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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 7267e - also, that was 
the year of the divided legislature, so the legislative intent of shaming San 
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Date 

Name 

Address 

City 

Zip 

Telephone 

Email 

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 a..11d 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 

Thomas Busse 

584 Castro Street #388 

San Francisco 

94114 

4152445072 

tjbussesf@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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Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Thank you Ms. Wolfe: 

Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> 
Saturday, April 29, 2017 11 :23 PM 
SOTF, (BOS) 
Calvillo, Angela (BOS) 
Re: SOTF - Confirmation of receipt of ComplainUCorrespondence 

Follow up 
Flagged 

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

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

I have two questions: 
1) Does the San Francisco Public Finance Authority Exist 
2) Is there a cover-up regarding the legal authority underpinning the 1993 sales tax, which continues to be 
collected? 

I also have reason to believe the City Attorney's office may have a conflict of interest in this matter due to 
circumstantial evidence suggesting the City Attorney's office in 1993 conspired with other public officials to 
knowingly pass an illegal tax and cover it up until it met the short statute of limitations placed on tax measures. 
Further city legislative analysts have then buried the illegal pass through and kno:wingly 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 
or Commission 

San Francisco Public Finance Authority 

Name of individual 
contacted at 
Department or 
Commission 

Alleged Violation 

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

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

Because the Educational Finance Authority's sole purpose was to collect a 
Transactions and Use Tax declared illegal under Hoogasian, the Public Finance 
Authority stopped meeting and nobody cared or noticed. The Board of Equalization 
still continued to collect the 1993 Transactions and Use Tax for the (in its eyes) 

. legally valid Public Finance Authority. In 1995, unwinding the mess, the legislature 
added a section to the Revenue and Taxation code (section 7267e - also, that was 
the year of the divided legislature, so the legislative intent of shaming San 
Francisco for trying to pass illegal taxes explains the unusually strong legal text), 
and the Controller processed payments' from the Board of Equalization intended for 
the Public Finance Authority as if they were intended for the Educational Finance 
Authority under section 7267e, when instead it should have sent them back and told 
the Public Finance Authority cronies, "hey, you need to get a bank account and 
have public meetings and budgets like an agency that exists." The Community 
college and School District didn't complain because they were still receiving the 
money they expected to, albeit from the controller because of the June 1993 fix, and 
it was one less meeting for their executives to go to or worry about. This continued 
for over two decades. In subsequent years, the controller failed to make material 
disclosures regarding the Public Finance Authority and provided the public false 
and misleading information in ballot handbooks (along with the Ballot . 
Simplification Committee's statements regarding what sales taxes are collected in 
San Francisco) and fmancial 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 fmd 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 Francisco 

Zip 94114 

Telephone 4152445072 

Email tjbussesf@gmail. corn 

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

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

NICHOLAS COLLA 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

DENNIS J. HERRERA 
City Attorney 

MEMORANDUM 

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 

Nicholas Colla 
Deputy City Attorney 

May 19, 2017 

Deputy City Attorney 

Direct Dial: 
Email: 

(415) 554-3819 
nicholas.colla @sfgov.org 

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 SFPF A. 

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, CALIFORNIA94102-5408 
. RECEPTION: (415) 554-3800 · FACSIMILE: (415) 437-4644 

n:\codenf\as2014\9600241\01193621.doc 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

MEMORANDUM 

OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY 

TO: 
DATE: 
PAGE: 
RE: 

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 
May 19, 2017 
2 
Complaint No. 17039 - Busse v. San Francisco Public Finance Authority 

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

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

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

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

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

SFUSD is a government entity created under state law and is a separate jurisdiction from 
the City and County of San Francisco. See Berkeley Unified School District of Alameda County 
v. James 1 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.41h 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\as2014\9600241\01193621.doc 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

MEMORANDUM 

OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY 

TO:. 
DATE: 

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 
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: 

• Section 67.21 governs responses to requests for public records. 

• Section 67 .25 governs immediacy of response. 

Section 6250 et seq. of the Cal. Gov't Code ("CPRA") 

~ Section 6253 governs the release of public records and the timing ofresponses. 

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 

P18 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

MEMORANDUM 

OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY 

TO: Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 
May 19, 2017 DATE: 

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. 11 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. 

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 SFPF A tax at issue? 

LEGAL ISSUES/LEGAL DETERMINATIONS 

• Does the Task Force have jurisdiction to hear this complaint? 

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

n:\codenf\as2014\960024 l \0119362 I.doc 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 
DATE: 
PAGE: 

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 
May 19, 2017 
5 

OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY 

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. 

* * * 

n:\codenf\as2014\9600241101193621.doc 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 
DATE: 
PAGE: 

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 
May 19, 2017 
6 

OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY 

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 
following the day of the request. This deadline shall apply only ifthe words "Immediate 

n:\codenf\as2014\9600241\01193621.doc 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 
DATE: 
PAGE: 

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 
May 19, 2017. 
7 

OFFICE OF THE CITY ATIORNEY 

RE: Complaint No. 17039 - Busse v. San Francisco Public Finance Authority 

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

(b) If the voluminous nature of the information requested, its location in a remote storage 
facility or the need to consult with another interested department 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 
a response to the request. 

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

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

SEC. 6253 

( c) Each agency, upon a request for a copy of records, shall, within 10 days from receipt of the 
request, determine whether the request, in whole or in part, seeks copies of disclosable public 
records in the possession of the agency and shall promptly notify the person making the 
request of the determination and the reasons therefor. In unusual circumstances, the time limit 
prescribed in this section may be extended by written notice by the head of the agency or his or 
her designee to the person making the request, setting forth the reasons for the extension and the 
date on which a determination is expected to be dispatched. No notice shall specify a date that 
would result in an extension for more than 14 days. When the agency dispatches the 
determination, and ifthe 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 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 
DATE: 
PAGE: 

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 
May 19, 2017 
8 

OFFICE OF THE CITY ATIORNEY 

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:\codenf\as2014\9600241\01193621.doc 
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Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 
Complaint Summary 

File No. 17039 

Thomas Busse V. San Francisco Public Finance Authority 

Date filed with SOTF: 04/28/17 

Contacts information (Complainant information listed first): 
tjbussesf(a),gmail.com .(Gomplainant) 
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: 

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/voll/alt/additional-local-ta,'<:es-ch2-5-
all.html 

Section 7286.2 describes the procedure for creating SFEF A. 
As follows, 
"7286.2. Resolution provisions. (a) A resolution establishing an educational fmancing authority 
pursuant to Section 7286.1 shall provide for the establishment of an educational fmance authority 
for the general purpose of providing fmancial 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?lm:vCode=RTC&division=2.&ti 
tle=&part=l .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 supervisors adopts a resolution declaring its intent to pr9pose an increase 

·in the transactions an:d 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) Ifthere are five or more school districts in the county, no school district shall have more than 
one member on the board of directors. 
(B) If there are fewer than five school districts in the county, each school district shall have at 
least one member on the board of directors. 
(2) For purposes of this subdivision, the county office of education shall be deemed to be a 
school district." 

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

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

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

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

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

It is also myntioned in chaptered and codified state law, Revenue and Tax Code Section 7267(e) 

II 

( 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 deter!nined 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 ~4s and 
any oth~r rev~nues derived. fyom .the unccmst~tutional tax still in the possession of the San 
Fra~Ei~fo :Eati~'~ticib.af :Fi~arithig'AtitlitiritY, 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 Fr~cisco Community College District which 
benefited from the illegal tax. The remaining payments shall be based on the method by which 
the San Francisco Educational Financing Authority distributed the proceeds of the tax to the San 
Francisco Unified School District and the San Francisco Community College District. 
(Added by Stats. 1995, Ch. 495, Sec. 1. Effective January 1, 1996.)" 

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/95-96/billlsen/s b 0601-
0650/s b 612 bill 951003 chaptered.html 

General Sai~s~i'fax., ; ": ~:~~~ ·.i-', :";}':''S_ ,~;~c-:c~:_ oi ·;':' ,; , '"::i:"':::_ '' ' > .~~~'·:-" 
Shail"the ciey)~cr:e~§~ Jts c~~le._s tax Hy 0. 75_%, for' a''t6tal' fax 'o:i 9.~so/:?~' 

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 RapiqJ_ransi!Pistp_c;t_(BA~J),fue Scµi 
Francisco County Transportation Authority and the Safi~FJ!aricis~ff CoriittY Public Finance 
AtithoritY. 

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 :rvrr. Brusse refuses to believe it not be within jurisdiction of the 
Sunshine Ordinance with regards to City/County bodies et 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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FILE NO 

Amendment of the whole' 
1/27 /93 . 

[LOCAL PUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY] 

As amended in Board 2/1/93 

RESOLUTION NO-:S1?- 9S 

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

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO TO PROPOSE AN INCREASE IN THE TRANSACTIONS 

AND USE TAX IN THE CITY AND COUNTY PuRSUANT TO CHAPTER 3.5 OF THE 

REVENUE A.Nu TAXATION CODE, AND ESTABLISHING THE SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY 

PUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY. 

WHEREAS, Due to cutbacks 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 

1 9 3 o , 1 9 9 1 ; and 

WHEREAS, Assembly Bill 1930 allows for the creation of a local 

public finance authority for the purpose of financing drug abuse 

prevention, crime prevention, health services, and public education, 

anq to authorize said Authority, upon voter approval, to impose a 

transactions and use tax rate of .25% or 0.5% for the Authority's 

general purposes; and 

WHEREAS, The Board.of Supervisors of the City and County of 

San Francisco finds that it is critical to continue the provision of 

health and crime prevention services and that revenues generated by 

an additional tax are necessary; now, therefore, be it 

I I I 

SUPERVISOR MIGDENr, BIERMAN , ALIOTO 
4452g 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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·I 

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

2 San Francisco declares its intent to propose an increase in the 

. _ ..... 3. tr an_§_a_ct.j,9µ_s __ l,nd use tax _ip ___ the City and. Cq_µ:µt;y: __ pv:i::~man.t.J:~9 .Cna.:gte.r. 

4 3.5 (commencing with Section 7288.1) of Part 1.7 of Division 2 of 

5 the California Revenue and Taxation Code; and, be it 

6 FURTHER RESOLVED, That upon adoption of this resolution by the 

7 Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco, the 

8 San Francisco County Public Finance Authority is hereby established 

g pursuant to California Revenue and Taxation Code Section 7288.1 for 

10 the general purposes of financing drug abuse prevention, crime 

11 prevention, health services, and public education; and, be it 

12 FURTHER RESOLVED, That said Authority shall be governed by a 

13 board of directors which shall consist of five members of the San 

14 Francisco Board of Supervisors and five members of the governing 

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

16 Revenue and Taxation Code, Section 7288.2; and, be it 

17 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the President of the Board of 

18 Supervisors shall appoint five members of that body to serve on the 

19 board of directors of the San Francisco County Public Finance 

20 Authority; and, be it 

21 FURTHER RESOLVED, That in the event said transactions and use 

22 tax is imposed, said Authority may exercise all powers necessary to 

23 perform the collection, administration and allocation duties with 

24 respect to said tax in a manner consistent with Part 1.6 of the 

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

and, be it 
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FURTHER RESOLVED. That the Board of Supervisors. in 

approving this measure, ~xpresses its strong view that the Authority 

shalt--not approve- any sales t·a:ic- ·rneasure that would place the 

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

SUPERVISORS MIGDEN, BIERMAN, ALIO'ID 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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Adopted - Board of supervisors, San Francisco February 1, 1993 

Ayes: 

Noes: 

Supervisors Achtenberg Alioto Bierman Conroy Hallinan Kaufman 
Migden Shelley 

Supervisors Hsieh Maher 

Absent: Supervisor Kennedy 

File No. 
175-93-1 

FEB t 1 1993 
Date Approved 
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Part I 

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 
San Francisco, CA 94102 (415) 252-2570 

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 
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. 

December 30, 2013 

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 usetax in San Francisco 
pursuant to Chapter 3.5 of the Revenue and Taxation Code. 

Reports: None Referenced 
Sunset Date: None Referenced 

6 
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Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> 
Monday, May 08, 2017 9:51 PM 
Records, Supervisor (CAT) 
SOTF, (BOS) 
Re: Petition to the City Attorney's Office 

Thank you for getting back to me, Brad. 

The Controller's response (below) is wholly unsatisfactory 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, it'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 
l 8th, and I received no response from her or them. 

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

4. The San Francisco Public Finance Authority was established by Board of Supervisors Resolution 48-93 
adopted on 2/1/93. It specifies it is governed by a board often 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. 
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6. Under California Government Code section 26909, the Auditor (in our case, the Controller) is required to 
make an annual audit of or ensure an annual audit is made of every special district in his/her county. Per the 
City Charter, Section 3 .105, the Controller shall "have the power and duties of a County Auditor." I requested 
the audited financial statements. He did not provide them. Making sure they exist is his most basic job. Failure 
of the Controller to faithfully execute the duties of his office is grounds for removal for cause. His willful 
obfuscation evidences a fundamental disregard and lack of concern for the transparency demanded by the voters 
in enacting the Sunshine Ordinance - a CY A 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 SFPF A'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, 
Thonias 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 xl617, 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: 

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:Uwww.boe.ca.gov/pdf/boelOS.pdf on page 6. 
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2) SFUSD's budget, audit and financial documents available here as well as me 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 your public information request; we are researching your 
inquiry and are working to provide you with a response as soon as possible. Please direct any follow-up materials you may have to this email 
address. 

Best, 

Office of the Controller 

Hello Mr. Busse, 
The school district receives our share of the sales tax revenue directly from the city's Controller's 
Office. You will need to contact the city's Controller's Office for the financial audit of sales tax 
revenue. 
This revenue is included on page 87 of the school district's 2015-16 audit report in the 
$52,614,948 total of "Local Revenue" in the Unrestricted General Fund column. You are correct in 
that the audit report does not provide a breakdown of all our revenue sources, and I will discuss this 
with our auditors if it is feasible to include that level of detail without making the report overly 
lengthy (to give you a sense of what this would entail, the district receives funding from over 100 
different federal, state and local sources and it could get unmanageable to list them all in detail. 
The detailed revenue breakdown is included in our Unaudited Actuals report that is submitted to the 
state annually and forms the basis of our audited financials. This report is posted on our district web 
site here. 
Please let me know if you have any additional questions. 
Thank you, 

3 
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Reeta 

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

~: 
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 pennanent .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. I apologize for the delay; I 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 Cityattomey/CTYATT on 04/28/2017 09:21AM ----­
To: info@sfcityattomey.org 
From: Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> 
Date: 04/27/2017 08:56PM 
Subject: Petition to the City Attorney's Office 

Petition to the City Attorney: 

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

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

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

As recently as November 2016, the Ballot Simplification Committee's statement on the proposed Proposition K 
mentioned a 1/4 cent sales tax is collected in the County on behalf of the San Francisco County Public Finance 
Authority. It is Special District 051 in the Board ofEqualization'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 ifthe 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. I apologize for the delay; I 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 Attorney Dennis J. Herrera 
Supervisor of Records: General Government Team 

-----Forwarded by Cityattorney/CTYATT on 04/28/2017 09:21AM ----­
To: info@sfcityattomey.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 JP A votes 
to reallocate the Special District Tax the voters already pay to supplement education, thus reducing pressure on 
the city's general fund. Sadly, the City's Institutions do not seem to welcome my ideas. 

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

Very truly yours, 
Thomas J. Busse 
415-244-5072 
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584 Castro Street #388 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

P39 



Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

SOTF, (BOS) 
Monday, May 08, 2017 2:41 PM 
'dratler@sonic.net'; Lediju, Tonia (CON); Wiggins, Matthew (CON); 'James Russel'; Brask, 
Anne (CPC); Silva, Christine (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); 'atreboux1 O@aol.com'; Nicco, Mark 
(SHF); San Francisco Sheriffs Department (SHF); 'Greg Berlin'; Lew, Debra (TTX) 
Calvillo, 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 ifthe Task Force has jurisdiction; 2) 
review the merits 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: 5:30p.m. 

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

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

Complaints: 

File No. 17016: Complaint filed by 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. 

Vjctor Young 
Administrator 
Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall., Room 244 
San Francisco CA 94102 
phone 415-554-7724 I fax 415-554-5163 
victor.young@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

• 6:tJ 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 infor:nation provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are 
not required to provide persona/ 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 hearin.gs will be made avaflable 
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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.Digest by the BaflotSiJTiplification Committee 

TheWay ft Is Now: San Francisco J:ias an 8.75% sates 
tax, with two parts; 

• 7.5o/cdn State taxes, of whTcn the City receives 
125%;and · · · 

• 1.25% in lqcal sales taxes tl:)at fund the Bay Area 

[ 

Ra·p· id.Transit District. {BART), the. San Fran_ .ciscoJ· .. 
CountyTransportatfon Authority·a11d ttie San 
Francisco County Public finance Authori~ · 

After December 31, 2016, the.overall sales tax iri San 
Francisc;o will be reducec;Hq 8.t)%, · . 

State law allows the Citytd iric~ea~f.1 the local sales ta)c 
up .to an additional 0.75%, With Voter approval. 

State law limits the amount of revenue, Inducting tax 
revenue, the City can spend eacti year: Under State 
law, San Francisco voters can approve increases to 
this lirnit for a maximum of four years; 

The Proposal: Proposition K is 'an ordlnan'ce t·liat 
would iqcreasetlle safes tax in'SanFrancisco by 
0.75%, for a total tax of 9.25%,Thls 0.75% iricrease: 
wouid go '1nto the Qenf)ral fU.nd, . . 

If voters approve tflispi'oposition,theincrease.would. 
start on April 1, 2017. The.sales tax increase would 
explre after 25 years~ 

Proposition Kwould also increasethe Statekllmlt 011 
the. City's annual tax revenue spending by the amount 
.of additional taxe~ collected ur]d13r the proposed rate 
f ncrease: The increas.ed limit would iast for tour year:s . 

.A "YES"VoteMeans:J{ypu: vote "yes:' yot.iWantthe 
city to increase: its sales .tax bV 035%, for a total tax of 
9;25%. 

A "NO'' Vote Means: lfyou vote ''no:'you doncit want 
to make this change. . · · ·· · ·· · 

Controller's Statement on "K" 
City Controller Ben Rosenfield has issued the follt;iW" 
ing statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition K: 

Shpuld this ordinance be approved, rh my opinion,_ It 
would ~e~qlt in. an. annua·I tax revenue fnc:rease to th~ 
City of an estimated $37.5 million in fi.scal year (FY) 
2016-2017 aQd $155.1 million in FY 2017-18.The tax is 
a general tax and proceeds would be deposited into 
the General Fund. 

The· measure would amend the City's s·usitiessTax and 
Regulations Code to increase the local sales tax rate 
by 0,753 (thr~e-quarters· of one percent) a~ of April 
2017, for a period of twenty-five years. 

H{)W "K" Got cm the Ballot 
On July 26, 2016; the -Board cifSupervisors voted 8 to 
3 to place Proposition K Qn the ballot.The Supervis.ors 
v.oted as follqws: 

Yes: Ava)os, Breed, Campos; Cohen~ Farrell, Mar, Tang, 
Wiener. 

No: Klrn,.Peskin,Yee. 

This measure requires 50%+ 1 affirmative vo~es t() pass; 
~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~ 

The above statement is ail jinpartial analysis of this measure. Arguments for and againsfthis nieasur,e immediately follow. · 
The full text begins on page 274. Some of the wonfs used in the ballot digest are explained starting on page 58, .. 
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Member, Board ofSJ.lpervisors 
District8 

August.8, 2016 

Barbara Carr . . . .·· • .. 

SCOTT WIENER: 

Jl\G*~ 

Voter In'formation Division, Publications 
Pepq.rtmenl:of Elections, City and County of Saµ Francisco 
City Hall Room 48 
1 Dr. Cariton B Goodlett Place 
SanFrancisN,. CA 94102 

.Re:. Suggested Edits fo the General Sales Tax Measure 

Dear Ms~ Carr; 

City and County of San Francisco 

After reviewing the digest for the GeneralSal~s 'f<l)( paUot meai:mre, I a:rn, submitting the 
folloWing requested edits highlighted in yellow: . 

The Way It ls Now: San Francisco has an 8.1.5% safes tax rate, with two parts: 

• 7.5% In State faxes, olwhich the City receives 1 . .25-%;-and 

• 1.25% ih local sales taxes thatfund the Bay Area Rapid Transit District (8~8J), the 
Sa_ n Franci_sco c __ ounty Trc,=lnsp()rtation Au-tbority, <3.rtd th!' San Frai:icisco County Publi~ _ 
Finance Authority. - · - - - _ \_ 

Stat_e law_ allo-Ws the City to increase its share ofthe saies tax up to an additional 0;?-5%, with h: ill. _ ?_ -
voter approval. _ _ · v v l\A-T.1 
0.25% qt the7.q% State t§lx rate will expire on be_cernl:i.er 31; 201:6, rec:luc;:ing the ~wer~dl tax rate 
in San Francisco to 8.5%. · 

State law. limits the amount of tax revenue the City can spend each year. State law authorizes 
San Francisco voter~ to approve incre~se5-to this Hmit for~ maxin:iuin offe>1,1ryears. 

City Hall• l Dr. Carlton B. Goodleti; Place •Room 24-4 • San Frandsc;:o, Califomia-94102-4689 • (415)?54-6968 
- · Fax(415) 554-:6909 •'TDD.ITTY(41?) 554-5227 • E-rilail; Scl)ttWienet@sfgov.otg 

P43 



.... ····· ... 
:·.: ... ·::··. : 

. . ... . . 
·:.::::. ..·. :: 

-crTY AND couN-iY: o:F sAN' FR.ANcisco __ OFFICE OFTHECONTROILfili 

. . . . ·~. -... 

To ... 
. : . ·'· Victor Young, AssistautClerkoi ~~Boar~ . 

.-;~\\.. c;~c~0ti,::~:·« . 
: (_/t1 ... 1.;~._.- .. , .... 

\ A '-',-~, --:,·-, ... 

.• \.. . . ~~'- .. ';·r 

. \ , 

EdHarrin~# .... 
·FROM: 

. DATE: November 20, 2002 
. . . : :. : ·:::: ::>: .. =· 

.• SUBJECT: San Francisco.Public Finance Autb.~rit)' 

- On October 30, 200i you sent me a notificatio:q.,requesting information on the_ mak:eup of the San 
Francisco Public Finance A1J.thority. · ·· · 

. . . . . . 

· First, I'm not sure why lam listed as the contact because Iliave never been involved with this 
agell.cy. Please correct the contact listing. 

Second, my read of the State taw urn;ler which this Authority was fo:niled (copy attached) 
indicates it needed to be in existence to· allow the City -fo'itnpose a .2~ % transactions and use tax 
.for the S~hool District which we have done .. It's not cleat to me that it needs to continue .. y OU 
tn~y want to check with the CityAtt-0mey On this matter, ·· . . - . . -

. . . . 

lf it needS to continue; the: appomtIIl.ents would need to be made by the President ofthe Board. 
and the some oomb:iria,tion o:f the Unified School Districtand Community CoUege BQards, . . . . . .... . ... ·. . 
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. . 

. . . . . 
BOE;-105 ,REV. 8{4_:17) 

... ·· ... : .... ':::: ·.: · ....... ·' ::' ·. :: ::: ··:::· 

oi~trict Tax~s. Ra.tes, ariq Etf.ective Dates . : 
. . ... . .:.: .. : .. ·.<::.·. · .. > :: . . .. 
·Tax Area District Naroe and Acronym .. 

Rlver_side County Riverside cOunt~ Trahsport~tlon ccimhiisslon {fi.CTC) 

· · cathedral City (Cityi . City of Cathedral CityTransactlons arid Use Tax (CCG1) 

·:. : 

' . ' 

Ooachella (City) City ~f 6~acheil;;.Transactfort5 ahd U~eT~ (COA(;l ·. 

.Hemet {CltY} City ot Hemet Transactions and Use. Tax (Hr\AGl) 

. 1ndio (city) · · 'City of lndio Tran~actions andUse;Tal\ ON:Gn .. 

La. Quinta (Vlty) · Cjty of La QUinta Trans~<:<tions ~ru:l_ U~~ T~ (LOUG) • · 

Menifee (City) City of Menlf!j!eTransactions and Use Tax (MENG) 
. ' 

Palm Springs (City) City of Palm Springs Transactions and Us~ Tax (PS(31) 

····· 
Riverside {City]. City of Riverside Transactions-and Use Tax (R!VG) 

Temecufa (City) City of Temecula Tran_sactiohs a_nd Use Tax (TEMG) 

Sacramento County Sacramento Transportation Authority (STAl) 

Galt (City) City of Galt Public Safety Transa,cticihs.and Us~ Tax (GLTS) · · 

lsleton (City) City of lsleton. GeneraHransactions and Use Tax (ISG'l) 

tsleton (City) ' _City of Jsleton Special Transa'ctfons and U~e Tax (ISLS) 

Rancho Cordova (City} city of Rancho Cordova Transa~t1ons a:nd Use tax (RHCG) .. 

Sacramento (City) Gity of Sacramento Transadlons anq· Use Tax (SACG) 

, San Benito County 

Hollister (Cify) . · City of Hollister Transactions and Use Tax (H.LSlJ 

San Juari Bautista {City) City of San Juan .Bauti~ta Transactions and Us~ l'ax (SJB~) 

San Bernardino Qounty San Bernardino County Transportation ,ti.~ttiorlty. (SBER) 
' ' 

· Montclair (City) City of Montclair Tran_sactions and Use Tax (MTGR( 

San Berfiardino (City) City of San Berpardino Transactions ~~d UsE! Tax (SBR_N{ ·· 

.Yucca VaJley (Town) • . Town of Yuc~a V;:,tlley Es~eritial Services Tran~a~tions and Use Tax {YUCG} • 

.. ·• · Yucca Valley (TC>wnf 

· s~rJDiegQ county 

.· ct:iula Vista: (City}·· 

Del Mar (City) 

.El ()ajo.n (Cityt ·.·. • · · · 

.. El.Cajon {City) 

La rviesa (City) 

· · · National City (City) • 

Vista XCity) 

Tow11 e>f Y!Jcca Valley $ewtlr lnipfoyerrien\ _&,Asse_ssment Trivisac;ffons · 
and UsirTax (YCSl) ·· · · 

~an cire9c;i pounty Regionar Tra,nsportation Oonirnissic;ln (SDTC) 

,City of c~ula Vista Temporary Trarisactloris and Use 'fax (cVGl) 

City of Del Mar Transactions and Use ~rax {QELG): 

City of El Cajon Public Safety Facinties Transactions and LJ.s~ Tax (ECPS) 

City of f:I cajon Service Preser\lati6nTrarisactioris and. Us~ Tax (ECGF} ':' 

City of La.Mesa Transactions arid Use t"8:x,(LMSAj. · 

CityofNationa!CityTrans.actioh~ ~~d UseTax (NCGl) • · 

' City of Vista Transactions and Use Tax (VSTA) 
' 

Bay A~.a R'apid Tr~nslt Disi.rict (BAfl1) San Francis.co CitY 
and. County ·--=====~~ San Francisco CountY Public; Fin~nc;e Authority {SFPFJ. · • 

7 ~an Francisco County Trar,isportatlon A~thority (SFTA) · 

·: .. 

: 

•: 

Rate Effective. ·· . .. tiate . End Date 

' 0;50% :.07-01-89 

{00%· .. 1(1-01-10 

<1 ilo%. . .. 04.:01-15 
.. 

l.00% .: 04c01-17 

•l.oo.% 04"01-17 

1.00% .04-01-17 

1.00% 64-01-17 ·. 

}.QO% 04:-01-12 
" 

· t:oo% p4-01-17 

'f.00% D.4~01·17 

_0.59% 04"01-89 

·. o.5o% : • 04701-09 ' 

0~50% .. !W01-17 •. 

(j.50% 10-oHG , 

• ci~sd% 04-01-15 

0.50% .. . 04.:01-13 

1.00% ' . 04~01-08 
.. 

Ci.75% . 04~01-05 

0.50% 04-01 -17 

b.50% 04~01-88 

Q.50% . b4~oH 7 

. 1.00% ·. :D4:-01-l7 

. ·o.5o% 04-01-05 ·. 03-31-15 · 

o.so%: . 04-0l-09 

.0.75%. • o4-ti1-o9 

' {op% 10-01 -06 . 
.p.50% (14-01-07, : '·: .. · 

'o,25% l-(lo~01-93 ' 

:0.50% '' 04-i11~90 
... 

••••••• 

:~. 
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!i/912017 GmaiJ - Question regarding Office of Pubiic F"inance 
. . .: » ...... :::. ·::·. . . . . . 

. ~ . : . ·: : : ·: .. : . :-:. :·. ·;::: :: : ; .. :~:: . :: - '. 
. .. . . . 

Thomas Bu~~e <tj(?~~~esf@gniak~om> 

- .. . - .. . . . . , . .· 

.. Question regarding Office of Public Finance. ·· 
. 1 message. 

·Thomas Busse <tjbuss·esf@gmail.com> 
To: Angela.Whittaker@sfgov.org 

Tue, Apr 18, 2017 at 2:13 PM· •· 

' ' 

Dear Ms. Whittaker: 
' ' 

: . . . . . 

I .was perousingJhe district tax brea~down 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 PubUc Finance Authority" approved by 

· the voters in 1~93. Is that the same as yoL!r department, the Offic;e of.Public Financ;e? I would assume t.he special 
district would float sales tax bonds, but what is unclear to me is why it is set up as a_ special distri~t (and how it was set 
l1P; given San Francisco did not have a Local Agency F.01111ing Commission in 1993). J would like to read its .charter. 

Yours truly, • 
.Thomas J. Busse 

https://11'!ail~google.CtJ!11/mai_lfulO/?ui=2&ik=04b5b6c999&view=pt&q=whittaker&qp~£fsecirch=quer,;&th=15b82eaOccfd9c46&siml='15b82e<JDccfd9c46 1/1 



. . . : . : :· . . . : .. ~ . : . . . : . . . . : . . . . : . . . . . : : . : ·. : . . . : : . . . : : 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . : . . . . . . . .. . . .. . . . . 
; . : ·. : ..... ··.. . . . . _· . ·:.::- · .. · : . ·.: .. · .- . ::.-:: ... .-.. : .. '.: ..... ·:. 

ALi;'HABETICAL LISTING 9F JURISDICTION CODES N~EDED TO VIEW SPECIFIC ... · 

PAYMENTS ON THE LOCALJORISDICTIONSTATEMENTOF TAX:DISTRIBUTION 

!·' 

JURISDICTION 
CODES 

'213 
184 

.• 274 

. 

381 
325 
201 
140 

·334 . 
I, 

185 
287 
070 
245 
0~5 
214 
132 
411 
424 
176. 
095 
386 
291 
390 
338 
026 
233 

... 023 
321 
128 
405 . 
357 
053 
015 
148 
031 
013 
347 

~051 
027 
038 
444. 

. . . . . . .. ·· .... . . . 

oisl'R.ICT ADD-ON TAXES 
(3 Digits) 

.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - . . . 

OXNARD ccti:Y) VITAL SERVICES TRANSAc:noNs & usE TAX 

PACIFIC G,ROVE (CLTY) TRANSACTIONS & USET!V,< 
PALM SPRING$ (CITY) TRANSACTlpNs & USE TM . 

PARADISE (TOWN) TEMPORARY TRANSACTfONS & ()SET N< 
.PA.SO ROBu:s (CITY)TR,l\NSACTIONS & USE TAX 

PICO RIVERA (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX 

PINOLE (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX 

PINOLE (CITY) 2015 TRANSACTION$ & USE TAX 

PISMO BEACH (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX: . . 

PITTSBURG (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & usi= TAX .• . .... • 

PLACERVILLE. (CITY) PUBLIC SAFETY TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX. 

PLACERVILLE (CITY) SPECIAL TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX· 

POINT ARENA(CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX 

PORT HUENEME (GITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX 

PORTERVILLE (CITY) PUBLIC SAFETY, POLICE & FJRE PROT T&U TAX . 
RANCHClCOROOVA (CITY) TRANSACTlONS & USE TAX .. 

RED BLUFF (CITY) 2014 TRANSACTIONS & USETAX 

REEDLEY (CITY) PUBLIC SAFETYTRANSACTIONS ~USE TAX 

RICHMOND (CiTY) TRAN.SACTIONS & USE TAX 

RICHMOND (CITY) 2014TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX 

RIDGECREST (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE;TAx •• 

RIO DELL (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX 

RIO ViSTA (CITY) GENERAL TRANACTIONS & USE TAX 

RIVER.SIDE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSlON 

ROHNERT PARK (CITY) TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAX 

SACRAMENTO TRAN.SPORTATION AUTHORITY 

SACRAMENTO (CITY) TRANSACTIONSf.\ND USE TAX 

SALINAS (CITY} TEMPORARY TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX 

SAIJNAS (CITY) MEASUR!; G TRANSACTIONS & USE;TAX 

SAN ANSELMO (TOWN) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX 

SAl';J BENITO COUNTY GEN FUND AUGMENTATION . 

