to further revenues :in

" the amount of approximately $440,000 per year from the: agreement to

furnish scareboard to the Giants during the term of the lease, by
‘which ordinance the Clty further assumed the’ obligations For
utxlxtles and maititenance of the playing field at.a cost of
approximately $250,000 per season, added a provision requiring the

San Francisco Giants to provide compllmentary tickets, and specified

. the effect1ve date’ of .the otrdinance.

File §5-92-1%.1, Ordipance No.-

256~

sy 4 e ma mom 4=

Passed for second readxng by the fOllOWlng vote.: 

. Ayes. Superv1sors Achtenberg, Alloﬁo, :-Bierman,. Hallinan;:
Kaufman, Kennedy, Maher, Shelley ‘~8.:: : 5 A

Absent: Supervxsons Conroy, Hsieh, Migden -.3.

‘From Budget Committee )
‘with Recommendation “Do Notk Passg"™

Tabled

e,

'[Referendum Submlssxon - Gidnts Lease Amendments]

Motion otdering submitted Ordinance 365-92, the.Giants Candlestlck
“.Park Lease Amendment Ordxnance, for- approval or: disapproval at the
nicipal Electlon to be held on November 2,,1993. (Clerk ‘of the
Board)

Fxle 60 93 -1

Superv;sor Halllnan,vseconded bﬁ.Supépﬁisof'Biérman; moved to

. Ayes. Superv1sors Achtenberg, Alloto Biarman,‘Hallinan”
.Kaufman, Kennedy, Maher, Shelley - B.,, R :

4Absent, SuperV1sors COnroy, H51eh M1gden - 3.

Reccmmendations of‘HouSing‘énd Land"uée Committee:

Réreferred to Committee

IRent OtdlnanCe]

Ordinance amending Admlnistrative ‘Code, to provide that petitions
for capital improvements, rehabilitation, and energy conservation
measures must be filed no later than .seven years after the work has
peen completed, 'to 1limit the amount heatlng officers may refund.to
tenants for null ‘and void rent increases, to. :limit ‘the amount
tenants may recover in civil actions for null and void rent .

. increases, except in cases of rent. overpayments being made.in bad
faith by the landlord; -and to change the title of Executive
Secretary to’ ‘Executive Director. (Residentlal Rent Stabilization
and Arbitration Board)

File 109-93-1, 'Drdinance No.
(Amends ‘Sections 37.49,.37.7, 37:8 and 37.11A.).

-Bupervisor, Maher, seconded by Supervisor Kennedy, moved to
zerefer to- Commxttee.

GHLLS Thw Exchoapd Fow AP I Provement
' .F7f$§?AT1*FLU\ o ‘-%57~
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,:an Flowers, Inc. v. State Bd, of Equahzanon (1994) nforma Couirf of Appeal Decfsmns Galifornja Case Law CahformaLaw U8 Law ..

The retailers paid the tax and filed.claims for refund 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
measure. SBE denied the claims on the ground that "Article ITT, Section 3.5 {11, 4 of the
California [] Coustitution prohibits [SBE] from declaring a statute unconstitutional, or’
refusing to enforce a statute, on the groundsfthat 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, naming 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 parties and
,approva] by the, court.

In A prﬂ 1993, the retailers moved for simmary judgment on the ground the tax was
invalid because Proposition 13's supermajority requirement applies to EFA, whichis a
"special district" within the meaning’ of California Constitution article XIIT'A, section 4,
because it was created and is controlled by two "special 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” withiii the meaning of California
Constitution article XTIT A, section 4.1n.5

The trial court granted the retailers’ motion for summaryjudgment and entered
judgment in favor of the retailers, awarding refunds of $1,126 to Hoogasian Flowers,
Inc., $167 to Ace Pharmacy, $186to Diane 0., and $183 to Surf Pharmacy. The trial

court also awarded the retallers interest and costs of suit but retained Junsdlctlon to
decide the question of attorney fees intil after conclusion of this appeal [23 Cal. App.

th 1 :
4th 1270 Hﬂs Q"\ﬁ)m’)@_{_ i /4]01’{1 : b sze xx
. _»Ec:{'weeq 5/ S {)? HU ,//C/}( 7%
I. SBE's Contentions fn. *** ) | W ook s
1L EFA‘SContenﬁons Miss %C EKJ O+ [%W]/D /”)ZQL,P .

A, Standard of Rey_iew

Discussion:

[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

hitp:/flaw justia.com/cases/californialcourt-of-appeal/dth/23/1264.himl P104 38
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The quarter-cent sales tex that raised $22 milliori for San Francisco. schools is invalid, a Sacramento judge said in a
tenfative ruling yésterday,

If the judge finalizés his ruling today and if It is upheld on appeal, local refailers or consumers or both could be entifled to. -|

refunds;

School afficials credit the tax with saving Sar Francisco schools from having to make miassive cuts this year by raising $15' |

million forthe district and about $7 million for City College.

In his ruling, Superior.Court Judge Joe Gray cailed the tax **an attempt to circumvent Propasitior 13," which requires
such tax increases to pass by a two-thirds majority. Voters approved the measure in 1991 by a simple majority. Gray is
expected to make his final ruhng at a hearing in. Sacrarmento today.

“‘'We argued all along that the school district shouild have put this money i escrow, and they sure didn't. Now they right
pay the price,” said attorney Jonathan Coupal of the Howard Jarvis Taxpayer Assaciation, which is representing four San
rancisco rétailers who sued- fo. invalidate the tax,

Lawyers for San Francisco schaols and City College sdid they have not given up hope that the 'jtjd'ge will reverse his
decision. If he does not, school officials will immediately appeal, said attorney David Goodwin,

*“I have a strong feeling that the Court of Appeal will not agree" with yesterday's decision, Goodwin said:.

‘The 17-month, quarter-cent sales tax expires June-30. When school officials decided to spend the.money rather than
place:itin escrow, they took a ‘gamble that ne court would force schools to pay it te consumers:and retailers. after it had
Jeen spent on children.

Because of the tax, class sizés in public:schools increased by aliout oné student per class rather than by four students.
Fiscal difector Bob Golton estimated that the jobs of hundreds. of teachers were saved, with the extta money.

fn addition, the money paid.for custodians and noon monitors at elementary schoo]s, maintained the sixth period in high
schools, bought equlpmient, and mare:

Educators. are hoping that even if the district loses ifs case, the only retailers who wilf try lo recoup the tax.will be the four
who brought the suit: Hoogasian Flowers, Surl Pharmacy, Ace Pharmacy, and Diafie O. Fashions. Their lawsuft segks.
only $2,700 in refunds,

An extension of the quarter- cent sales tax for schoals will be the subject of a special election June 15-in San Francisco,
and local educators have been lobbying hard fo persuade the public fo pass it.

“We absolutely need two-thirds ‘approval this time," said Superintenden Bill Rojas.”
teachers;. materials, . supphes and. equrpment “

“Without it,'we Will lose hundreds of
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ENROLLED

BILL NUMBER: SB 612
BILL TEXT

_ 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 Senator Lewis
(Principal coauthor: Senator Kopp)

e R S

FEBRUARY 22, 1995

An act to amend Section 7278 of, and to add Sections 7267 and
7270.5 to, the Revenue and Taxation Code, relating to taxation.

LEGISLATIVE .COUNSEL'S DIGE$T

SB 612, Leéwis. Transactions and use taxes: <constitutional
challenge: refunds. )

‘The Transactions and Use Tax Law permits districts, as specified,
to impose a tax for the privilege of selling at retail, or the
storage, use, or other consumption -in the district of, tangible

personal property. That law requires a district to contract with 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 otherwise invalid. Existing
law also prescribes procedures for the refund of any tax revenues
derived from an unconstitutional tax imposed pursiuant to that law
when the unconstitutionality of theé tax has been determined in a
final’ and nonappealable court decision: and “the revenues have been
paid to the State Board of Equallzat1on and are held in an impound
account,

This. bill would provide that any action or proceedlng filed on a
basis that the local tax ordinance is unconstitutional, or othérwise
invalid, shall be commenced as specified, and that there shall be no
recovery from the state for the imposition of any'illegal- district

tax, except as specified. It would specify that the state shall not

be made a party to any refund action. The bill wolild: reéquire the
State Board of Equalization to transmit revenue. from an
unconstitutional or othérwise invalid tax to the local district,
except as spec1fled The bill would require that if a final and
nonappealable decision of a court determlnes that a district
transactions and use tax is unconst1tut1onal the revenue be
transferred to the State Board of Equalization for administration of

refunds, as provided The. bill would require, .in the case of the tax

imposed by ‘the San Francisco Educational Financing Authority ‘that
was determined unconstitutional in a specified ‘court case, that
refunds be paid as specified. The bill would require that specified
provigions related to placement of beventé in an 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 legislative findings and
declarations related to. refunds from, and remedies in the- case of,
invalid transactlons and use taxes.

‘THE PEOPLE. OF THE ‘STATE OF CALIFORNIA DO ENACT AS. FOLLOWS:

fip:1/192.234.213 1 oozpubzesgs/birxJSenISb_oso1-osso/sLb_61z_biu._gsoeoa__-enmﬁ.tﬁré
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SECTION .1. Section 7267 is added to the Revenue and Taxation Code,
to read: ' : '

7267. (a) Except as provided in Chapter 4 (commencing with
Section 7275), there shall be no recovery frofi the state for the
impositioh -of any unconstitutional or otherwise invalid tax that is
levied in conformity: with this part.