SAN BENITO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

SAN BERNARDINO (CITY)TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX .. 

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTYTRANSPORTATION AUTt}OR!TY • 

SAl';J DIEGO COUNTY RE(310NAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION • 

SAN FERNANDO {CITY) TEMPORARY TRANSACTIONS &.IJSE TAX 

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY PUBLIC FINANCE AUTHbRITY 

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITy 

SAN JOAQLllN COUNTY TRANSPOf{fATION AIJTHORITY 

SAN JC)SE (CtTY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX 
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . 

{Do oot l)se the jurisdii::ti()n codes listed irfthis ~le to complete your :S~les and llse TaK retu~n or for anyother purpps~;) • 
. . . . . .. 

· · Eff~ctive 4/1/16 

.21 of24 
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. . . .. . . 

4/25/2017 . . Boord of Equalizatf on;.. State of California 

. · .... · . · ..•. ·· ..•. ·... • .: ... ·.·.. . ... . . ..· ..•.. : .• . . . .... : ... · ..... ·. ·• .• .. 

Local 'Jurisdiction Statetnet1tof Tax Distrihutio11. •. 

. . . . . ·. ·. . ? 
. . 

0!51 Date: · For.the periods shown below · ... ~~o. 
.0411212017 ? 
Payee: SF GOUNTY PUBLIC FINANCE AUTH/DIR~CTOR OF . . . . . . •..• 

FISCAL SERVICES 

Current Advance Feb 2017 

Prior Credits · 

Total Payment (by EFT) · 

3,201,400.00 

Q,00 

3,201,400.00 

lfy~u have questions regarding this statement, p.lease cbntact 

BOE-Local Revenue arid Allocation Unit at 916-324-3000. 

Back to Query Page (/boewebserVices/localJur.jsp) 

•. httpJ>://efiie.boe.ca~govlboewebSer;ices/localJ ur.do;jsessioriid=5124C406F1i37407D40F16C51000S31A4.p2 
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ADD-ON.. 
002 
003 
004· 
005. 
006 
ODS 
009· 
010 
012 
013: 
01.4 
015 
016 
018 

·020 
o2i 
022 
023 
024. 

·026 
027 
029 
030 
031 
032 
034 
0.35 
037 
038 
039 
OiJO 
043 
045 
041 
048 

--~51 
053 
058 
o.59 
060 
.0.61 
063 
065 
b66 
067 
0.68 
070 

··:· .. : ·. : " ' . 

. S.TATB BOA!W OF EQUALi~ATION 
FUND DISTRIBUTION SUBSYSTEM 

QUARTERLY DIS.TR!BUTION'..·QF. ADD-ON TAX 
ALLOCATION PERIOD: Foutth Quarter 2016 

. . 
GROSS. .. ADM;: COST. 

22' 661, 606 .. 82 231, 410. oo. 
·56,526,210.58 637,040.00 

:5,295,:66·7.57 59, s .. so .00 
210,659,.H3.38 2, 2.97, 640 .·oo 

237 ;·O(j. o.oo 
66,.97ll°,.247. 88 739, 390 .. 00 
22; 325,. 861. 00 ·.246; 470 .00 

1,376:39 o:oo 
18;309.,352 .. 35 21b, s20. oo· 
76, 476, 071, 79 825,250.00 

592, 036. cis. ;;,.460 .. 00 
5S.03- 0.00 
o.:oo o . .oo. 

22 r 660,. 971; 63 231,410,00' 
.b. Od 0. 00, 
o:. 00 0.00 
0. oo. o-. 00 

30, 613, 6i.4 .61 . . 33.9, as:tr, oo-. 
23,3.1i, 688.99 254,5.70. o·o 
4 6, 65 4, SS L·24 .. 507;340.00 

. 27 r •73.7,.986 .. s·1: .:in,320. oo· 
3, 875, 164 .16 31,500.00 
·g,.906,.567 .07 107,840.00 

42, 87 4 ,.616 .. 95· 500, 740·c00 
o.oo o .ob 

268.93 0 .·00 
210, 665, 4'39.13 2/297,400.00 

81, 870, 661. 94 903,150.00 
n, 601., ns.16 1·6.2; 1'4 0. 00 

11; 262 ... 29 o .·oo 
645.36. b.oo 

o .oo· o·:oo 
i66.75 0. oo. 

0.00 0 .. 0.0 
o.oo 0.00 

13196.~, 908. 69 313,300.00 
. 0. Ob o·. oo 

241,177.27 2,990.00 
. 2;~1'5,253.93 121,910.00 

' 3 .. 87 o.oo 
2, 646, 865:i6 5~,620.0Q 

9,456.73 0.00 
4 ,. 9.4 8, 0 9 6. 4 5 54,360.00 
2., J.47; 22.B. 48 105,620.00 

·513, 605 .. 95 23,280.0Q 
606, 801.42 .6,770.00 
zn, 925. 23 $,290.00 

NET AMOUNT 
22,430,136.82 
55, 889,l°?0.58 
5, 236, 087. 57-. 

208,361,503.38 
237 .. 00 

66, 238, ss7.88 :· 
22,079,·391.0.0 

1,376.39 
18,.092, 832 .35 
75, 650, 821. 79 

587 r 376. 98·. ·· 
59.03-

0 ,0(). 

22, 4.29·; ;i61.'G3 .. . .... o.oo 
O.QO 

.. . .o·.oo 
30·, 273,°734.» 61 . 
2 3·; 0 5 7, 118' 9 9: . 
4 6j:l4 7 ,.211..24 . 
27/424~ 6615;.111 

311344,664.16·:. 
9,. 798, 127, en 

42,.373, 876·;9·5:. :: ... 
. b'. 00 

268.93 
208,368,099.13 

BO; 967, 511 .. 94 
14,445,035.16· 

11,262.29 
645 .. 3~ .·. 

o.oo 
166 .. 75. 

(). 00 
0.00 

l3,556,50B.69.6:; 
0.00 

244,187.27. 
2, 693,343.93 .. 

3.Br 
2,587,245.l.6 

9,456.73 
4, 893., 736 .45. 
2;241, 608. 4.8 

490, 325. 95· 
600, 031. 42 
27.2' 6.35-..23 

-

' .. ' 
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PAYMENTS To sFIEciAL i:J1sT~ioTs FROM · • • 

THE TRANSACTIONS (SALES) AND USE'rAX · 

. Pripr year · 
.. ·.. . .. . . 

051. SFPF San FranCisco .County Public· 
Finance' Authori 

.Year-to· 
date 

. . 

Yi: to Yr D1stRIBQTED ti1stR1BUTED DISTRIBUTED DISTRIBUTED DISTRIBUTED DlSTRIBUTEO 
% chg JUL y 2oot AUG 2007 SEP 2007 . act 2007 NOV 20Q7 DEC 2007 

4:231 2,s20.:roo.oo I 3,360,90o.oqJ 3~905,036.19 j .2,620,600.00 I 3.494,100,00 I 31~3s,om.1s 

:.: 
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' PAYMENTS''TO SPECIAL DISTRICTS FRO.M '' 

. THE:TAANS/\CJIONS (SALES) ,A.ND l,JSE TAX · 

· Pri9r year 

051 SFPF S~n franci~co Co~nty P~bli~ . 
· · Finance: Authority · · · 

' ' ' 

.Y~ar~to' ' Yr.to Yr ' oisrn.1Bl.iTED DISTRIBUTED DISTRIBUTED °DISTRIBUTED DISTRIBUTED DISTRIBUTED ' 
date % chg . · JAN Z008 .• .· <ii:s 2008 •· · MAR 2008 . · APR 2008: ... MAY 2008 JUN 2008 · 

.... . . . 

~~i~~~f ~U}l~~1~ ' 4.23 I. '2,8~1)3QO:po. I 3;855,500,00 I 3,282,887.01 1 2;.tf1 s::zoo.oo I \j,ZZ0,.2QO.OO r 3,$5~.337.02 
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School. Sales. Tax 
PROPOSITION A 

Shall In oi'dfnance ofthe san FrancrlCO County Publlc Financ:e AulhorilJ 11e· 1t:fopt~ •o Iii to 1) approve a tranaactlon1 
ttnd UM tax of «Jne quarter otons ptrC.nt for lh• g1rieral purpoM C>f providing financial aeelatanc• to the son Francleco 
U,nlfled School District and the San FranclKo ·Community Calle;• Dletrl~t; 2) epprov• an lncrtaae In th• Callforn1a· 
ConatltuUon Artlcf• XlllB approprlatlcn1 llmlt tor Hid dl•trlct1 In an amount .quel to the ravenuee dorlva~ by each district 

· from the transactions and use tax for the ume fisc!ll y11r? . 

Analysis ~ t-tt>r ~o<.M,.._ \_ 
by the City Attorney (with reeomriieiidiltfolls by.the BallQt StmplffJcatlon Committee) 

. . . 

THE WAY JT 1$ NOW: There Is an 8~ percent sales ta>c In 
San Francisco~ lhls Jncludes a supplement~t·~ perce~t 
sales tax Imposed by the $fate and a temporary local 1/4 
percent $Qht)or district safes tax. Both taxes are scheduled 
to expire on June 30; 1993, This would make the sales tax 
In S~n Francisco 7~ percent. 

Current state law allows school dlsirlets and boards of 
supervisors tQ f~rm a.county pu.bilo finance authority arid 
submit an ordinance to the voters Jmp0slng a n~w sa.r1as 
tax to. assist school dfstrf cis when the state supplemental 
tax of 'Ill percent expires on June 30, 1993. ·The leglslature. 
Js consfdf}ring a change ln the .law to extend the state 
suppfomental tax am:f stm allow the n~w !Qcal s.11le~ tax to 
take effect. 

THE PRO.P()S~L~ ~,.oposttlon A Is a11 ordinance that would 
cQntlnue the funding of the San Francisco Unmed School 
Dlstrlcl and the ~r1 Francisco OommunHy Co~eg~ D!slricl: 

through a permanent 1,A J>ercent .lo~I • ~ales tax. tt this 
Proposition Js adQpted and state law Is not ctlanged, the 
IOtal QveraH sales tax Jn San Francisco Wlll become 8 
percent. Jf this. Proposition Is adopted arid State law ·Is 
changed fQ authorize ooth this tax aha the extension ofthe 
state·supplementaltax.of 'A percent, the QVerall sales tax 
In San francJsco wlll re"1a1.n 81..t per~nt .. 

Prop0sUlon A also would Increase the spending limits 
of the districts each yeartn an amount equal to th~ reve· 
nues tecelYed by eac~ dlstrlct from th~ sale.s tax tor that 
year. 

A "YES" VOTE MEANS! lfYou vote yes, you W'1nt to autllo~ 
rJze this tax to continue to assrst the public schools and the 
Con:i111uofty Oollege. 

A "NO" VOTE 'MEANS; If you vole no, you '(Jo not want 10 
~uthorlze t!ll~ tax to continue to assist the public scho.Ols 
and thQ Cprnr:m.inlty conege. 

Controller's Statement on 11A''' 
hClly Controlier Edward Harrlngion has Jssued 1he follow· 

Jng' statement on ffie fiscal lmpaet of ProposlllOri A: 
Should tile projfosed ordlnari~· be adopted .ancf frn· 

pleinenled, In my opinion! revent.ies for the qc;>mmunliy 
College a net Un~led Sqf:iool Dlstrk:ls woµrg I ncreasl;l by 
approximately~ 15 .9 million lh fiscal year 1993·94 and $21.2 

4 
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million ln fiscal year 1994~~5,: Increasing thereafter with the 
rat~of Inflation untJI expiration of th~ tax. The Ordinance alsa 
perrnlts · ar;i ,lnQreasa In the )ippropi'laUons Limits of the 
D~trlcts .~stl)bllshe~ pursu!lnt to Arllcle XlllB 01 th& State. 
Const~U110n (Gann limit) !n 9rderto spend the increased fa)c 
revenues." ... 
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:Aniendnierit of the wholer . As. arre.·· nded in Boar. d. 2/1/9 .. 3 j . . .. l/27 ('93 ..... . 
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. .. .·~ • FILENO ["l S .(,r~,-( .• •.·•• 

l 

.. · .. ·•···.···· . ..... ·.... ..... ....... .. . .···· .: 
[LOCAL PUBLICFINANC~ AuTHORITY] 

•:DECLARittG• THE INTENT OF 'l?HE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY ll.ND 
. . . : . . . - - -

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO TO PROPOSE AN INCRE~SE IN .TI:i~.TRANSACTIONS 

4 AND USE TAX IN THE CITY AND COUNTY.PURSUANT TO CHAPTER 3.5 OF THE 
- :· . . . . : _· 

S 1 REVENUE M""D Tl\.X.:z\TION CODE, AND ESTABLISHING THE SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY: 

6·1 ·•• PUBLIC FINANCE .AUTHORITY,·· 
. . . . 

WHEREAS, Due to cutbacks in state funds and other sources of 
. .. - :" ·. . . ··- : 

8 . . revenue to the City and Co~ty of Sarr Francisco, the ability to· 

9 . maintain public services and ·programs has been greatly hampe:rE?d; and 

. . 10 WHE.REAS, The Cali:foJ:niaLegislature has recognized the n:eed 
. . 

u for loqal·~overnrnents and school distticts to address' the buqgetary 
. - - . : . 

. . . . . 

problems .and rneetthe heeds for health, crime prevention, and 

educational services in the.ir COmffiUili tie$ by enacting Assembly Bil 1 

19 3 o ~ 19 9 l ; and 

12 

13 

14 . 

•.·1.s 

. ..• 16 

WHEREAS, Assembly Bill 19;30 allows for the creation of a local 1 

. 17. 

.... . 18 

19 

·20 

. 21 

22 

23 

24 

;25 
I . 

/ . 

public f.inance authority for. the pm:pose bf financing drug abuse 
. . 

• preYention, crime preventio~, health services, and public edµcation, 
. . 

.. anq to auth~dze said Ai.lthorii:y I upon vot;er approva.l, to impose a 

t:i::ansactions and use tax ra.te of i25% or o. 5% for the Authority'.s 

.. general purposes; .~nd 
- : '.; 

WHEREAS, The Board of .supervisors of the City and County of ·:: ... :: - _:_:: .. :·. 

San Francisco f irids that it .is criticci.l to continue the .provision 
. . . 

of 

heait.b. and crime prevention. s.ervices and that revenues generated by 
:. . .... : - . ;· .. . 

a:n additional tax, are ne9~ssary; now, th~refore, b~ it 

Iii 

SUPERVISOR MIGDEN, 1 BI;ERMAN , ALIOTO 
445.2g 

. . 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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1 RESOLVED, The Board of S\.lpf:JiVisors of the City and County of 

2- j San E'r.a:ncisco dedlares its intent tq propose an increase in the 

I .3 1 . tr ~;!'1~~.C:.tj9n.s ... §::r:id_g_§_~L.tA~~~J1 .. tpe .:cit..y __ all.5!._C.0.11,JJ.tY P'JJ'..~JJ_Q,_~:t. :to Ch~t!J~i:;~--~"- ., ..... :. 

4 \ 3. 5 (commencing' 'with Section 728S .1) of Part 1. 7 of D:ivis:ion 2 9f 

5 tne· California Revenue and Taxati,on Code; and, be it 

6 FURTHER RESOLVED, That upon adoption o:f tb.is resolution by the 

7 Board of Supervisors of the City and county of San Francisco,. the 

8 San Erancisco County Public Finance _A.uihori ty is hereby established 

9 pursuant to California ::Revemie and Taxation Code Section 7288. 1 

10 ttie general purpose:;; of fi.nanc_i_ng drug abuse :preventJ:on; crime 

11 prevention, health services, and public education~ and, be it 

12 Ftm.THER RESOLVED; That said Authority shall be governed by a 

rn board of directors which shail conSil$t of five members of the San 

14 ·Franciscq Board of supervisors and five members of the governing 

l5 boards of school districts in tlie City and C,ounty as r;>tovided in 

16 Revenue and Taxation Code, Section 72'88.2~ and~ be it 

1 t FuR:L'HER, RESOtNED r That the Presid~nt of t;he Board of' 

18 Supervisors shall aP:point five 0melnbers. of that body to serve on t~e. 

19 boar,ct of dfrectors of the. San Francisco. county Public E'inanca 

20 Authority; and, be it: 

2i FURTHER RESOLVE]), That in the event said trans.actions a,nd use 

22 ta~ is imposed t said ]l.:lithcr'i.ty may e~~rcise al 1 powers necessary tb 

23 perform th.e collection, administtatioi:i and: allpcation duties with 

24 _respect to said tax in a ma,nner consistent with l?a'.rt 1 .. 6 of the 

1
25 California Revenue and Taxatiqn, Coqe. (commencing with Sec;tion 7251); 

and, be it 
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. . . . . : . ~ ... : . . . . . : . : . : . . : : : . : . . . : . 

FUR'raER RESOLVED. T.hat .the Board of; sµpe.rvisors,. in. 

~t>~rovin9 thts measure. · expras~es :its. P. t~onq JL~w :that the J\11thoti ty 

sha1c1··rrot-<1ppi::o-v~--,rny--s-~les~ta·x·-measure ___ E1iat.~w<5ffI<rpLic·e the--~--. -···.·-· ·· "~- ----·· 

domposi te saies tax rate above the current rate. o:f 8. 5%. 

. SUPERVISORS· MIGDEN; BIERMAN, .ALiaI'O 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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Adopted - ~oard of superviso~s. San Francisco February h i993. 

Noes: 

Supervisors Achtenberq Alioto Bierman Conroy HalltnanXaufman 
Migden Sh~lley ·· 

Supervisors Hsieh_ MaMr -'1 M~ 3/is""~ 
Absent: Supervl.sor Kennedy . ·· . · 

File No. 
175-93-1 

I hereby certify that tne foregoing> resolu.tion 
~a~ adopt~a by the B~ard of supervisqrs 
of.the city and County of San Fra cisco 

~, .. ·· 

FEB t l t29j 
Da'te Approved · 
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CITY AND COUNTY OFSAN FRANCISCO 

NQtes to Basic Financtal Statements 
Jur:ie30, 2016 

·(Dollars in Thousa11ds) 

SPcA.~Q 
;;·of6 

(1) THE FINANClAL REPORTING ENTITY 

1h6 \1:, 

hovJ~ 

5ppff\ 

7h~\J :~ 
A:~~~ 

San Francisco is a city and county chartered by the State of California alld as such can exercise the 
powers as both a city and~a county under state law. As requi'red by gerierally.acpepted accounting 
prlncipl.es, the accompanying nnancial statements present the City and County of San Francisco {the· 
City or primary government) ar;id its component units. The component units disc;;.ussed below .arEJ 
ineludeo. in the City's reporting entity because of the significance of their operations or financial 
relationships wit~ tlie City. 

As a government agency, the City is exempt from both federal income taxes and California Sta~e 
franchise taxes. · 

Blended Component Units 

Following is a description of those legally separate component units for which the City is financially 
accountable that are blended with the primary government because of their ihdividui;11 governance or 
financial relationships to the City. 

San Francisco County Transportation Authority (Transportation Authority) - The voters of the city 
created the Transportation Authority Jn 1989. to impose voter-approved sales and use tax of one-half of 
one per~ent, for a period not to exceed20 years, to flihd essential traffic and transportation projects. In 
2003, the.voters approved Proposition K! extending the city-wide one-half of one perqmt sales tax with 
a new 30~year plan. A board consisting of tbe eleven member~ of the CitY's Board of ~upervisors 
serving ex officio governs the Transportation Authority;· The Transportation AUthority is reported \n a 
speclal revenue fund in the City's basic financiai .statements.. finaricii;ll statements for the 
Transportation Authority can be obtained frornt!ieirfinahce and administrative offices at 1455 Market 
Street, 22f1d Floor,.San Francisco, CA 94103. 

San Francisco· City and County Finance. Corporation (Finance Corporation). - The Fifiance Corppratlon 
was created in 1990 by a vote of the electorate.to allow the City to lease-purchase $20 million (pfus 5°/o 
per year growth) of equipment using tax-exempt obligations. Although legally separatE:i from the City, 
the Finance Corporation is repcirted as if it were part of the primary government beca1,1se .its sale 
purpose is to provide lease financing fo the City. The Finance Corporation is governeq by a three:­
member board of directors approved by .tile Mayor an<i tlie Board of Supervisors. The, Finapce 
Corporation is reported :as an internal service funo. Financial statements for the finance Corporation 
can be obtained from their administrative. offices at CitY HaJI, Room ~39, 1 De Carlton B; Goodlett 
Place, San FranCisco, CA 94.102. 

San Franciseo Park;ng Authority (The. Parking Authority) - The Parking Auth()rity was create9 in 
October 1949 fo'proVide services exdusively to.the Cify: fnaccordancewith Proposition D authorized 
by the City's electorate in November 1988, a.City Charter arnendrnentcr.eatecj the P?rking and Traffic 
CominissiOn (PTC). The PTC consists of five commissioners appointed by the MayoL Upofl creation 
of the PTC, the responsibilify to oversee the City's off-street parking operations was transferred from 
the Parking Authority to the PTO~ The staff and fiscal operations of· the Parking Auth9rity wer~ ·a.Isa 
incorporated into the PTC. Begir\nirig on July 1, 2002, the re~ponsibility for overseeing the operations 
of the PTG became the resp6nsibllity of the Municipal Transportation f.\gencY (SFMT A) pursuant tQ 
Proposition E, which was passed by the voters in November 19.99. Separate financral stateme)lts are 
not prepared for the Parking Authority. Further inforrilatjon about the Part<lng Autlionty can be obtained 
from the SFMT A Chief Finaricial Officer at 1 South Van Ness Avenue, 8l\i Floor, San Francisco, CA 
94102. . . . . . ' . . 

If J,s5J~ ,.J- sho .. \ci A"ff€81Z Mz~ fh; 5 T 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Notes·to B."sic Fin~_nc.i~d Statements (Continued) 
June 30; 201.13 · · · · 

\Dollars in Thousand~) 

Discretely Ptf'#sent~cf Component Unit 

2016 

Treasure Island Develqpmen' Authority (The TIDA) -The TJDA iS a nonprcifitpublic benefit corporation. 
The TIDA was authorized in accordance with·the Treasure Island Conversion Act of 1997. Severi 
commisskiners who are· app0inted by the. Nlayor, subject to confirmation by the City's Board of 
Supervisors; govern the TIDA. The· specific purppse Qf the TIDA is to promote. the. planning,. 
rEM:Jevetopment, reconstruction, rehabilitation, reuse, af1d conversion of the property known as Naval 
$ta~ion Treasure Island for the public interest, convenience, welfare,. and common benefit bf the 
inhabitants of the City. The TIDA h;:is adopted as its mission the creation of affordable housing and 
economic development oppor.tuniti~~ on Treasure Island. · · · · 

Tf)e TIDA's goven1Irrg body is not substantively the same as that of the City and does not provide 
services entirely or almost entirely to the City. TheJIDA is reported ln a.separate column to emphasize 
that it is legally separate from the City. The City is financially accountable for the TlDA through the 
appointment of the TIDA's Board and the abi!ity 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 information about TIDA can be obtained from 
their administrative offices at 1 Avenue.of the Palms, Suite. 241; Treasure Island, San Francisco, CA 
94130. . . . . .. 

Fiduciary Component Unit 

SucpessorAgency tg fheR,edevefopme.nt Agencydfthe City and County of San Francisco (Successor 
Agency) - The Succes.sor Agency was created on February 1, 2012 to serve as a custodian for the 
as?ets and to wind down tne affairs, of t~e. former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency pursuant to 
California Redevelopment Dlsscilution Law. The Successor Agency is governed by the Successor 
Agency. Commission, co111nioniy known . as the Commission on Coinmunify Hivestment and 
h1frastructure, and Is a separate public entity from fhe City. The Commission has five meml:)ers, whith 
serye at tfle pleasure of the City's Mayor and are subject to confirmation by the Board of Supervisqn~. 
The City·. is finp'ncially accountable for the Successor Agency through the appointment of the 
Com.mission and a requirementthat the Board of Supervisors approve the Successor Ag~ncy's annual 
bydget, · · · · · ·· · 

The flncif'lda! statements present the SuccessorAgency and its component units, entities forwhich the 
Successor Agency is cqnsidered to be financially accountable. The City and County of San Francisco 
Redevelopment Finan,cing Authority (Financing Authority) js a Joint powers authority formed betWeen 
the former Agency and the City to facilitate the long-term financing of the former Agency activities. Tlie 
Financing Authority is . included a_s a . blended component unit in the. Successor Agency's financial 
sti:1tements bece1use the Financing Authority provicles se.rvices entirely to the Successor AQency. 

Per the Redevelopment Dissolution Law, certain actions of the Successor Agency are also subject t~ 
the directio.n of an Oversight Board. The Oversight Board is comprised of seven-member 
representatives from lo,cal government bodies: four City representatives appointed by the Mayor of the 
City subject .to confirmC'lfiGI) by tl)~ Board of Supervisors of the City; the Vice Chaiicellor.of the San 
f raricisco Community Colfege District; the Board memberof the Bay Area Rapid Trarisft Oistrict; and 
the Executive Director of Policy arid Operati()ns of the San Francisco Unified School District. 

tn general, the Suc.cessor Agency's assets can only be used tO pay enforceable obligations in: existence 
at the date of (iissolution {including the completion of any unfinished projects that were subject to legally 
e[lforc~.able cc:mtractual commitments). in future fiscal years, the successot Agency wnr .Only be 
allocated revenue::; in.tfle amount that Is necessary-to· pay the estimated annual installment payments 
or) enforceable ()P1igations of the former Agency until all enforceable obligations of the tomier Agency 
hav.e been pald in full and all assets have been liquidated. Based upon the' liatUre of the Succe$sor 
Agency's cu_stodial mle, the Successpr Agency is repcirfed in a fidudiarj fund {privat&-purpose trust 
fund), Complete financralstate111enfs can be obtained from the Successor Agency's finance department. 
at 1. South Va.n Ness Avenue, 5tli Floor, San Francisco, .CA 94103. · · · 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FR.AN CISCO 

. Notes to Basic Financial Statements (Continµed} 
June 30, 2016 · 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

Non-Disclosed Organizations 

=S'P CA,11<_ 

;){J.Jf, 

There are pther governmental agencies that provide s~rvic~ within the (:;ity, These. entities have 
t~dep~ndenJ governi~g boards ~nd.• t~e City is not financi~lly act;ountablEiior them. The City'~ basic 
financial statements, excepHor'Certam cash held by the Ctty as an agenWdo not reflect operations of 
the San Francisco Airport Improvement Corporation, San Francisco Healtn Auttiorlty, San Francisco 
Housing Autnority, San Francisco Unified School Dlstrict anq San Francisco Community College 
·District. The City is' represented in two regional agencies, the Bay Area Rapid Transit Districf and the 
Bay A.rea .Air Quality Management District, both of which are also e~c;lµded from the Citfs .reporting 
entity; 

{2) SUMMAR'\' OF Sl.GNIACANT AccouNnN'C3 POLICIES 

(a) Government-wide and fund frnandal statements 

The gqvernment-wi~e finanpial statements (i.e., the statement of net position and the statement.of 
activities) report information on all of the non-fiduciary· activities otttie primary government and its 
component units. GovE!mmental. activities, which normally ;3re supported by 'taxes and 
inter.g·overn111ental revenues, are reported separateiy from J:>ushiess-type activities, wl:lich rely, to a 
significant extent, on fees ·and charges for support. Likewise, the pri111ary· goverrimentis. reported 
S!3p9rately from certain legally separate component units for Which the primary governmentis financially 
accquntable. · · · 

The statement of activities demonstrates tfle degree h which the direct expenses of a given function 
or segment ls offset by program revenues~ Dlrectexper\ses are those that are clearly identifiable with 
a :specific functibn Qr segment. Program revenues include ( 1) charges to customers or applicants who 
purchase, use; or direc;tly benefit from .gOods, services, or' privileges provided by a given tunctkiri or 
seg!f1ent. and (2) •grants and contributions that are restricted to. meeting tne operational or capital 
r0q1.1iremeiits of a particular function or segment Taxes and other Items not properly included among 
program.revenues are reported instead as general reVertues:. 

Separate tln9,ncial statements are provided for gove.rnriientaHunds,- proprfetary funds, arid fldtfoiary 
fun(js, evEm though the latter are excluded rrom the governme11t-wide financial statements. Major 
individual governmental funds and major individual enterprise funds are reported as separate. column.s, 
in the fund financial statements. 

The ,basic'financfat statements inctude certain prior year summ.ar!zed comparative information. This 
information is presented only to facilitate financial analysis, and is r:iofatthe level of detail required for 
a pre.l:!eotatio11 in accordance. with generally accepted aycountfng principles. Accordingly, such 
lnformati911 shol,Jld be read in conju'1dioli with the CitYs, financial statements for the year ended 
~t1ne3Q,.201 p, from Which the summarized.ihforrnation was de.rivecl.~ 

(b) Measurement focus, basis of accounting, and fin.ancial statement presentation 

Tt)e government-wide financial statements are :reported using the economic resources measur~inent 
focus arid the accrual basis of accounting, as are the proprietary fµnd and fiduciary fli:nd financial 
statements. Agency funds, however, report onlY. assets andJlabilities and cannot be said to have a 
.m~a.surement f9cus. Revenues are recorded when eatned and expense,s are recorded when a liability 
is incurrec;t,; reg~rdless qf the tirriihg of related cash flows. Proper:ty taxes are recognized as reveriu.es 
in the year fqr which they are levied. Grants and similar items. are recognized as revenue as soon as 
all ~ligibility requirerrients have beer:i met · 

Govern.mental fund fjnancial .statements are reported us_jng .the current financial resources 
,measwen:ient focus and the modified acerual basis ofaccounfing,, Revenues are recognized as soon 
asthey a~e both measurable and available. Revenues are C<msi9ered fo be available when ihey are 
ccillectiblE) v,iithin the current period orsoonenougti thereaftetfo pay liabilities of the current period. The 



SANF.l.UNCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

NQTES TO FINA,NCIAL STATEMENTS 
JlJNE 30, 2016 

NOTE l- SUMMARY OF SJGNIFICANTACCOUl~TING J?OLICIES 

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 
alo_cally.:.eiected seven-member Boardfoqn of government and provides educationalservices to grades·K - 12 as 
mandated by State and Federal agencies. The Dist:rjct and COE provide child care and elementary and secondary 
education in the City and County of San Francisco, California. The District also ~dnunis.ters the COE fund, 
(County School SerV:ice Fund). For financial reporting purposes, the District iiic;ludes all funds; account groups, 
agencies, and authorities thata,re controlled by or are dependent on the District's executive or Iegislativefaariche~L 
Control by or dependence on the District \Vas determined on the basis of budget adoptfon; taxing authority, 
outstanding debt secured by revenues or general obligations of the District, obligations of the District to finance 
any deficits that may oc<:ur, or. receipt of significant subsidies from the District. The District operates 64 
eforiientaiy schools, 13 middle schools, a;nd 19Jugh schools including 4 continuation schools1 12 early childhood 
education centers and an independent study alternative school. The District sponsors 13 Charter Schook 

A reporting entity is «rimprised of the pnmary govertll11en~ component 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 notlegally separate from the District This ineludes genera} 
opewtiorts; food service and student related ;lCtivities of the District and the. COE. 

Component Units. 

Component units are legally separate ·orgmiiz;i.dons for which the District is financially accountable. Component 
units. may include organizations that are fisc<illy dependent on the·. District iii that the District. approves their 
budget, tbe issuance of their debt or the levyfog. of their tiixes~ Iri addition, component units are other legally 
separate orga~i'.Zations for which the mstt:ict iS not financially accountable but i:he nature and significance of the 
orgahlz:atiori' s relationship with the District is snch that excfosi(ln would cause the District'~ financial statements 
to be misleading or incomplete. For financial. reporting purposes; the compom:nt unit hits_ a iinand;il and 
operatio11al relationship which meets the reporting entity definition .criteria of the Goveiniilental Accounting 
Standards Board (GA$B) Stiµ:ement:N'o, JA, 'J]i~Fi1ianctal ReportingEntity. and thus is included in the financial 
statements miillg the blended presentation method as if it were part pf tlie District's• op~ratlcms becaiise the 
governing poard of the componentunif is the same as the govemirig board of the District and because its purpose 
.is to finance the acquiBi!ion and improverri,ent of a new administration building to be used for the direct penefit of 
the District 

The S?n Frai;tcisco Unified School Distcict Financing Corporation's (the Corporation) fiiiancial activity is 
presented in the financial statements as. a ·fµnd of the Speciial Reserve Fund - Capital Outlay .. Certificates· o.f 
participation issued by the Corporation ar~ induded as long-term lia.hil!ties in fb.e goveffi.Jll~nt-wide financial 
statements. Individual financial statements are.not prepared for the Corporation. 

26 
P60 



.·· .. ·····.··· ... ····· .•..• •··•··.··••··•·••···.·• ······•?·.·····.· ... ·.·· 
SAN FRANCISCO lJNIFIEI> SCHOOL DISTRICT 

MANAGEMENT'S DISCUSSIONANn ANALYSIS • 
JUNE 30, 2016 

. - . - .. . .. . . -
·. . . . ". 

. .. 

· FACTORS.BEARING ON THEDISTAfCT'SFUTURE 

.. • • The DistJ;i et' s. staff continues to use assessments. to measure and re-evaluate ways to invest in oound, educationa.1, 
· and programmatic activities while ensuring financial solvency. The District achieved its required reserve target of 
2% for fiscal year 2015-16, and currently projects that it will maintainits minimum reserve in both fiscal year 
2016-17 andfiscalyear20l7-i8. · 

.In addition to the Local Control Funding Fonnula income source, the District also r~ceived approximately $243.8 
million of other program funding from Federal, State, and local sources. In June}.008~ Proposition A, the Quality 
•Teacher & Education Act was passed by the v9ters of San Francisco, bringing $30+ million per year for the next 
twenty years to the Distriet beginning in fiscal year 2008-09. These resources assist in recruiting and retaining 
•effective teachers; increasing accountability; and irnproying the District's technology infrastructure. . . 
. . . . - . : 

·.Another local revem1e source that has been greatly oerieficial to SFUSD is the Public Education Enrichment Fund 
•.. (PEEF), a ballot initiative that was approved by the voters of San Francisco in March, 2004, and established ~ 

law inthe City Charter, Section lg.12.3.1-10. Originally set to expfre on June 30, 2015, Proposition:C, the 
. "Children and Families First" initiative passed in November, 2014, extended the PEEP funding through 2041; and 
. . ensured li sustained and guaranteed investment in our children's future: PEEF fun<is have been critical:in allowing 

the district to. maintain, and in most cases, expand, programs during the e.coriomic downturn, Th.e district receives 
<J.pproximately $64 ID.illioi1 or two-thirds of the annµal PEEF alloc.ation. from the C:ity (the remaining one-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, tlie arts and music (SLAM) as well as programs such. as Wellness 

Centers; Student Support Professionals, TranslatiOri Servi~es, STEAM. curriculum, and Peer Resources, fo na:rne a 

<few~ . tvO ~3 5AL-G,> -rr\rc? 
•. As it relates to future State Budgets; .. the Distriet' s ability to predict what actions will be taken i;i1 the future by the 

Stl}te i,egislatu.re and GoverI1or to address the State's current ot :futilre bµdget and ca&h management practices is 
· lll;iiited. Future State budgets will be affected by national and State economic conditions and other factors over 
which the Distriet has. no control., However; in a welcome departure from the past ~everal years, prospects for 
.State funding are brighter due to a sustained improvement ii:t California's economy and the implementation of the 

. · · · . Local Control Funding Formula whichhas pr()vided increased funds to K-14 education under the Governor's 
··.~~. . . . ... 

. The Di(rtrict's Superintendent and senior staff members will continue t~ work very closely '~ith the Board -0f 
Education to monitciriev:en:ues arid manage expenditures. SFUSD is. totally committed to take whaiever measures 

. are ne~essary to maintain a strong and stable financial. position~ Atthe same time, the District win aiso co~tinue 
·· · ·· its dedicated mission to ensure improvement in academic achievement, closing achievement gaps~ improving its 
· facilities, and meetmg the priorities of the B6ard of Education arid the San Francisco comrmirutJ. It is the 

· District's goal to ensure_ that all children receive a quality education and a positive foundatio11 necessary for them 
to achieve academic success. . .. . . . . 

.· . . . : - . : : .. 
·: : . . :. :·. . :; .. 

CONTACTING THE DISTRICT'S FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 

This financial report is designed to provide our Citizens, taxpayers, and credifors with a geneiai O\ierview of the 
District's financ.es :an(:l :tO assist inte.rested p~rties in understaridiilg the District's sources and uses o · £ 
you have. questions about this report or need. additional financial informatio~ please contacv :Reeta Madhav~n 
Chief Financial Officer of the San Franciscq Unified School District, 13 5 Van Ness Averihe; San Francisco, 
Otlifornia, 94102 -Or ( 415) 241-6542. · . 

12 
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- - . -- . : _- _: -:: - : ....... · .· : < - .. . . . . 
·.5!?12017 Gm ail ~ Re; C~solidatEid Annual. Financial siat~ents for !he San Francisco F;mance Authority . 

- . . . 
. : . . . . . . . - . . 

·_ .=. ·_ . ; ·- . . : . ': .. _· . . 
. . . . ·GmaH ··. Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.coin> 

---~---··-----~----~ 

Re: Consolidated Annual Financial Statements for the San Francisco Finance 
Authority·· 
j message•• 

Madhavan, Reeta <madhavanr@sfusd.edu> 
To: Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> 
Cc: Thu Cung <cungt@sfljsd.edu> 

Mon, Apr 24, 2017at 10:18 AM 

Hello Mr.. Busse; 
The school district receives our share of the sales tax revenue directJy from the city's Controller's Office. You will need to 
cont.act 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 tliat the audit report does not provide a breakdown 
of all our revenue sources, and I will discuss this with our auditors ifit 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 ove\ 100 
different federal, state and local sources and it could get unmanageable to list them all iri detail. • . · · 

· The detailed revenue breakdown is included in our Unaudited Actuals report that is submitted to the state annually and 
• ·forms tlie basis of our audited financials. Th[s report is posted on our district web site here, 

Please let me know if you have any additional questions.· 
Tbank you; 
Reeta: 

WWW.SFUSD.EDU 

Reeta Madhavan 
Chief financial Officer 
San Francisco Unified School District 
135 Vari Ness Avenue, Room \315. 
San Francisco, CA 94102. 
T 415-241-6542 
F 415-241-6482 
m~dhcivam@stusd.edu 

On Sat, Apr 22, 2Q17 at 9:42 PM, Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> wrnt,e: 
: Dear Ms Madhavan: · 

I .t recently became aware of the existence of the San Francisco Finance Authority as·a separate- spE;)cial district for the 
i receivership of the 1993 1/4 centProposilion A sales tax, however f have been unab.le to locate any financials, . 
; governing documents, or board minutes for this special district. I was specifically concerned aboutits ;alJocatio.n 
•formula or whether it was used to back sales fax. revenue bonds, lnyvhich case lwas interested in the oversight 
'..process. 

-· .. . : . . . . .· 
. . . . . . . . . . : 

; Because of the existence of a permanent sales tax revemie source to support both tlie school district ~nd the 
: community coilege tjistrict, i _felt .i.t was .misleading in your Consolidated. Annual Financial Report's Statement of 
; Financial Activities to not include a line for local sales tax.revenue. I wasn't $Urewhether this was Included in "state 
'. and federal support" because it's loca.1 reyenue, orwhethe~ it was part of the big ambiguous "other revenue" line. 
I . . 

j 

tittps://maiLgoogle.com/mai l/u/O/?ui.=2&i k=:Q4b5b6i:999&vi~w=pt&search=1nbrn\~~28c1 Oe8S&siml=15ba0f992sc1 OeBS 1/2 



.. ·. :. ·: .. : : .. ·. . : .. ·· .. .·.· :. . . . ·. . . . . . : . ..>.. . . . . . ... 

51812011 . · · · . . •• • . Grriall -Re: corisolidatect ~ual Financial StatementS fo; ttie San Fr~ncisco FinanceALith~rity . · · . · . 

Any clarificationon thiS would be mosfwelcorne, but I do have a legal rlght, ata minimum, to request the most reoenf · • 
, audited financial~ of this Special District. I will be happy io pay any re.asonable copying foe.if these are not available 

·. i electronically. • . . · · · · · · ·· · 
.. : :: ··.· ··.: : .. ·· : ·.·. . ·. . ;· .. · .. 

. • 1 Many thanks, · ·• . ••· • • 
.• · i Tnomas BUsse . . · · .... · . 

·· •· 584 Castro.Street #388. • 
' San Fran~iscci, CA 94114. · 
I 415~244-5Q72 

. . . 

. . . : . . . ; . .·. ·. . . : .: : :. . . 

. . . . . .: ' ...... ·. . 

.: . . .. ·.: .. "·: .. ·: .·· .. .·. ··.·; .. · ... ;:.· 
. . . . . . : . : . . . >. . . 

. . . . . . : . . . . . . 

· ·hitpsJ/m ail.gobgle.ccimlmail/u/O/?~i=2&ik=04b5b6c999&vlew:=pt&search=.inbox'lS16'1§>aOf9928c1Oe85&~ljnl::=~5b80fW28c1 Oe85 212 



. - . . . . . ' - . . . 

GmaiL Thomas Bu .. e<ljbu$sesi@gmaU.com> .· .. • 

Re: Consolidated Annual Financial Statements for the San Francisco - . . .... , . . . .. . ;- . . . . . . .. 

Finance Authority . 
1 message . 

Th~mas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com; ·. .• . . Mon,Apr24; 2017 af8:52 PM 
. To~ ''Madhavan, Reeta" <madhavanr@sfusd~edu> . . 
Cc: Thu Cung <cungt@stu:sd.edu>, rafaelmandelmal1@yaho9.com, ted.egan@sfgov.org 

I am very, concerned here because the 93 Measure A saies 'tax Is ~ollected pursuant to an ordinance Of_ the . 
"San Frandsco Public Finance Authority," not through ari ordinance of the City and County of San • · 
Francisco: This ordinance authorizing the sales tax does not appear in the existing San.Francisco • 
Municipal Code. - · · · 

The San Francisco CAFR notes the existence of a ,;San Francisco Finance Corporation;" however, this is a . 
• separate blended entity, and a review of their financial statements indicates it is used for capital leases. 

The CAFRdoesnot recognize the eXistence of a San Francisco Public Finance Authority. Reviewing the 
City/County CAFR, the only sales tax revenue! going to a restricted fund is the Proposition K tax: going to 

.•· .. the San Francisco County l"ransit 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 Commonity College district, the CAFR 

should show it either as a blended entity or as a governmental fund. I have asked the CifylCounty · 
Controller, the State Con.troller,and the Board of Equalization for more information about the Sari 
Francisco Pl!blic Finance Authority and it has been over a weekcmd J have heard nothing, so I am unsure 
how to review, as you suggest, the Controller's audit of the safes tax revenue when I have gone through · 
numerous audits on their' site in vain. · · · · · · 

A fundame~tal principle of disclosure required by GASS Statement 34 is a discu~sion ofwhat is within 
. management's control and what is not. Presumably; because there is an allocation beMeen the 
• Community College.District and the Unified School District (or County Office of Education), management · 

needs to discuss its role. in governance of a related entity; Does it have a say in hoW it shares the Sqles tax· 
revenue (which I hope would shift with. enrollmerit patterns.state funding formula changes, and changing 
Wishes of the electorate $UCh as a desire for free City College Tuition )? Because both the School District 
arid the Community College Pistdct tiaye significant unfundefj pension liabilities and a tm!Y alarming · • · 
unrestricted net asset deficiency, basi~ questions of fiscal solvEiiricy beg a discussion of how you are going 

. . to dig your way out of that hole or if you can dfg your way out of that hole (consider Orange County, · 
• Stockton; ;:md Vallejo).. · · 

. . . . 

To that end, you Include an entire. sect.ion bn "FiOct~rs Bearing on the District's Future" on page 12, wt:ier~ 
· you discuss atlength the Scflool District's income thatis supplemental t9 the Lo~I Control Funding - · 
Formula. These include the Public Educatiori Enrichment Fund from 2004 and the 2008 Proposition A: a. 
20-year supplementary fund: Shouldn't the 1.993 supplementary sales tax be jrtcluded in this discussion? I 
~otild th_en have a discussion of comparative benchmarks to determine to Vl(hich ext13nt the supplementary 
funding yields supplementary effort arid effectiveness~ · · · 

. k clear breakdownof tax by type will give the reader of tbefina~cial statements a picture of the volitality of 
·• the SchoolDistrict's funding and Its apility to meetits liabilities. Although year-over-year revenue is 
. relatively protected by Proposition ea; a local sales tax can shrink with the economy, and as a ... 

"supplemental" fund, should be builUnto the budget conservatively {and I would even recommend issuing 
sales tax bonds agaiT1st it so it iS used for capital budgeting as a means to protect it against unsustainabl~ 
CBA concessions),. !ff .were an auditor, I would testto \i!h1ch extent localfunding decisions impact the 
Local Control Fundir19 Formula: is it possible the passage of a loCC!I sales tax prior to ERAF tias the effect 
of reducin[J the funding provided by the State, as is the case with. the lottery? 
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> >:> ..•••... ).> ...•. > :· ...••... ··••··· ••··· >> .· .. ·• 
Buf more seriously,. please L~d~ possibilify: the oroinM~ of ~e San F~ciOco Public Finance .•. 
Authority, including the onedo adopt ~ 1 /4 ce11t sale~ tax, are. nqforiger le_gallY in force andits board •. · 
. mempers have riot·been meeting or adopting budgets. Imagine! thatthe ttie BOE; has been mailing a check 
payable tO a speciafdistrict and the City/CountyTreasurer has been illegally cashing it Meanwhile, the · . 
School District and. Community College District~ have been proposing general obligation bonds and parcel 
ta.xes without a full and. candid disclosure of .the full extent to which lqcal voters have agreed to tax . 
themselves to supplement education already a.nd how they do so. · · 

< Asa tkicpayer an~ concerned citizen, I hope that I have bee'n able to demonstrate a competence with · 
understanding ,and scrutinizing financials as well as significant factors of your c:>perating model and that my. 
concerns about transparency and accountability are justified. 

Yours sincerely, 

Thomas J. Busse 
· .584 Castro Street #388 

San Fran~isco; CA 94114 
415-244-50.72 

. On Mon, Apr 24,2017 at10:18 AM, Madhavan, Reeta <madhavanr@sfusd.edu> wrote: . 
·•·· Hello Mr. Busse, .• •• • · . • . ·· • ·. · · 

.The school district receives our share ()f the sales tax revenue .direqly from thecity's Controller's Office. 
· .You Will need to contact the City's Controller's Office for the financial audit of sales tax revenue; 

Tliisrevenuefs tnduded on page 87.of the school district's 20is~16 audit report in the. $52,614,948 
:total of"Local Revenuei'in the Unrestricted General Fund column. Youare correct in thatthe audit 
report does not provide a breakdown of all our revenue sources, arid I will discuss this with our auditors 
if itl.s feasible to include that level of detail without making the report overly fengthy (to give you a 
sense of what this would entail, the district receives funding from over 100 differentfederal, state and 
Jocai sources and it could get unmanageable to list them all iri detail. . . . 

. The de~iled revenue breakdown is inducted in our Unaudited Actuais report that is submitted to the 
state annually and forms the basis of our audited financiak This report is posted on our district Web 
site here. · .. ·. ·. · · · . · 

Please let me know if you have any adcjiti()npl questions. 
Thank you,. · · · · · 
Reeta · 

SFUSD 
· . SAN >'li.l>NCl'CO 
. FllllLIC 5Cl!OOI.~ 

. Willrw.SFUSD.EDU 

Reeta Madhavan 
Chief Finandal Officer 
San· Francisco Unified School District 
135 VaJ"l Ness'Avenue, Room 315 

. San Francisco, CA 94102 
T 415-241~6542 . 

• F 415-241-:£482 
madflavanr@sfusd.edu 
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. . . . . . . . .. . . . . . 
. . . . . . . 

San.Francisco Unified 
Sah Francisco county ..• ·. ·. 

• . · Unaudited Actuals . · 
.·FINANCIAL REPORTS · . 38 684 78 0000000 . 

. 2015-16. U1faudftedActua1s · · 
sc11~1 DistrictCernfication '• . ~ . .. . .. 

UNAUDITED ACTUALFJNANCIAL ~EPORT~ •• • .. 
. . To the County Sup~rln~~ndent ~fSchbo!s;; 

·.· 2015-16 UNAUDITED ACTUALFINANCIALREPORT. This rep,ortwas.preparedin accordance .· 
with Education Code Section 41010 and is hereby approyed and filed by the governing poard of 

·.the school district pursuant to Education Code Section 42100. ·· · · 

Signed ~~.}·~·r!: · ... 
Cle,1(}5Cfetary i;if tile Governing Soard 

(Original signature required) 

· .. ·.TO the Superintendent of Public .Instruction:· 

Pate of Meeting: . 10 /n /I ( 

: . . . 

2015-16 UNAUDITED ACTUAL FINANCIAL REPORT. This report has been verified for.accuracy 
by the County Superintendent of Schools pursuant to Educatiqn Cod~ Section 42100 . 

. 
Signed · · fu I--,. ~~ v. ... 

Count)! SupenntendenttDesignee 

(Original signature required) 

. for addition.al information on the unaudited actuar reports, please ccintact: 
. . 

· For County Office ()f i=dui::ation: 

Reeta Madhavan 
Name 
Chief Financial Officer < 
Tille 
415-241-6542 

.· Teiepholie · 
madhavanr@sfusd.edu 

• E~rriail Address 

California Dept of Education 

For School District: 

Reeta Madhavan 
.Nan')e .. 

Chief Financial Officer 
Tiiie •. 
415-241-{i542 
Telephone . 

· madhavanr@sfusd.edu 
E-mail Address • ·. 

.· FOrm CA 

SACS Financial Reporting Software- 2016.2.0 
File: ea {Rev 12/05/2014) · Page 1 
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San Francisco Unllied 
. S~it francisco County · 

Object 
OeScrlotfciri · · Resource Co dais .. Codes · 

LCFFSOURCEI>: 

PrinclpalAppartionme~t 
Sia.le Aid• Cu~n.t Year . . . . . 

· · Edueati~ri Prorectio~ A~imt state Aid ~ CurtenfYear · 

State A!d. Prior Yealli. 

Tax Relief Sliil\tentions 
f1ome~ers' t;xemptfOns: . 

· 1imblir Vletd Tax 

OtherSubvenlions/ln-Lieu TlilXes: 

.. County & District T~es 
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. sari Francisco un1t1Eid 
·· ·san Franclsco·Coun,Y . 

' ' ' 

""~l~W'-'•'•QW .-.-w~~1:;11,.. • 

. General Fund 
Unrestricted and Restricted 

EXpendit\Jres by Object · 
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. '5!9!2017 . · · Gm ail -SF311 Service Reql!$St 7072776 . . . 

Grnail . • .. • • Thqmas Busse <ljbussesi@gmail.com~ .. • 

SF311 Service Request 7072776 
1 message 

. . 

311.Prodmail@sfgov.org <311.Prodmail@sfgov.org> Mbn, Apr 24; 2o17 at 8:5~ AM .· 
To: tjbussesf@(;lmaH.com . . 

. . . . 
PLEASE DO NOT RESPOND TO THIS EMAIL. INSTRUCTIONS ARE PROVIDED BELOW FOR CONTACTING SF31. 

· Dear Mr. Busse, 

. Thank you for contacting the San Francisco 311Customer Service Center. 

Your question related to the Treasurer-Tax. Collector's Office has been received and reviewed. Due to the complexity of 
the matter, your request has be.en foryvarded to a TreasurerTax Collector speciafist. You should expect to hear from a 
Treasurer Tax Collector.R.ep~esen.tative within 3 busin~ss days.. · 

. Please note, The City and County of San Francisco, Sa~ FranCi~co 311 cind The Office of the Treasurer and Tax 
· . Collector can only provide Qeneraf information. We do not adviSe customers on detailed tax matters including ordinance 
· . interpretations, ma.nual calculaticm of tax obligations and fees or give tax advice for a customer's specific tax situation. If 

you have atiy questions regarding the information in this ,e~mail ple~se consult with a tax professional 

Y~u may submit any additional requests by visiting (http:i/sffreasurer.org/contact-us). You will receive aresponse from 
our office same day if.your request is submitted by 7:00PM PST, and by the next business day if submitted after .· . 
7:00PM PST. You may also call 3-1-1 iri San Francisco 7 days a week, 24 hours a day~ For 24 x 7 assistance outside of 
San Francisco, please diar (415) 701-2311. For TTY, dial (415) 701-2323. Please note: taxpayers who conie to City Hall 
for in-person assistance or call 311 may experience long wait/ho[d times. . . . 

Sincerely, 

Steve M 
··San Francisco 311 Custbmer Service Center 

· .. City Services Simplified 
. . 

Ho~#o I... , . . . . . .. · 
.. Access. services 011.311's NEW mobile app? sf311.org/mobile 

Access servic!3S on the web? sf311.org 
· · ·. frovlc;ie feedback on 311 services? sf311.org/survey 

. . 

Note~ This email and its attachments (if any) may be confidential and i;/are intended solely for the use of the.individual 
· to whom itis addressed. If you are not the intended recipient of this email and its attachments, you must take no actioh 

based upon them, nor must you copy or show them to anyone. . . . .. 
. . . . . -

Please call 31.1/TIY (415} 701-2~23 if you believe you have received this. email in error. 

httpS;ljmail .google.com/mail/u/Onui=2&ik=04b5b6c999&view=.pt&q=treasurer&p>j'l(Je&search=query&th= 15ba0b0233721ffc&sim 1=·15ba0b0233721ffc 1/1 



··- ... . . . .. 
. . . .. . . 

5/9/2017. Gm ail~ SF311 ~r~ce Request-1 · • • • . .. . . . 

.··. . : :: .·. ::· · ... · ·= .. :·· :: __ .. :. · .. · ·:·'. _:: . 

· 1'1 Gn1aH 
. · .: ...... ' . . . : . . .·· ·: 

·· Thom~s Bu~se <tjbllssesf@griiail.com~ 

SF311 Service Request ~1 
1 message 

311.Prodinail@stgov.org <311.Prodmail@sfgov.org> 
·. .To: tjbussesf@gmail.com 

Wed! Apr 26, 2017 at 9:30 AM 

. . 
: :· . . 

PLEASE DO NOTRtSPOND TO THIS EMAIL. INSTRUCTIONS ARE PROVIDED BELOW FOR CONTACTING SF311_ 

Dear Customer, . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . 

Thank you for Contacting the San Francisco 311.Customer Service Center. Our Agency has been assigned to r~spond to 
Service Request 7072776: Below is the information you requested: · 
. . 

·Please contact the Controller's Office at 415-554-7500. 
. . 

.. - . . . . . . . . . 

You may submit any additional requests or obtain Information at http://\rv'ww.sf311.org or 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 TIY; dial 

(415) 701-2323. .. . . 

Sincerely, 
. . . 

pc . . . 
City and County of San Francisco 

How doi.,.. . ·.. . 
Access services on 311?s NE\N mobile app? sf311.orglmobile 

Access se.rvices on the web? sf311.org 
Provide feedback on 311 services? sf311.org/survey 

. .··· .. . . . . . . . 

• ·Note: This email and its attachments (if any) may be confidential and is/are lntended solely for the use of the individual 
· •to whom it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient of this email and its attachment,.you must take no action 
.·based upon them, nor must you copy or show them to anyone. . .. . . . . . 
. : : .· .. ·; .· .· .. · : . ·.. .. :.. : . . . 

· Please call 3-1-1/TTY (415) 701-2323 if you believe you have received this email in error . 

• . . https:t/mali .google.com/mailMCli?ui=2&ik=~b6c999&view=pt~q=311&qs=trumrch=query&th= 1Sbab1943e5a89d7&si m I= 15bab1943e5a89d7 1/1 . 
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!;518/2017 leginfu.legfslature.ca;gov/faces/printCriaeSectionW;ridaw.xhtml?lawCode=GOV&sectionNum=26909.&op~statues'=2~16&op chapter=1~&op •. secfion=;2•. . ·. . . . . . . . . . . . - - .· - . . . 
. - . . . · .. 

. . . 

: - . : : -:--. .:·.:. : . : -
.D. 
Q· 

... GOVERNMENT CODE .. GOV 
. . .. . : '..··: . - .·::: .. ::: ... · .. : ·· .. -· :: . : .... :· . : 

· UTLE 3. GOVERNMENTOFCOUNTJ:E~I23000 .. 332.051 {T.it!e3 added by Stats.1941, eh. 
424.) . . . . ............ ·. ... : ·... . . _......... . . · .. ·_ .... . 

DIVISION 2. OFFICERS [24000 - 280S5J . (Division2 added byStat;s. 1947,. Ch. 424~ ) 
PART3. OTHER OFFICERS[26500-' 27758] (Part 3 added by Stats .. 1947, Ch. 424. ) 

CHAPTER 4. Auditor [26900 - 26946] (Chapter 4 -add~ci by Stats; 1947, Ch. 424. ) 

. · ARTICLE1. DutiesGenerally[26900 -26914] (Article 1 added byStats. 1947, Ch. 424~) 
. . . . . . . 

. . c·.. ... (a) (1) The county auditor shall either make or contract with a certified public accountant or public accountantto make 

. .· .•. · 26 0 • an annual audit of the accounts ail.d rec:ords of every special district \~ithin the county for which an audit by a certified 

· · . · 
9 9 

public accoUiltant or public accow1tanf.is not otherwise. JJrovided. I.n each qase, the minimum requirements of the audit 

· • .• shaJl be prescribed by tlie Controller and shall conform to generally accepted auditing standards. . 
. . . . 

(2) If an audit ofa special district's accounts and records is made by a certified public accountant or public accountant, the 

ininimum requirements of the audit shall be prescribed by the Controller and shall conform to generaily accepted auditing 

standards, and a report thereof shall be fiied with the Controller and With the county audit-0r of the county in wh1ch the special 

"district is located. The ;eport shall be filed w.ithin I 2months ofthe end of the fiscal year or years under examination . 

. ·•· (3) Any costs incurred by the county auditor,including contracts with~ 0r employment of, certified public accountants or public 

accountalits, in making ari audit of every specfal district pursu;mt to this section shall be borne by the special district and .shall be a 

charge against any unencumbered funds of the district available for the purpose.·· 
. . . . . . . . . : . 

· ( 4) For a sped al district that is located in two or more counties, this subdi;ision shall apply to the auditor or the cou11ty in Vfhich 

_the treasury is located, 

... ( 5) The county controller, or ex officio county controller, shall.effect this section in those counties having a coµi1ty contrpiler or ex 

· offid9 county controller. 
. .· . 

·. (b}A special district may, by unariimous request of the governing board of the spe<::iai district and with unanimous approval of the 

board ~fsupe~viso:rs, replace the annual audit required by this section with one of the following, performed irt accordancewith 

• professional sfandards, as determined by the county auditor: 

( 1) A biennial auditcovering a hiv"o~ yeat period . 

. (2) An audit covering a five-year period if the special district's ammal revenues do not exceed an amount specified by the board of 

supervisors. 
·.. . ·.. . . . 

(3) An audit conducted at specific intervals, as recommended by the county auditor, that shall be compieted at least once every five 

;years; . . 

· ·. ( c) ( 1) A sp~dal district may, by unaniinous request of the governing board. ofthe special district and with unani_mous approval 

Of the board of supervisors, teplaceJhe annuaLaudit required by this section witb a financial rev_iew, inaccordaricc with the 

~ppropriateprofessionalstandardS, as detennined by the courif!1 auditor, if the following conditions are met: 

(A) All of the specialdistrict'sreveriues and. expehditur~s are transacted thrnu·gh the county's financial system. 

· .(B) TI1e special district's annuaLreveiuies dci not exceed one hundred fifty thous·and dollars ($150,000). 
.. . . . . 

(2) If the board of supervisors ls the governing board oftbe special district; it may, upon unanin10us approval, replace the annual 

audit of the special district required by this.section with a financial review in accordance with the appropriate professional 

standards; as determined by the county auditor, if the special district satisfies tfle requirements of subparagt;aphs (A) and (B) of 

paragr"aph (1). 

http://Jegi~fo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/printCodeSecaonWil)dow.xhtml?la~Code=iGJ~sectionNum=26909.&op_statues;.;2016&op_chapter=164&op_sectioii=2 1/2 
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San Francisco · 
··· ... DECODED 

. up to date legal code~ 

Ill EXECUTIVE BRANCH - OFFICE OF MAYOR 

§ 3.105. CONTROLLER; Cl1Y SERVICES AUDITOR 

§ 3.105. 
. . . . . . . . . : . 

CONTROLLER;. CITY SERVICES AUPITOR 
a. 

The Mayor shall appoint or reappoiil.t a Controller for a ten-year term; subject to• 
. . . . .. 

confinnation by the Board of Supervisors. The Controllerniay only be removed by the 

. Mayor for cause; with the concmTehce of the Board of Supervisors by a two-thirds vote. 

. . . 

:1.:> C/III/3.105/#a) 
' 

. . . . . . . . . 

The Controller shall be responsible for the timely accolinting, disb~rsement m other 

-~~~P.~~.~~.?..~ of ITJ.onie$ ofthe City and County in accordan~e with sotincl. fiuancial practices 
applicable to .municipalities. and counties. T~~ Controller shall have the power and duties 

of a County auditor, except as otherwise pro\rided in this Charter. The Controller shall 

have authority to audit the accounts al.14 operations of all boards; commissl.ons, officers 

and departments to evaluate their effectiveness and eff.ici~ncy. The Controller shallha,ve 

access to,_and authority to; examine.all docuniehts, records, books and other property of 

1: 1y board, commission, officer or department. 

% C/UI/3.105/#b) 

c. 
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. . . . . . . . . . 

i::ITY AND COUNTY·OF SAN FAANClSCO o · 

OF'FICE OF THE =NTROLLER 

t~~~r Ginail MAURA LANE; 
EXECUnVE ~ISTIJ.lr ~~ B~r'·(Rt?SEN_AELD. coNmoLLE_R 

fSe <tjbussesf@gmau:oom> · 
i 
i ,· 
'. 
l 

. . . 

FolioW Up on Meeting Toe · 
1 message . -~ll"VHALL:~ooM 3.16 ··:· .. 

' 
Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.cc. 
To: maura.lane@sfgov.org . . 

t DR.CARLTON B.GOODLETT'PLACE, 

SA_N _F~Cl~-_cA ~io~-4694- · 

re_, 1.<i1s> 554-7502 ·. , . ·"'°" (415) 554·7466 
i:_rr~u~a.~~@stgoy.or~ 

·!Tue, Apr25, 2017>al µ:31 PM 

Dear Ms Lane: . . . 

It was a pleasure meeting you today, and l thank you for taking th~ time to follow up on myreque5t to insped tl}emost 
recent audited financial statements of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority. This visit followed up on e-mails to 
Angela Whitta~er in the Office of Public Finance on 4118 and to the Controller's e-mail on 4/22, both of which were 
unanswe.red. · · ·· 
.... ··.· . ·. . 

In the notes to the City/County CAFR, pg. 41, the Public Finance Authority is ~ot listed as a non-disclosed organization . 
excluded from the city's reporting entity. Based on the. accounting treatment of the local. Transactions and .Use Tax to 
support the County Transportation Authority, I had expected the CAFR to have a similar presentation in relation to the 
Transactions and Use Tax regarding the Public Finance Authority. The CAFR does contain a blended component for the 
San Fraricii;;co Finance Corporation; however, this is a different entity that does not receive sales tax revenue and is . 
instead a vehicle for seniicing capital leases. The 1993 ballot proposition of an ordinance of the Public Finance Authority 

. as king the voters to approve the local Transactions and Use tax· wa$ placed on the ballot by the Board of Supervisors; · 
therefore, I expected your office fo be the rine where I could obtain financiai statements forthe Put:ilic Finance Authority. 
I had pr:eviously asked the California State Controller for the finances on 4/23, which are needed to compile the State of 
C~lifomia's CAFR. This agency does not appear on 'the State Controller's exhaustive list of California public bodies. ·. 

I presented doc.umentatlon from the Board of Equalization that the Public Finance Authority receives regular payments 
of allocated .dis.trict sales and use tax. I also voiced my concerns that the San Francisco Public Finance Authority is a 
. special disfoct that does not exist.. I can find no public records related to it including the "Public Finance Authority 
Code~ under which the BOE asserts a legal authority to colleet local Transactions and Use Tax, budgets evidenclng a 
appropriation of taxes, Board Minutes, or a charter or other governing document. As recently as fast year; the Ballot 
Simplification Committee in regard to November 2016's Proposition K listed the Public Finance Authority as an entity 
.recefvirig sales tax in· the county, but no description of the entity was given. 

. ' .. 