(b) If a final and nonappealable decision of a court of COmPEtent
Jurlsdlctlon determines that a district transactions and use tax is
unconstitutional or -otherwise invalid, the district, the county, or
the city, as the case: may bé; shall transfer to the board the
revenues derived from the unconstitutional .or invalid transactions
and. use taxes necessary to reimburse claimants for the
unconstitutional opr :invalid transactions and use taxes paid,
including interest allowed under Section 6967, The board shall
deposit these revenues in a segregated impound account in the Retail
Sales Tax Fund, as described in Sectlon 7275, and shall admlnlster
any .refunds necessitated by the court's decision in:accordance with
the guidelines set forth in Chapter 4 (commenc1ng'w1th Section 7275)
to the extent -feasible and practical.

(c) After the refund process described in’ subd1v151on (b) is
completed, any revenue from an unconstitutional or otherwise invalid
tax described in subd1V1s1on (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 disbanded, dissolved, or is otherwise no: longer functlonlng, the
board’ shall transmit- those revenues in the following manner: '
‘ (1) If the tax levied by the district was imposed on a countywide:
basis, the revenues shall be tr ansmltted to the county’s general
fund.

(2) If the tax levied by the district was 1mposed on a c1tyw1de
basis, the revenues shall be. transmitted to the city's general fund.

(3) If:the tax levied by the district was imposed on a basis othér
than in paragraph (1) or (2), the revenues shall be transmitted to.
the general fund of each taxing jurisdiction located wholly within
the district, based .oneach taxing jurisdictiohn’s proportionate share
of revenue from taxes imposed: pursuant to the Bradley-Burns Uniform
Local Sales and Use Tax Law allocated during the prior ‘calendar year.

(d) The district; or- any entity that partltlpated'ln the, formation
of the district, shall reimburse the board for and hold the 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 Educational Finaricing Authority,
which was determined to. beé.unconstitutional by the court in
Hoogasian Flowers; IAC. v. State Bd; of EqualizZatioh, 23 ‘Cal: App.
4th 1264, payment of any of those ¢laims for refund shall be made
from the revenues derived fron the unconstltutlonal transactions and
use ‘tax collected by and in the,posse551on of the board. Wuhen those
funds: and any other revenues derived from the -unconstitutional tax
still in the possession of the San Francisco Educational Financing
Authority, 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 Dlstrlct‘whlﬁh
benefited from the illegal taX. The remaihing payments. shall be
based onh the method by Which the Sam Francisco Educational Financing
Authorlty distributed the proceeds of the tax to the Sah Francisco

_ﬂp:// 192.234.213.1 OD/pub195-96/b!lllser$b_0601—0650/5b’_612_b1[l__950908_enrd Bd1h81]7
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Unified School District and the San Francisco Community College
District. 7

SEC. 2. Sectioch 7270 of the Revenue and Taxation Code is amended
to read?

7270. (a) Prior to the Operative date of any ordihance imposing a
transactlons ahd useé tax pursuant to thls part, the district shall
.contract with the board to perform all functions incident to the
admlnlstratlon and operatlon of the ordinance. If the district has
not- contracted with 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 flrst calendar quarter
following the execution of the contract.

(b) The contract shall contain a provision that the distfict shall
reimbuirse the. board for and hold the board harmless from any and all
costs, lossesy or refunds of any kind whatsoever.

(c¢) The contract shall also contain a pravision that, in the evént
that a legal action is commenced cHallenging the 'validity of: the tax-
in its entirety; as opposed to 1its application to an individual
taxpayer, the district shall place the tax prioceeds into an
interest-bearing escrow account until the legallty'of'the tax is
flnally resolved by a final and nonappealable decision rendered by a
court of competent jurisdiction. That prov151on 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 all
‘costs, losses, or refunds from any entity, except the state, that
participated in the imposition of the tax. For-the purposes of this
part, "participated" means any involvement inm procurlng the
leglslatlon that authorized the tax, or in epacting ar admlnlsterlng
the ordinance imposing the tax. Any organization that is a member of
the leglslatlve body of the dlstrlct imposing the tax has
participated in the imposition of the tax within the meaning of this.
section. -

SEC. 3. ‘Section 7270.5 is added to the Revenue and: Taxation Code,
to read: : ' '

7278.5. -Any action or proceeding filed on the basis that. a tax
ordinance provided for in this part or Part 1.7 (commencing with
Section 7289) or the issuance of any bonds thereinhder or any of tha
proceedings in relation thereté is contested, qugstioned; or: denied
on the basis that thé tax obdinance is unconstitutional or otherwise
invalid and- Filed for the sole: purpose of contesting the validity of
the dlstrlct transact1ons and use tax; shall be commenced pursuant to
Chapter 9 (commencing with Section 86@) of Title 18 ‘of Part. 2 of the
Cade of Civil Procedure. The state shall not be made a party to

_ the at¢tion or proceeding, That action shall not be filed more than
66 days after the approval of the enabling ordinance: by- the votérs
uniless the authorizing leglslatlonrspec1f1es a longer period. If no
action is filed within that period, the tax,. the bonds, and .all
proceedings in relation thereto, including the: adoption and. approval
of the ordinance; shall be held to be valid and in every respect
legal and uncontestable.

SEC. 4, The Legislature finds and declares that since transactions
and use taxes are imposed by the taxing dlstrlcts and not the state,
the state has no interest in, -and should not be a party in, any
action to determlne the validity of such a tax. Tt is the intent .of
the Leglslature ‘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, the claim
shoild be filed with the State Board of Equalization under the
normal refund rules, notwlthstandlng the: fact one of the taxes the
application of which is tonfested is ‘a transactlons Or use tax which
is alleged to be invalid.

SEC, 5; (a) It is the.intent of the. Leglslature that this act be
applled retroact1Vely to the fullest extent permitted by the federal
and state Constitutions.

{b) The Leglslature finds and declares that when it. enacted the

ﬂp:/ﬂ92234.213.100/pub/9§—96]b;_!l/sen/sb_0601-065§)lsb_512_b1Il_QSOQOB_enrdIBegI,meBI
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second paragraph of Section 7278 (designated by this act as
subdivision (b) of Section 7270) of the Revenue and Taxation Code, it
intended to prevent the State of CGalifornia: from belng made liable
for- refunds of any. transactions and use tax. which is declared to be.
unconstitutional or otherwise 1nvalld The language of that
prov1510n as enacted can, however, be interpreted as having the state
assume primary liability -for those refunds. with the. district
reimbuirsing: the state. It dis the intent of the tegislature in
enacting subdivision .(a) of Section 7267 of the Revenue and Taxation
Code to implemeént its original intent in this matter and clarify
existing law that there shall be no recovery from the state for the
imposition’ of any .illegal tax except as specifically otherwise
provided by statute. It is intended that the district which levied
the'illegal tax shall be solely liable for ‘such refunds.

(c) (1). The Leglslature enacted Chapter 1068 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 validity of the latter's tax.. Thé Legislature finds and declares
that current law does not reguire the district to retain those
revenues during the litigation and whepe 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 Unlted States. Supreme Court in the case of McKesson Vi,
Division of Alc. Bev., 118 L. Ed Zd 17, declared that the due process
clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the Unlted 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
ultimately found unconstitutional. It is the intént of the
Legislature in adding subdivision (c) to Section 7270 of the Revenue
and Taxation: Code to ensuré that effective relief is available;
notw1thstand1ng the provisions of Section 6931 of the Revenue and
Taxation Code.

fip:192.234.213; 100!pub/95~96/b1l|/senlsb 0601~ 0650[sb 612 1 biil_¢ 950908  enrolied Hom!

P109

4



Memo to Budget Comimittee
January 27, 1993

6. Based on information promded by the State Board of Equalization, on July
15, 1991, a Sales Tax increase became effective ‘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
Califorma: Would not be-extended past its June 30, 1993 sunset date. The Governor’s
proposal is- prehmmary, and subsequent State legislation, if approved, may extend
the 0.5 percent temporary sales tax.. As noted above, the current 0.25 percent
surtax for the San Francisco Unified School District and the San Francisco.
Community College District also expires on June 30, 1993. Therefore, depending
upon the State Legislature, and depending on the approval of this prc)posed
resolution and the approval of the San Francisco electorate, the following scenarios
-could result:

a) 8.25 percernt, 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) .75 perceni 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 percentrate for
schools expires).

r' . Mr. Greg Ridenour of the Reglstrar of Voters reports tha’c a special election
* would require a notice of 88 days after the Board of Supervisors calls 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 specifies that the any increase in the Sales Tax rate must be approved by a
majority of the qualified voters of that county. However, the City Attornéy’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 could be reimbursed from the proceeds
generated from the Sales Tax rate increase. Therefore, if the voters do not approve
the increase in the Sales Tax rate, an additional cost of i 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 minimal
costs associated with additional voter pamphlet mailing and printing costs.
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Furvey  Tell us what-you think of our‘lnteﬁace!J .

- ‘Milfions of dollars from San Francisco's new county sales tax inched their way toward local classrooms yesterday when
the governing boards of the: publrc schools and.-City College wﬂhdrew the maney from escrow and deposited ll in their own
bank accounts. . .

E Wlthtn the next two Weeks both boards will consrder whether to'take the rlsky step of budge’ung the money for the comlng
: school year S

The tax for cash: strapped San ‘Francisco schools and Ctty College had been frozen smce collection began on February 1,
because of a lawsuit by the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association to nullify it. On Friday, a Sacramento judge dlsmlssed
the sult ona technlcallty But the group has threatened addmonal legal actlons to stop the tax.