I tried to che~k my concerns with the CFO of the Unified Schoof District a-nd Was told their allocation of s.ales tax 
reveriue came from your office and I wouid have to check your "audit of the City's Sales tax Revenue." .The CFO did not 
know how the Public Finance Authority's Tran$.actions and Use Tax revenue was allocated between the Cornmunity . 
Ce>llege Distntt and the Unified School District, which ! view as a materiaLdeficiency In management and disclosure. 
Because both entities have a substantial (and alarming) unrestricted net asset. deficiency, 'Jargeiy due to unfunded 
pension liabilities; ~ASB requires a discussion of management's ability to restore financial balance, \\fhich would include 
a discussionofits control( or Jack of control) of'Significarit revenue sources.• 

. . 

In regard to youroffice, ids a material deficiency in disclosure. 

A ~ell-informed citizenry requires transparent and horiesf pubHc financial statemenfs so it may make informed choices. 
Jn recent years, the. voters have been asked to approve p;:ircei taxes and general obligation bonds to supplement funding 
for the Community College District and the Unified Sc;ho9f District. Currently, there is no transparency in regard to the 
extent voters already provide supplementary funding to these agencies and to what extent supplementary funding yields 
supplenienfary results. This is assuming they receive supplementary sales tax revemie a~ an; as the financial statements 
I have been able fo locate strongly hint at fund or even funds diversion and possibly fraud. · 

'1 hope th~t I have demohstrat~da competency in ~ading and scmtinizing public finances, and with thatin mind, the 
thought that for twenty four year$ a $13M/year tax tiasbeen illegally collected and diverted should not be crossing mY 
m.ind. I urge you and your department fo take thi$ matter $Eiriously. . . . . . 

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

. . . ... · . . 

https://mail.google.com/mailtulcinui=2&i~.ci4b5b6c999&vlew=pt&search=sent&t~Jilf7e2c5080d244&imi"'15ba7e2c5080d244 1/2 
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. . . - . 

· .• ·• 5/8/2D1i · .Gmail~ RE; Sunshine Request~ SF .PIJbliC. Finance Auu 1ority 

.. - : . . : . 

. : - . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . : . 

• GrnaH· Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gm~il,coril> · 
.. .. 

•.·RE: Sunshine Request~ SF Public Finance Authority 
·• ..• 1 message 

. CON, Controller (CON) <controller.con@sfgoV.org> 
.Jo: Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> 

Wed, May 3, 2017 at 10:31 AM 

Cc: "CON, Controller (CON)" <contrciller.con@sfgov:qrg> 

Dear Mr. Busse,. 
. . . - . - : -

. . . . . . . : . . . 

.• Based on the specific information you requ!;!sted, we respectfully refer you to contact Reeta Madhavan, the CFO at the 
SF Unified School District (SFUSD, (415) 241-0542 x1617, MadhavanR@sfusd.edu) and Ron Gerhart, the Vice. 

· Chancellor of Fin.ance & Ad.ministration at the San Francisco Community College District (SFCCD, (415) 241~2229, 
rgerhard@ccsf:edu), as they oversee the bl!dget, accounting and audit records related to all sources and µses of funds 
accruing to their respective districts. For herpful immediate reference; please find their budget, audit and financial 
statement links below, along with the California BOE Sales Tax allocation link: 

.. - . 

: . . .. : . ~ '. : . : : . 
. . ;: -: -

1) the California Hoard cfEqualization's (BOE) ~racking ~nd apporl:ionmf;)nt of sales tax allocations by taxing ehlity, for 
the City and county of San Francisco at http://www.boe.ca.gov/pdf/boe105,pdf on page 6. . .. 

2) SFUSD's budget, audit and financial documents avail.able here as well as the 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 I.his is ofhelp Jo you; 

Best, 

Office of the C.6ntr611er · 

From: CON, Controller (CON) 
Sent: Wednesday, April 26, 2017 2'.38 PM 
To: Thomas Busse <tjbwssesf@gmail.com> 
Cc: CON; controller (CON) <controlle(con@sfgov.org> . 
Subject Sunshine Request- SF Public Finance Authority 

Dear Mr. Busse, . . . 
: . . . . . . 

Thank you for contacting the Controller;s Office. This emaJI is if) response to your public information requ~st; we are 
researching your inquiry and are working to provide .you with a response as soon as ppssible. Please dire,ct any follow-up 
materials you may have to thiS _email address. · · 

Best, 

Office of the Controller 

'.https:/fm ail .google.com/mail/u/O/?ui=2&i k=04b5b6c999&view=pt&q=CON &qs=true&search=qu~ry&th=15bcf5dfa6mi6032&siml= -~ sbcrsdfa6aa6032 
. . . . .· . • P75 . · · · 
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San Francisco, tA 94103 • 

FAX: 415-241-2344 

Public Records Request 

Dear Mr. Gerhard: 

~tion 

·. : . ·-.· _;;· . : . :=:. . :. : :" . . : 

Pursuant to the California Public Records Act, I request disclosure of the folfowing: 

• (V1ost current financial statements of the San Francisco Pi.Jbllc Finance Authority .. • 

a Board Minutes of the San Francisco PLiblii:: Finance Authority frorri 2004 to the present 

• Currentaniended bylciws of the sa·n Francisco Public Finance Autbority. - .- _·-

• CCSF Average DailyAttendani:e wcirkpapers for cal~ulation of the 1993 SFPFASales Tax from 
20il to the Present, 

o I nteragency Communications between your office and the CFO Office of the SF Unified School 
District from 2015 to the present rega.rding transactions and use taxes. 

• lnteragency Communications betWeen your office anp members of the SF County Dept. of• _ 

Elections Ballot Siniplificatioh Committeein both 2011 and 2016 (especially Ann Jorgensen and 

the CityAttorneyappointee). 

• Reconciliation Reports of CCSF sales tax income from 2014 to the present . 
. - --· ' . . . - .. ·:. - .. '. - . l 

Please feel free to call me at the number above to e,iiscuss this request. Scansvia e~r:nall wouid be 
preferable, but if you caf1 only provide-hard copies, J would prefer to inspectthe documents in pers~n • 
and select which I may Wish to copy, If that is not possible, you may post them to my address above, 9r I 
would be happy to pkk them up, as I live n.ot far away .. 
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. . . -

MAN~~TE STATEMENT/ eACKGROUND - _ - _ -

... 
Mand~te ·Statement 

. •· .•. Iri. accb~df:lllee with th~ City'~ Busine~ · and Tax ·Regulations Gode Sf(ctio~ 1202-1204 and 
. :. California Revenue aild taxation Qode .Section 7285.5, fue. Californfa. State '.$oard of 
· , Equalization· currently eoliects ·a on~. percent local Transaction and· J.Jse Tai (Sales Taxes) that ' 

· · is 1hen transferred to the City ·and County ·af San Francisdo's Gen~rat. 'fund.a5 well as various. 
c~special diSti:ict.use taxes" t4af b~nefit re~onaj. transportation and schoolS (s.ee Table i below):' , . 

. fu·accordimce With California·Reve~ue. arJ.4 Taxatj.cin Cod~ Section 7285.?,. focal Sales Taxes .·· · 
can, be increased by multiplei;; of one.:qMiter ()f .one percen~ not to exceed tym pe~ent, if .. 
;approved by_or~ce by_ two~tbirds of the Board. of Supervisors and ~_llb~equently approved ' . 
:~y a _two-third~ vote o~ 1he San Francisco electoratf?. l.hi,s ordinance fududes art e:xpenditur~ 
plan. describing how the proposed Sales Tax rev~iiues wquld b~ eicp~nc:k<~.. · · · .. 

·Backgrouryd · : 

Ill 20Q9, 'the State Legislature iinposed ~demporazyone per~ent in.crease inth~·:State S~es T~ 
mcreasing it from 6.25 percent to. 7.25 percent effective April. 1, 2,009 tbrdugh June 30, 2011 . 
. The revenues :frOm':tJ+is on~ percent increase were dedicated to the State's Gt?neptl Fµnd. On July· 

' •· 1, 20~1; because of the· expiration ·of the temporary one percent .mcreas~ in the S~ Sales T~ 
·. the total Sales 1°ax in Siµi Frandsco decreased from:9.5 percentto 8.5 perc~ht. Table 1 below 

shows the percentage. allocation of revenues from both the previous. 9 .5 percent and current 8';5 
percent Sales Til:for Sa:i:J.. Fran.Cisco: ··· · · · · · 

.. - ~ 

·Table 1-: Sales and Us~ Tax · 

· s~te Sales Tax 
Sta~e ·'f.eneral Fuvd . · .. ... 
Fi~cal Recoyery Act(+) 

Local. Revenue. Fund 

Local. Sales Tax 
Local Sales_Tax(General Fupd) 

· .· .. , F.iscal R.ecoveryAcf{~), · 

· LQcal-lran~poitatiofl Tax (TDA). 

Tota/. Sales Tax'.Rate for San Francisca 

SAN FRANCISCO Bo.ARD.Ol:1 SUPERvisORS . 
10~2 
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6/30/2011 7/1/2011 

7.25% 6.25% 
:·6.00% 5.00%· 

.. 0;25% •. 0,25o/o 
... 0.50% 0.50% 

.,··· 

. 0.50%. :.0.50% 

·• 1:00% '. ·. · 1.Q.0% 
• 1,00% -~ tOO% 
.•0..25% • '--0.25% .. 

. ·0:25% . 025% 
. •:. 

'• 
:; .. 

·· 1.2s%. 1.25.% 
0.50% .Q.50%. 

. Q,5Q% ·o.so%. 

. 0,25% 0.25% 
·' .. 

9.50% 8~50% 

.~. 

, .. 

·.t• 

··: 

· .. , .. 



··-.. : 

· .. 

::. 

. . . . . 

- ' 

: :"•·· 

-.. 

. ~ . . 

0.5%· Sales· Tax 'fdr- Public ., 
Safety,· S_eritors, a-rid> _ 
Ch~l~xen_: Econo~ic· lrnp·a:ct.· 
Repo_rt· 

-; .·, 

File #11014~ 

. £1 :-:-·r. e-• »c·Jr:;#I - __ .,. 

8'1 
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. , ... · · ..... _,,. 

... 

... 

·. 

·' · .. 
··.f '.'" ' . 

' ' 

. ' ' 

. San. Francisco~s· Sales T.ax· .. Rate _ 

·' 

State Sales·Tax .. · 

State General Fund · : -. · 

. :. Fiscal Recovery Act(Triple Flip) > 
• . . .~· . . •. : I' . ·. • 

' . 
-6~% 

' . 

'6.00% 

0.25% 

. LocaLRever1ue Fund (to counties for health&, . ·. :b.50% . 
· welfare) Publi.c .Safety fund {to counti~s &.cities) ·· · · · · · 

Loo·a1 Sales Tax ._. 

Lncal Safes Tax (to _General Fu~d) ...• ·•· ... _ 
Loca·I Transportation Tax (TDA)-. · · . ' ~ . . : . . . 

. Special DJstrict Sai.es'Tax · 
' . ~ ~· .. 

· s.FCountyTrans.portationAuthority . 

· ·~?Y Area RapidTransir(BART) 

SF Public ·Finaliciri~ .Authority (Schools) 

Total Sitleii Tax Rate · ':'""-, • , 
' . ' ·.; .. 

1:00%' ·. 

0.75°/o ' 

. ·•···. Q.25% 

J.25%' 

.0.50%' 

'0.50%. 

0.25%··· 

8.50%. 

. ~·. 

:~ 

.·.:r 

· .. 

·~_ .. · i . ' 

0 
' ; . . . ( ' 

'~ ----·=----· ··~· . L.C ' 

~ •• _..;' A 

. . ..... 

•, 

. ... 

.' 2 

/· 

0) 
a:> r­

'O') c.. 
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c~~12~t1) 
: :.~ ., 

State Sales Tax 
Staie General Fund 

••• J 

, :._ T . 1: .. 

. authority, scho~ls and BART.4 various ~xemp1ions1have · 

.. _been g"ranted that fernove the. ta.X liability for certain : •. . . 
business.such as nonprofit organizatipns,various types of 
property, ancf certainfooo and r.riedicaf $e~ces~5 A mar~ . . . 

. detailed breakdown. of San francisco's Sales Tax Rate <;~. . · 
be seen in. the Table 2. -. . ,.. 

·" 
San Francisco's' Sale5>J"ax Rate · 

· . , fjsca!Recovery Act (Triple flip) . . . 

6.25% 
6:000/ci 
02~% 
0.50%. Local R~venu~ fund (to counties for,healfh & : · · . 

' welfare) Public Safety Fund_(to couh6es & Cities) .. 
Local Sales Tax; · '.. . · ·· · · 1.00% 

·. local Sales Tax (to General Fund) 
Loeat Transportapon Tax (TOA} 

.. ~ . 
0.75% 
0.25% •. 
1.25% . Special District Sales.Tax. . · _ 

SF Count}r Transportation Authority .0.50'% 
Bay Area Rapid Transit (BARn . 
·Si= Public Financing Authority (Schools)·· 

• '0.50%. 
Q.25% 
8.50% Total $ales Tax Rate · 

· What's. Being Taxe~ 

. '• 

... ·. 

Sales and· us~ tax ~evenues are ·generated from slx major 
.busines~ groups, plus a•county and State Poor·categor)r · -
. that_. captures. sefect countywide ac~vify.6 . The bulk of,. 
Sales · tax revenues come ·from _restaurants . which ·' · 
contribute .27% of sq!es tax revenue~ Apparel Stores rriake 

-. up 10% of sales tax revenue, departll)ent s~ot.es (;ontribute 
.. 7%,. and at.her retail stores coml;lin~ tO eont(ibµte 20% of 

sales·tax revenue (FIGURE 1). . 

A Wia'e.r tax base means more goods and ~ervice~ are' 
subject to the sales tax, which would translate iota a wider 

· revenue base. In California; state lawmakers can. define 
·the tax pase-by,deciding .w!lich goodE; 8,ncf sefliices ara : 

subject to a.'sales)rue. Since the sal~s t9J(.is administered · 
at the state~level, · cities and cb4nties _that crioose: to · 
impose their own sales Jax must. COi)fOnn to the Set . Of 
goods and services set by the state.. · · · · · · 

4 SB 566 wiis _slgr;ed,·into law by Gov~mbr Davjs 0n Oct~ber $, 2003~ which authorized a co~biried city and c9unfy 
· tran~ctions and use tax .rate of up 2.G~f.e. Special l:llstrlct taxe5. Currently, San Francisco has L25o/o in Special 
Dis~riet Sales Taxes leaving an unu~ec;t authorlZatf~n of o.7s%. , JurisdicUons are only allowed ·to lroj:>os~ Sp~ial .District· . 

·sales Tax in multiP,les of 25%, . · • · · · . ·~ · .· · · · · . · · · · · · 
5 A~y local saies ·~ must co~form to the"riJles ana exemptions s~t-oy the Board of Equ_alizatioh rortha state. The only 

. , power City's-have to modify the _tax are; amount al)d purpose: . . · · 
6 County poll safes activity includes sare of used cars petWeen private parties a_s wen ?,s Jame or speciaiized equipment 

. ·purchased from an ot1t-of-area manufachirer, but wfli~h is put into 'use' in San Franci$co. . . -

2 , Conttoller's Office-

. /.i' 

~ .. 
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Proposed Legislation . 
-andPa~ge 
Requirements 

.• 

How the Sales Tax 
. currently w ()rks in ·san. 
·Francisco 

· .. 

. . . . . . 

.· ~\t: .. ····:9~· 
···.• ... \\,_p1.<· . r . 

. · .. ·.f. 

. On june 1.4, 2ofr the May9r introduced an o~diriance to 
.. increase the sales and .use :ta,c qy o.soa;,; .for ·10 years in' 
order· to· fund publiq safe!Y programs ?nd .. services to . 
chi_ldren and ·seniors. This ·Increase would pµt the eff~ctive 
safes . tax ·rate in San Francisco at· 9.0%. · !rt order to be . 
placed on th!3 November ballot; the ordinance would require 
the approval of two-thirds of.th.e Board of Supervisors. The 
measure •."Jo:Jld then neeq the p.pproval. of .two-thirds of 
voters before it can become law.2 

· · If approved, the half­
p~rcE?ntsales tax would be effective.on April 1, 2012. 

The legislation- contains. a mechaQiSnl . to vofd . the tax .. 
Increase if the State restores its· t% sales tax; This meansj· 

. . that if this proposed tax increase' . is a~proved, San" · 
· · ·Francisco resi9E!nts will face four potential· outcomes, - · 

dependJng on what the State _does or. does not do: . 

. 1 ~ .If the State does not increase its.sales tax rate, the· · 
·. City's rate will rerna,in ~t 9.0% until 202~. - . 

2.· If the 'State raises its sales :tax by 'le~s· than ·1 % at . 
any time, the City's_ rat~ will be.9% .plu~' thE? State's 
increase. · ·· · .. · 

3~ If . the State rene.ws a full 1 o/~ sales. tax before 
. January 1; 2013, this sales tax increase will.' be 

voided; and .the Qity's.rate· will remain af 9.5°/o. ' 

· 4 •. If the f 01r,'·sates tax: is .renewed after Jcinuary 1; 
·• 2013, -this sales tax will remain iri effect; and San 

.. · _Franciscans will face 10% sales tax. - • ·: 

dn juty -1, 2011, the "state ·of California allow~d a 1 % sales 
·' · tru< to expir~. which lowered San Francisco's sales t~ rate 

from 9.5% to 8.5o/d. The statewide sales and use tax rate is 
6.25%~ · bL1t tile r~.te in a gi~en jurisdiction may be higher · · 
depending on Speciaf Disltict taxes. The _portion of the taX . 
rat~ that is ci.JrrentTY allocated tQwards the state is 6.2po/o, a. 
statewide uniform tax rate of 1 % goes back to the . 
}urisdiction3

, and 1.25o/o goes towards the transport~tion 

·' 
'· 

2 P,roposltion 21.B was ~assed by voters in No~ember of 1996, ~tii~h changed th~ requirements ,f~r local governments tu· . 
· · raise r:evenue~ The intent' tor propc:isltion _2.18 is to ensure that all taxes and most charg~ on property owners are ~ubject · 
. ; tO voter approval. ~ecause this sales ta-x: js forthe purpose ot fundlrig public Safety programs.and ~ivices to children .arid . 
. · semiOrs, itis considered a "si:iecial tax.• Un de( 13rciposition 218, any "special tax" muSt be. apprbv~ by ii two-tf1ird majority.·· 
. 

3 In '19.55 ttie California Legislature pas~d the Brildley-Bu~s Unifor~ Locai Sales and Use Tax Law. Thi~ law laid il:te. 
. groundwork fur a sales tax system that at,'thoriies ilia State B()arci of ~qualiz~ti.on to collect all Sales and use .taxes and 

djstrlbute the 1 .0% local share. to citleS and counties~ . ' . 

Contfoller's Office •· 1 . . . ' - . . - . . 
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State Sales Tax 
Staie General Fund 

.· . , . . ,, . . . : . 
- - ! .. • • 

. ~ ! . - • • 

authority, schools and BART.4 Various exemptions tlave 
been. g'ranted that remove the true liability for ~ertain .. 

. bQsiness, such as nonprofit organizatipns, various fypes of 
···property, and eertain·food and medical services.5 A more 
detailed breakdown 6t San Francisco's Sale!> Tax Rate ~ar:i · 
be seen in -the Table 2. · 

•. 1· • 

' .. 
San Francisco's Sales :r,ax Rate 

... 

fiscal Recovery Act ff rip le Rip) . ·.. . · .• · 
. Loeal R~venu~ Fund (to counties for:heafth & · ·. 

6.25% 
6,:00% 
025% 
0.50% ., . t 

· welfare)· Public Safety _Fund .(to counties & cities) 
·· Local Sales Tax · · . · 1.00% 

0.75% 
0.25% 
1.25% 

· Local Sales Tax (to General Fund) 
Local Transporta~on Tax (TDA) 

Special District Sale$.Tax . · . . 
SF Counfy Transportation Authority 
Bq.y Area RapidTransit (BARt) 

.0.50% . ' 
, 0.50%. 

SF Public Financing Authority (Schools) · 
Total Sales Tax Rate · 

Q.25% 
8.50%. 

· ;What's. Being Truce~ 

' ' 

Sales and use ta.X revenues are generated from: six major 
busiries~ groups, plus a County and State Pool ·category 
that: capturns seleCt. countywide activity.6

. The bull~ of. , 
Sales · tax revenues come · from restaurants · which 
contribute .27% of sa,Jes taX reVenue. Apparel Stores. make . 

·. up 10% of sales tax revenue, departn:ient_ stores c6ntribute 
· 7%,. and other retail stores compine to contr.ibute 20% of 

sales·tru.c revenue (FIGURJ=,1). · · 

A wide,r tax base nieans more goods and service~ are· 
subject to the sales tax, which would trapslate into a wider 
revenue base. In California; state lawmakers can. define 

. the tax base by· c;iecidtl1g .wf1ich QOC?dS and· Ser;iices are• .' 
subject to a.·sales tax. Sirwe the Sql~~ tax is administered 
at the state-level, citie& • and counties that choose· to ' · 
impose their own ·sales :taX mu·sL confO'rm to the set .of· 
goods and services set bythe ~tate. · 

. . ... ·· . . -··· 

·.: ... 

4 . ' . " ·' .• . ' .·• •. .. .. . .. ' . ' .• . ' 
SB. 566 was .signed_'into 18.w ·by Goverryor.Dav.ls. an 'October fJ, 2003, which· authorlzed a combiried.city and cqunty 

·. tran~g:ions and use tax rate. of up -2.0o/ri.e. Special QiStrict tax.e5. Currently, San Francisco has 1.25% in .Special 
Dis~rict Sales· Taxes leaving an_unu~eQ auftioriiati6n of 0.75%., Jurisdictions are only allowed -to impo®- Speei~ .District 

'Sales Tax in multiples of .25%., • . . . • . . . . . . . • . . . . 

·
5 Any local sales ·tax must co~form to the rules and exemptions s~t·by th,e Board bf Equ.alization for the state: The only 

. ppwer Clfy's haye to mqdify the tax ar~ amount al)d purp9se: . " . · · .· · . ·· 
6 County pafl safes activity includes sale of used cars betWeen private parties as well as f arge or specialized equipment • 

. ·purchased from an out-of-area manufactUrer, but wfiich is put into 'use' in San Francisco. ' . 

2 . . Controller's Office· 
·94· 
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518/2017 Gmait - tnformalion Request: Tracking No. 71~58j:Jo 

GrnaH . Thdmas Busse <tjbussesf@gmaiJ.com> . 

. Information Request: Tracking No. 7115896 
1 message · 

Ng, Wilson (BOS) <wilsori.l.ng@sfgov.org> 
To: "tjbussesf@gmail.com" <tjbussesf@gmail.com> 
Ci:;; "SOTF, (BOS)" <sotf@sfgov;org> 

bear Mr. Busse, 

Fri, May q, 2017 at 3:17 PM 

On behalf of the Office of the Clerk of the Board, I am. confirming receipt of your request attached. Our office was not 
. able to identify rec;ords responsive to your request,. as we were unable to Identify the secretary or any meeting minutes 

· . for the San Francisco Public Finance Authority. Unfortunately; based Qn the limited information available, we are not 
· able to confirm whether th~ body convened. 

· Sin.cerely, 

Wilson L. Ng 

· Records and Project Manager 
. . ; . 

. ' . • • I 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
. : . . . . . ·: _: .. 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett piat;e, Roorn 2.44 

·.San Francisco, CA 94102 

Phon~'. ( 41 S) 554-7725 

Web: www.sfbos.org 

® 
lfl.tJ Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

Disclosures:Personal information that is provided in communications to the C!erk.otthe Board of Supervisors is subject to 
discfosure under the California Public Records· Act and the San Francisco Sunshine. Ordinance: Personal informatiiJn provided 

. will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required.to provide personalJdentifying information when they communicate 
• with the Board of Supetvisors and its cotrimittees. All written orora/cornmunica.tior:is that i;nembersofthe public subinitto the 

Clerk's Office regarding pending legislatiof) or heailnris wil/be. rnade available to a/I members of the public for inspection and 
copyjng. The Clerk's .Office does n.ot redactany information fror'rl these submissions. This means tiJ?t personal fnformatfon­
iricfuding names,phorie numbers, addresses and similarinformaUon that a meriJbe[of th.e public elects to submit to the. Botnd 

. and its committees-may appear on the Board ofSuperiisors w.ebsite or ih other public documents th~t members of the public 
1nay inspect or copy, • 

1tJ T. Busse Info Request.pdf 
107K . 

https'.//mai I .google.com/m ai l/u/Of?ui'=2&ik=04b566c999&view=pt~search= i nbox'?Ja~bdab05c73d~8~sirnl= 15bdab05c73d989e. 1/1 





5/10/2017 

B~~,: : 
Uf<'dRun1 

J)npw'.)'.Cl~y"All~~ ••...• 

• -Offict- ol 5~~ f11"'0\W Clty-1\UC><f\l'oy Oem ~ J,' Hf.i".1r.i 
. _s...pe,..;...,.. ol Rect1rd1~ G.eMnl Go-/~ni Tum 

·; :-Forwa:ra~d _l:iy CilyanorneylCTYAH on 04/:28/2017 09:2-'l:AM - . 
. :.:ro:iiifo@."1Jlcllvcittom11vorg · · 

fr9ffi: Thomas Busse <tjbuswsl@omai! corn? 
. Dale: 04f2712017 oa:56PM · 

. ~UbJe:ct Petifion to tM City Attcimey'.s Offii;e 

.f,t!~_km to th_e Ci_ly Attome.y; 

. . - . 

Gma1t ~Re: Petition to th~ City Attorney's Offic.,;-

Pu~9:nt lo The San Franclsc0 si.inSh!ne O~inance, On.Apnl 26 20i7.at
0

12:35 PM I sl.lb~tted El~ Jmm&diale bfsclosure Requ~s-t)1; ule-~ir~iiet forth6 ~D~ ~~ciel')t ~in~m:ic;I Sl~l~e~ts, 20"16 B~rd Mi00t~i;., ~nd byiaws Oflhe: San F~nebeo Pubf~-Rnbfiee-~h~ 
h.~y fm1J1e~iel'3' Dlsclosure Eeque:il asked forlhe name of the Pub he Finan~ Aulhori\y's 'Diredor of Fiscal $i:rviCes" whµ was ls.sued a ..... arranl Wm lh11 St;:ile Board of Equa~r.dlon on April 12, 2017 for $3,20-1,4~,.bU! most Importantly an answll't lt1'1hlS: qU"..$tion, '"Doss 

· ttu: Son Fnmci&co Pubf:c Finance Au1hority J?tlsl?"" This follovred ~ on a Dis~~vre r~u~t the prwio.us morning as.king \ho ~me- lhing. 

I r~c~ived 'B reS?oi1se·la1er on Apnl 26: lhet !hey were Working on rriy reqiiesi, b!Jt 24 hDurs has passed bya"nd rh<We nOt seen ·any daa.Jments.. 

Oepartrnenb. .have !he C1SaelioT1 to o~end an lnlmedlate DlsdtiSUre Requesl if fl:c:ocds am volumino~s. in o!T-sl~~ storage, elc; however,.lherc Is -~o appropriate r£:asor\ for \he ~(?l'llfDl!et lo not be ablo lo prodticti lhe F.1nan~a; $\atemen\s ol ;a Coun1y,!3fended En1i\y. In l;cl, 
tne Coniroller I& c;oni!ilutJonaUy ob!!galed to publish these statemenh~. Tnero.fore, I bcDe"ve the Controller is in v!olallon of !he Sunshine Otdfl)ante's .SectlOJ) 67 .2~11) beCause- no reas-:i~nble-person could ~nsldcrthe lnforma.Uon r~ue~led f~ irnmedialE: dlsckiS1J1e lo 110! 
)>e reaoily available from an)' compelrmt County Conlwllf:!r_ · · · · · · 

. :As recently as Nove~ber2016. the Balla! Sl~plitic:allon Cornrrirtee's·s~h1menton the prr,ippsr:-d Pr.opos\Uon K m!ffitloned a 114 Cent sales tax Ii; «i!l~c:lltd. in IP~ Count}' on behalf of1he-San Francisco County PUbllc Finance. Auu.;Orfty.11 is Spedal Disrrlct 051 in the Board 
·: Of Equafizatfofi's acoounts; legally constituted und~i secbon 6500 or lhe Calflornia Government Code as a Jo1·nt Powers Auttioriiv. Therefore,_! .have every reason to believe I .em asking for Jmmediele Disclosure ofDoc:umerrts... 51\dly, I Cannol find !he &m Francis~ Public· 
·: "Financ:.e Aulhorily refer~ in ;my of lhe San Fra:n_d$CQ L~,I Codes published by lhe Ametie~n Legal Poblish!n~ Corporalion.TM City Att_orney may ha~ belli::r research loo_ls. My hope was.lo start lumlng about lhe S.nn Franc:i$co Public FlnilO~ ~vtt.ority's decision 

: . makiny 51!Uc:ture by readmg1he byJawi;, After aU. I coUfd find them of the Transbay Joinl Powers Aulhority-wllh The Google. M,y Public Purpose was lo determlm: If the C!t'//Counl}• could fund IU11ion remission al lhe Community eonegll' by asserting Its JPA voles 10 
reallocale. lhe S~eds' l?istricl Tm: !he Vole IS. atl'£!ady pay to st.ipplernent e<:lucallon, lhuS; !"duc!ng pressure on the ell)"& gene~] fund, Sadly, the City'~ lit~Ulutions do no\ .se~m lo welcome mr idea&. 

As you are Iha daslgnated "SupefVfsor of Records.-1 app.eal to yoir le <1d~1,.1d1~e Iha; wtthholdfng of lnformat~n b}'. lhe CD_nlro!l!)r,_ A lran&paretil ilCGOUnling a! foxa~ and ellpendilure ls essenti~l to en~· !!'!lc!Jonl!'lg ¥rt'Octa~y and ..an if!lormod e!acto!"'I~. 

· Verytrt.Jlyyours, 
Thomas J. Busse 

. 415-244~5072 
564 Castro S\reel #386 

. San Francisco. CA 94114 

On Mon. May 6, 2017 at3!56 PM, supervitof Rec.ords <Supl:!rv1Sor Records®sfqov.org> "'Tole: 
. J.'.r.Bin.~- . . 

0

) ""'.1)11 m ~p.,,..s., loy"'-'".~~·'*111.-. I -Pol~o ffflfio d.-laj';I_, c.A~ the o".!iC~,_ 1! I~. my .->d14">1~.lf)<l!lhii CiinhCtc-'s-Olbci; ~rnoi;~~IQ)i-T..cord.$ r~I. N...tt~ fCl.htti~tl<Fi\'U lhvir~q><>ros~ mi>N.:0)'"'-":f,;~!tfi. ThllrKyuu. 

~ut, 

.Br.ed~i 

cµ,~J1VCJ1y"-it~y 

. 'clt11ee of Saii Fr.anc:istr. 611· AHoir.ey Do:rnls J. f.tUTVU 
.$~~orotR.rAwds;~.Mr.<IGoY~n1Taarn 

·-i:orwa.rded by Cily;rnumey/CTYATT cin.04/2f!l2011 0S::21Art.-.. 
Tc: lnfo®sfd!yaltomey.org 
Fram; Thom11s Busse <!ibug;esf@gmail Com> 
Date: 04/2712017 OB:56PM 
Subject Pelition to the Ci'.Y Attorney's Officti 

PE.1ition lo \he Cily Atlol'f1ey; : : . 