Voters had passed the temporary tax December 10 boostmg the local sales tax a quarter centto 8.5 percent for 17
months. The schools expect to collect about $17. 5 mrllron, and City College about $8 5 mrlhon

- The Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association, led by Senator Quentin. Kopp, a San Francisco independent, said the tax

violates Proposition 13 because it was passed by fewer than two-thlrds of those votmg If the tax is nullified, schools would -

have to return the. money.

- Yesterday, the school boards. unanrmously agreed to W|thdraw the money from escrow; the f rst step toward maklng it
- available for budgetrng Both boards have until July: 1 to approve new budgets. : .

’ The pubhc schools antncrpate layoffs program ctits and htgher cla55 size dué to a pmJected $23 million shortage. V\nth the

" tax money, the shortage could dropto $5.3 mllllon said fscal director Bob Golton although the actual fgure depends on '}

the state budget, whlch is being debated now.

- ity College probably would use ifs share to repair aging buildings and update the computer system said Robert Varni of
the City College board

Jon Coupal attorney for the tax opponents wamed the boards that he will appeal theJudge s ruling and pursue other
legal avenues o nulllfy the tax. He sa|d the school boards would be absolutely stuprd“ to budget the money.

f Varni said: ™1 don tsee any vulnerabrllty at this potnt But f am gomg o walt and see if any mformatron comes up that
.would cause me to change my Pposition.” - :
. Schoo’l board P_res’ident JoAnne Nﬁller favors budgeting the mohey lt's not nsky atall,” she sald

The City College board will have a public meetlng to talk about plans to spend the tax money at7.p. m. Thursday in the
~ Pierre Coste building ‘at 50 Phelan Avenue in San Francrsco

» The school dlstrlcts meeting wtll be at 7 tonight, m the audltonum of Evereit Mrddle School 450 Church Street.
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. Says $

A state appeal court ruled yesterday that & quarier-cent sales tax’ passed by San Frangisco voters for schools in
December 1991 was invalid bécause it did not receive two-thirds of the vote as required by Proposition 13.

Jonathan Coupal, the attorney who brought suit over the ‘tax on behalf of four merchants, said the busmesses he
represents will be entitigd to refurids totalifig about $2,700,

But he addéd that itis ;’Jir‘o'bably alf but impossible to recover the $23 million collected citywide from the special tax that
was in sffect for 17 months..

No one from the San Francisco Unified School District could be-reached for comment on the ruling last pight,

Teresa Serata, the city’s budget chief, said that !astyear the votefs passed an extension of the schools sales tax, which
still stands at 8.5 parcent, but this time they did it with more than two-thirds of the vote, so it is not likely to be legally
chalienged.

She said she could not immeédiately comment on the effect of yesterday's cotrt decision.

. Four San Francisco retailers -- a flower shop, a clothing boutique and two pharmacles = had sued ir Sacramentc,
challenging imposition of the tax.

Last May, a Superior Caurt judge found the tax invalid, a ruling upheld yesterday on a 3-to-0 decision by a state dppeal
court. :

In ah opinion by Justice Richard: Sims, the appellate court said the tax agency controlied by tﬁe‘s'éh' Francisco Unified
School District and the' community college board was covered by the two- thirds vote reguirement of Proposition 13, the-
1978 property-tax slashing measure.
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The rulfing is the third by an.appeal court since the state Supreme Court ruled in a San Diegs case that local faxes must
be approved by a two-thirds vote of tha-people. Thé ruling in the San Diega cas AN & week after San Frandisco voters
passed the sales tax in December 19971, with 55 percent of the vote.

‘Sims said it did not matfer that the San Francisco tax was passed a week beforé the' Supreme Court rufing.

Proposttion A on the Dec: 10; 1991, ballot raised the city sales tax from 8.25 percent to 8:5 percent, The San Frarigisco

Quick Links

Unified School District received abaut $15 million from the tax, and about $8 million went o City College of San Francisco.

Find mote articles by Ken
Haovér, Chronicle: Staff Writer
Find more articles on page
A18

Find all articles on.March 29,
1994

Even-though-the tax was the subject of legal challenge, the school district board and the commuinity coliege board decided
to spend the money anyway to prevent the layoffof hundreds of teachers and other employees in the face of a cash
shortage.

Coupal, the attorney for the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Assodiation, which represented the four merchants; was
unsuccessfulin obtaining a, court order that would have blogked lmposmon of the tax,

"it's very difficult in the area of local sales tax to prevent logal government from successfully breaking the 1aw --thats
exactly what happened here,™ Coupal sald, :

Coupal said he I studying ways to hold the school boards financially siccountabie,
He said he suspects that othér businesses may file claims for refunds of the salés tax, 16 which they are Jegally entitied.

*Cistomers think of ihemselves as paying the tax because retailers generally pass the tax-along,” Coupal sald, **But
technically, it's the. retal[ers wha are responsible’ for the tax and ‘who.are required to fil out quarterly reports."
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Rider v. County of San Diego (1991)

[No. So17917. 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 Eucas, C. J.; with Arabian, Baxter and George, JJ. ; coneurring. ‘Separate
concurring opinion by George, J., with Panelli, J., 'conk;ur‘ririgl Separate dissenting
opinions by Mosk and Kennard, JJ.)

COUNSEL
Lloyd M. Harmon, Jr., Coiuity Counsel, Daniel J, Wallace and Diane' Bardsley; Chief
Deputy County Counsel, Bruce D. MacLeish and Andrew J. Freeman, Deputy County

Counsel, McDougal, Love, Eckis, Grindle & O'Connor, Lyni R. MeDougal and Tamara
A. Smith for Defendants and Appellants.

John K. Van de Kamp and Daniel E. Lungren; Attorneys General, J ack'T. Kerry and

'Edmond B. Mamer, Deputy Attorneys Geneéral, Kelvin H. Booty, Jr., County Counsel

(Alameda), J ames F. May, Assistant County Counsel, Susan Minasian, County Counsel

" (Butte), Max E. Robinson, County Counsel (Fresno), John E. Slutter, Deputy Cotinty

Counsel, James-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 Cotirity Counsel, Cameron L.
Reeves, County Counsel {Lake), De Witt' W, Clinton; County Counsel (Los Angeles),
David L. Muir, Deputy County Counsel, Jeffrey L. Kuhn, County Counsel (Madera),
Douglas J, Maloney, County Counsel (Marin), Allen A. Haim, Deputy County Counsel,

James S. Reed, County Counsel (Mono), Ralph R. Kuchler, County Counsel (Monterey),

Leroy W. Blankenship, Deputy County Counsel, James A. Curtis, County Counsel
(Nevada), Robert Shulman, County Counsel (Plumas), William C. Katzenstein, County
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- raise funds for city or county purposes to replace revenues lost by reason of the

Rider v. County of San Diego (199, .. & Supreme Court of California Decisions ;: CaliforniaCay w = California Law. 1 U.S. Law = Justia

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 pfeperty 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 fo impose new taxes to replace
property tax revenues lost under the other provisions of that measure. (See 31.Cal.3d 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 mlinicipal

functions without securing the requisite two-thirds voter approval.
Thus, we hold that "special district” would include any locél taxing agency created to

restrictions of Proposition 13.

- In the preseént 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 evidence of intentional circurnvention 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"supermaj ority provision of section 4. In determining [1

Cal. 4th 12] whetlier such control exists, a variety of considerations may be relevant

including the presence or absence of (1) substantlal municipal control over agency
operations, revenues or expendltures,_ (2) mgmmpal ownership or control over agency
property or facilities, (3) coterminous physical boundaries, (4) common or overlapping.
governing boards, (5) municipal involvement in 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 notnecessarily the functional
equivalent of the "alter ego" theory used to "pierce the corporate veil" for piirposes of
imposing liability on the individual shareholders: _(»S_ee-, e.g., Mesler v. Bragg
Management 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 county are identical
entities, application of the "esseritial control" test simply affords ground for reasonably

inferring an intent to circumvent Proposition 13.

“hitp:/law justia.com/tases/california/supreme-court/4th/1/1.hirnl
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‘Vanoni v. County of Sonoma (1974) 40 Cal. App. 3d 743, 748-751 [115 Cal. Rptr. 485],
serves as an instructive analogoﬁs“précedent, There, the appellate court considered
whethier a water district should be deemed the alter ego of a county for purposes of
applying the constitutional debt limitation applicable to cities, counties and school
districts, but not-to water districts. (Cal. Consf;, former art. XIII, §'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 fimctions traditi nally performed by counties (40 Cal.App.3d at pp. 748-
749), the district remained aE);ep arate legal entity hot subject. to the debt 1imitaﬁ9n in
the absence of a showing "thE eftity subject 10 the limitation [i.e.; the county] controlled
the decision to incur the débt 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 offéred no evidence,
beyond the fact that the same individuals sit on the governing boards of both the county
and the water di_strict, 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 Sohoma, 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 certainl'y‘thatfact is relevant to the
inquiry. The determination whether a city or county essentially controls a taxing agéncy
is one that necessarily must be made 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
statutes establishing such agencies and providing for the adoption of tax ordinances
‘typically contain strict time limitations governing commencement of litigation
challenging their validity. (See, e.g., Gov. Code, § 26282 [pertaining to the San Diego
‘County agency involved herein]; Code Civ. Proc., §§ 860 [in rem validation procedure],
863 [60-day statute of limitations for challenging validity of agency action].) Unlike
curative acts, which, generally are unable fo 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 _pbwer'to"provid_e a
Aprdmpt validating procedure for asserting such .challehges (see Rand v. Bossen (1945)
27 Cal. 2d 61, 64- 67 [162 P.2d 457]; Graydon v. Pasadena Redeveloprhent Agenicy

hitps/law justia.com/cases/california/supreme-court/athvi/ html 10135
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Member
. Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco

Led_ @ 300
37

TO: Hon. Members of the Board
FR: Superviscr Carole Migden

RE: Immediate Adoption Item
Declaring a June 15, 1993 Special Election

Oon Roll Call today, I will ask that the attached motion be
approved on the Immediate Adoption Calendar. The motion would
declare a Special Election to be held on June 15, 1993,

You will recall that the Board authorized creation of a
Joint Finance Authority 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 Community 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 daté on which a Spe01a1 Election can now be:
called is June 15, 1993. That date would be secured by ocur
action today declarlng 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 clear
in the motion declaring the election.

Please contact my office if you have any gquestions in

advance of today's Board meeting.
» 600, co0

Thank you for your consideration.

b~ §3- 2

Room 235 ¢ CiyHall e San Frarpxsqu galiﬂ')mia 94102 = (415) 554-4033
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| soARD OF SUPERVISORS

P117

ORDINANCE

RO#92246  SA#118

||APPROPRIATING 120,000 FOR PROGRAM PROJECT BUDGET (SPECIAL ELECTION
FUND), REGISTRAR OF VOTERS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1992 - 93

Be it ordained by the people of the City arid County of San Francisco:

Section 1. FUNDS ARE HEREBY APPROPRIATED FOR FY 1992-93 AS FOLLOWS:
{Department Source of Funds and | ~ Amount
and Number Purpose of Apnropnaﬁ Debit Credit
{01-001 Gerieral Fund |
l99 - 00 - 00 General Fund Unallocated
GL155 (119990) Interfund Receivable
ISubsidiary 000078 SFUSD - Spedial Eléctiori Advance $120,000
80 - 00.- 00 Registrar of Voters
IProject 037 -01  Spedial El’ec;tion Fund
20-2010° (430025) Program Project Budget $120,000
APPROVED ASTOFORM: e
LOUISE H. RENNE, CITY ATTORNEY FUNDS AVAILABLE:

whiadt

CONTROLLER |

/ ¥ (20, 000
APE@ fﬂé’}f&
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"MonGEy;“ﬁéfuiby-19§3

[Metered Yellow ZOne, Downtown COre]

Resolution urging the Mayor to urge. the Parkzng and Traffic : o
Commission to- expand metered yellow zones in the Downtown Core to
Van Ness and ‘South’ of Market and to urge the Parking and’ Traffic,
Commission and:the: Police Commission: V1qorou51y to cite
non-commercial vehicles xllegally parked in yellow zones as well as
commercial vehiclas parked:illegally in yellow zones all day..
(Supervisor Maher presented ) Referred to Housing and . Land Use

. Commiktee with request it be considered at the May 20, 1993 meeting..

FileﬁiEOLQB:é':

[Manual Traffic Control]

- 'Resolution declaring the policy of the City and County that it is

essential to:San Francisco’s transit plan -to 'have manual traffic
control in the City's busieést intersections in the Downtown Core of
the City during periods of psak evening traffic. (Supervissr MaheX

presented.). Referred to Housing and Land Use Commxtkee w1th request~

it be. con51dered at the May 20, 1993 meeting.’

File 190-93-5

[Manual Traffic Control StafE)

Resolution urging:the Mayor to urge the Parkxng -and Traffic
Commission:to take all steps necessary to hire twenty~four to -
thirty-six additional ‘parking control officers whose primary”
function would be the:.control of traffic in heavily used
intersections in. the, city during periods of peak -evening ttaffic
(Supervisor Maher: prasented.) . Referred to Housing and Land Use

“Committee with request it be congidered at the May 20, 1993 meekting.

File 190-93-5.1

Ibouble Parklnq ‘Bail, Increase to $1001]

Resoplution. urging the Municipal Court: to increase the bail for ‘
‘double parking violations from $43 and $50 to $100 and urging the

Parking and ‘Traffic Commission and the Police:Commission to place: B
high priority on vxgorously citing violators of double parking
prohibitions, especially dur1ng periods of peak evening trafEfic, :
(Supervisor Maher presented.) Referred to Housing and Land Use
Committee with request it be con51dered at the May 20, ‘1993 meetinq

File 237-93-2

[Ballot Measure] i

Charter amendment: (First Draft) amendlng Section 7.309 relatlng ‘to
financing construction or; improvement. of capital facilities or .
purchase of equipment. (Supervisoersieh presented.) Referred to.
Rules Committee. '

File 240-93-1 ) . s

=462~

" Monddy, May 10, 1993

‘{Ballot Measure]

Charter amendment (Rough Dtaﬁt) amending Sect;on 3. 543 relatlng to
Daputy Chiefs, -Fire ‘Department, to allow the Fire.Chief to appoint
two Deputy Chiefs from uniformed officers holding xank.of Battalion,
‘Chief or Agsistant Chief. (Superviscr Hsieh- presented ) Referred
to- Rules Commxttee v Coet S

File 241-93- 1

. [Ballot Measure] *
- Charter amendment (Fzrst Draft) amendlng Sect1on 6. 203 to requlre

the mayor to transmit to" the board- of ‘supervisors the proposed .
budget for the ensuing fiscal ysar by the first day of May: of ‘each
year. (Supervisor Migden presented,) Refetred to Rules Committee.

'vFile'242-93-l

[Ballot Measure] S .
Chartter amehdment (Flrst ‘Draft) amendlng Section T 309 relating to«
the financing of the acquisition. of equipment by ingreasing the:
‘obligations or evidence of  indebtedness from $20 to $40 millign.
(Supervisor Shelley presented.) Referred to Rules Comm1ttee

File i43993-1'

,[Ballot Measure]
Charter amendment (Rough Draft) amendlng Section 3:670, relat1ng to.

“-the composition of the Retirement Board of the City and ‘County

Employees' Retirement System by adding a retired person to the.

" Board.. (Bupervisor Shelley presented.): Referred to Rules Commlttee,b

‘File 245-93-1 .

~Ré£erfed to Board .

»
[REQuest] :

" Report by Registrar of Voters -on the proposed cuts in the 1993 94
budget gliminating or resbrlctlng the availability of absenhee
ballots .and budget cuts affecting ‘access to polling places: . o
(Supervisor .Conroy presented.) At the direction of the President
scheduled for consideration by the Board on May 17 1993. -

Flle 100-93-7

ues E : fin
'tFile 30-93- 9, By- Supervxsor Shelley: To cons1der the 1ssue of
electro magnetic fields and potential impacts to reszdents living .
near such fields. -Referred to Health, Publlc Safety and Env1tonmenb
Committea. .

-463-



Monday, May 3; 1553;':':

' Ordxnance appropriatlng $120 000, Reglstrar of Voters, for program B
project budget (Special Election Fund),'  (Supervisox Mlgden
presented.) Referred to: Budget ‘Committee w1th requeqt 1t be
considered at the’ May 5, 1993 meetlng.

File 101-92- 65 2
[Surplus Property] : ' S0 BT
Ordinance repealing Ordlnance ‘N&., 100~ 93 Whlch authorlzed and :
directed the sale of surplus city-owned property: known as’ a portlon
of Water Department Parcel-55 located: at. Lake Merced Boulevard and

John Muir Drive, which property is currently being leased to the
‘0lympic Club. - (Supervisor Harlinan presented.)) Referred to: Budget

Committes.

' ' Roduces Sehool
C(Rcumqefﬁ' AR 8- ‘-S”‘Pf"ﬁ:l' b~/ A«w‘k

. [Property Tax Allocation] ’

‘Ordinance amending Adiministrative Code ‘by.adding Sections 10.7- 2
through;'10.7<2.3 to require the Controller to.allocate property

taxes - collected in the City-and County in accordance with the laws "
governing apportlonment during - ‘fiscal year.'1992-93, : (Supervxsor
Shelley presented ) Referred to Budget Commihtee,

File©96-93-1.,1

“File 97—93725

[Rent -Fee] ' B
-grdinance amending Aaministrative Code by amend1ng Sect101 37A Z(d)
Do ‘increase- the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Fee
_Grom eight 'to ‘ten dollars. (Superv:sor Mlgden preSented ) Reéferred
cép Budget Committee : C

File 97—93 26

{Cafe Tables and Chaxrs] ’ )
‘Ordinance: amending Public, Works Code, Art1c1e B 2, by deletzng
Sections 176 through- 182 inclusive, by ‘adding. new Sections 176
through 1B5 thereto, authorlzlng the Director ‘of ' the Department.of’
‘Public Works to issue cafe hables and .chairs permits; requiring
owners. or operators: of business estab11shments ‘seeking. to occupy 3
portion of a public sidewalk, court, alley or street with ‘cafe
‘tables and chairs to obtain a cafe tables and chairs permit;
authorzzing ‘the Director of the Department of Public:Works to
establish guidelines for cafe tables and chairs; reguiring permit
applicants to post rnotice of intent on the business premises; o
‘establishing process fori'protest and appeal of denial of permit; -
‘setting conditions and restric:iqnsdon permits; '‘providing for
suspension or revocation of ‘permits; establishing penalties and
remedies for faxlure to comply with said Article. (Supervxsor :
Alioto presented.). Referred:to Housing and ‘Land Use Commlttee with
" request it be considezed at the May 6 1993 meeting‘- o

File 123 93*1

Cla34-
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~bail for illegal dumping of refuse from $30 to $300.

File '237-93-1 - . e

‘[Proclamatlon)

File- 207—93 5 2, By SuperV1sor Conroy.