·Pursuant lo The San franoisco Sunshine Ordina-m:e, On April 2.6 2017ci:t 12:35" PM I subm!Ued·a.n Immediate D!sck>slire Request to lhe Contto[ler forlht.: mos\ 1i!cantFirir;inCia1 Slalemenls, 2016 Board Minules, and bylawG..Orthe· San Fr•mcis.co ·Pubfi~ flnanc4 AulhoriiY. 
My Immediate Di;e!Osure Requeslesked for the name of 1he. Pub!1e Flr'lanteAutharily's "Oiredor of Fi~ca\ Services~ who was Issued a warrant lrom ~i: Slale Soard o! Equalizalioo on April 12.2017 for S3,201,400, bul mo~t lmporlanlly an anTi\O.~tto lhis: :questioi:i, ·ooes . 
.the San franc:!sr.o Publlc FfnanceAuthorlly ExistT Thlio. {OllCM"ed up on ll Disc:}l;isure tt;Quesl !he previous morning as:king the same thing, - · · - · · 

.. :I ~ecelv~d a rnsponse ~er o~l April ?-6 that ~ey ~ere, ~orldng o.n-my ~eqUE-s~ bUl.24 hours has passed by-and J ~a~11 ODI sr:en anyelo~rnents.. 
·: DeP:arlmenls have lh~ diSallUon ·10 extend an lnvnedlale OISciMU1e Request lr records- are ~ominous: in. ~ff:si1e storage, 

0

l'!IC; how1;wer, lh911?:is 110 appropriate reason for the Conltollet jo 'nol be <1blo lo produce the Flnanc!at Slalcrncnls Of a County Blended Enllt)'. In fad, 
·the Controller Is consU1u1io~lly obll~led lo publish the~e.sratements, Therefore, I believe !Ju: Controller Is In vki~lion of the Sunshine Ordlnaoce's Sec6on 67.25(a) because nc rem;an2ble J)D..rson c-0111C1 c:ons-ider lhe Information req\.leste~ forlmmediate dtsclowrE;' to not 
b!! readl!y_ av.a!lable from any cornpelep\ County Controlk!r, · · ' 

AA recenl1y •s No\-.imher2D1S, ~ Ba!iot Slmplilica1ion Co~ltlee;s staiemenl on the propvstd PropoS!tioti K rnentlcm1d o 114_cen\ Sales lax is coll.?cied in the Col.ml}' cn.bc:hblf of !hi:: San Fram::IE-co County·Pub1ic Flnance'Authorit}'. ltis Sp=:da( Olslrict 051 in lh~ Board 
"of Equ<111Mon'& aCcovn\s, kigany constituled undar seclion·tisoo of the California GCNeronien\ Cede :t$ a Join! fDWErs lwl_honty. Therefore, I have every reason to belleve I am ul<iri9 f~r lmm_ed1al~ Olsc:lowre of Dm:umen!&. Sadly, I cannol find_the San Franclsco Publie 

. "Finance Authority rer~renced Jn:-any of the S~rffmncis.co Le.gal Codes pub~shed by lhe Americ:tin Leg;tl Pubr.stiing CO(Jloration,The City Atlomey may have better re~erch ~ools. My ho po was to slart learning ebou'. the San Frandsco Public Finance Authority's decision· 
making slrUctute by reading the bylaws, After aU, I could fint:l them of the Trans.bay Joint P.ov111rs A11lhorlty with The Google. My Publlc-Pmpose was In delennine II th13 CltyfCounty could furid l.uitlon rc-m~on at the Co.mmunl\}' College b;• asserlH\g U.s JPA volet to 
reaRcq.rte ttie sp·etial D!~i:l: Tax the vot1Jts ~ready pay !o rupplemenl ~duc2tion, lhl/6'. redut:ing pressure 011 lh~:cit)"s general fund. Sadly .• ~ C~ly's ln~tl\l.Jlions do not s.~m lo wel~me my idea~, 

: · · ·As you tire the.desl9nate_d '-supe°Nisi;>r or Records; I appeal lo. you t~ adjudicma this Withh.oldln9 of l~formaliol'J by the Cootroller. A transpart!:nl sccoun11ng of.taxallon ~.nd eicptindl.tv~j} Is essi:.ntial tc- any rundionlng democr~cy ~mi an !rif~~~d ele~1ate. 

Very tn.rl-j)'OVl'S, 
Thorrull'J,8U51il' 
-415--244-5072 
584 CaslroStree\#JBB 
San Francisco, CA 941_14 

. . . . 

· httpio:l/mail.google.c6m/mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=04b5b6c999&vi.ew=pt&search=inbox&th=15bf4efaf02d5f8c&siml=15bf4efaf02d5f8c . - . P85 212 



. . . . ThomasJ. Busse 
. 584 Castro Street #388 . - . . 

· San :Francisco, CA 94114 
Lfl.__ _ _::::;;,_::.:._....;::_,_;;._;;:;:;_;;_;;:.....;.......:..;.:,;;____;;'--..;:;.__,;_;..;..__~ 

. tjbussesf@gmail.com D -postage $ . : i 
r=i 1--------t '1 415-244-5072 . 
171 . ear1111ed Fee 

. , . ,..., .· 
Cl Return Receipt Fee 

• Cl {Endol$ement Requi~ed) 1---------1 

Postmark 
Here I May7, 2017 

Cl RllStricted Delivery Fee 
{Endorsement Re!j\II!_E!')l . . 

CL- =:n:mei:l-Mail 

Paulette Terrell 
Director of Fiscal Services . 
San Francisco Public Finance Authority 
135 Van Ness Avenue, Room 300 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

R.eeta Madhaven 
Chief Financial Officer 
135 Van Ness A\,'enue, Room 300 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Ms. Terrell: . . . . - - : . . . . 

. . . - - - . 

This extends my C~lifomia Public Records Act request emailed fo you on 5/2/17. Several of these items Were requested 
from Ms. Madhaven on Aprjf 22, 7017.The California Goverilment code Section-26909 requires an audit of allspecial - . - ' -- . . . -

districts. As the financial statements mandated by law, your district should have thisreadily available for public 
.inspection. Tb is unreasonable. delay and lack of transparency harms. the hohor of your professibn, and I sincerely hope to 
avoid the necessity of seeking injuoctive and decla ra.tory re lief. 

. . . 
. . 
.. . 

hequest the following Documents: 
. . 

L All Notifications to the San Ftandsco Public Finance Authority from the State Board pf Equalization . - . . . . 

' . 

2. The most recent audited financial statements of the San Frandsco Public Finance Authority . .. . . - . . . 

3. All Letters of Designcition of the San Francisco Pul;>lic Finance Authority. 
::. : - : - : . ·; .·. > - - : -- - : 

4 ... All Average Daify Atteridante calculations bf the San Francisco PublicFinante Authority for the past five years 
induding internal worksheets and reconciliation to allocation f9rmulas, 

. - . - -
. . 

: . . 

5. All Board Minutes of the San Fraf'\cisco Public FirianceAuthorjtyfrom 1993 .to. the present day including resolutions, 
especially between 5/1/93 and 6/30/93. 

. . . 

6. The Current Amended Bylaws of the San .Francisco Public Finance Authority andthe comprehensive ordinances of the 
Sari Francisco PU:blic Finance Authority. · 

. . . 

7. The most recent una1Jdited Financial Statements of the San Francisco Public finance.Authority 

-- - . . 

8. All Communications between the San Francisco Public Finance Authority and the City AttorneY's Office from 1993 to 
the Preserit with especial focus on Mr. Dave Fox and Mr-Ted Lakey. 

·- . .... -. . 
- .. - - . - -.. :· ·. - - .: . ... .. 

9. Management Representation Letters between the,san Ffandsco Public Finance Authority and its Auditors. 

P86 



. • ••. 'un icaifons PetWeen the ·~lifoinia ~tate Controller ; nd tbe San F<encisroPUb1;c flnance Aµtboritv 

.bt of CurrentBoard M~mbers oftheSa~ Francis~oPublic Finance Authority . 

. • •. •· .· ~- All Budgets of the SanFranclsco Public finance Authority from 201b t~ the present 

·.@ . 

14. All Cmnmunications between Carol Migden and yourself, Reeta Madhaven1 Robert G·olton, EstherCtiseo, or Joseph·. 
· ~razioli from 1991 to the present: · · · · · ··· 

. 15: All lht~ragency contracts with the San FranciscoPublic Finance Authority, including articles of dissolution or 
succession. 

Thomas J. Busse 
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. ~ . . . . : . . . : . . . . . 
. . 

Si8/2017 GmaiH:~E: Public Records Act Request • · . . . 
. . : . . . . . . . . . 

.· ··.. . .•....... · ...... · .. · ··... .· .. ·. 
• •• ••••• • ••• ••• • ••••••••• •• 
~~G.·· .. · .... 
.·i~i· ~ma1~·· •.Thomas Busse <tjbus.sesf@g~aii.com> .· 

~-......---------------·~--~----~------"'------"-----------

. · .. ·RE: Public Records Act Request 
1 message- · 

· ·• Rick Chivaro <rchivaro@sco.ca.gov> Mon, May 8, 2017 at 4:49 PM 
•·· To: Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail:com> 

. . .. 

Dear Mi, Busse: 

·With respect to Public Recwd.s Act re_quests made to the State Controller's Office, I am the person resp~nsible for 
··responding to all such requests. Moreover, your gratuitous comments notwithstanding, I reiterate my prior response 
. to your initial request asthoughfully restated herein. Conseqwently, in light of the fact that this office is not in 
· possessionof any writings responsive to vciw request, no further action will be taken by this office in thatregard. 

·sincerely, 

. . 

·• .Richard J. Chivaro j Chief Counsel 

Office of State Controller Betty T. Yee 

Legal Office 

300 Capitol Mall, Suite 1850 

·. Sacramento, CA 95814 I (916) 445-6854 

. . . 

• Frolll: Thofi1as Busse [mailto:tjbuss~sf@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, May8, 20171:57 PM 
To; Riel< Chivaro <rchiVaro@sco.ca.go\i> 
Cc: marshb@gtlaw.com . 
Subject: Re: Public Records Act Request 

Dear Mr. Chi\raro: 

. ·. ·. . .. 

The Chief Coun.sel is WsUafly riot the one to respond to a routine CPRArequest. 

1 have a document signed- by CarOI Mlgden acting as Chairperson of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority dating 
from a time when your boss, State GontroUer Betty Yee, was Ms .. Migden•s· protege. · 

I also have affidavits denying the existence of the San Frandsco PubTic Finance Authority from the. current (;fry and· 
County Controller, Ben Rosenfeld, and from the San Francisco City Attome}"s office, yet, I have obtained Internal 
documents from both their departments dating from 2008 and 2011 cc'd fo both officials referring to the San Francisco .. 

. . . 

liliPs://mail.google.com/mail/~0/?ui=2&ik=0:4b5b6c999&view=pt&search=i ntxix&th= 15bea783beaOS6ff&siml=15bea783bea036ff . · . · ·.. PBB •· · · 1/3. 



5/8/2017 .• •·· ·· ...• ·. •· •. • .• · •. ·• .. • ·•.• . . . ••• G~ail-RE:PublicR~cordS~ctRequest •. .· . · . · . . . . . · .•..•.• · .·· 

. Public Firi~nce Authority a$. fl Special District cotermi~ous with the City and County and their current ~peratio~s. and.I 
have spokento a for,mer officiai of tnat.speeia! District Who h.as infonned me of the operations. · · · 

•·. l •lsQ h•ve • 2016 intenral document signed by sitting State Senator Scott V\lenor (wOO now hot~ Mig~en~ seat) •..• 
referring to the current operations of the San Francisco Public Fina rice Authority and its status· a.s a Special District. 

.• I amin possession of the ~~uiion proposed by senruor Mlgden to establish the S pedal o~mct, and Rider~ San . 
Diego (1991) 1 Cal 4th 1 and. Hoogasian Flowers v. State Board of Equalization (1994) make it inarguable that the entity 
meets the legal definition of $pecii:ll District. With that in mind, I call y<;>urattention fo Section 26909 of the Government 
Code regarding theresponsibilities of a county auditor-controller in enforcing audit requirements of $pecial districts iri 
his/her county and to your boss's duties to oversee that special districts ;:idhere to. mtnimum reporting guidelines. I .also 

. · have an iilfonnant within the Board. of Equalization who teils me ~he money is going to the County's general fund, not the 
· Special District. · · · · · 

.·' ... ...... ..... •. . .. . ,, ' ' : •.·.'' ' . . ' ' . ' ' ' 

.·. \Nith that in mind, I repeat rny CPRA request for the financial statements, audited or unaudited, of the San Francisco 
·Public Finance Authprity, a special district.established in January 1993 under the second version section 7288 of 
Revenue & Taxation Code, and recognized as operative per BOE Publication 105 (April 2017), a state agency of which 
your boss is also a member. lfyou do not provide this information or a bonafide reason it is not in your office's 
possession, I have standing through over a dozen BroWT) 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 a/ma mater your boss holds dear. I really don't want to have to write messages lik.e this, and .had our. 
officfals 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; 1 offer thisadvice: tr)iing to cover up an embarrassing mistake or lack of 
oversight onlyrilakes it worse. In such an incestuous and nontransparent environme(ll, it too easy to stumble across the 
In.visible divider of criminal conspiracy. · 

. : . . . -. . . . . . . 

. In rhy view, the best curative and cmrective. action (and one that protects your boss). is to refer the matter to the State 
Auditor, placing t.he SfUSD, SF Co,rnmunity College District, arid the SF Controller ori the High-Risk local Gov.emment 
Program. Remits from the Boarc:t of Equalization for Special District 051 should be placed into escrow, and the State .. 
Auditor should draw on those funds to complete herwork, with release of those funds contingent on the adoption of her 
recommendations. ' ' ' ' 

Yours. Sincerely, 

· · Thomas J. Busse 
584 Castro Street #388 • 

.San Francisco; CA 94114 
' ' 

·.tjbussesf@gmail.com 

'' 415-244-5072 

' ' 

On Tue, May 2, 2017 at 10:10 AM, Rick Cnivaro <rchivaro@sco.ca.gov> wrote: 

j Thomas J. Busse 
.. I 

" 

.. ~ 

584 Castro Street #388 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

, Dear Mr. Busse: 

httj:iS:/fmai.1.google.comfmail/u/Onui=2&ik=04b5b6c999&vir:fN=pt&search=i nbox&th= 1Sbea783beao36ff&siml= 15bea783bea036ff . . . P89 213 



. . . . . 
. : ... · : . . . 

5/8/2017. Gm ail- RE; Public Recmls Act Requeit 

This iH response to yourrequest puraUantto tbO PUbdc Retonis Actf-Or flnaOcial statemenIB Of \he ca1ffomia .•. · ••. 
· •. Speciat District, "The San f:rancisco County Public Finance Authority/ (BOE Special Jurisdiction a.dd on code 051) • 

·regularly receiving warrants of payment from th~ State Board ofEqi.iaiizatioh; · 

After resea~hlhg our recorns, it Oppeara ~Af the.State ControlleCs C1ffice is not in possession of any Financial 
Transaction Reports from San.Francisco County Public Finance Authority, In fact, we do not have ariy information on 
It in: our d;;i.tabase. We also contacted the Secretary of State and were told that the Secretary of State does not have 
any JPA document~ on the entity referenced. Consequently, in light of the'fai::f that we are not in possession 9f the 
records you seek, we are unable to comply with your request ... · 

Sincerely, 

. , Richard i Chivaro I Chief Counsel 

· r Offic·e of State Controller Betty T. Yee 

Legal Office 

300 Capltol Mall, Suite 1a50 

Sacramento, CA 95814 [ (916) 445-685.4. 

·https;(/m ail .google.com/mail/u/D/?ui=2&ik=04b5b6c999&view=pt&search=inbox&th= 15bea783bea036ff&sim 1=15bea783bea036ff ·· . . . . P90 . ··. . . .3/3 



. .. ··: . : . . . : . . . . .. 

5/8/2017 Gmall - Resp0nset~ R~uestfci; P~blic Reeords l•- ,,) •· 

.. ·· .· ····· ·.•· ....... ·. •.· .. · .... ·· ... . . . . 

Gmai[.· . . •. Thomas Buss!3 ~tj~u~se~f@grrtail.com> .·. 

Response to Request for Public Records (IDR) 
1 message 

Slocum, Gregor}' (REG) <gregory~slocum@sfgov.org> . 
To: "tjbussesf@gmail.com" <tjbussesf@gmail.com> 

Fri, Apr28, 2017 at 3:07 PM 

Good Afternoon Mr, Busse1 

. . . . . . : 
.. .· . . .. 

I am Writing in response to your request for information dated 4/28/17 in which you asked to view the following: 

. . 

1. "TEXT OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE, PROP A JU.NE 1993 SPECIAL ELECTION". 

2. "ALL DOCUMENTS RELATING TO THE BALLOT SIMPLIFICATIONS COMMITTEE'S FINDING RE PROP K 2016 A 
TAX IS COLLECTED TO FUND THE SF PUBUC FINANCEAUTHORITY" 

3. ''TEXT OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE, PROP A DECEMBER 1991" . 

Pursuantto our earlier phone conversation: 

1. There are no documents responsive to this request. 

2. Alt documents responsive to this request are available for viewing on oui website: . . . . . ·: : 
. . . 

http://sfgov.org/eledio~s/ballot-simplificatiori-Committee-noveniber-2016 
. . . . . . 

The measure you are interested in is located towards the bottom of thfs page, it is known a~ "Gener~I Sales Tax". 

3 .. >There arena documents responsive to this request: 

.• Please do not hesitate to rontact me directly if you have .any additional questions or concerns, 

Gregory P. Slocum 

Campaign Services 

.San Francisco Department of Elections 

>1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place·. 

City Hair, Room 48 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

(415) 554-4331 

TTY ( 415) 554-4386 

https:J/mail.google.com/mail/µ/O/?ui=2&ik=04b5b6c999&view=pt&search=inbox&th=i5bb69b3ff7891ee&siml=15bb69b3ff7891ee 
P91. . 
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. . . 
. -. . . : . - . . -

- - - . . 

51812017 G~ail -S.F County public Frnanc~ Auth6ritY 
- .. . . 

- . . - . . : . 

Grnail 
. · ... ···· ·.... . ... ·.···.··· ·.····· ..•...... · ... ·· .... ·.·· .. 

. . Thomas Busse <tjl:)usse~f@g111ail.com> · 

SF County Public Finance Authority· 
1 message 

Information, Government (LIB) <Govemrnentinfo@sfpl.~rg> . 
To: "tjbussesf@gmaiLcorn" <tjbussesf@grnail.com> ·· 

Mon, M.ay 1, 2017 af9:53 AM 

Good morning~. 

·_ '. . . ' ' : : . 

I've spoken with a colleague regarding your request for m.eeting minutes, and he has also been unable to locate them. 
Some colleagt.fes virho will be here tomorrow may be able to assist I will get back to you after l'ye spoken with them. 

In the meantime, do you know if this authority is part of the Unified School District (USO)? If this is the case, then we 
would not have received documents from them because we do not receive any documents from the USO. 

Best, 

Government I 11formation Center/BA 

https:/ffT)ai t.google.comlm ail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=04b5b6c999&view=pt&search=inbox&th= 15bc4eed24bb2f34&sim 1=15bc4eed24bb2fS4 . . . . P92 .. . 1/1 



. CoJ!S!..'/ 1 Me'.jc-vJ.. ""' Tu~ 
D(;. C?C;) JF5l( 

'"implement the program revfow process", which "plays a role in future directions of 

iilsfructional programs and provides data for plannh1g appropriate tftilization of 

personnel, fa<;ilities, and_ re$ources for the overail benefit of the comn:iunity served" 

(ACCJC, 198$). 

The SFCCD struggled to match revenue with expenditures and implementa 

budget based on prioritizing scarce resources. In the early1990's it was placed on the 

state watchJist twice by the_ State C]lancellor; s office (ACCJC, i 994; FCMA T 2012). 

Bet\yeen.1989-i993 a "pattern of deficit spending developed~ teflecti.Ilg the growing 

structural itnbalai"ice between reivenues and expenditures" (KH, 1993, p; 4). The 

speridiiig pattern was described as a "drawdown ofhidden surpluses" to fund mostly 

long term and II!(ed costs associated with personnel, which by 1°993 constituted over 

70 

90% of the overafl bl)dget. An operational tepcirt descnbed this. spending'pattem as "the 

cote of the cut,rent crisis" in 1993. By 1997, this crisis was averted through wage 

freezes andJimitations onhiring, plus an improvement in thestate's eqon9my. 

Unfortunately this spending pattern and subsequent financial crisis wotild:renun a 

decade later despite a warning 1n the 2000 ACCJC report that "in. light of past 

difficult1e5, due diHgence,mustbe e~ercised". 

In general, the period between 1994-2003 marked a period of economic stability 

and growth in the State and during that tim~ the college enrolhnent gre)V as di.d tl:ie 

course ap.d p;rogi:am offeri11gs. Between 1994 and 2008, student headcount in credit 

P93 
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Memo to Budget Cc:i;n::tmittee 
January 27, 1993 

Therefore, Mr. Oppenheim indicates that .CSAC policy is that the State Revenue. 
and Taxation Code l!eeds to be am~nd,ed for coUl}.ties to b,ave.@y clear authority to. 
inci;ease a Sales Tax rate locally. · 

Ms. Ang~Ta Karikas. of ihe Qity Attorney's Office lias indicated that a two~ 
thirds majority of the voters would be required to increase the Sales Tax rate for the 

. specific purpose of public education, dru1rabuse prevention and health care services. 

11~ According to Mr. Oppenheim~ there is current State. legislation which is· ·. 
being discussed which would clarity the requirements for increasing a Ideal Sales 
Tax rate. Mr~ Oppenheim adds that most.coUn.ties in California are not considering 
increasing the Sales Tax rate. UI).til these legislative ambiguities are clarified. Based 
upon inqtiiries to the Regional County Offices of the State Board of Equalization> 
neither Marin, San Mateo, Alamec1a no:t;' Santa Clara counties are proposing to 
increase their local Sales Tax rate at this time. Therefore; if the Sales Tax rate is 
increased by 0;5 percent for SanFrancisco., the Sales Tax rate fo:r San Francisco will 
be the highest of the adjoiil:ing ctninties in the Bay area. . 

12. According to Ms. Sue Lee Of. the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, 
the Chamber of Commerce pas not yet developed an: official. position on the proposed 
Sales Tax rate increase, or determined the Un.pact on businesses jf the Sales Tax, 
rate is increased by 0.5 percent. However1 J\fs. Lee nQtes that the Cham,ber of 
Commerce had preyiously remaine(J. neutral oil the 0.25 percent Sales Tax :rate for . 
the.San Francisco Unified School District and the Community- College District .. 

. 13. Based upon the.revenue projections forFYi993-94fucluded in the "Joint 
.Report on the Anticipated Reyenue $hortfa]l for the Jriscal Ye~ 1993-~H Budget~ by 
the Controller, the Mayor's Co-Eudget Directors and the Budget Analyst~ dated. 
January 15~ 1993, a revenue ~horlfall of $1$4 million is p:rojected for FY 1993,.94_ 
'1;'his ·revenue shortfallis based upon the most recent revenue data, the Governor's 
State budg~tproposal (which includes an estimated $72 .million in reductions for 
San)r.rnncisco) andpreJjmfoaryestimates of the City's expenditure reqtiir'ements for 
FY1993-94. . . 

14. As noted above7 in order to hold a special election, an 88 day notice is 
required beginnjng from the chite the special election is called for by the Board of 
Supervisors. In addition, AB 1930 reqnireS: 90 days before the increased Sale~ 'rax 
rate can be imposed. The additional revenues which are anticipated to be generated 
from increasing the local Sales Tax rate by <me half (!e~t .(0.5 percent} are an 
estll:µ.ated $45.320;000 annually, based on the FY 1993-94 revenue projections 
contained fu the Coritrrillefs, the Mayors C(),.Budget Directors' and the Budget 
Analyst,k1joint report. Howeyer, given the requirements of the special election.and a 
90 day State requireme11t before these· revenues could be imposed, es~a,ted 
revenues fqr J[Y 1993-:94- woril.d amount to $33,990.00Q (effective 10/1/93) if the 
special election were held no ia:ter than Jline, 1993, and an estimated $11.330.000 
(effectjve 411194:} if the speqial ~lecti9~ was h~ld in November, 1993~· In: addition, it 
is possible that actual revenues received .in FY 1993-94 coW.d. be redu:ced if 
CC>I>:8umer13 travel to other areas to Purcha,se goods and ser.ri~s. given the difference 
between the Sales Tax rate fu San Francisc(Vmd the Sales Tax rate in surrounding 

BOARD OF SllPERVlSQRS 
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.. Memo to Budget Com.i.........t~e 
Janua.rji 27; 1993 · 

~ounties. According to Mr: Ed Harrington. i~e Controller, San Francisc~ could .. 
request that tbe State, adopt legislation which would .expedite the 90 day State . 
requirement in order to begin imposing a new Sales Tai in July, 1993, rather than • 
having an effective date m Ocrob:er, 1993, which h;is bee:n done ~th previous local . 

• Sales Tax ip.creases. · · · · 

Recommendation · 

·Approval of the proposed resolution, which would declare the intent of the. 
Board of Supervisors to propose an increase in the transactions and use tax (Sales 

. Tax) rate and establish the San Francisco County Public Finance Authority, is a 
policy matter for the Board of Supervisors. · 

. . . . ' . . : 

BOARD .OF SUPERVISORS 
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Monaa_y, February 1, l,.993 

[Equipment Lease] 
Ordinance providing for the approval. and execut-ion and delivery by 

-Clt'ficers of the City a.rid County of San Francisco of. an Equipment · 
Lease Supplement No .• 2 between the City and County '0£ San Fr:,anoisco 

-.Finance Col."pora.t'l.on, as lessor and the "City and County of San 
Francisco, as lessee ~ith respect to equipment to be used for Ci~y 
purposes ·.and the related certHicate ~! apprnval; providing for 
reimbursement to the city of certain City expenditures prior to the 
issuanc:e of lease: ·revenu_e bonds and approving .t~a issuance pf Lease 
Revenue Bondi; by said· nonprofit corpora'tion; ·;ind 'providing that sai'd 
bands shalJ be subject to the certification -of the Controller o.f the· 
City ·and County of San Francisco prior to the sale of .said bonds; 
and· providi'ng f'or the .execution of documents in connection _therewi tn 
and ·rat,i.fying previous actions taken. in connection thel'ewi tl;>. · 
(Cjlief_ Administrative Officer) · 

Ffle 170-9::l-l, Ordinance No, 

Passed for ·:second .reading by the following vote: 

Ayes:. Supervh;ors J>,chtenberg., Alioto, ai.erman. Conroy, 
·Hallinan, -H.sieh,, Kaufman, Mahar, 'Migden,, Shelley - 10, 

Absent: ·Supervi sg r Kennedy - l. 

Adopted 

tAirport Administrationl 
Resolution approving the Cont;roller's ac;:tion of increasing the 
Airp_orts Commission project budget from .$150,000 to $SOO, ooo for 
Airport Contract No. 3-;rno, emer.gency environmental services at Road, 
.18 and Roaa 9, San Francisco International Airport. ·(-Airports 
C::9nunission) 

File 28-92-11.l, Resolution No. 82-93 

J!.dopted by the' foll.owing vote~ 

Ayes:: Supervisors Achten!Je-rq., Alicito, Biei::man, ·conroy, 
Hallinan, Hsiehr K<1ufman, 1>1aher, Migden, Shelle_y - 10' 

Absen.t: Superyisor Kei:medy - L 

Adop.ted as Amended 

(Supervlsor Hsieh dissenting in Committee.) 

[Local Public Finance Authority] . . . 
ResoluHon declaring the intent. of the Board ·of -Supe:rviso.rs of the 
City and County of· Saft Francisco to propose an incre~se in the 
Trartsact_:ions and Use ·xax 1'n the City and County pursuant to Chapter 
3;5 of the Revenue and Taxatio~ Code, and. e1tablishing the San · · 
Ft'anqisco County PubUc Finance Authorfty. .(Supervisors Mi9den; 
aierman, Alioto) 

-86-

J -- Monday, Febtua_qr ··_l, 199-3 

P"i1e ;175'-·;93--1, 'Resolution tl<;>. 4!!-93 

Supervisor Ka"ufnian, seconded by .supervisor Maher, moved fo. amend 
:by adding a -further resolved. clause· ·as follows;. ~'FURTHER RESOLVED, 
'That the Board -of Supervisors, i-n approving this measure, expresses 
its s_trong view that ·the Author.HY shall· not approve ·any 'fiales tax 
measu're that would place· the composite i>ales tax rate. above .the 
cur.rent_ J;"i;ite ot 8 • .5 percent-··. 

Motion to amend adopted by the. followir1g ·vote: 

,Ayes; $up'ervisors Aiioto, ::Bierman, <;:0111;0-y-,· Hallihan, Kaufl1ian·.1 

Maher, Migden, Shel"Iey - B. · 

Noes: :supervisor Hsieh . .,.· :L 

Absent: Supervisa·r.s Achtenbe<g-, .Kannedy - 2. 

Adopted as· amended 'by the fo.llo11dn9 vote: 

Ayes: Sitp'etyisor.s Ac)11;enl:)erg_, "Jo..1:i_oto, Biermal)_, Conroy, 
Hallinan,. Kaufmah; Mig_den,- she'lley' - 8; 

Noes: Supervisor~( .Hs.ieh,_ ·Maher - :_z .• 

Absent: s~pervisor kenne~y - l- ·-.:.>v1>-~, Q....+y 
-Iri connection with the. above item, Supervisor Alioto requested 

to be a<'!ded ·as· co-sponsor. ' · · 

Recommendations· cif Health arid Public Safety Committee 

~dopt;ed as .Amended 

[911 Supervision] 
Re.solution urging ·the Mayor to ur9e the )?olice Commission to 
considar the civilianization _of the slipervisor1al positions in the 
P:c;>lice. Department Communications Center; providing for' guar.·terly 
reports~ (Supervisors Shelley; Bferman; Migden, J<e.nnedy ) 

Fila 207-92-11.2, Resolbtion ~o. ao-93 

Supervisor Hsieh,. seconded by Superv.isor Shelley, moved to amend 
t~tle, :tine four, by inserting ": prov.iding for quarterly reports" I 
and amend page two; . .line six by- adding the following reso_lved 
clau'se: "FURTHER RESOLVED, That the .. Board of .supervisors requests 
that the Police Commii;sion prov.ide a written cjuarter:ly report to the 
Board of Supervisors:' on 'the first· days ·of. May, August -and November 
at" l99.3, .and February, _May and A11gust of .1994·. Each re'pcirt sha'll 
-describe the ·progrl1!ss oJ t!ie ·police Depai:tmenl:. in addressing the 
issue ·which it; the subject of this resolution•. 

Motion to amend· adopted. by the following vote: 

-_87-' 
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Office of the Mayor 
SAN FRANcrsco· 

February 111 1993 

Honorable Angela. Alioto, President 
San·Francisco Board of Supervi:;ors 
Room 235 - City Hall 
San Franciscq, CA 94iQ2 

Dear SupervisQr Alioto: 

FRANI<: M, JORDAN 

r am returning File No-. 175-93-1 (L,ocaL Publ:i.o Finance Authority) 
with my signature. Tl:lis ·legislation declares the intent of the 
Board of. stiperyisors to propose an increase in the transactions and 
use ta.x (i.e. Si;lles Tax) and establishes the San Franci$CO County 
J;>ul;>lic .Finance Authority. · 

As you kriow / the Public Finapc~ Authority would be governed by a 
10-member Board of Directpr$ ccmsistiI?,g of five members of the 
Board of. Supervisors and a total of five rnembers from both the 
Unified Scihpol District ahd. the community college District. Th~ 
resolution.specifies that the San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
would elect five of its eleven members to serve on the. Board of 
Directors• · · .· · ·' · 

Because -Sari Francii:;co is the only city and county ih the State anci 
the only ·Board of. Supe)'.'Visors with eleven members, we haye the odd 
situati,,on o'f ~· lllinority of the Board of· superyisprs· joining School .. 
Board Members irt a decision to place a tax measµr~ on thee ballot. 
I woui.d respectfully suggest that the Authority . seek full Board 
appr.oval by resolution of any ordinance proposed for the ballot by 
the San Franciscq County PUblic ' .. _ ' :ey copy of this 
letter, I am requesting the city Attorney to draft a p9l icy 
resolution on this. su J ec . 

. Sincerely, · /) . 

~. ,,, ·. /-1 .. ·a ... ·.· ,d4J 
C4~&i. Jq_rd:/?7' 

Mjiyor 

cc: Members, san Francisco Board of superV'isors 
City ·Att,orney, Louise Renne 

2o0 cITY »Af.l,, SAN FRANCISco, CAtll'OltNIA 9'1jo2 

(4l5) 5~•1917 



. 5/8(2(}17 . • Gm ail - Re:. R~ords Request 
.· .. · . . . . : ·.· .. ·. : : .· . . . : 

. . . . : . . . . 

•GmaH Thom<1sl3usse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> .· • 

.. Re: Records Reqm~st 
·· .. ·1 message 

Cityattorhey <CityAttorney@sfgov.org> 
To: tjbussesf@gmail.com 

Mon, May ·1, 2017 at 3:46 PM 

Mr. Thomas J. Busse, 
. . . 

Thank for your request dated April 28, 20.17 concerning the ''San Francisco County Public Finance Authority" and the 
"San Francisco County Educational. Finance Authority/' We have no responsive documents and we believe those . 

. entities do not actually exist. Perhaps you are thinking of the Caiifornia Public Finance Authority; the Office of Public 
Finance within the Controller's Office here in San Francisco, and/or the San Francisco Unified School District. If you 
wish to request public records from any those entities you should contact them directly. 