’Flle 207 93 -18 By Supervxsor Shelley:

Monday, May 3, 1993

'T[Illegal Dumpzng Fine]

Substitute resolution urglng the Mun1capal Court ko 1ncrease the
(Supervisor

Shelley presented.)  Referred to Health and Publxc Safety Commlttee

:Reférréd to Board

Resolution. commendlng chancellor ‘Julivs R. Krevans, ‘MD, on his
retirement £or his outstanding contributicn to the: people of the

City and County of San Francisco £or over two decades. and urging hls‘ -
- Honor, the Mayor, to declare May 19, 1993 as “"Julius R. Krevans, MD

Day"” in.San Franc1sco {Supervisor Maher presented.) Referred to

Board May 10, 1993 For Adoptlon Without Committee. Reference Calendaf;

. File 4-93-18

Ca}léd ftéﬁ Commitfee

[Water. Depattment]

‘Resolution urging the Mayorx to urge the Publlc Ut111t1es Commlssnon i
“to.eliminate 3ll of the temporary positidns added to the Water' ’

Department for the drought,.  Called from Budget Committee by

1{;§uperv1sor Hallinan; scheduled for condsideration by the Board‘on May
+ 10, 1993..

‘File 188-93-2

‘Requests for Hearings:

“To con51der the increase in.
crimes committed by youth. Referted ‘to Health and Public’ Safety .
Commlttee. . " R T
To cohsidei‘bhe‘i§$has of
public safety and enforcement, graffiti and litter ‘problems and-

. adequate youth .activities in the Sunset District."neferred to”
,Health -and Public Safety Commlttee. ’ . '

 M kions

kefér:ed’to’ﬂoérd o . /

[Needle Exchange]

- Motion concurring in the determxnatlon of the Mayor for bhe

continued need for the declaration of emergency. in connéction with
the Needle' Exchange Program. (Supervisor . Alioto presented.)
Referred to Board May . 10, ‘1993 For Adopflon Wlthout Commlttee

. Reference Calendar.

"File 30-93-5.4

~435-
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e
Ordinance, Resolutlon, etc. :Reques
Subject:
[Request]

Report by Registrar of Voters on- therproposed cuts in the 1993-94 budget’
eliminating or restricting the availability of absentee ballots and budget

cuts affecting access to polling places.

p=—Smaninfmri i fefemrefione et

= —_—— == —_—==

Supervisor Conroy in Bd.

(1) Initially introduced by or received from:
Date:

5/10/93

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

(3 Other Disposition:

On-Board Immediate Adoption Caliendar of

On Board Emergency Calendar of

Scheduled for public hearing on

Record of Board and Committee Actions: 4 .
May 10, 19923 - At the direction of the Presidént, scheduled for

. ; .t1on by fthe ‘Board on May: 17, 1993,

way 17195 1

(Mo Repped in BOS Tles )
S~ | /
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ACCESS FOR THE DISABLED VOTER

by ihe Ballot Slmplmcalbn Committes

BEFORE ELECTION DAY
'VOTE-BY-MAIL - Absentes ballots for the June_ 15, 1993

 election will be mailed between May 17 and June 7. Ballofs.are-
‘mailed within 3 days afier receipt of each request. If you do not.

receive your batlot within. 10- days -after- you have sent in your
request, please call the Registrar of Voters at 554-4375.

Votets with specific disabilities may apply for Permanent Absentee

Voer siatus. See Page 15 for information. If you are a Permanent.

Absenlcc Voter. an absentee ballot will be mailed 10 you autormati-
cally for all future elections, unless you move, or re-register. Then
you would need o re.apply to be 4 Permanent Absentee Voter,

TAPERECORDINGS -~ The San ancxsco Public Librmry for
the Blind and Print Handicapped at 3150 Sacramento Street pro-

duces and distributes tape-recorded copies of the Yoter Informa-

tion Pamphlet for usc by visually unpmred voters. The telephone
number is 292-2022,

“T.D.D. (TELECOMMUNICATIONS DEVICE FOR THE
DEAF) — Hearing-:mpmred or speech-impaired voters who have
a TDD may communicate with the San: Francisco Reglslmr of
Volcrs' office by calling 554-4386.

" ONELECTION DAY’

ASSISTANCE — Vo:ers unable to mark thieir ballot may brmg .
one o two persons with them into the voting booth to assist them,

- or they may ask poll workers to provide needed assistance,

CURBSIDE VOTING — If architectural barriers prevent a voter
from entering the polling place, poll workers will bring the niecessary
voting materials to the voler jn front of the polling place. -

PARKING — If their polling place is in a residential garage,
ciderly aid handicapped voters may park in the driveway while
voting; provided they do not block traffic. A

READING TOOLS — Every polling place has-Jarge-print iri-
structions on how 10 vole and spccml sheets to magmfy the type on

the ballot,

SEATED VOTING — Every polling place has at least one
voting booth which allows volers to vote while sitting ifva chair or
awheelchair.

VOTING TOOLS — Every pollmg place ‘has an easy-gtip pen
for signing the foster and an casy- grip tool for pnnchmg the ballot,

IMPORTANT NOTICE

‘There are many pollmg place changes for this election. Please check the polling place address on the Iabel on the back cover of your
voter handbook, You may find jt more conveniéat to voie by mail (see page 15) or to vote at City Hall between May 17 and Tune 15.
Voting hours in City Hall arc 8:30 a.m, 104:00 p.m.; Manday through Fnday On Saturday and Sinday, June 12 and 13, yott may vote in
City Hall beiween 10 a.m, and 3 p.m, On Election Day you may voie in City Hall between 7:00 a,m. and 8:00 pam,

If you desire a gopy of the proposed ordinance fcr Proposincn A,
please call the Registrar's Office at (415) 554-4375 and a |
capy w:!l be mailed at no cost to you.
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OFFICE OF THE REGISTRAR OF VOTERS, -~ - gy

City and County of San Francisco ‘. )

Room 158 - City Hall T S i\/’m‘i (}\r@ﬁ 1% 6@#@1 San Franciseo;
400 Van Ness Avenue o l : " callfornia
San Francisco, CA 94102-4691 e, 5 ;7' -~ Permit No. 2750
(415) 554 4375 : 193 CARRT SORT

Voter, please brlng this entire back page wlth you to the poiling place. The locatlon ef your polling
place is shown on the label below. Please DO NOT remove the label from the application below.
iﬂﬁ &&Rﬂ&ﬁm%ﬂl&ﬁﬁﬁiﬁ ° mmmwm EHREE L o mwwmmmmmaﬁ °

ﬂﬂﬁa@ﬂhﬁ f ‘ .
LOGATION OF YOUR ' ® vesorno| &
' POLLING PLACE - Is Poll Location
EAE _ ». ' Handicapped
MAILING - 3 . Accessible?

AD,DRE.S.S‘ S ‘ . BEbumREy
. T HRRAL R

ﬁﬁﬂﬁ@ﬂﬁﬂﬂ@ﬁﬁ- 19935:‘36)51 15 F 6 AR N AR L R A Q0251903476 JH 8 H AU MR T
ABSENTEE BALLOT (Vote-By-Mall) APPLICATION - June 15, 1993 Special Election

Sign this -application and return it. Reglstrar must receive application by June 8, 1993,
Check One: JgFHch—TfF/&: ' Check Here If Appropriate: ﬁﬂﬁ!ﬁ!ﬂ&ﬂtﬁ/ﬁ
Send my:ballot to the address on the iabel above. { have moved since | last-registered to vote,. -

mﬂﬂﬂm;ﬁ&fﬁﬂiﬁmﬂﬁ?ﬂ@ﬁk - "My new address is printed below.
Residence Address ONLY.) & LXRARAZ HRE
|1 wani my ballot sent to the address printed below. ¢
N R « AL » SRNTTAL NS T+ (TAW RS )

ENNANEREEANNRENAENEY

Ar’umberandSlrcclNamc pg];spfuﬁ;ﬁ o T DBER Apt No,

SaNFRancisco,ca B[] [ ]

niERIL

,mmmmmmuu

P.O. Box or Streot Addrers SHRHTIRF

'IIIHJILLHIH CTITT]

Ciy . SlmeH Zip Code BERM Zip Code gwg
Check below all that apply, then sign your name: ﬂmmﬁmggﬂwgmﬁg )
- 1 epply for an Absen!ee Ballot for dune 15,.1953; Ihave ot and Wil - apply ta be a PERMANENT ABSENTEE VOTER: 1 meet the
" not apply for an absentes bakot by any other means, FRM19IECH - qualmcaﬂons explained on page 15. ;zmmakmmm, /G
1SHIRMMERR RRANTREUET HFRmRESR - TSR AR RN - ]

You MUST SIGN here, to receive a ballot, EMSBRHRBRIEMES «

Your signatire - DO NOT PRINT {iB&—THRMY:  Date Signed §#8%  Day Tinie Plone BNRE Ev,e,niipgfi’hbhe BT
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Amenca s News Hrstoncal and CurTent

z';tunnmg Vlctory of Prop A Has Implrcatlons Beyond S.F.

] Othér Products \few Haslory

Adc

,‘ t* el 1

My Co[lecbon - Logm

. l‘rl,\ i up CevE ge POE

Help Contact Customer “Service

(New Seerch] ’ A
E Ey}Is st

Hide Detalls

(IIE N

' Document Stunnrng \/‘ctory of Prop A Has Implrcatlons Beyond 8. F Amencas News Hlstorlcal and Current

irsey - Tell us what you think of o inte:n‘acel]

‘San Frantisco: Chran/c/e (CA) (Fublished as THE SAN FRANCISCO CHRONICLE) - June 19, 1993 Browse lssues
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For John' Whltehurst the amazing spectacle whereln San Francrsco voters overwhelmmgly volunteered thrs weekto raise

) thelr own taxes forever was a matter of elegant tactics and srmple strategy.