Best, 

Andrea Guzman 
Responding for citvattorney@sfgov.org •· 

. OFFICE OF CITY ATTORNEY DENNIS HERRERA 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 234 
1 Dr, Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, California 94102-4682 

(415) 554-4710 Direct 
(415) 554-4700 Reception 
(415) 554-4715 Facsimile 
(415) 554-6770 TTY 

Subscribe io news and uptjates from the S.E City Attorney's Office athttp://wwW.sfcityattomey.org 

· . htips :/Im ail.google.comfmailfu/0/?ui=2&ik'=04b5b6c999&view= pt&search=inbOX~hg ~bc631 e275cea51 &sim I"' 15bc6~ 1 e275cea51. 1/1 



co EXAMINER· .. · 

Court: will .settle 
·issue:Of PUC chief 

·The matter noW goee to Mayor 
!Jordan, who can .vet.a the resolu. . 

. tian·orapproye it. Jord,en's office Is 
'keeping mum on what he will da, 

· Pllt .the Jl!BYor has mnde it clear 
that he BllPPOrls '\'11, Maher's ea-: · 

Supe~rs\rote · 
to ~dudge say. . 
wliclhe(Yu's j'ob. 
. ~th state' puts-':-.. ' . . 0 ' action; 

her·.: i·n· _.,,
00
. ·nflic·' t ·." ~.. ". layed Until Wednesday· a decisloii 

._ tr ' " . . 

_ , .. . · on ealling a special election so yot.. 
-----~--''----'-'-"-'"-""'"" era· can decide whether to extend a 

' quarter:cent Sales tai'. that nlds ,ID-. 
_____ __;...:.:.._~:::.--1 eahcboDla. •. · · . 

The politiclil bll.ttle fJVer · Hsieh and Conroy asked for the 
.. Yuvs appointment to :the Pub • _ .delay, saying th-ey wcmted more 

Utilities Conilniii&n !nay· inov :;. lime to stUdy the matt.er, · 
. out of City Hell,_'~h .. ii dJ.vi . :i ·• ,Their oppostt!on.aet oft ne!U'ly 
BOIU'd .of Supervistirs requeet!n · illi hour ot oft.en acrimoniou'a de­
~t .a cburt decide. the issue. : .. , : " bat.e, ·prlmD.rily betweim Hsieh and 

MQn4sy'& vote came after ~ .- Superil&ot Carole'Migde:n, who is 
peivl8or 'J:'erei1ce Hallinan argu sponsoring-1:}1e leg\J!lation and had 

. that:Yu'should be disqualified , hoped to push the Jnenllure 
·. · · ~OO.~c»mmlss;ill!l~becau 1;br?u~ iis'emorgency legislation; 

. ' . ' me is employed aa.a.deP,uty attor - whicli would have required unanl-
' ney generaHor the at.ate Of , . riloiis 8UppOl't; · _ , · . · 

·. Wa;· a poaltion he says cOUid PQBe · . •. · · Hsiiih.'B in~ on :voting nc:i 
. l)Onfllot of ~.st ;with ~er dll~ 

1 
... prevented the laau~ ~m.gom.g .!o~· 

· as a PUC eottmll8810~. · \ . "" :·ward. The board Will take up the 
i ··•The board voted '1·2 to pa8s 8:. .fssu~ agafu Wednesday in a s'peclal 

· .. 1'ree·o.Mlo!1. :u._rglrig.City. Atto.· i:n~y · aesslo.n •. A.t .. tliiit. tlm. e,the,P??posel · :Louieli ID!nJ>.e to file a:. lawsuit to clin pllBB with a :mete !1lBJOrit)' be· 
• 1 })ave the Jlpproi:)rltitene'sS i:i( Yu' cause it wDl not be coruiidered as' _ 

~ ·appointment determb\ed in Su : emergency !l;gislatiOn. · · . 
. ' rior CoUrt. . ' : _, ,,.- · . · '.l'be propc/la} for the tax exttin· 
· . 'The·Cit'.Y.Attorney'a·office, in. eion wa9 8J)prove4 Thuredsy by. 

agreement 'with Hilllan, had is :,the Joint Firuince Authority, which 
8\leci an ophiion 8t8tlng,that," 'ismadeupofrepresentativeafrom 1 
deputy attorney general -inay no : ~he Board of Sl!Pllrvisorli, th& .San : 
.BS?Ve as a commissioner· 011 the ... FranclsCo Uilified School District : 
PUC." .. · . . :, Board of Edueatil)n mid the Board,., 

Mayor Jordan appointed Yu · ot 'J'.:rugtees_ for City Colleg~ of San . · 
PUO president in Janum:y, daspi FJ;ancisco._ . . · . 

. the city att.Omey'a wanting. Tho anpervisora are required 
• 'PUC ove.rseriii such operatiom under .the C~ to approve the '. 

. . the. Municipal Railway and 'l!Plicial lllection. Th8 only discire· 
City'a water ayiitem. · . . . tian the eupeivisDIB have is' the 
.- -Yti,m a six-page letter to th · .thnini.!tthebtia:rdactathioweek, 
board, BBid she disag?eea with tbti -the Proi>ow would be on the June 
4'ity id;t-Oi:ney'a· position and" l'e• 15 ballot and the laX eould be col-

' iiU!iiited that no action'. be: take_il ' lect.ed starting in Octobe~. · . . . 
• .~galeview·bythe~fA!attor, :. Any delay indeclarlngupeci,U : _ · 
. ney general;·,who m expiictecl,to £1.ectlon,evenbyaweek,maymean 
. iaaue an opinion s<ion. . ' . . . ill~· tax .wouldn't. be jmp!ement.ed 

· ·· "Contraey to the city att.oroey's • until.JanuBJ:'.Ybecause ofsb\tenoti· 

:t I 

l 
l 

·i 
-.~ 

· · , · oplnfuli; disqualifiCation frqm. of· ficiit!on. requirements. The school 
. lice requires :mO?e th8ii a tlieOreti~ di6trictB Will pay for the iipecial 
cill ot oceaidonal cOntlicta ofhtuir- electfuii; which willcosi a projected 1 est/._ Yu itatet _. ·> .· ::~··· . -$.600,®Q • .- . · · ~ :·· . · · ) 

. · The-City Attorney's office hasl. ._ Th.e quiuter-l)ent sales tax, J 
•. eati:mated. that Yu would. 111ive bj. which brings lit IU1 eathllate. H22 . . ) 
ebstllln frotn between 16 percen"'- .million ~expire June 30. ,, .. "" 
and 20 peicent ottbe NOtes tc.ken• -:::;:mrerJ:ru.ltteis ~e,-" ... ,-··"" 

· • 'bjr the PUC becau&e they dlrect!y . board II) eating Monday include di 
involve, state matten· . ·• · . · • • · I> A requeut from Contoy to fi. 

"Are we golngf.<,1 obey the Clint· nahce. 10 new diepal.c~ers for the 
ter'l Are we- goinj to tC&pect the poli~ department's ~11 illllllrgency ' 
advice of the city rdt.orileYI" Hal· • . line. : • . . · · • . · •. · · 

•. llnan uked in Urging hts colleagues . . I> A 'request by Supervisor Bar-
. ' · to pl'OCOOd with court ~~entfuq. .hara !Uufman for a rePort on how 
· :supervisors . Tom Hsieh. an!i much IDOney Tl!e City epends t>ll. 

Annemarie. Ccin?CJY · viit.ed in <liS· programs arid eervicea for et.ate pa­
. aen't,.l!llying the laWBUlt Wa& pmna· · r<ilees,: and tO what extent.The City 
tUre and they walited'to deliiY ac· is.reimbursad. . . •·_ 
tion imtll the_ attorney general ren• .· ! .Ii- Supervisqr Angela Alioto~s re­
ders' an-Opinion. ' : • . ' quest for en explamition on why, 

. . Sup8rvi&or11 ROberta. Aehten· theMain Ltorary i.n t.he Cjvlc Oen· 
berg and Bill Maher were absent.. ter area is closed on Fridays. . 

pgg· 



( 
/s/Frank·M. Jbraan 
Frank M. Jordan 
Maypr 

. Supervi'.!ior'Al.foto, seconded by Supervisor Kennedy,. moved an 
amendme.nt ot: the whole to· the main .motion bearing same title as 
above. · · · · · · · · 

.rH.JLll.la.y.1 l't~.LU"IJ '.J.:J ,:. J..::t':J_.j 

.--.,,_\ 

· File. 60.-'-93;-'2:. . . 
Supervisor .Migden presenteci .for ·immedi<1te .. adoption. 

Supervisor Migden, .seconded by.$1,1perv'isor Hallinan, tnoved that 
the need. l:o take action:• arose ·stibs'equei;t" to the publ·ication. ·of ·the. 
calendar.. .. · · · · · · ..... · · 

Motion ad~p~ed: py ~he ~ol1owln~ vote: 

l.-\,h }r.\\-1. ·L Ayes: Supf1~visc>rs .Alio. t.o, .Bierman, Conro.y,. Ha.11 in an', Hsieh ( 
. I . t: w .. "Kauf,man, .Kennedy, M1gden, Shelley ~· ~ •. 

/\rnendm.enL of the_ whol\l. .adopted by the following vote:· 

Ayes: Supervisors Aliotd, Bierman, Conroy, Hallinan, J:fsieh,-
. Kaufman, .Kennedy, .. Mtgden~ SheUey - .9. · · · · · · .. · 

/\bsent: superuisbr's Achtenberg •. ~~her - 2. 

. 1~ ci:?' 
\1._\\l<UJJ~ 
.. \~ 

Mo~ted .as_ aniended_ by the. following. vote.: 

Ayes: .. $4perv'is·ors· Alioto, ·Biermari, Conroy, Halfirian1 Hsieh, 
· kauflnan,• Kennedy, Mi gden, Shelley .- 9. · · ·· 

Ahserit :; ~upervisor~ /\chtenberg,_ ~aher - 2. MA+tqz, of'fo~f.D ~ t"/ 5, · 
. I 

c..\,a;e.7 bzcWA.S;: 1;-..rt f:es Pl·\.( 
IMMEDIATE:· ADOPTION .CAJ:,ENDA.R 

These resolutions a·re being introduced ·at ·this meeting. An "Aye:· ·: 177\J\e.. · 
. v.ote i>; (a) a vote to· find that the need ~o take action arose e.fter .M J_ 0 
··.the agenda was published {if the resolution title is not printed .0n· /L \. 

the agenda) and (b) a vote. to adopt the resolution. A ·unanimous hi · :· 
vote •i:s required .for adopt~ion today. Any Supervisor. may re·gui re any . ·;') 
o.f .these resolutions to go ._to committee.. · · · <11~~\2/)'i-

·Severed from· Immediate· Adoption Calendar 

Supervisor 'Hsieh requested that· the following measure be seveirel'! 
fi:om the ''Ill1It1ediate AdopUon <;:alendar: and considered separatE)ly~· ·· · 

[Election} 

• : Rfi!fused Adoption; R·escinded; 
· Refused Adoption; .Rescinded 1 

· · · Ccms:ideration Continued. 

Motion _calling ·a Sp'ecial Election to be helq on June 15 ,"1993, ·for 
..... the ·purpose of submitting to the voter$ of the City and County of 

· ... Sart 'Francisco .a proposed ordinance by' tlie.san Francisco Count.:i,. 
- Publ.jc FinSVi!tee. Authori.ty- irriposing _a one .. ciU.aitei O"f. 01'1'.e percent 
·'t"ransactions ~we \::&x-and for other purpo$es, conditioned tlpan· 

!=he ,Public ·Finance Authodty voting ag.,Hn, by May 6, 1993, to place 
this proposition before the voters, or the Board of Superviso~s 
·,hall cantel the Jun~ 15, 1993 Special Election,. and agreeihg that 

.. ·•the San Xrancis~o Unified School District and the City College of 
. ·San .Francisco sha'll pay t;o the' City' nnd County of San Francisi::o ·by 
:May 6, 1993. the estlmat,ed cost;s .fo.r the conduct of the J11ne 15.,, l.~93· 
.Speci~l.~le~titih. · ·· ·· 

.... 236;.. 

Al:i$en.t:: Su~ervi~ors Achtenberg, Maher ~. 2~ · 

'supervisor Hsieh requested tliis rnat~er be referred· to C()mmi ttee·. 

\ In response t'o the Supervisor's inquiry, Deputy City Attorney 
Te'~. Lakey stated the Local ·public Finance Authori·ty- is as.kin.g t.h.e' 
Boardo(. Supervisors' to ·J?lace this .mattei: .. bt!fore the voters·, 

In response to further inquiries froin the Supervisoq, Deputy· 
'city Attorney lndi~ated th•t ~tate law gives the Local Public 
Finance ·Authority t.he power. to ·adopt a.n ordinari'ce order~ 
slihm:i,sslon of· an-i:r;:ans·action an'd tax ordinance 'to .the voters' and to 
request the·Boa~ci of su~ervisors to call a special meeting for this 
p~rpose~ ·The stat~ Revenue and Taxation Code ·state~ the.county 
:shal1. ,call a special_'_e]ection fQ_r· t.his purpose .. 

Refused Adoption 

Aftet B perlod of debate th~ roll.~as called o~ the pending 
'legislation a.nd .. it- was refused. adoption _by the following. vote i 

"Ayes!. Supervisors .Alioto, aiarmari; Hai.nnan; Kaufman, Kennedy, 
Mi~den, Shelley ~ 7~ ·· · · · · 

~oes'; Supervi.sors Conroy .. Hsieh .., .2 • 

Abiient: · "superv{:;ors · Aohtenberg, Maher.-· 2. 

Mo'tion' !Oo Resc'ind 

Supervisor 'Kennedy, seconded by Supervi·s.or Bierman, moved to 
~escind the pievious· vote: 

Mo~ion to rescfn~ the previous vote adopte~ by the follo~lng_ 
vote: 

Ayes·: Sup~rvisors Alioto., Conroy, Bierman, Hallinan, H~ieh1 
Kaufma.n, K!'inn.edy, Mi<:iden 1 Shelley -: ~ .• 

Absent: . Sllpervisors Achtenl:ierg, Maher - 2;. 

-.237,-
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·.· 
l'lonaay, .. Marc·n j.~; ·1YY:.I 

( 

Refused Adoption 

·. .·. i\ftei a .period of debate,. the roll was: called on the pending 
.lei9is1:ation and i,t was refused .~doption by the Eol,lowing. vote~ 

:Ayes.: . Sup~rvisors Al. i~to, Bierman, Hallinan, Hs~eh, Katifm~n~ .Co · ... "t 
Kennedy •. M1gden, .. s.heHey·-:- .a-·, . . . j .r\rtl.'(• 

.Noes.:. ·Supervisor Hsieh -: 1. 1 1 · t 
. . . . C..Oi.\.\Q. s,.n e._: 