We created a very. select uhiverse of voters," said veteran local campargn consultant Whltehurst

pounded the p—— out of them.”

* Amid record low turnout San Franciscans.on Tuesday passed Proposmon A a permanent extension of a

one-quarter cent sales tax earmarked for schools

“Then we just

“temporary”

The pro -taxers won 74 percent a stunnmg result with statewrde policy: and polrtrcal reverberatrons

Asa matter of strategy, the $150 OOO pro Proposition A effortwas a case sludy of hnw towin a hlgh lmpact low—proﬁle

Rile 101~ - 66, P

speclal interest election.

We stayed under the radar,” the victorious Whltehurst said.” But by. Tuesday, we could telt you almost by first name who

- was’ golng o come out and vote."

Amo_ng the key elements oflhe campaign:

’ DEFlNl'NG THE UNIVERSE

* Lersonal stake: district teachers; admlnlstrators and malntenance workers; public school parents ahd Crty College of San

vagr

mrsre; .ra " r“n Lrlcs “

fo—year special elections always’ have very low turnouts; and this one buried the needle Drawrng just 20 percent of
voters it beat the previous modern low of 25 percent for a ho-hum 1981 city.race.

On that playlng f eld, the campaign identified a universe of potential supporters consrstmg of 75,000 voters with a dlrecj

Francrsco insfructors ‘and students

From/ Wh&e.

Matchmg that group to compu tenzed fists of pecple who voted in recent elections, Whitehurst threw out 10 000 names of

2

lrkely nonvoters, then aimed and fired the campaign at the remaining 65,000. The bottom line, pending i t"nal certified
fgures mn?re than 58,000 of abeut 80,000 people who bothered fo vote Tuesday favored the tax '

- t\lms
EXPANDING THE BASE

e

The front commiftee ol the wrnmng campaign wa's financed’ and domrnated by key Iabor unions that dlrectly benefit from
the tax; the United Educators of San Francisco, a local amalgam of the California Teachers Association and - American
Federation of Teachers; Local 2121 of the Amencan Federation of Teachers, WhICh represents City College lnstruclors,
and Local 790 represenlmg Janrtors and other nonclassroom workers : - :

But the camparngalso garnerg¢d

4 ot

ed ¥0

early. important endorsements on the opposile end of the spectrum, fike: Superwsors

“"Annemarie Conroy and. Tom Hsieh and the city's Apartment Owners Association. This provrded coverfor conservatrves

and isolated a few vocal critics, such as state Senator Quentin Kopp and the GOP Central Committee.

Rl £33 3/:5 .‘s/l

'AB'SENTEE»VOTE MANIA

Representatlve Nancy Pelosr

MIXED MEDlA

The <campaign melded tradmonal tactics wrth state-of-the- art commumcatlons lechnlques A well-st

Wwheq

Absolute # wns stme, Poll Hamout [, : “tubuck

A hiuge majority of those ‘voters favored the sales tax, as an aggressive absentee—vote elfort by Propositidn
23,000 ballots in the bank hefore electron day

é‘lou S %“ft’rl‘le, , 0
Reglstrar Germaine Wong said the Proposition A campaign broke the ci
percentage of tutnout -- 40 percent compared {o the prevrous hlgh of 38 percent in a4 1987 special electlon won by

7 orA approve: 51’
Geduanent pre awet?(wﬂ Neb). PMPH{}"

previous record for

sl

absentee ballo

A fo ces put

‘:I{Q 'OO ‘13 7 “Al:w\he tuuol”b

round ‘operation identified and dellvered to the polls 18,000 known supporters

Added fo.the absentee votes, lhls strong base meant. the Gampaign had {o win less than 40 percent: of all remaining votes

G\M{nf r"ll’ eng.

cast: When the deal wént down, they ‘got more than half of the balance yreldmg the extraordlnanly big VICtory

The Proposrtlon Aforces alse blanketed potentlal backers with more modern salesmans‘nlp prerecorded ‘targeted taped

" http:/finfoweb. fewsbank.com .ezproxy.sfpl,org/resources/doclnb/news/dEB4F 52&%?%98?p=AMNEWS

cast asa
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‘Local campargners prepare
_ final push

ABSENTEES, MAIL:INS ARE
CHALLENGE FORSCHOOLS

Voter turnout by countians
could top 80%

Romney pulls in miajority of
cash
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‘MEASURE...

" School district may decide
city/county issue -
Traditionally... .

Diverse Agro‘up"sveeks
‘judgeships = Twelve :
) capdidales...
"Poll: Vioters [eaning against tax
cuts
“Poll: Voters leaning egalnsl tax
- cuts
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' The tapes were programmed to deliver'a 30-second spre[ even if contact was made onty th a phene answermg
machine as many targeted voters repeatedly dISCOVered upon checkmg the|r messages after gettmg home from work.

“ltwasn't braln surgery," Wh}tehurst modestly said of his textbook campalgn lt wasn t too shabby, elther *

Ina broader sense, the result was key because the budget brouhaha between state and Jocal governments over

extending a separate temporary half-cent sales tax means voters throughout Cahforma face stmllar choices in November R

The 74 percent of pro ~tax voters in San Franc:sco easnty surpassed the normally tough—to« win two-thlrds vote that wnll
likely be required for many of thosé local i mcreases

Coupled with’ unexpected pro-tax sentiment in" Iocat electlons around the state - voters in conserva’ﬂve San Bernardmo o

,'County, for example, narrowly mlssed the two-thxrds hurd]e for a spemal tax this:month - it could harbmger an important
" swing in public opmzon . .

- The convent;onal wisdom has always’ been thatin a low— turnout election, tax measures wﬂl go down to hornble
) defeats " sald Cahforma Poll d:rector Mervin Field. :

“But after allthe state budget crises and Joca! scare stones they are beginhing to be|leve that a lot of the fat in
government has been fned out.”

Index terms: FProposition A; SF; ELECTIONS. 1993; SALE.S‘ TAX SCHOOLS . Recurd 11754
Capyrighr Copyright 1953 San Francisco Chronicle

- Ftetg.'r;z 1w Resuiis N . : : } ) : Pn_\fto\zf CArtichs 42 of 470 hen

Privacy Policy | Terms of Use @7017 NewsBark, inc;

- http:/finfoweb.néwshank com.ezproxy.sfpt .org/resources’/doc/nb/néws/OEBAFEijFf?? ’EQB?p:AM NEWS

22



D g ;U b W N

10

11
12

13
14

15

16
17
18

19
20
21
22

23

24

25

26
27
28

s+ mim e o wimy mimieemi w m em s mmmem e e en i

whet abod- the
ceseluhsn . Jo |
| Ci;o\,u de i’inLan? ->  Resolution No._ !
(San francisco Public Finance Authority)
AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF AN AGREE&ENI'EETMEEN_IHE SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC
FINANCE AUTHORITY AND THE STATE BOARD'OFAEQUALIZATION FOR PREPARATION TO
ADMINISTER AND QPERATE THE AUTHORITY'S TRANSACTIONS £ND USE TAX DRDINANCE,
RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Public Finance Alithority authorizes the
execution-of an agreement with the State Board of Equalization to implement
the provisions of Parts 1.6 and 1.7 of Division é.éf the California Revenue
and Taxation Code, for the purpose of preparing 10 sdminister and opérate the
San Francigco Public finance Auvthority transactions and use fax 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 &nd use

~ tax ordinance has been completed and the Stzte Soard of Eoualization has

received all payments due from the Authority; and therefore be it

'FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Superintendént of the San Francised Unitied
School Bistrict and the Chenteilor of the San Francisco Community College
District are hereby authorized to enter into ahd sign the agreement for the
Authority. | |

The forpoing Resolution =as sassed and adopted by the San Francisco
Public Finance Authority at & meeting thereof, this'qgﬁdéy~of September, 1§93

by the following vote, to wit:

dypcr  EIGHT NOz ZERO

Absent: TWo_

ATTEéT: %ii»szza/ L/}'(f¢543;5~

Acting Secretary

S
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il AGREEMENT - FOR' PREPARATION T0O ADMINISTER - -
AND OPERATE DISTRICT'S TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAX CORDINANCE
In order to prepare to administer a transactfions' and use
taxﬂordinanéerédobted in accordance with the provisiofis of Part 1.6
(commencing with Section 7251) of Division 2 of the/Reveniie and

Taxation Code: the SAN FRANCISCO PUELIC FINANCE AUTHORITY
. : - : ) :

- ; hereinafter
called “District", and the STATE BOARD OF'EQUALiZﬁTIOﬁ; héreinafter‘
called "Board", do agree as followss

1. The Board agrees to énter into work to prepare to
administer and operate a transactionsvand use tax in conformity
with Part 1.6 of Division 2 of the Revenue and Taxation Code which
has beén 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’thé Board'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,
.programming'for'data prOCeSSingg developing and adopting
appropriate regulations, designing and printing forms, developing
instructions for the Board's staff and for taxpayers; and other
apprqptiaté and necessary pfeparatory~costs'to administer a _
transactions and use tax ordinance. These costs shall include both
ditect and indirect costs as specified in Section 11256 of the

Government Cgﬂe.
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‘fﬁ?_f-' B Preparatory costs may be accounted for in-a’ manner o

which’ conforms to the 1nternal accountlng and personnel records

. fcurrently malnta;ned_by the Board. The bllllngs for costs may be S

apresented in-eummary‘form.’ Deﬁailed-records of preparatory;costs
will be'retained for audit and veririoation by the‘DistriCt;‘

| 4. Any dispute as to the amount of preparatory coets
lncurred by the Board ‘shall be referred to the State Dlrector of
Flnanoe.for resolutlon, and the'Dlrector's de0151on shall be—flnalr‘