Absent: .supe~yisors Achtenbe:i:-g",; ·Mahe~·-, 2. I.. 
1 

. :·-.,.. 
~~~"ttl\f)·~ 

·~o~ion to.Rescind 

Supervisor Kennedy, seconded by Supe~visor Migderi, .m6ved •ta 
rescind ,the prev.ious vo·te' . . . 

:.· .:. ·: ... : .. ' .... 
. ·'Motio·n :to.·'j:escind ·the previous, vote adopted 

· :-vo.te: . · · · 

·Ay~s.: SupetV.i;or's:Ailoto, .Conroy, Bierman, 
.!<at.iEman, .Ke.nnedy.; Migden, Shell~y··-: 9 •. 

•Absent::.· s.iperv.is~~s Ach~enb~rg, Ma~er - 2~ 

by the to:i.1owing · 

Hallin~n •. Hsieh, 

···~1 
In.· response to the Supervisors inquiries, ·Deputy City Attorney 

stated ~~at if· the aoa~d ~~· interested .in scheduling the special . 
··.election for. June 1.5., th.is matter coulci be recessed until a .date 

l'ate·r. this week. 'The Board' could act and s·till meet .the June 15 
.!:!eadlil\e,.· .. -Ne.itt Monday .will be• too late.· 

Supervise~ Kennedy,, seconded by Supervisor Bier:man.r moved l:q ·: 
. ·continue this· matter to. a·· recessed ineeting on Wedn.esday·, ,.March 17;· 

1993, at 3:00 p.m. .- ~ .,.1\0,,;.: 11.(.,, . 2... LI h·: . 
. : . . . . I • .1 ,<Z;. "'f1l..,, I . . .\ {)"It> 

: ·Mo.ti.on to c;:ontinui;! t<i·. recessed·.mee'tirig ··adopted by the fo.llowiT)g · ··· · 
vot,e: . . . . : ::._ . · · · · 

. ·Ayes!·· Supervisc)rs Al.iota,. Conroy, Bierman, Hailinan, Hsieh;, 
.K~ufman, .Kennedy, Migden, Shelley - ~ ., · · · 

.·Abs-e.nti. Su1::iervisors. ·Acht.enberg ,. Maher - 2. 

')'.he Board resumed its consideration 0£ .. the Eollowin.g ·.items on· 
the Il1Ulled,iab~ Ad9pti'on ca.ienda r. . . . . . 

-Immediate Adoption Calendar 

Adopted 

[Leaves of Absence] 
Resolution granting 1eaves of absence to ·various City and county 
'on~cers .with Pl'lrmission to leave the $tate. {Clerk of. t.he--Board) 

...;238-

,Mohdayr·:Mar~h· 15; 1993 
~) 

.-.. . .. 

hle ·1-93-'U, Resoiud·on NQ. 184.-93 

(Roberta Acht1mber9, member ... Board· of s·uJ:>ervisors., March 15· ·~· i?·; 
Carole Migden, member, Bpard of Supi;!rvis'ors, March 18 '-·23;·. 
Raymorid Bax~er~ Directot bf Health, Ma~ch ~J.Sidney Chan; member, 
,Recreation and' Park Corniniss.ion, Apri°l 13 ~ 2·3;.Marilyn Chow, 
·member,. ·social ~erv.ices COmmisSi'on, March 4 .- 7 a·na 11 - 14; .Johr1 
:E. Cribbs, Directoi: of Public Works, Mar·ch ~l - 22; :Kenneth 
Dowlin, City Lil;ii:arian, Apr.il. ,25 - 28; Keith Eickma·n; member, 

·Recreation .and ·pa·rk Commissi·on, March 6 - 13; Michael H1..1erta, 
E·xecut:lve D.ireci:-or, Port, Mar,ch 4·; Patrii;:k McGrew,." rnembei:, 
.Landmarks Board, March 2 - 12; Patrick M.urphy, !?resident, 
Airports Commiss"iori, March 4, 5 and 12;•. John ·E. New1in, Execu'Ci<;B 
Director; Parking •and Traffic,_. March.19 - i:\; T.rent. 'w. Orr,.. · 
President, Recreation and .Park Commission, Apr'i.l 2!?. - May. 13; 
Anthony D. Ribera, Chief of .Police·, March· 1.9 - 2·2·. and March ·28· ~. 
April .2; :Raselyne: c. Swig, member·,· Library Commission;· March .20 ~ 
23; Mason Wong,· m.t;imber,:··Rei:iremen~ Board, ·Jrebruai:y ·2G -' Mii.r·c.h .8 .. 
1993.) . .. . . . 

Adapted'. 

· (The Immediate Adoption Calendar. includes t'he tou·owing 
·addit'iona 1 re1;o lutioqs .submi.tted .•a fte:r .Prep a ra t.iqn:. bf·. the· 
calendar .. ) · · · 

[Commend at io'ns J 
·Resolution congrattilating Sherry Davis· and ·commending !:he Sal'). 
Fran~~sco Giants. · · ·· · · 

File-'6-:.93-'a, Res.orut:ion '!lio .' 1;a9-93 

·supervis0r ·~1iato presented for. immediate ad9ption. 

.Adopted. 

(Commend a tiorisJ 
Resolution expressing· .the gratitude of' the CHy and County of San 
Francisco to Barba.ra Johnson· fo.r hei: generous donat·ion. of two-thirds 

. of:the J; Porter Sha& Li~rary ~ealing ~ith whaling in San .Fra~c;:isco 
and commenai·ng those institutions w)l.o ·pur·sued the acqµisition of 
this cplleqt;ion and declaring· f.!arch .. :l(i, 1:993 SAN J:'RANCI.SCO Wtt/\l:,ES 
AND· WHALlNG OA'i"; . . . . 

:Fi.le 6"'.'9J-·9, Resolut:ior~ No .. 1sac.93 

·Supervisor Bi·erman Presented for .immedi~te. adoption. 

Adopted, 

[Commendations]. 
Resolution commending Margaret Brady· on her 75th b:ii:tohday on March 
20, 1993. . 

.,.239..,. 
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( 
fleal'th, ·&~ •. Francisco General Hospital, Community Mental Health 
Services, Police Department, Sh~riff's Department, Municipal and 
Superior.Courts, District Attorney, and the Public Defender to 
.ascerta·in. an: est.iinate of th'e cost of services provided to parolees.· 
from the State Prison System; ahd that a letter of fnqulry be sent 
.to the Controller requesting data :on the extent td which the City -i!i 
_reimbursed :by· the .State for. ·S.uch ·costs thr'ough the 'SB 90 claim 

· proceirs:oi"-any other avaUatile mechan~,sm. 

:::·~Y.:Sup·ervisor Kennedy, that.City Attorney prepare resolution to 
the Mayor to requ~st the Art Commission to enter into serious · 
rietjotiations wi.th repi:esentatives of the San Franci;;co Muslim 

::.community ·for tlie purpose ·of .securing a long term 1e·ase for t'he · 
Muslim Community to.operate a Museum, Book ·store, Gift ·Sh.op and 
SchopI at. pr·operty located ?t Tuxk and. Fillmore Street;;. · 

··ay ~upervisot Kenned~, ~hat CityAttotney draft legislation to 
··amend the. Rent Ordinance·to reduce the.5 pe~cent paid on tenants 

security deposi'ts by -landlords to be more in line wit.h'-'th.e ·1 .. s· 
p·ercent that ii; now being paid on ·said security. d:eposits by the 
b:ank1,1_..:. · · · 
. . . . 

urg_e 

-'.B:y. ·super'vfs_o.r Kennedy, that· an t.ir'gent letter. by sent to Mr' Henry G-. . 
'.Cis.neros-, ·secretary of the us De'partinent oE .Housing and Urba·n 

::·Development ·regarding the .. conditions that· 'e'xi.st at the 'HUD managed.· 
... :Genev.a 'towers and Jackie· Robinson. Home :as a· result ·of tenant 
·:·complaints .of" 'deplo.rable _co.nclitions· as. well .as· i.nhumane· treatment 
· J;rom HUD:_and jjrnpertY. inan~gement. ;offici°als. · 

.:a~j~pervisor Shelley, ·that City ~ttorney an~nd the Base Closure 
· .'legisfation to inc_lude: l'ceasure. Island. 

By Supervisor ,Alioto,. that letter Qf :Lnguiry: be sent to the City: 
Librarian· regarding the .. _teasons £.or .ciosure -of the: ma·i n libi;_ary on 
Pridays. ··· · · 

Motion to Recess 

Supervisor Kennedy, :·seconded .by Supervisor Hsieh. moved that the 
Board reces_s,to .reconvene at 3:00 p:.m. Weclnesday,:·March 17, 1993. 

.· MQti_on to .. rti6ess" ~dopte~- by. the following vote; 

·Ayes: ·Supervisors Alioto·, Bierman-, Conroy,. Hallinan, Hsieh, 
. Kaufman, Kennedy, J1i.gden,. Shelley,.-· 9, 

AbS~nt'i Sup~tvisors Achtenber9, Maher - 2; ,.,-:..--

RECESS 

. The· Board, at the hour of S:2:1·-:p.'m, ,-. recessed to reconvene on 
Wednesday, March 17, 1993 a_t 3:00 p.m. 

. Jean Lum, :Acting Cle.rk. 

...:246.-

JOURNAL OF PROCEEDINGS 

BOARD OF StJPERVI SORS. 

Wednesday, March 17; 19~3 -:3:60 p.in~ 

. ---) 

~nJ.s. 3: (~ 
.. The·Boaid of 'S~pe~visors of the·tity and Gb~riEy oE San Fc~ncis~o 

met in rece~sed sessibn on the:above:date'~lth Presid~nt Angela 
Alioto pr~siding. · · · · · 

.The.meeting was called.to order at_3:04 p·.m. On call of the. 
roll, the following supervi~or.s ·~ei:e• p.9ted pres~nt r. ·· 

. Supe;visors Alioto, _Bierman, .. Hsf.,.,,h, ·Kaufman,. Migde_n .. ·,_ He1."l!(vvW 
Shelley - Ii, . . . · · · ·tc .. 1 

. Nob.ad ~bf!<;lOt at Hrs\; ~di.l call: ' AJµ?J,'f 

Superv_iscirs Acht enberg:; Con roi. fla l Iinan, 'Kenne;dy, Maher - 5 .. 

'Quorum' present._. 

~uper~isor Hallin~n was noted: present ~t 3:07 p.m. 

Stipervieyo·r Kenneay -~ai; noted present. at 3: 06. p,m •. 

Co,n5l.de_ratiol) Resumed; .Adopted 

[Election] 
Motion calling· a Special !;;lection ·to be held on June 15, 1993, for 
the purpose of· ·submitting. to· :t;he ·vote.rs. of the City· and Cdunty. of 
San Francisco a proposed ordinance ·by the .San Francisco County 
Publi.c Finance Authority· imposing :a one quarter ·af: one percent . 
t.ransactions and use tax and for· other purposes, conditioned upon 
the Public Finance Authority voting again, by May '· 1993~ to place 
'this proposition before t'he voters·, or the Bo'!rO of Supervisors 
shall can'cel the .. June 15, 1993 Special Election, and agreeing that 
. the. San Francisco _Unified .School :District and the City ·.college of 
San Francisco shall pay. to the .City ~nd. County of ·San Francisco 'by 
May 6, i993 Ehe estimat~d cost~ fdr the conduct of the June 15; 1993 
Special Election. (Supervisor ·Migden presented.) 

·File 60-93-2· 

A<.~b~, ~\<)( ~ rWJP 'R«s1- "'13-
wkJ ~f01ei1 fo C:::r)r::x_:· . . . 
Hlk,\; c~~v Ml~; i.v~s orro5e4 1 .. 1) ~-
GleJs ren+-lw d·\q[l".X' C ~ /V~r+ '""h) ~ . P?'-.· ·FO(Z._ f l 
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I, 
,. Ri:le ,.I4T-93-'-5 ,. .R.esolut;Lon No. ·225-93 

l\do'pt;ed.-

~Gran't - Federa ~ Ftmds] · ..... ·, · : · . ·. . · 
·Resolution authorizing. t;he ·public Libr;u:y to· apply for $35, 0.00 in 
gtant fu11ds ·from the united Sta.tes Department of Educa'tion Library· 
·services ·and ·construct;io'n Act {LSCA) for. the purchase of foreign " 
language ma.terials fo'r the fiscal ye'ar 19.93/94; with indirect costs. 
not 'included 'ifl'·tn.is budget. (Public Library) · · · .. 

F.iie ~4i-n-6,. Resolution No, 22.6-93 . 

Adopted.-· 

: ._.:··The. foregoing items on .the Con.s·.emt .. falendar .were:· acted upo~ by 
t;he following vote; .. 

Ayes·: Supervisors Achtenherg, Alioto,. .Bierman, Hall.ina.n, 
KaU,fman,. :i<en11.e'dy 1 f,laher, Shelley - s. 

Ab~ent:i: ·. ~~pf<r~i~ors Conroy, Hsieh~ Miml~n - 3. 

Rl!:GULAR CALENDAR 

ONFINlSHED BUSINESS 

. ·From Budget Committee· 
with Recommendation ~oo Pass": 

.Passed. for: Seconp Readihg 

'[Repeal - Giants ca·ndlestick Lease Amendmen·t Ordinance) 
·: ·ordinance repealing Ordin'ance 365-92, ·the Gia'nts c.aridlestick Park 

. lease .. amendment cird.inance which ·approved a lease amendment entered 
into ·by ·the. Recreation and. Park Commission: and the San Francisco 
Giants, which reduc·es· the City's revenue from the, agreement by 
approximately $925,000 per year (amount will vary with attendance) 

··through the year 1997,. a·nd ;lSsigns the r'ight ·to further; revenueo; :in 
.... the amount of approximately $440,000 per year from the agreement to 

furnish scoreboard to .. the Giants du~ing the ter~· of ~he lease, by 
·which ordinance the City: furthet' assumed the obligations for 
uti~ities and malntenance ot the playing field at ~ cost of 
approxlmately $250,000 per season, added a provision requiring the 
San Francisco Giants to providr complimentary tickets,· and specified 
the effective date: of the otdinance. 

Fii~ 65~9~-1~;1, didinance. No.· 

~i56-· 

) 

Passed. for second readi.-ng b.y· the fo.l lowin.g. vot.e: . .' 

/\yes·: Supetvisoi:'s·Achtenbetg, Alioto; Bierman,. Hal.linan; 
Kaufman,. Kennedy,. ·Maher., .Shelley :..: .. a~,. · · · 

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

From Budget Committee 
·wLth ilecommendati.on "Do Not Pass" 

{§ 
.Tab.led 

Refer~·nauin Si..lbinis~ion - Gi.~nts ~ease ·Amendments] 
otion ordering submitted Ordina·nce :165.,.9.2,' the'..G ants .Candlestick 

: rk f,ease Amendm.ent ._Ordinanc. e., fo.r.c:app.rovat o .. r.d s·approval at the 
~ nicipal E.lection. to be: held on ~ov.ember 2;, 1993 (.cle.rk ·o.f the. 

Board). 
. .. 

File 60-93-:1 

S1Jp.erv~i:.or, Ha.lJinan; seconded by .Supet.v'isoi' Bierman', mov:ed to 
table. 

.Tabled by the follo'i.iihg. :ilote!. 

. Ayes: Supervisors Achteri.berg, Al.iotq·, BiE!rman,. H.a'llinan,, 
Kaufman'. K;ennedy,, Maher, Shelley - I) .. 

Absen!::., ·supervisors. Conroy, :Flsi'eh, Migden_.- 3 .• 

Recommendations of l!ous i.119 and La.nd "use Committee . 

Rereferred to Committee 

[Renf Ordinance]' 
Ordinance amending Administrative 'Code, to prov:j.de .th.at petitions 
for capital imprcivements, reh~bi~itation, and energ~ conservatlon 
measures must. be filed no later than .seve!l ·years after the work ha·s 
peen comp le.tea.,. to .limit the amount hearing officers may refund to 
tenants for riuli 'and void rent increases, to. :limit :the· amount 
tenants may recove.r i.n civil 11ctio~s .for -.null and vo.id rent 

.increases, except in cases of rent overpayments being.m~de in bad 
faith by the. landlord, a'nd to change l;.he title of Executive 
secretary to ·Executive Director.· (Resid13nt:;.hl .Rent Stabiliz;ition 
and Arbitration Board) 

File io9-~3-L Oxdinance Nq. 

{Amends Sectiorl.s 3T.-~·~·~.7.7, 37.:8 and 37 .• 'llA,). 

. . Suj:>erV'isox, 'Maher' seconded by Supervisor Kennedy I moved to 
re refer to Cornmi'ttee, 

. . . . 

·• :S4Lt/5> T!t-y .•• ~~'4~~ ·· !Orc G1P ... .lfyl f!tovlM6Nt-· 
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,1an Flowers, lno .. v. Slate Bd, of Equaliz<!Dqn (1994) :: :: California Court of Appeal Decisiorn: ;; C;a1ifornia Case Law ::'Califcirnia LaVy :; U ,S, Law :: ... 

The retailers paid the tax and filed.claims for refund with S:SE on the ground that ·the 

tax was unconstitutional under Proposition 13, which requir~s that specialtaxes by 
special distrid:s be approvedbytwo,-thirds of the qualified electors voting on t}le 

measure~ SEE denied the claims on the groundthat "Article III, Section 3.5 fn. 4 .of the 

Californ~a [] ~oli$titutfonprohibits [SBE]from declarmg a statute:unconstituti6nal, or 

refusing to enforce a statute, on the groull.dsthat it is uncon,r;;titutiQnal unless a:n 
appellate court has declared the statute unconstitutional.'' 

In Octobe]:' 1992, the retailers :fil~d a Complaint for refund of the taxes, naming SBE as 
defendant.{§ 6933.) SBE demurred on the.ground that the real parj:y in interest (EFA) 

was not named as a defendant. The trial. court overruledthe demurrer. InM.arch 199.3, 

EFA inter\iened in the action as a defendant, pursuant to stipulation of the p_arties and 

approval by the court. 

rin . pril 1993, e retailers movedfor summary judgment on the ground the tax W(lS 

ecause Proposition 131s supermil.]orityrequirement applies to EFA, which is a 

"special district" within the meaning of California Constitution: article XIIIA, section 4) 
becauseitwas created and is controlled by two ''special distriets," i.e., the San Francisco 

Unified School biStrict and the.San Francisco Community College District EFA argued 

interalia_ th(l.t sch9ol districts are not "specialdi$tricts" withiii the meaning of California 

Constitution article XIII A, t)ection 4. fn, 5 

The trial court granted the retailers; motion for summatyjudgnient and entered 

judgmentinfavor of the retailers, awardingrefunds of$1,126 to Hciogasl.an Flowers, 

Inc'.? $i67 to Ace Pharmacy, $186to :Oiane O" and $+83 tQ Surf Pha.nnacy. The trial 
courta1so awarded the retailers interest and costs of suitbutretainedjurisdiction to 

decide the question Of attorney fees until after conclusion of this appeal. [23 Cal. App. 

4th :127()] . ~ +- +h . 1 . ~ . . ' . ' 
DiScussion - ., .. 1' '1fF<4l 10 ArlZ' Ji .. ,. vok 'Je.s 11 

b~fwc:e') s./ I - s)r ? H· .. , . 1.;r· 1.·· I ·"· 
. 

0 ' .. · OL{J c_ i nt r' I, SBE's Contentions fu. **·* -' 

lLEFA'SContentlons /Yl'l$S ~ 6"._/lof- rryh/,'f? 
A. Sta,nd~rd of Reyiew 

[1] "The power of the Legislature in.the area of taxation is par~ount ... any 

constitutional restriction on that power must be strictly construed against the 

http:/~aw.justla.corn/cases/califomia/court-of-appeati4th/23/1264.htrTII P104 
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~.F. Schools Ta~ ln\falid, .Judge Says - $22 million could be rl;lfunded, if tentative 'ruling holds up 

San Franc;fsco Chronlcle (CA} (Pub_Oshed. as THE SAN FRANCISCO CHRONICLE)-Aprfl 30, t9!13 Browse Issues 
Ai:Jthor/Byline: Nanette Asimov, Chrorilde Slaff-Writer £dition: FINAL Secuo(I: NEyys· Page; /l21 ' . 

Headab/lity: 11:fi gmde level {Lexi/e:-1280) 

The quarter-cent saies tax that raised $22 million for San Francisco schools ls invalid, a Sacramento ju'dge said in a 
tenfa,tive ruling yeStt;lrday, 

Related 1 ... rUc]es 

Rtiling final On ln\falid Sqhool 

Tax - S.F. consumers .• , 

Fighting on· A legal luminary. 

lakes up !tie case of.:.. 

sf. Salei> Tax.Ruled liwalid -

$23 million collecled". 

If the judge finaliZ€s hi$ ruling today and If.It is upheld on appeal local retailers or consumers or both cou-ld be entified to. :I. 
refunds. 

PROPERTY-TAX ALLOCATION 
FORMULA OR.DER.ED 
CtlANGED 

School officials .credit the tax with saving Sari Francisco schools from hiivir19 to make rriasslve cut~ this year by raising $15: · 
million for the district and ahout $7 million for City Collef:Je. Tax Ruling a Wirid!ii.Uf6r S.F. 

In his rulfrig, Superior Court Judge Joe Gray ea.lied the tax "an attempt to drcumvent Proposition 1 ;3," which requires 
~uch 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 finarrullng at a hearing in s_acramento today. · 

''We argued all along that the school district should have put this money iri ·escrow, and lhey sure didn't. Now they might 
pay the price," said attorney Jonathan Coupal "Df.lh~ Howard Jarvis.Taxpayer Association, which is representing four San 
Francisco retailers Who sued to invalidate the lax. · · 

Lawyers for San francisCJ!) schools and c;:ity College said they have not given up hope that thej~dge will reverse his 
decision. lfhe does not, school officials wiUimmediately appeal, said attorney David Good_win. 

''I have a strong feelfng that the Court of Appeal wiit not agree" with yesterday's decision, Goodwin s~id,. 

The 17-rnonth, quarter-cent sales tax expires June.30. When school officials decided to spend the money rather than 
place it in escrow, they took a gamble th<it no eourt would force schools to pay it to consumers and retailers after it had 
Jeen spent on children. · · 

Secause of the tax, Class sizes in pup lie schools increased· by al;iout one studeint per class rather than by four students. 
Fiscal director Bol:> Gatton estimat!ld that the jobs of hundreds of teachers were saved. with the extra money. 

lri addition, ihe money pa.id for custodians and noon monitors at elementary schools, maintained the sixth period in lligh 
schools. bought equipment, Cind more; 

Ed.ucators are hoping that eveJi if the qistrict loses its case, the only retailers who w11i try to recoup the fax.will be the four 
who brought the suit Hoogasian Flowers, Surf Pharmacy, Ace Pharmacy, and Diane O.'Fashions. Tlleir lawsuit seeks. 
only $2,700 In refunds. · · 

.An extension of th~·quaiter- centsales tax for schools wiil be the subjectof a speeial election June 15 in San Francisco, 
and local educators have been lobbying hard to persliacle ihe pi;ilJlic to pass it. · 

'~We absolutely need two-thirds approval tl:iii> time," said Superintendenl Bill Rojas~."Wlfhoutit,we y.,jU lose hundreds of 
teachers; materials, supplies and'equipment:• . . . . . . . 

Index terms: Joe Gray; City (o/fepe of San Franr;/sco; SF; SCHOOLS; COLLEG£S; FINANCE; COURTS; RULING'.: SALES TAX 
Record: 10016 Ciipyrigh(: Copyriglit 1993 San Francfsco Cb(rJniC/e 
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Schools • Official. .. 
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Property Tax fluling Cou.ld Eie 
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S.F. Schools, City Cpllege Act 
on.Sales Tax funds 
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5/15/2017 

BILL NUMBER: .SB 612 
BILL TEXT 

si3612 Senate Bill - ENROLLED 

PASSED THE SENATE SEPTEMBER B, 199S 
PAsSED THE ASSEMBLY SEPTEMBER 1, 1995 
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY AUGUST 29, 1995 
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY JtJl Y 13, 1995 
AMENDED IN.SENATE APRIL 18~ 1.995 

INTRODUCED BY Senator Lewis 
(pr_indpal coauthor~ Senator Kopp) 

FEBRUARY 22, ;1995 

An act to amend section 7270, of, and to add Sections 7267 ancJ 
7270.5 to,. the Revenue and Taxation Code, relating to taxation. 

LEGISLATIVE .COUNSEL'S DIGEST 

SB 612, Lewis. Transactions and use ta.xes: constitutional 
challenge: refunds. 

The Transactions and Use Tax Law permits districts, as specified; 
to imp·ose a tax for the privl.lege of selling at retail, or the 
storage, use, or other con~umption in the district of, tangible 
personal property. That law requires a district to contract with the 
State· Board of Equalization for the administration and operation of 
the local tax. It requires that the coritra<:t 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 _fefurid of ariy tax revenues · 
rlerived from an µnconstitutional tax imposed pursuant to that law 
when the unconstitutionality Of the tax has been determined in a 
final.· and. nonappealabie court. dei::isioh_ and the revenues have been 
paid to the State Board of Equalization and are held in an impound 
account~ 

This bill wollld provide that any action or proceeding filed on a 
bas:ls that the local tax ordinance is unconstitutional, or otherwise 
invalid,, shall be commenced as -specified, and that there sball be no 
recovery from the state for theimpositfon of ahyillegaldistrfct 
tax, except as.specified. It would specify that the state shall not 
be made a party to any refund action. The bill woul<;I require the 
~tate Boarci of Eqtfalization to transmit revenue from an · 
unconstitutie>nal or otherwise inValig tax to the local district, 
except as sped;i=ied., The bill, would .require tbat if a fi11al and 
nonappealable ciecision of a court determines that a district 
transactions and use tax is unc:orrsti tutfonal, 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 fo a specified court case, that 
r.efunds be paid as spedHed. The bill would require that specified 
prov.iSions related to placement of bevent)e in an escrow account be 
included irt ,each contract with the Stat1:1 Board. of Equalization for 
the admin_istration .and operation of 1rny transactions anc! ,use tax. 
The bill would specify .a district• s dgl!t to :inde111oity., 

T_his bfll would mal<e spe,cffied legislative findings and 
declarati()ns reiat~d tq refunds from, and .remedies in the case -0f, 
invalid trcinsactions and use ta.xes. · · 

THE PEOPLE. OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA DO ElliACT AS fOLLOWS: 

fip://192.234.213<1 OOlpub,195-96/bill/sentsb_0601-0650/sb_612_bilL_950908..;,enro~.~ 1/4 
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SECTION 1. Section 7i67 is added to the Revenue and Taxation Code, 
to read: 

7267. (a) Except .. as provided in Chapte:r 4 ( coininencing .with 
Section 7275), there shall be no recovery from the state for the 
iinpositioh ·of <,my uncqnstitutional or otherwise invalid tt:)X that B 
leyied in conf9rmity with this part. 
. ( b) .If a final an.d notiappealable decisj,on ()f a court of competent 
jur:-is~ict:i:on determines. that a district transactions and use tax is 
unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, t.he district, the county, or 
the· city, as the case· may be; shall transfer to the board the 
revenues derived from the unconstitutional:or invalid transactions 
and. use taxes necessary to reimburse claimants for the 
unconstitutional or invalid transactions and use taxes paid, 
inducting iriterest allowed under Section 6907. The. board shall 
deposit these revenues in .a segregt:)ted impound accoµrit in· the Retail 
Sales Tax fund, as described .iii. Sec.tion 727S, and shall, administer 
any .refunds necessitated by the court; s decision in accordance' with 
the guidelines set fCifth in Chapter 4 ( commenctn·g 1iJith Section 72?5) 
to the extent feas_ible and practical. 

(c) After the refund process described' ih subd:ivision. (b) is 
completed, any revenue from an unconstitutional or' otherwise invaLid 
tax described in subdivision (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 
spedfies otherwise, .if at the time the board is making those 
transmittals the district that imposed the tax has no successor, or 
has dtsbanded, dissolved, or is otherwise no longer fU.rittioning, the 
board' shall transmit those revenues in the folJowing: manner: 

(1) ;I;f ·the tax levieq by the i:listriet was imposed on a countywide 
_basis, the revenues shall be, transmitted to the county's gerieral, 
fund. 

(2) if the tax levied by the d_.istrict was imposed on a d:tywide 
basis~ the revenues shall be. transmitted to the city's general fund. 

(3) If the. tax levied by the district was imposed on a ba.sis other 
than in paragraph ( 1) or (2), the revenues shall be transmitted to. 
the general fond of each taxing jur.:Lsdii:tion lbcated wholly within 
the .district, based on each taxing jurisdiction's proportionate share 
of revenue from· taxes ill)posed pur:;uant to the Bradley-Burns Uriiform 
Local Sales and l)se Tax Law allocated dµriilg the prior calendar yea!". 

(d) Tt}e district, or any ~ntity th!:Jt partitipated in tlie format~on 
of the district, soall reimburse the board for and hold the. board 
harmless from any and all c:astsj losses, or refunds of any.kind 
whatsoever, iru;ludin~ preparatory costs incurred prior tc:i 
implel)lentation· of the tax. 

(e) In the case of any claim. for' refund of the transactions and 
use tax imposed by the Sari francisco Educational. Financing Authority, 
which was determined to be.uncons:titutfonal by the court in 
Hoogasian FlowersJ, Iiic. v, State Bd; of Equ;;i:I.iiatioh, 23 CaL App. 
41:h ·1254, payment of any of those c,laims for refund shall oe .made 
from the revenues derived from the unconstitutional' transactions and 
use tax cbllecte.d by and in tbe possessi~n of the board ... when those· 
funds and anY other revenues derived from the unconstitutional tax 
still in the possession of the.San FranC:isco 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 
r:efimd shall be. paid from funds of the San Francisco Unifiecl School 
District arid the San Francis.co community Cc:>llege Dis:t~ic:t \iihich 
benefited froin tl:le illegal ta~. The remaining pay!'llents.shall be 
based oh the method gy ~hii:h the.San Francisco Educat:i,onal Financing 
Aiitliori ty distributed · t:h~ proceeds of the. tax to t,he. San Frani::isco 

ftp://19Z~213.100/publ9s..96ibJlltsenisi:i_cJ6b1-065b/sb_612_biil_95b96a_enrol~1hai7 214 
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J unified School District and the San Francisco Community College 
District. 

SEC. 2. Sectidn 7270 of the Revenue and Taxatioi1 Code is amended 
to read: 

7270. (a} Prior to t;he operative date of any ordinance imposing a 
treihsactions and use tax pursuant to this part,· the district :shaJ.1 
contract with .the board to. perform all -f.un~tions :ihc_ident to the 
administration and operation of the ordinance. If the district has 
not contracted With the board prioi to the operative date of its 
ordl.nance, it shall nevertheless so contract .and, in that case, the 
operative date shall be the first day of the first calendar quarter 
following the execution of the contract. · 

(b) The contract shall contain a provision that the distHct shall 
reimburse the board for .and hold the board harmless from any and all 
co·sts, losses:. or refunds of any kind whatsoever. 

(c) The contract shall also contain a provision that, ~n the event 
that a legal .action is. commenced challenging the validity of.the·tax 
in its entire1:Y i as opposed to its application to an. :indi victyal 
taxpayer, the d;istrict shall place the tax proceeds into an 
interest-bearing escrow account until the legality of the tax is 
finaUy resolved by a final and nonc1ppealable decision rendered by a 
court of competent jurisdiction. That provision shall be enforceable 
by any interested person in a proceeding for a writ of mandate .. 

{d) The district shall be entitled to indemnity for any and all 
costs~ losses, or refunds from any entity, except the s:tate, :that 
participated iit ttie imposition of the tax. For the purposes of this 
part, "~articipated" means any involvement in procuring the 
legisiation that aqthorized the tax, or in enacting or administering 
the brctAnanc;e imposing the ta)(. Any organ:izatfon tha:t is a member of 
the legisL:rt;ive body of the district imposing tne tax ha.s 
participated in the imposition of ~he·t~X within. the meaning of this 
section. 

SEC. 3 •. section 7270. 5 is added to the Revenue and Taxation Code, 
to read; 

7270. 5. Any action or proceeding filed on the basis that. a tax 
ord.inance provided for in this pal"t or Part 1.. 7 (commendng with 
sect,icin 7280} or the issuance· of any bonds thereuhcjer or any of the 
proceedings in relation thereto is contested, qu!'ls:tiohed, or denied 
on. the basis: that the tax ordi.nah<:e is. uncohsti tutionai or otherwise 
invalid and ·filed for the sole pvrpose. of c;:ontesting the validity of 
thl'l d'istrict transactions and use tax.; shall be commented pursuant to 
Chapter 9 (commencing with Section 8S0) Of Ti.tie 10' of Part 2 of the 
Code 9f Civil Procedure. The state shall not be made a party to 
the. aftion or· proceeding. That action shall not be filed more than 
60 days after the approval of the enabling ordinance by- the voter-s 
unless the author.izing legislation specifies. a longer period. If no 
action. is fi1e.c.\ within that period~ the tax, the bonds, a[Jd .all 
proceedings in .relation thereto, inC:lud;ing the adoption antj approva:L 
of the ordinance,,, s~all be he.J_d to be valid arid in eve_ry respect. 
legal and i.Jncontestable. 
· SEC. 4. The Legislature finds and declares that since trarisactfons 

and use t(l~e~ are i~p'ased PY the taxing dirtr.icts ~n~ not the. state, 
the state has no intere.st in, and shoulc:I riot be a party in1 any 
actfon to determine the validity of suth a tax. It is the intent of 
the Legislature.that the state not be.made a party to those actions. 
However, where a refund claimant l.s contestfog:the applicatii:>n.of 
sales or use taxes in general to a particular trarisactidn, the claim 
should be· filed with the State Board· of Eqoaliz'atioh urider "!;lie 
riorinal refund rules, notwithstanding the fact -0ne qf the tax~s :the 
application of whi<;h is. contested is :a trj:ihs:actii;ms or use tax which 
is alleged t.o be ;invalid. 

SEC, 5, (a) It ~s the intent ()f the Legislature that this ad: be 
appl_U:!-d retroacti\lely to the: fullest exte.nt. p.ermitted by the ·federal 
and state Constitutions. 

(b) The Legislature finds and declares that when it. enacted the 

f!p:f/19Z?34.213.100/pub/9!)..96Jbillfsen/sbJJ601-CJ65(J{sb_512_blll~95090B~enrolP1·~mS 
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seton~ par.agrciph of Section 7270 {designated b:Y thi? act as 
subdivis.ion (b} of Section 7270) of the Revenue arid Taxation Code, it 
intended to prevent the State of California from being made liable 
for refunds of any transacti~ns and use tax which is declared to be. 
unconstitutional or otherwise invalid. The language of that · 
provision. as enacted can, however, be ·interpreted as having the state 
assume primary liability for those refunds with the district 
reimbursing the s:tate~ ·It is the intent of the Legislature iri 
eriacting. subdivisfon (a) of Section 7267 of the Revenue and Taxation 
Code fo implem~nt its original interit. in this matter and clarify 
existing law that there shall be no recovery from the state. for the 
iT11positfon' of a11y illegal. ta?{ except ~s specifically otherwise 
provided by statute. It is inten.ded that the district which levied 
t.he' illegal tax shall be solely liable for such refunds. 

(c) (1). The Legislature enacted Chapter 1060 of the Stafotes of 
199'3 in order .to provide a remedy to persons who bore the economic 
burden of an illegp.i 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 litigatfon over 
the validi-t;y of the 1att~r • s tax.. The Legislature finds ahd declares 
that current law does not require the district to retain those 
revenues during the litigation .and where the dist_rict does hot do so 
there is TI() effective remedy for either taxpayers oi:' those who bore 
the economic burden ·of the tax. 

(i) The United States supreme court, in the case of Mc~esson v. 
Division of .Ale. Bev., ll0 L. Ed ;2.d p, deciared that the due process 
clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the. United States Constitution 
requires that a taxpayer who may only challenge the validity of a 
tax through a postpayment refund action must be provided meaningful 
retrosp,e_cti ve relief_ for taxes already pai'd. pursuant. to a tax scheme 

urrrffiately found unconstituti-0nal. It is the intent of the 
Legislature in adding subdivision· (c) to Section 7270 of the Revenue 
and Taxation Code to ensure that effectiVe relief is. available; 
notwithstanding the provisions 6f Section 6931 of the Revenue and 
Taxation .Code. · 

'· 

ftp:ff19Z.234.213.100/pub/95-96/bill/sen/sb_0601-0050/sb_61Z_bii'l_95ci9o8..:.enroiled.htrn1 
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Memo to.Budget Comnuttee 
January 27, 1993 

6. Based on information pro~ded by the State Board ofEqu(;l}ization, on July 
15, 1991; ·a Sales Tax increase- became effective which increased the total State­
allocated Sales Ta.X by 1.25 percent, from the 4,75 percent b_ase rate to 6.0 percent. 
The GOvernor's FY 1993.;.94 budget indicates that the 0.5 percent temporarysU.rtax 
noted apove in_ the 6.0 parcent portion of the Sales Tax aTiocated to the State of 
Califotriia.wollid no_t be extended past its June 30, 1993 sunset date. The G.ovemor's 
proposal is-prellininary, and subsequent State legislation, if approved, may extend 
the 0.5 percent. temporary sa.J_es tax. As noted above• the current 0~25 percent 
surtax for the San Francisco Unified School District and the San Francisco 
Coinmunity College District a1so e:x.pires on June 30:, 1993. Therefore, depending 
upon the State:.Legislature1 and depending _on the approval of this proposed 
resolution and the app:r:ovp.l 0£ the San Francisco electorate, the f()llowing scenarios 
could result: -

a) 8.25 percent. This Sales Tax rate would result if the proposed 
resolution iS adopted which would enable the Public Wm:ance Authority, 
with the approval of the. voters, to increase the sales tax by up, to O.p 
percent, and the Governor's proposed elimination of the State 0 Ji 
percent surta.X is approved by the State legislature (local 0.25 percent 
rate for schools expires). -

b) 7.75 percent This Srues;Ta:t rate would.resuit if the Governor's 
proposed elinrinatio_n ofthe~Sta~"s 0.5 percent s~:is approved by 
· t}::i.e S:tate Legisfa.tttre, and :the. San Francisco voters do not approve the 
increase in the Sales Tax rate by ()~5 percent Oocal o;2,5-pE?rcent,rate for 
schools expires). · 

7~ Mr. Greg ltidenour ofthe Registrar ofV9ter$ reports that a special election 
wollid ~quire a.notice of 88 days after the Board of Supervisors calls>for the special 
election. Mr. Ridenour estirilates 'that a special election coulil cost the City up to $1 . 
milli()n, 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 approyed by a 
majority of the qualified voters of that cotinty. However, the City Attorneys Office 
states a tWo-thirds voter approval is reqmred (see Coxnment No. 10). AB 1930 also 
.inc}icates that the cost~ of a, special election could be reimbursed from the proceeds 
generated from the Sales Tax rate iri.crease. Therefo.rE:)j if :the y-0ters do not approve 
the increase in the Sales Tax rate, ~·additional cost of up to $1 million would be 
incurred by the City. However,• if: the speci~ election iS called as part of the 
November, 1993. ballot .. the additional costs ineurred would only l:>e the mfoima1 
costs associated with additionalvoter pamphlet mailing.and :printing costs. -, -

BO.AIID oF SUPERVISORS 
-- :BUJ)G~ANALYST 
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America's News._ Historical and Current fNew search) 

S.E Schools, City College Act on Sales. Tax Funds Hide oet<iils 

San Ffandsco Chronicle (CA} {Published as THE SAN FRANCISCO (;HRON!ClE) ·June 28, 1992 Browse Issues 

. Author/Byline: NanetteAsimov, Chronicle Staff Writer Ertition: FINAL Section:· NEWS Page: A 71 

. Readability: ti-12gradelevel.(lexi/e;1250) 

: ·Millions of dollars from San Francisco's new county sales tax inched their vv~y toward local classrooms yesterday when 
. the governing boards of the public schools and City College withdrew the. money fr-0m escrow and deposited it in their own 
.bank accounts. · · ·· · 
. . . . . 

Within the neict two weeks, both boards.will consider whether totake the risky step cifb_udgeting the money for the coming 
~ctiool year. · · · ·· · · · · 

. · . : : . : : : .. 

The tax for cash.~strapped San Francisco sc;hool~ a~d City College had been frozen si~ce collection began on Febru~ry 1. 
because of a lawsuit by the Howard Jaritis Taxpayers Association. t.o nullify it. On Friday, a Sacramento judge dismi.ssed 
the.suit on a technicality. aut the group has threatened additional. legal actions to s·top the tax. 

Voters had passed the temporary tax December 10, boosting the. local sales tax a quarter cent to B.5 percent for 17 
months. The schools expect to collect about $17~5 million, and City College about $B.51')1illion. 

·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-thirds of those Voting. If the tax is nullified, schools would 
have to return the money. 