} 5. Preparatory costs 1ncurred by the Board shall be |

vibllled by the Board perlodlcally, w1th the f1na1 bllllng 30 days
jafter the operatlve date of the ordlnance. Dlstrlct shall pay to;
the Board the amount of such costs on or before the ‘last day of the‘
,next~eucceed1ng monthzrollowrng the.month wnen the b;lllng»;s-
%receivedr - . |

6. The maximum amount to be paid'by Dietrict‘for-fhe'

Board's preparatory ‘costs shall not exoeed one hundred sevanty—fLVefjf

thousand dollars ($175 000) (Revenue and Taxatlon Code Sectlon
7272} :

‘ 7. cOmmunlcatlons and notlces may be sent‘by flrst
'class Unlted States mall. Commun;catlons and notlces to be sent to .
the Board Shall be addressed to-l , o |

. State Board of Equallzatlon
P.0. Box 942879’

Sacramento, Cal;forn;a 94279 0001

~ Attention: VEXecutiveAulrector
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Commynications and notices to be sent to District shall

be addressed tor

Robert Golton

San Francisco Public Finance Authorlty
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 General Services. This agreement
shall continue in effect until the preparatory work necessary to
‘administer District's transactions and use tax ordinance hasAbeeﬁ
completed and the Board has received all payments due from District

under the terms of this agreement.

STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION

BY, W%j

SR « ’ Executive Director

:
. 3 - :
L (Dlstrlct) -
/| Mﬁ 3l
af By, 4 7l
'% ' (Slgnature)
P C_Ht? ".;{ P i| .
N WALDEMAR ROIAS EVAN 5. DOBELLE
, o ' (Typed Name)
WO 76 - SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY CHANCELLOR, SAN FRANCISCO
z g A SUPERINTENDEKT OF SCHOOLS COMANITY OLLEGE. DISTRIC
(Title)
: IS 7\
f Q”)
e ne R
(5/92) R W cﬁ D

% o P128
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i GERMAIRE QWONG-. .7 -
Registrar of Voters -

é&“’“‘eﬁJ;%%cl éy %%Q,
.szism |

Np l‘»”\lﬁﬁ\&z&
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OFFICE OF THE REGISTRAR OF VOTERS

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

158 CI'I'Y HALL, SAN FRANCISCO CA. 94102 Germaine QWong,Reglstrarof Voters
TDD 415 554.4386- Voice: 415 554 4375 Fax: 415 554, 7344

Certification of Election Results

18 June 1993 Shadd be \(
‘ |  Primry Spec
Honorable Board of Supervisors Frvmars Q}QQ““C’”:
City and County of San Francisco
Roor 235 City Hall

San Francisco, CA. 94102

I, Germaine Q Wong, Registrar of Voters of the City and County of San Franci
pursuant t6 and in the manner required by law, I hiave canvassed the vote cast at- eConsohdated
I&‘J \GE\S Election held on Tuesday, the Fifteenth day of June 1993 in said City and County. w

_ % e WS Ioemﬁvthatlcomenwdﬁiewnvassofsaldel' d evmng,lunelﬁdﬂmﬂm
pd : canvassmsoonductedmthenmmmmqmred_ Dmsxon 120ftheCahﬁ;m1aEl

NG Dw l

Asa result of such 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

Spécial Election," andthatﬂxenumbﬁ of ballots cast at said election was 84,786, & M 1550 j:i sl ] .
10V el \}\1

T certify that the ordinance for the School Sales Tax, designated as Proposition A, received an affirmative " ‘9{5
vote of 73.8% (.. Yes: 59,574 and No: 21,108) of the votes wstﬁnereon

In witness wheroof T hercby afs my hand and seal s ightoeath day dF e 1992,

wa}f Sged—> | AT i L N
No Sedl Germine Q Wong T2 OO B
Registrar of Voters sep 22 -
C!’“"""‘R 0. YOTE

- ' MATHES hed juvhik 1)

‘ i dotuaments
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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. Carlton 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. ‘

e Members of the SFPF governing body were listed in the voter information
“pamphiet 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.

o 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.

P132



SO Complaint No. 17039
July 13, 2017
Page 2

¢ 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 to
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,

ledly

Angelé Calvillo
Clerk of the Board
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Dr. Vincent Matthews
Superintendent of Schools

San Francisco Unified School District ,

LEGAL DEPARTMENT Danielle M. Houck
s General Counsel
e 555 Franklin Street, 37 Floor, San Francisco, CA 94102 D s edu
SFUSD  relephone (415) 241-6216 Fax (415) 241-6371

Tammi Wong
Sr. Deputy General Counsel
wongtl ] @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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EPECIAL MEETING

PUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY
of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors
and San Francisco Bosrd of Educat:on

Members:

Supervisoxr Cerole Migden, Chair
Supervisor Angels Alioto
Supervisor Willie B. Kennedy
Supervisor Xevin Shelley
Commissioner Tom Ammiano
Copmissioner Angie Fa
Commissioner Jill Wynns
Trustes Robert Burton
Trustee Msria Monet

Mondsy, September 20, 1993
J:00 P.H.
City Hall, Room 228, San Francisco

1. Resolution Authorizing the Exerution of an Agresement
Between the Ban Frencisco Public Finance Authority and the
state Bosrd of Egqualization for Preparation to Administer and
Operate the Authority’s Transaction and Use Tex Ordinance

2. Resplution Authorzzxng 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 Tex

3. Resolution Authorizing the San Francigco County
Superintendent of Schools &nd the Chancellor of the San
Francisco Community College District to Jointly Execute all
Necessary Documents with Staste 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 Said Taxes.

4. Resolution Authorizing the Governing Boards of the San
Francisco Unified School District snd the Ban Francisco
Community College District to Jointly Approve All Expenditures
Hecessary to Implement the Collection of the Authority’s
Transactions and Use Taxes and to Effectuate the Allocation &nd

Investment of the Proceeds of Sald Taxes
5., Additional Business

6. Adjournment

T
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Recolution ko, /

(San Francisco Public Finance Authority)

AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF AN AGREEMENT BETHEEN THE SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC
FINANCE AUTHORITY AND THE STATE BOAP.D oF EQUALIiATION FOR PREPARATION TO
ADMINISTER AND GPERATE THE AUTHORITY'S TRANSACTIQNS AND USE TAX ORDINANCE.

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 1.7 of Division 2‘of the California Revenue
gng Tzxation Code, for the purpose'of prepafing 10 administer and coerzte the
San Frencisco Public Finence AUthority transactions &nd use fax ordinance; and
therefore be it _

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this agreement shall continue in effect until the
preparatory work necessary 10 aominister the Authority's transactions &nd use
tax ordinance has been completed &nd the Stizte Board of Eoualization has
received all pavments due.from the Avthority; an¢ therefore be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Superintendent of the San Francisco Unified
School District and the Chancellor of the San Francisco Community College
District are hereby auvthorized to énter into and sign the sgreement for the
Authority. |

| The Torpoing Resolution wzs oassed and zdopied by the San Francisco
Public rinance Authority at 2 meeting thereof, this 20THday of September, 15993

by the following vote, to wit:

Aype: EIGHT NO: ZERO

.
5]

P
+ Z

ATTEST: ;z£¢57v°%/ v Carcey

Aeting Secretary P137




- ’ AGREEIMENT FOR PREPARARTION TO ADMINISTER
2XD OPERATE DISTRICT'S TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAX ORDINANCE

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 - ‘ héreinafter,

called “District", and the STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION, hereinafter
called "Board", do zgree as follows: '

1. The Board agreés to enter ihto work te.prepare‘to
administer and operate a transactions and use tazx 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 haskbeen adopted by ﬁhe District.

2. District agrees to pay to the Board at the times and
in thé amounts'heréinaffer specified all of the Becard's costs for
preparatory work necessary to administer the District's
transactions and use tax ordinance. The Board's costs for
preparatofy work include costs of developing procedures,
programning for data processing, developing and adopting
appropriate regulations, éesigning and printing forms, developing
instrﬁctions for the Board's staff and for taxpayers, and other
appropriate and 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

-
e

Government Code.

P138.
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- 3. Preparatory costs mey be accounted for in a manner
which conforms to the internal accounting and personhel 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 =udit and verification by the District.

4. Any dispute as to the amount of preparatory costs
incurfed 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 shzll be
billed by the Board periodically, with the final billing 30 days
after the operative date of the ordinence. District shall pay to.
the Board the amount of such costs on or before the last day of the
next succeeding month following the month when the billing is
received.

6. The maximum amount to be paid by District for the
Board's preparatory costs shall not exceed one hundred seventy-five
thousand dollars ($175,000) (Revenue and Taxation Code Section
7272).

7. Comrunications 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 Egqualization
P.O. Box 942879
Sacramento, California 94272-0001

Attention: Executive Director

T

-
L

-d-
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Communications and notices to be sent to District shall

.

be zddressed to:

8. The date of this zgreement is the date on which it
is approved by the Depariment of General SerQices. -Ehis agreenent
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 dué from District

under the terms of this agreement.

STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION

By.
Executive Director
(District)
By.
(Signature)

)
l

(Typed Name)

{(Title)

5782 .
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Resolutioh No. Z

(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 suthorizes the
execution of an agreement with the State Board of Equalization to implement
the provisions of Paris 1.6 and 1.7 of Division 2 of the California Revenue
end Taxztion Code, for the purpose of administering and operating the San
Frencisco Public Finznce Authority transactions and use tax ordinance; and
therefore be it

FURTRER RESOLVED, That this egreement shall continue in effect until all
+he work necessary to zdminister the Authority's iransactions and use tax |
orgihance has been completed and the Stzte Board of Egualization has veceived
znd disbursed all payments under said crdinznce; znd therefore be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the S‘uperintendeﬁt of the San Francisco Unified
Séhool District’ and the Chancellor of the San Franciscotommunity College
District are hereby avihorized to enter into and sign the agreement for the
Authority.

The foregoing Resclution was passed and adopted by the San francisco

Public Finance Authority at & meeting thereof, this 20m day of September, 3993

by the following vote, to wit:

Ayes: EIGHT  NO: ZERD

-
L

Absent: mwo

Chairperson

ATTEST: é’d‘*”’ V‘C"’”"‘hm

Amdl e Pacandawn

o ke st C ekt e i et o L ot e
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AGREEMENT FOR STATE ADMINISTRATION

OF DISTRICT TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAXES .

To éarry out Part 1.6 of Division 2 of the Revenue and
Taxation Code and the Transactions and Use Tax Ordinance of

the ' . Heteinafter called

"District", copy of which Ordinance is attached hereto, District

and the STATE BCARD OF EQUALIZATION, hereinafter called the

‘"Board", do sgree 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 mean 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 amended from
time to time, or as deemed to be amended from time to time pursuant

to Revenue and Taxation Code'Sesﬁaﬁf 7262.2.
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ARTICLE II

ADMINISTRATION AND COLLECTION

OF DISTRICT TAXES

A. 2dministration. The Boerd and Distriect agree that

‘the Board shall perform exclusively all functions incident to the

administration and operation of the District Ordinance.

-—

B. VOther appliceble laws. District azgrees that all
provisions of law appliceble to the administration and operation of
the State Sales and Use Tax Law which are not inconsistent with
Part 1.6 of Division 2 of the Reveniue and Taxation Code shall be
applicable to the administration 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

credit of the Retail Sales Tax Fund and may be drawn from that Fund

for any authorized purpose, including making refunds, compensating -

and reimbursing the Board pursuant to Article IV of this hgreement,
and of transmitting to District 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

by |
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District Ordinance shall be transmitted to District pefioéically 2s

pronptly as feasible but not less often than twice in each calendar

tuarter. Transmittals may be made by mail or by deposit to the -

account of Distriet in a bank in Sacramento designated'by"
District. A statement shall be furnished a2t lezst guarterly
indicating the amounts withheld pursuant to Article IV of this

Agreement.

D. Rules. The Board shall prescribe and adopt such
rules and regulations a2s in its judgment zre necessary or desirable
for the administration and cperation of the District Ordinance and

the distribution of the District taxes collected thereunder.

E. Preference. Unless the payor inst;ucts otherwise '
and except as otherwise provided in this Zgreement, the Board shall
give no preference in applying money received forvstate sales and |
use tawes, state-administered local sales and use taxes, and
District fransactions andbuse taxes owed by a'taxpayer ﬁut shall

apply all monies collected.to the satisfaction of the claims of the

- State, cities, counties, cities and counties, redevelopment

agencies, other districts, and District as their interests appear.

F. Security. The Board agrees that any security which

it hereafter reguires to be furnished by taxpayers under the State

—3- ‘ .=
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Sales and Use Tax Law will be upon such terms that it alsoc will be -

available for the payment 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 participate in any security now held by the
Beard.

G. Records of the Board. When reguested by resolution -
of the board of directors of District under Section 7056 of the
Revenue and Tzxation Code, the Board agrees to perm{E authorized
personnel of District to examine the reccrds and procedures of the
Board concerning taxpayers subject to the District Ordinance.
Information obtained by the District from e#amination 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 Agreemenﬁ.

H. Annggation. District agrees that the Board shall
not be required to give effect to an annexation, for the purpose of
collecting, allocating, and distributing District transactiens and
use taxes, earlier than the first day of the calendar gquarter 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 counties, the notice shall include a

description of the area annexed and two maps of the District

Sy -
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showing the area annexed and the location zddress of the property
nearest to. the extended District boundazry on each side of every

street or road crossing the boundary.

ARTICLE IIX
ALLOCRATION OF TAX

‘A. Allocation. In the administration of the Board's
contracts with all districts which inpeose transactions and use
taxes imposed under ordinznces which comply with Part 1.6 of

Division 2 of the Revenue and Texztion Code:

(1) Any payment not identified as being in pzyment of
liability owing to a designated district or districts may be
apportioned among the districts &s their interests appear, or, in
the discretion of the Board, to all districts with which the Board
has contracted using ratiocs refleﬁted 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 invthe same ratio as the taxpayer's
self~dec1afed district taxes for the pericd for which the

determination, billing, refund, or credit applies.
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B. Vehicles, Vessels, and Aircraft. For the purpese of
alldcating use tax with respect to vehicles, vessels, or zircraft,
the address of the registered owner appearing on the appliecation * -°
for registration or on the certificate of ownership may be used by

the Board in determining the plzce of use.

ARTICLE IV
COMPENSATION .

The District zgrees to pay to the Beocard as the Beard's
cost of administering the District Ordinance such amount as is |

provided for by law. Such amounts shall be deducted from the taxes

collected by the Board for the District.

-

ARTICLE V
MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

A, Communications. 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

majil.
[ _6_

P147



e AL W

Communications and notices to be sent to the Board shall be

addressed to:
. tate Board of Egualization
P,.0. Box 242879
Sacramento, California = 94279-0001
e Attention: Executive Director

Communications and notices to be sent to Distriet shall

be addressed to:

B. Term. The date of this Zgreement is the dzte on

which it is approved by the Department of General Services. The

Agreement shall take effect on , but no ezrlier
than the first day of the first calendar quarter commencing after
such approval. This Agreement shall continue until December 31
next following the operative date of the District 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. otice =) dina . Dbistrict 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.

£

T
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ARTICLE VI

REFUND OF TAXES

IF ORDINANCE IS FOUND TC BE INVALID

Should a final judgment be entered in any court of the
State of California, holding that District's drdinance is invalid
or void and requiring a rebate or refund to taxpayers of any'taxes
collected under the terms of this Agreement, the pé{Eies'mutually

agree that:

1. Board may retain all pzyments made by District to

Board to prepare to administer the District Ordinance.

- 2. District will pay to Board and allow Bozrd to retain
Board's cost of administering 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.
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4. District will pay to Board its costs for rebating'or
refunding such taxes, interest, or penalties. Board's costs shall
include its additional cost of developing procedures for prbcessing’“
the rebates or refunds, its costs of actually meking these refunds,
designing &nd printing forms, znd developingkinstructions for
Board's staff for use in making these rebates or refunds znd any
other costs incurred by Board which are reasonably appropriate or -
necessary to make those rebates or refunds. These cests shall
includeiBoard's direct and indirgct costs zs specified by Section

11256 of the Government Code.

5.  Costs may be accounted for in a manner which
conforms to theAinternal accounting &nd 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 Beoard in connection with such
refunds shall be billed by Board on or before the 25th day of the
second month following the month in which the judgment of a court
of the State of Califérnia holding District's Ordinance to be
invalid or void becomes final. Thereafter Board shall bill

Q-
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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 befere the last day of the
succeeding month and shall pay to Board the total amount of taxes,

interest, a2nd penalties refunded or paid to taxpzyers, together

with Board costs incurred in maXking those refunds.

STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION

—-—

By .
Executive Director
{Pistrict)
By,
(Sigpature)

{Typed Nape)

(Title)

(5/92)
~10~
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Retolution No. 3

(Szn Francisco County Super1ntendent and Community College Chancellor
Authorization)

AUTHORIZING THE SAN FRANCISCO coum SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS AND THE *
CHANCELLOR FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT JO 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 EFFECTUATE

| THE ALLOCATION AND INVESTMENT OF THE PROCEEDS OF SAID TAXES.

RESOLVED, that the San Frencisco Public Finence Authority zuthorizes the
San Francisco County Superintendent of Schools &nd the Chanceilor Yor fﬁe San
Francisco Community College Districti to joint]y»execufe a1l necessary
documents with state and local zgencies in order to impiemeni 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 Reséiution was passed and adopted by fhe San Francisco
Publiec Finance Authority at a meeting thereof, this 201 day of Sentember,

1983 by the foilowing vote, to wit:

Ayes:  EIGHT NO; TWO

Absent: ZERO

ATTEST: é;dwu\/ @wa)

Acting Secretary

6385g
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Resclution No. i

(SFUSD 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 TO JOINTLY APPROVE ALL

 EXPENDITURES NECESSERY TO IMPLEMENT THE COLLECTION OF THE AUTHORITY'S

TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAXES AND TO EFFECTUATE THETALLOCATION AND INVESTMENT OF
THE PROCEEDS OF SAID TAXES. |

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Public Finaznce Authority suthorizes the
Governing Beards of the San Francisco Unified School District:and the‘San
Francisco Community College Dicstrict to jointly apprer all expencitures
necessary to implement the collection of the Authority's transactions and use7¥'
tzxes and to effectuste the allocation and investment of the proceeds of said
tzxes.

The foregoing Resolution was passed and zdopted by the San Francisco
Pubiic Finance futhority at a meeiing thereof, this 20T gay of September,

1993 by the following vote, to wit:

Ayes: EIGHT ND: ZERO

Absent: T™wo

ATTEST: é’”‘-"’/ 4 ‘&/’0«)

Acting Secretary

.
*)

63859
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