Yesterday, the s.chool boards uhanimousiy agreed to withdraw the money from escrow; the first step toward making it 
· availabl.e for budgeting, Both boards. have until July 1 to.approve new budgets. 

The public schools anticipate layoffs, program cuts and higher class siz:e due to a projected $23 million shortage. With the 
tax· money, the shortage could drop: to $5.3 million, said fiscal director Bob Golton, although the actual figure depends on 
the _state budget, wtiich is being debated now. · · 

. . . . 
~ity College probably would use its share tO repair-aging buildings and upda.te the computer system, said Rob.ert Varni of . 

R.-e~ai.ed ~h,._rt~c-Jes: 
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I Quick Links . 

Jon Coupal, <ittorney for the tax opponents, warned the boards tnat he will appeal the judge's ruling and pursue other 
legal avenues to nullify ihe tax. Me said tile schooi. l:>oards would be ··absolutely ship id" to budg~t the money .. 

' Varn! said: .. , don't see any vulnerabllity at this point. But I am going to wait and see if any information comes up ihat 
. would cause me to change mY position." · 

School board president JoAnne Miller fi3vors budgeting the money. "It's not risky at all, "sne said. 

- . . - - . 
The City College board ~ill have a public meeting jo talk about pliins to spend the tax money at 7p.in. Thursday in the 
Pierre Coste building at 50 Phelan Averiue. in San Francisco. 

. . . 
. . . 

The school district's meeting wifl be at 7 tonight, i~ t))e auditorium ofEverett Middle School; 450 Church Street. 

· 1ndeiterms: PROPOSITION 13; SF. Board of Education; S.F. Ci!y.Coffege;' Howard Jan,is Taxpayers A;sociation,'. Quentin Kopp; 

scHdiJLs: coLLEGEs; sE; SALES TA.YJINA/VCE: EDUCAT10N:VtoLAT10Ns: LAM\·cA; couRrs.: LA1¥su1rs 
Record: fi1270 Copyright· Copyiight1992 San Frandsco Chronide 

. . .. ··. . 

· Find more articles by Nanette 

Asimov, Chronicle Staff Writer 
i=ind more articles on P.age 

A11 

·Fin~ all .articles on June 23, 

11392 

. . . 
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San Francisco Chronicle {CA) {Published as THE $ANFRiWCiSCO CHRONICLE)• March 29._. 1B91 Browse Issues ! S.F. Schools Tax Invalid, Judge 

_A_u._t_ho_r,_iB_.J"_-'1_ne_:_·· K<_e_n~fi_t)_o_v_~c,_., ·_c_i1r_o_;,_ic_fe_s_1a_tr_l1_. '_rit_er_-_·E_di_.if!,_~_n_: .F._· z_w,_)oq_l_S_ec_.t._lo_n_:_N_E_W._'S_. _P_a_fJ_'"-' A_r s~·--------------• Says _ $.,, 

A state appea·I court ruled yesterday that a quarter'~cent safes fa.x passed by San 'FranciSco voters for S<:ho9ls In_ 
December 1991 was invalid because it did not receive twocthfrcts oi the vote as required by Proposition 13. 

Jonathan Coupal, th!i! attorney whQ brought suit ove.r the tax on behalf of four merchants, said the businesses he 
represents will be entltlEid to r.efurids lotaling ;:ioouf $4,700. , , 

But he added that it ls probably all but impossible tci recover the $23 million, c611ecteq citywide from ~he special tax that 
was in effect for 17 months .. 

No one from the San Francisco Unified Schoof District could be-reached for comment on.the ruling last [light. 

' ' 

Teresa Serata, the city's budget chief, said that Jastyear the voters· passed an extension of the sc_h(iols sales tax, which 
stiU stands at 8.5 peircent. but thiS.time theydJd it wfth more \han two-thirds of the vote, so it is not likely tobe legally 
challenged. · -

She said she could .not immediately COf'!lment ori the eff~ct of yesterday's court decision. 

Four San Francjsco i'etaners -- a fl(Jwershop, a clothing bou)ique and tWo p,harmacies- had sued in Sacramento, 
challimging imposition offue tax. 

Last May, a Sµperior Courtjudge found thei tax invalid, a ruling upheld yesterday on a 3-to-Q decisiof! by a state appeal 
coLirt. 

In ah opinion l:ly,Justice Richard: Sims, the appellatti court said ihe tax agency controlled by the San· Francisco Unified 
School Dis_trfct and the community coJfege board was covered by the two~ thirds Vote req\Jir)'ment of Prop_osifion 13', fl)e_ 
1978 property-tax slashinQ measure. 

The ruling is the third by an appeal court since the state Supreme Courtniled in a .San Diego case that local taxes must 
be approved by i:I two-fhirgs vote ofthe'people. The ruling In the_ Sanrnegq case_carne a week.after' San Francisco voters 
passed the.sales tax in December 1991, with 55 percent of the vote. 

Sims said.lt did: not matter that the San Francisco tax was passed ~ week ))efore the' Supreme Court ruling. 

Proposition A on the bee; .1-0; fas.t, bailot raised the city sales ta)( from 8.25 percEmt to 8:5 perc;en(,The $an Fraric;lsco 
Unili,ed School District received aticiut $15 million from the tax, and about $8 miilion went to City Colle9e of Sari Francisco. 

Even though the tax was tfie subject oflegal challenge, the school district board and the community college board decided 
to spend the money anyv.iay to prevent the layoff of iumdreds of tt;iactii:irs and other employees. iii the face ofa C(!sh , 
shortage. 

Coupal, the attorney for the.Howard. J'arvis Taxpayers Association, which represented the _fqur fl1e'ichants; W<JS 

unsuccessful in obtainin9 a ,court order ttiat would have bloc_l<ed imp_os1tion of the tax. 

"It's very difficult i. n the are_ a, -of focal sales tax to prevent' local government from successfully breaking the law --tli~ 
exactly what happened here._".Coupal said. · , _· 

Coupal said he is studying ways to hold :the school boards finaric:ialfy acco!-lrytable, 

He said he suspects that other businesses may file claims for refunds of the sl31~s tax, 'fo Which Jhey are legally entitled. 

"Customers think of themselves ~spaying the tax ))eCause retailers generally pass the tax<1long,'' Coupai saJd, ''But 
techn lcally, it's the. retaf[ers who are responsible for. the tax and ·,who are required to fill out quarterly reports." 

Jndecx ferms: Propof;ii{on 1S; PropositionA:.SF; SALES l'AX; RULINQ; COURTS,' EDUCATION; FJNANC£.: VIOLATIONS; ELECTIONSf99t 

Record· .10450 Copy_.righf;' Copyright 1994 San f[anr;isco. t:hron/c;le 
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Rider v@ County of San Diego (1991) 

[No. 8017917. Dec 19, 199:L.] 

RICHARD J. RIDER et aL, Plaintiffs and Respondents~ v. COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO et 

aL, Def~ndan~s and Appellants. 

(Superior Court of Riverside Coµnty~ No.194690, Gordon R, Burkhart, Judge~) 

(Opinion by Lucas, C. J., with Arabian, Baxter arid George, JJ.,.concurring. -Separate 

cc:mcurr:ing opinion by Georg~, J ., with Pam~lli, J., concurring. Separate dissenting 

opinions by Mosk and Kennard, JJ~) 

COUNSEL 

Lloyd M_. B.armon, Jr., C011nty Ccmnsel, Pa,l)iel J .- Walh1ce (!nd Diane Bardsley; Chief 

Deputy County Counsel, Bruce D. Macteish and Andrew J. Freeman; Devuty County 

Counsel, McDougal, Love, .Eckis~ Griiidle & 0 1Cbilnor, LynnR. McDoug;a1 and ramara 

A. Smith for Defende;mts and Appellants. 

John K. Van de Kamp and Daniel E. Lungren; Attorneys Gen,eraj, ..TackT. l{erry and 

'Edmond B. Mamer, Deputy Attorneys Genercll, Kelvin I{. Booty, Jr., County Coun$el 

(Alameda), James F. May, Assistant Co~nty Colinsel, Susan Minasian, County Counsel 

(Butte), Max;.E. Robinson; County Counsel CFresP.-o), John E. S1utter, Deputy County 

Couhsel, James· P. Lough, County Counsel (Humboldt), ThomAs M. Frie.s, County 

Counsel (Imperial), Kevin. E. Ready, beputyC<:mnty Couns_el, Bernard C.,Barmann, 

County Counsel (Kern), Stephen D. Schuett, Assistant Cotility Counsel; Camei:on.L. 

Reeves; County Counsel {Lake}, De Witt W. Clintori; Coilllty Counsel CLos Angeles), 

David L. Muir,_ Deputy County Counsel, Jeffrey L. Kuhn, County Coupsel (Madera); 

Douglas J, Maloney, County Counsel (Marin), .Allen A. Haim, Deputy County Counsel, 

J arn.es s. Reed, County Counsel (Mo110 )1 Ralph R. Kuchler, County Counsel (Monterey), 

Letoy W. Blankenship; l)eputy County Counsel, James ,A. Curtis,. CountyCounsel 

(Nevada), Robert Shulman, County Counsel (Piumas), William C. Katzenstein, Cqu~ty 

·~ 
A 1-ot of- c_-Hurney s- / 
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now§ 93, subd. (a}; Carman v~ Aivord(1982) 31 Cal. 3d 318, 331 [182· Cal. Rptr. 506~. 
644 P.2d 192].) In other words, as a pract~cal matter, the propos~d extension of 

Richmond to all districts, whenever created, which lack property fax !lower would read 

section 4's refotenceto "special districts" out of exi.stence as· applied to districts formed 

after1978. 

As the plurality opinicm in Richmond explained, section 4 of Proposition 13 was 

intended to restrict the ability of local governments to impose new taxes to: replace 

property tax revenues lostunder the other provisions of that measure. (See 31 CaL3d at 

p. 206~) TJ:iis intent would be frustrated if cities and counties were nonetheless 

permitted to arrange for the formation oflocal taxing districts to finance municipal 

functfons without secufuig the requisite tw'o-thirdS voter approval. 

Thus, we hold that "special di$trict" would. include any local taxing agency crE:'.ated to 

. raise funds f qr city or county purposes to replace revenues lost by reason of the 

restrictions of Proposition 13 . 

. In the present~ase, the evidenceth~t the Agency wascr~at.ed to raisefumls for c911nty 

purposes a.nd thereby circumvent Proposition 13 is strong. [3] In future cases, however, 

marshalling such evidence of intentional cl.rcurirvention may be difficult. Thus, we 

believe that courts may infer such intent whenever the plaintiff.has proved the new tax 

agency is ess.entially cc:mtroHed by one or more cities or counti~s that otherwise wm1ld 

have had to compl:ywiththesuperm~jorityprovisfon of section 4._In determining [1 

Cal. 4th 12] whether such control exists, a variety of considerations may be relevant, 

including the presence or absence of (1) substantial munkipalcontrol over agency 

op~rations, revenues or expenditures~ (2} mi:micipal owner:ship or: control over agency 

property or facilities? (3) coterminous physical boundaries, (4) common or overlap pin%, 

governing boards, (s} :municipal involvement in the creation or formation of the agency, 

and(6) agency performance of functions customarily or historicajlyperfoPn.ed PY 
m1,micipalitie$ and finap.c~ci through levies ofpr9pertyt~es., 

The "essential cont:ror' standard posited above is not'necessanly the functional 

equivalent ofthe "alter ego0 theory used to iipierc~ the corporate veil" for piirposes of 
imposing liability on the individual shareholders; (See, e.g., M~sler v. ~r:agg 

Management Co, (1985) 39 Cal 3d 290} 300-301 [216 Cal. Rptr. 443, 702P.2d 601].) 

Rather than attempting to demonstrate that the subject agency and county areidenti.cal 

entities~ appiication of the ''esseri.ti(llcontrol'i test simply affords ground for reasonably 

inferring an intent to circumvent Proposition 13. 

·l)ttp://lcN/.JL!Stia.com/i:ases/califoi"nia/supreme-c:oUrt/4!hT1/1.hln:ll 
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Vanoni. v. County of Sonoma (1974}40 Cal. App. 3c:l 743, 748:-751 [115 Cal Rptr~ 485], 

s.~rves as an instructive analogous precedent, Therer. the appellate court.considered 

whether a watet district should be deemed the alter ego of a county for purposes, of 
applying the constitutional debtli:rnitation applicableto Cities, counties ;ip_d school 

districts, but nptto water districts. (Cal Const~, former art. XIII, §40; see:id., art .. Xvr, § 

t8.) The court observed that although the county and water district shared common 

bonndaries, governing boardS, Citizens and taxable property, and the district was 

performing functions traditi nall · erformed b ounties (40 Cal.App.3d at pp. 748-

749), the district remained separate legalentity at subjectto the debt limitation in 

the absence of a showing •itli en i. su ~ect to f e nm1tation [i.e.~ the county] controlled 

the decision to incur the d~bt orlevythe tax." (Id. at p. 750, italics ;3.ddeci.) 

.As Vanoni concluded, 11Although the Sonoma Water District may be performing 

functions traditionally performed by counties, appellants have offered no evidence, 

beyond the fact that the Same individuals sit on the gov(O!rning boards of bqth th~ ccmnty 

and the water d\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: 

suffici~nt to establish that control. [Citation.t (Vanoni v. County of Sonoma, supra, 40 

CaLApp.3dat pp. 750-751, italics added.) We agree with Vanoni that common governing 

boards c1o notinvariably indicate county control, but certainlythatfact is relevant to the 

ingufry, The determination whether a city or county essentially controls a taxing agency 

is one that necessarily must he niade on a case-:by-case basis, using the criteria 

suggested above. [1 Cal. 4th 13] 

We are unconvinced thatapplicationof 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. ordi11ances 

·typically ,.contain strict time limitations governing commencement of litigation 

challenging their validity. (See, e.g., Gov. Code, § 2.62$2 [pertaining to the San:Diego 

County agency involVed herein]; Code Civ. Proc., §§ 860 [in rem validation procedure], 

863 (60,-day statute ofiill1it~tions forchallengingvalidity of agen,cyactionJ) Unlike 

curative acts, which generally are unable to cure constitutional defects (see Hoffman v. 

City of Red Bluff(1965) 63 Cal. 2d584, 5~2 [47 Cal. Rptr. 553,407 P.2d 857]; 

Aughenbaugh v. Board Of Supervl.sors (i983) 139 Cal.App, 3d 83, 90-9t [188 Cai.RPtr· 

523]}; such statutes of limitatiop.~ are deemed Vlri.thi!l legislative powertoprovide a 

prompt validating procedure for asserting such chalfon~es (see Rand v. Bossen (1945) 

27 Cal. 2d 61, 64- 67 [162 P.2d 457J.; Graydon v. Pasadena RedevefopmentAgency 

http://lawJvstia,com/ca$es/califorolalsupreme-courft4thl1/1,html 
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Member: 
. . Board of Supenrisors 

City and County of Sau Francisco 

TO: Hon. Members of the Board 

FR~ Supervisor Carole Migden 

RE: Immediate Adoption Item 
Declaring a J·une 15, 1993 SJ:lecial Election. 

./tle.<:L :<£_ ·~ ! oc> 

-..3/;7 

On Roll Call .today, I will ask that the attached motion be 
approved on the Xmmediate l\.doption Calendar. · The motion would 
declar~ a Si;>ecial Election to be held on June l5, 1993. 

You will rE:ica'.I.I that the Board authorized creation of a 
Joint FinanceA11thority to determine whether San Rrancisco 
voters should be asked to extend all or some portion of one 
half-cent of sales tax should it expire a$ schedule(). on .;rune 30. 

The. Authority has decided that the v.otets should be. asked 
to. extend one-quarter cent of the sales tax to fund the School 
Pistrict and. Community· College District.. This e~tension would 
have the effect of replacing the one-quarter cent sales tax 
currently collected by the Schqols which also exp.ires on 
June 30. · · 

The earliest date on which a Special Election can now be 
called is june 15, i993. That date would be secui;ed by our 
action today declaring the election, pursuant tO. the action of 
the Joint Finance Autho;rity. The cost of the election will be 
approximately $600, OOO. The entire co.st .will l:m paid by the 
School District arid Coniinunity Co;llege District, as ma<:le clear 
in th~ motion declaring the election. . 

Please contact my off ic~ if you have any questions in 
advance of today's Board mee.ting. 

Thank you for your dons:i.deration. 

Room ?35 " CityHall • San F™)S1f'1 ~alifomia 94102 • (415) 554-4033 
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FILE. NO 101-92-66 ~ 2 

(Go\f~rnment Funding) . I . . A0#92246 SA#118 

l . APPROPR1ATIN~ 120;000 FOR PROGRAM PROJECT BUDGET (SPECIAL ELECTION 
2 FUND),. REGISTRAR OF VOTERS FOil FiSCAL YEAR 1992 b 93~ . 

I 
3 

4 
Be it ordained by the people of the City arid County of San.Frandsco: 

5 Section 1. FUNDS ARE HERESYAPPROPRIATED FOR FY 1992-93 .AS .FOLLOWS: 

6 

7 
01-001 

8 

9 99-00-00 

Source of Funds and 
Purpose of Appropriation 

General Fund 

General Fund Unallocated 

10 GL 155 (119990) lntertund Receivable 

11 Subsidiary 000018 SFU$D - Special Election· Advance 

12 BO - oo. -t>o Registrar of Voters 

13 
Project 037 - 01 . Special Electipn Fund 

14 

Amount 
Debit Credit 

$120,000 

15 

16 

v 

20-201 O (430025) Program Project Budget $120,000 l 

.·;.. 

18 APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
LOUISE H. RtNNE, CITY ATTORNEY 

1~ 

21 DEPUTY CJPl ATfG,}RNEY. 

22 

23 

24 

25 

l 
j 
11 

j' .I BOAR~ OF. .sun;RVISORS 

IJ 

FUNDS AVAILABLE: 

~~ . DNTRoLLER · · · · · · · .. · 

Ofl [( } !2oi .OCiJ 

Aprro f 'I,,,~ 
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Monday, May.fo. 1993 

. .. . . 
[Metered Yellow. zonef Down.town CoreJ _ _ _ ._ _ _ __ 
Resolution µrging tli\'l: Mayor to urge. the Parking and Traffic . ·-: 
Commission ·to expand metered yellow zones in the Downtown cote to 
V:an Ness and South cif Market and t_o urge _the Parking and' .Traffic_ 
Commission and l:he· Police _Commission vic:jotously ·to cite : 
non-comrnerdial vehicles illegally parked fn yellow zones as well as 
commercial vehicles•parked.,illegally in yel.low zones al.1 day. 
(Supervisor Maher presented.) Refe_rred to- Housing and Land Use 

.ca·mmiti:ee wi_th request it 'be considered at the May· 20, 1993 meetirw. 

File, 190-93~ 

[Manual Traffic Contrail 
- Resolu.tion declaring the ·p_olicy of the City and County that it is 
essential to San .Francisco's tran'sit plan ·to 'have manual traffic 
control in the City's 'busiest· interse·ctions in the Down town ca·r'e of 
the City 'during periods .of peak evening traffic. (Stipervis.o.r Maher 
presented.).-_ Referred to Housing .and· Land Use _Cotrunittee with request. 
it be. considered a_t the May '20, _1993 i;neetirig. · · · · · 

File 190-93-S 

[MahiJal Traffic: Contr.ol Staff) 
Resolution urging the Mayor to urge the Parking and Tr_affic 
Commission to t?ke all steps ·necessarc:( to hire twenty..:four to 
thirty-six additional :parking_ control officers whose p'rimary· 
function would be the-control of traffic in hea~ily used · 
intersections ·in. the. city during periods of peak ·evening ·traffic. 
(Supervisor Maher-presented.). Referred to Housing and Land Use 
Committee with r;equesi:_ it. _be con_sider_ed at the May _20, 1993 meeting, 

File 190-93-5.l 

[Doub.le P.arking 'Bail,. l.ncrease to $10,0J _ • 
Re:sol·uHori urging the Municipal Cou_rt to increase the bail f.ot _ 
·dou~le paik;i.ng violations .from $43 and $50 to $100 and urging the 
Parking and ·Tra_ffic Cqmmission and the Polic_e .Commission to place:_a 
high priority' on vigorous!~ citing ijiolators of double parking · 
prohibitioris, especially during periods of peak evenihg traffic, 
(Supervisor Mahei presented.) · Refer,r,ed· :to 1-1?.using and Land Use 
Committee with "request it be considered a_t the May 20, 1993. meeting. 

File 237.-93-.2 

(Bailot.Meaiure] . _ __ . 
Chait~r amendment (Fir~t bratt) amending· Section 7.309 relatinif·to 
financing con'st'ruction or. improvement. of capital fa di lities or 
purchase of_ equipment, (Supervisor __ Hsieh presented.) Referred 'to. 
Rules Committee. 

File 24.0-93-i 

--462-

l 

., 

. . . . .. · .. 
Merida~, Maji: 10,' _1993 

(Ballot M.easurel · . · --- • - __ · -
.Charter amendment (Rough Draft) ·amending Secti.on 3. 543 • telatirig to 
Deputy Chiefs; -Fi re 'Department, to allow the Fire• Ch.ief b:i appoint 
two Deputy Chiefs from uniformed officers ho-lding rank of Battalion. 
·chief o·r .Assistant Chief, (Supervisor Hs.ieh ·presented.') Referred · 
·t:o -Rules -Committee. · · - · · · 

'P.11~ 241~93 . .:..1 

t~al1b~ Measure]-
Chatter· amendment (First Draft) i>n\endin9 Section 6. 203 .b;>. require 
the mayor to transrni t_ to-. the board Of ·supervisors . the proposed"· 
budget .for the ensuing fiscal yeai: by the first day -of May of- each 
year. (Supervisor Mi~den presented.» Referred to Rule_s Cornmi ttee·; 

File 242-93-l 

[Ballot Measur~l . .. -
Cha-rter. amendment (First Draft) amending Section ·7'.309 relating to 
the financing cif the acquisition. of equipment by increµsi.rtg the,.· 
obligations· or evidence of-indebtedness from $20 to $40'million. 
(Supervisor _Shelley presented.)_ Referred to Rul_es Committe,e. · 

File 243,-93-1 -

[Ballot Measure] 
Charter amendm~nt (Ri::iugh Ora ft) amending Section- 3, 670. relating to. 

·the composition 0£ the Retiremerit Board of the City and•county · 
Employees' Retirement System by adding· a retired person to the. _ 

_Board. (Supervisor ·Shelley presented.) Referred to Rules Commit.tee. 

. File 24 5-93-1 

- Referred to Board 

[Request] . · _-- . . _ 
Report by Registrar of Voters on the· proposed cuts in the _1993-94' 
bud~et eliminating _or restricting the availability of abseritee 
ballots.and budget cuts affecting access to pollin9 places, · · 
(Supervise~ -Conroy'presented.) At the direction-~£ the Preaident~ 
scheduled for consideration by the Board on May 17, 1993; --

Fi.le io0-93-7 

~equests for Heating&: 

Fi\~ 30-93~9' By- Supervisor Shelley: To corisidel: th_e :issue ~f - -
electro magnetic fields and potential impacts to res·iaents living. 
near such fie.Ids·. Re_ferred to Health, Public Safety and· Environment 
Committee. 
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Mqnday, May 3, 19!l3 . 

Ordinance appropriating $120,000, Registrar of Voters, for prog;Jm 
project budget (Special Election Fund). (Supervisor Migden 
presented.) Referred to Budget Committee with request it be 
considered at the May 5, 1993 meeting. 

File 101-92-66.2 ~ 

~ -vk-1 '\~. . 
[s 1 . . ·L J . ,.·: . . . .: . : .. urp us ProperLy . . . , . ·. . ... · ... · · 
Ordinance repealing ·ordihance• ·~(h ·100-93 which 'authorized. and · . .., 
directed the· sale of surplus city-owned property know.n as: a po.rtion. 
of Water Dejlartmenl: Parcel· 55 located, at. Lake Merced .Boulevard and· 
john Muir Dri.ve, which property- is currently' being leased to the 

·Olympic ·club, (SuP,ervisor Hallin.an· presented .. ) Refer.red to. Budget 
Committee .. 

12 .· n, •rt"~ '·<-' c,l\oo\ . 
File· 96~93-1. l ,,. . DW.'""-~ ...::>... . . - ·. 

. . ... CtRc.u_M.-iQ.,,f f\2> 8 - S~oJ-4- bf .A~ 
. (P.ropetty Tax ·Allocation] j ~·. t. .. J. 

Ordinance amending Adtninistratfve Code by, adding Sections ·10. 7-i. l"IA.:7"""" 
through, .1.0. 7-'-2.3 to r'eq.uire .the· Conttolle·r to alloc'at:e proper.ty · · . 

taxes·.co.l·hicted. in. the .city ..... an.d County in. ac.cord;mce .. with. the la.ws .... ~. · "".·· governing ap~ortionment during ~iscal.year. 1992-93· ... (Supervisor .. ' 
Shelley preseritecL) Referred to Budget Committee" . . ·. ·· ·. '.);f".r 

··File ~7~,3~2.~ · . . · . 

[Retit teeJ 
-tJrdinance amending Administrative C6de by amending Section 37A.2(d) 
.Ji.a increase·the.Resiiiential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Fee 
J.rom eight to ·ten dol iars. (Supervisor Migden presented.) Referred 
r.t!P. Budget to.mmi Hee. . . .. 

Fire 97-93-26. 

[Caf~ tables and Chalrs] . · · ·.·.·.· . 
Ordinance· amending i?ubli.c. Works, Code,· Artie.le ,5. 2, by dele.ti ng 
Section.s 176. throl.\gh 182. i·ncllisive, by ·adding new. Sections 17,6 
throtigh 16~ the~eto, authorizing the Diiectorbf the Department of 

:public Works. to issue. cafe tables" and chairs permits; requiring 
owners or oper:ators of. business establ.ishments seeking to occupy a. 
·portion of a ·.public sidewalk, cour.t, alley or street w'ith cafe 
:tables and chairs to obtain a .cafe tables *nd chairs permit; · 
.authorizing the Directo~ of the Department of Public· Works ta 
establiSh guidelines. for cafe tab.les and chairs;. requiring· permit 
applicants to post ~otice of intent on the business premises; 
establishing· process for P.rotest· .and appeal of denial of permit; ·. 
setting conditions and restrictio.ni;, on permits; ·providing f,or · 
s.uspeni;.iori o.r revocat.ion of permits; establishing. penalties and 
remedies for failure to comply with said Article. (Supervisor 
l\lioto. presented.)' Refer red· to Housing and Land Use· Comriii ttee with 
request it be co11sidered at the May 6 .• 1993 ·me~tjng. 

File i23.:...93~L 

-.4:f4-

J1onclaY,, .May 3, 1993 

. . . . . . . . . . 

rrilegal oii.mping ~ine] '' . ' . ' 
Substit~te resolu~ion ~rgind ~haMuni~ipal ~curt.to incre~se th~· 
bail for illegal dumping of refuse from $30 tb 1300- (Supervisor· 
Shelley presented.) Referred to Health and Public Safety Com.'.11.it~.ee,. 

File.· 237-93:..l. 

Referred to Board 

lProel.amationl . · . ". : . : .'. · .. 
Resolution ci;immendi.ng chancellor" :Julius R. Krevans, 'MD·; on his. 
retirement .fOr liis ou.tst;md.ing cont.riliutidn t:o the p.eop~e ol: the 
City and .County of. Sari :Francisco ·for over two decades:. and urging his . 
Honor, the Mayor, to declare May 19; 1993 a~ "Julius R. Krevans; MD 
Day• in San ·Franci'sc.o. {Supervisor M.aher presented.) Refer red 'to 
Board May 10,. 1993 For Adoption Without Committee.Reference Calenda~; 

Fi l.e. 4-93-18 

Called from Committee 

[water De.pa.rtment l . 
Resolution urging l:he Mayo, .to· 1.irge the Publi.c Utilities :.Comrriission 
t6 ~liminate all of· the temporary positi6ns aaded to th~ W~tei·· . 
Department for the drought. Called from Budget Committee by 
Supervisor Hallinan; sciheduled foi consideration by'the Board on May 
10, 1993. ' 

File 188-93-2 

Requests for Heatings: 

Filei'207-93-S.2, By supervisor Conroy: 
cr'imes· committed by youth. Referred:to 
Committee. 

To consider the' increase in 
Health" and .Public· S·afety 

File 207'-93-18, By Supervisor· Sheiley: 
public safety and, enforcement, graffiti 
ndequate ,youth .activities in the Sunset 

· H'ealth ';,nd .Public Safety committee. · 

To cons.ide~ the· iss~es o{ 
and li I: ter ·problems and 
Di.strict,.· Referred to" 

Motions· 

Refen;ed ':to' Bo.ard 

[Needle Ei~hange] 
Motion :concurring :i.n the de.termination of the Mayor' for· t;he. 
continuea need for the declaration of emer;ency. in connectiori 
the Needl~Exchange Program; (Supervisor Alioto presented.) 
:Referred to Board May 10 1 1993 For Adoption Wit11out Committee 
Referenbe Calendar. 

. File 30~93-5.4 
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LEGISLATl'\.iE HISTORY. SHEET 

! 100-93-7. 
FI le No. 

~~--~---'-----

et·-.·. .Requ'es. t Ordinance, .Ffoso I ut ion, .... 

Subject: 
[Request] 
Report by Registrar of Voters on the proposed cuts in the 1993-94 budget· 
eliminating or restricting the availability of a:Osentee b~llots and budget 
cuts af.fecting access to polling places .• 

. . . . . . ' . . . . 

=~===~========~====-==·===============·=====-=====.:;:=====·================· 

· f ... Supervisor Conroy in Bd. 
(1) Initially introd1,.1ced by or received rom: ___________ ---" 

.. 5/1..0/93 
Date: ·· .· 

---"""---,-----.----~ 

(2) Referred by President to Committee on: 
-------..,------~ 

Date :--'·---------'.---~ 

(3) Other Di spo.s ft ion= 

6n Board Immediate Adopt ion· caiendar of _____ _ 

On Board Emergency Calendar of_,.,__~-----'-_;_---'-­

Sched1,1led for' pub I ic hearing on_~-------

==_::;::::==-======-===============-:::=~===============================·=·======= 

Recorcj of Board and Comrnfttee Act ions: 
Nay lO r 1993 - At the directiOn of the P.resident1 scheduled for 

MAY r 7 !993 ers:r::: :;:~an! on ~· H' 1993. 

l t 
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ACCESS FOR THE DISABLED VOTER 
by. the BallotSlmpllfiCatlon Committee 

BBFOREELECTIOND~ 

VOl'E~B·Y~MAJL..-;.Absentec ballols for die June.15, ·1993 
election will be mililed between May 17 and June 7. Ballots ~ 
moiled witbiri 3 days afler receipt of each reques!. If you dO not. 
•receive yout ~alfot within 10 days nl'ler· you ~DY~ se(lt' in yOUI' 

.request, pleasecajl th~ i{egi.strar of Voters ac 554,-4315. . 
Voters withspecificdisabiliuesmay apply for Perinnnent Al>Seniee 

Voter siatus. See Page 15 for infonnotion. If you are fl.'Pennanent. 
Ab~nl.Ce V0,ter, an absentee ballot will be mlliled to yo11: au!Omati­
cniiy for aU fliture elections, unl~ you move, or Ie".'teglSle('. Then 
yoo would need to re~apply to be a Permanent Ab$en~ Voter. 

TA.PE RECORDINGS..,_ 'fheSimFranclscol>ublic Library for 
the Blind 1md rrint Hand!cappedllt 3150 Socramento Street pro· 
ifuce!I and distribgtes tape-recorded copies of the Voter Infonna­
tion Pamphlet for l}Se by visually impaired voters. The aelephorie 
number is 292·2022. · ·· 

T.D.D. (TELECOMMUNICATIONS DEVICE FOR THE 
DEAF).:...;_ }ieariilg·impaired or specch-impiured voters who have 
a . ']'DD ·may ~otnmunicate wiLh the San Haricisco Registrar of 
Voters' office by calling 554-4386. · 

' ONELECTION DAY: 

ASSISTANCE-VoterS unable to made their ballot may bring 
one or two persons 'Vith them inlD the voting bOOth to assist them, 

' or they m11y ilsk PQll wor~ tO provide needed assistanee, 
CURBSIDE VOTING - If architecl.Uial barriers p.revent a voter 

froril e:nterins the pollingplace, poll Workers will bring theneces.wy 
votiits: materials fD 'lbe voter in frontof the polling p~. 

PARKING- If' their polling place is in a .residential garage, 
elderly aiM1 handicapped voters may Parle in the driveway while 
voting; prov~ _they d.o not block iraffic. . 

READiNG TOOLS-Every poiling place has iargc-J)rint iri­
sttuctions on: how lo' Vote and special sheeis to magnify the type on 
the ballot. .. . 

SEATED' VOTING-Every poJOng place has Ill least one 
Voling booth which allows. voters to vote while sitting ma chair or 
a wheelchair. 

VOTING TOOLS - Every polling place ha~ an easy-grip pen 
for signing the rosier and an easy-grip tool io~ punching the ballot. 

IMPORTANT"NOTICE 
'l'h6re nre in1uiy poiling pince changes for this ekctlon. Please 'check the pollin8 place address on the label on the back cover of your 

voter handbook. You may find .it more convcriicinl to vote by moil (see page 15) or to vote at City Hall between May 17 D11d1tllle 15. 
Voting hm.ir& in City Hill.I arc 8:3011.m, to4:00p.m.; Monday through Frldayi On Saturday und $undny, lune r2 and 13, you may vote in 
City Hall befwl.'en 10 n.m~ nnd 3 p.m, OnE}eelioQ Day you may vote. in Gity tfnll between 7:00 ;t.m. and 8;00 .,.m, 

6 

Jf you desire .a copy of the. proposed ordlna.nce for Proposition A, 
please call the Registrar's Office at (415) 554-4375 and a 

copy wm be mailed at no cost to yoai. · 

·.~ 

. J\}0 I l 
' 

lAJv\PrL 
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OFFICE OF THE REGISTRAR OF VOTERS 
City and County a/San FranCis(JO 
Room 158 - City Hall 
400 Van Ness Aven~e 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4691 
(415) 554- 4375 

l . 

' .. 

E>~\ k. {l;(J"(_ ~ 

% 3 we~\~s 

·~·BL·RAT. 
\. J. , . U.S. P.OSTAG~ 

1-\L . . • . PAID 
· I vo.,/H /{Of D 6~\ef<__ Sa~:ir=::coi 
5 l7 · b... Permit No. 2750 

CAR-RTsORi 

r . . , ·~ . . . . . -
Voter, please bring this entire.back page with you to tlie polllng place. The location of y9ur pclDng 
place is shown on the label below. Pleas·e DO NOT remove the label from the appllcatlon below. 
ill~ • ~tilt~~dfWfil!iltt:ii.tJ!!:R 0 1/Jl~lft®Ji!J11alr£Fiiiifl&l: 0 8*~f1Mrm1$1*WJ:®l!IM8ii 0 

1'm•~iihn · · · 
LOCATJON OF YO~R a+ 

' POLLING PLACE 
. . . ~-l&J.n: . . 

MAl~ING; ... 
,A.DDRf~SS 

.. YES o;Nol <)f 
Is Poll Location 
tfandicapped 
Accessible? 
!9:110$~~~ 

/.1Qlitt)db 

·M11mii1111mmlt1$a5~-1993~6)=J is s ~sum~M<:ttJLtiftrm~n:s3lft1£1993~6fl s alifI~®Mttillt'lt • 
ABSENTEE BALLOT (Vote·By-Mall) APPLICATIO'N .. June 15, 1993 Special 51ection . . 
Sign illis·:application and return it. Registrar must receive application by June. 6, 1993. 

~ .. You MUSTS .. IGN h!lre, to rec.etve e bellot. "rijjj. r. ('.f'i . fT.Tl. .
1
_ 

1
. 

, ~ LUJ __ _ I J I DJJI I I l l · 
I. , Your slenature .. DO NOT PRINT ~Jllt\liliti~1'i!!ll!I~ p{lte Slgn1;1d ~:t; am ~ay Tl11ie Plione aJlllliil'r& Ev1tning'Phone JllkPUMftir 
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5[7/2017 . Docu~ent:Sturining Vict(Jry of Prop. A Has lmplfcatfons Beytinct S.F. -Affierl~a·s News -Historical and Curre.nt 
. . . . . 

. : . - . . . 

Otfler Produds View Hislci\y r;iy Colle~fiba:··. losin Help C~nlacfciistomeiservice "~rvei; Tell us what you: think of our. intelface! 
. - . . .- - . . >. : 

. . - : . . 

America 'S NeiNs ~Historical and Current · INew Search) 
. . . 

P.1;.{l.qr:i f(,·-F.t-::-;ult~; 

: Jtunning Victory of Prop. A Has lmplicatiOns Beyond S.E Hid• Details 

San Fianciscq Chronicle (CA} (Published as.THE SAN FRANCISCO C!jfWNICLE) ~ J(Jf!e 19i 1993 Browse Issues 

. Author/Byline/ JERRY ROBERTS Edition; FINAL Section: NEWS Page: A4 · Column; JERRY ROBERTS ON POLITICS 

Readability: >12 grade !evel(Lexite: 1340} 
. . . . . . . . . . . . 

For John Whltehurs.t, the amazing spectacle wherein San. Fran~isco·voters overJ.ihelmingly v~lunteered this ~eek io raise 
their 9wn taxes forever was ?. matter of eleganttac;tics and simple strategy. . . . . 

. . . 

~~We created a very select universe of voters," said veteran focal eampaigh consultant Whitehurst. ''Then we jusi 
pounded the p--'- out of them." : ' 

· Arriid .record low turnout, San Franciscans on Tµesday passed Proposition A, a permanent extension of a "temporary" 
. one-quarter cent sales tax. earmarked for schools. 

:· . : . . 

The pr9-taxers won 74 percent, a stunning result with statewide policy .and political .reverberations. 
.. : . : . 

As a .matter of strategy, the $150,boo pro-Proposition A effort was a c<ise study of h~w to win a high-impact, low-profile, 

speCi~I interest election. p.', le.. l O i _ q 1... ~ f;b t ·:i_ · · 

... We stayed undet the radar," the Victorious Whitehurst said. ''But by Tuesday, we could tell you almost by first name who 
was going to come out and vote." . 

Among the key elements of the campaign: 

DEFINING THE UNIVERSE 

Qff-ye;;ir special elections always ·have ver).i kiW turnouts; and this one buried the needle. Drawing jUst 20 percent of 
voters, it beat the previous modern low of 25 percent for a bo-hum 1.981 city race. . . 

. On that playing fl~ld,. th. e. campaign ide.' nt.ified a universe. of potential supp.orters ~onsistirig of 75,000 vot:rs with a dire. cl\ 
.ersorial stake: d1stnct teachers; adm1nl.strators and ma1ntenar:ice workers; public school parents and City College of S~ 

Francisco insiructors :and students. . . ? · 
.. · . f~I'./\/ Whe,ite... 
•·Matching that group to corn uterized lists of peo le who voted in recent elections, Whitehurst threw out 10,000 names cif 

likely nonvoters, then aimed and fire e campaign at the remaining 65,000. The bottom line, pending.final, certified 
.. figure.$: m~re than 58,000 of about 80,000 peop.le who bothered to vote Tuesday favored the tax. '. · 
· · I ~i>.tw.5 . . . · ·. 

. EXPANDING THE BASE 

Refated /.!.rtic!es 

AU Ab.out Marin: Fairfax backed . 

Obama.with 88.3 percent... 

.Local campaigners prepare 

final pus)] 

ABSENTEES; MAIL;INSARE 

CHALLENGE. FOR SCHOOLS 

Voter turnout by countians 

could top 80% 

Romney pulls in m!'ljority of 

cash 

SR FJRE\l\IORKS FIGHT 

LIKELY SET MONEY MARK -

MEASURE ... 

School dis.trict may decide 

city/county issue -

Traditionally ... 

Diverse .group.seeks 
·judgeships- Twelve 

candidates ... 

Poll: Voters leaning against tax 

cuts 
Poll: Voters leaning ag·ainsttax 

cuts 

Quick links 
Ffnd more articles by'JERRY 
ROBERTS . 

Find more a.rticles on page 

A4 
Find all.articfes on.· June 19, 

1993 

The fr~nt committee of the winning i;ampaign was firiariced arid do,.;,inated by key labor unions thal directly ben:errt from ·1· · 
the tax; the United Educators of San .Francisco, a local amalgam of the California Teachers Association and American 5.· /i. o.· ··~ e_(ech_n c.,;.llec{ 
Federation of Teachers; Local 2121 of the Arrjerican Federation of Teachers, which represents City· College instructors, 
and Local 790; representing Janitors and other nonclassroom workers. R '· . -

fllot" "'t r\~t1i:r...: 1 t":""'o'cd.: tro . . . · . ·• . · ~.· id- Uioes 04- ~(k.. ; 
. But the campa1gt(,lso garnertd early, important endorsements on the opposite end bfthe spectrum, like SuP.ervisors J v 

·"'\ Annemarie Conroy and.Tom Hsieh and the city's Apartment Owners Association. This provided cover'for conservatives fl(JI- C') · eark+oci<_~ 
: .¥ and isolated a few vocal critics. such as state Sehator Quentin Kopp arid th~ GOP Central Commlttj:le. . . _ I , . . ) 

.:s . . \:;\~ .Co . .._,q)-' 3/1>~>/.11. bM'\PN'O.Jl; .::./. 1-slw.;.,;_-- 01*· ~t ()Ot- '"1 

.C- ABSENTEE-VOTE MANIA ·~· . . ·.,. · ·.. · I' . 4 1°7 ,._;;:__ 
~ . • · ·· . 'IN\J<e.<\ 1ow l> Si.t~ t-A·le... 1 opp os5;J.rt1.e"'t- P~P~·c"'0t- 1~tklP~p),let; 

Registrar Germaine Wong said the P. ro osition A campaigob.rok.e the. ciij'~ previous record ftlr absentee baUo~st as a . 

6
1. · ... 

· .£ percentage ~fturnout-- 40 ~ercent compar~d to the previous high of 38 percent in a 1987 special el.ection won by ... B _ ab;~ tee: 
:i Re.presentati11eNancy .. Pelos1.Ab$Dlllk.ft \vl'l:S .::,,~ ·. r>n(l -\wrw . ..,\-( ,•;. 11_~ L.· .,.· : 1.1 .... i...L-4 

; 11 ' · ·J~ 
·.:g_ . . . . ~ne_)I- .. °'1• <...t..,nJVO'l"' Po 11111$1~£01.Y deo.: \ri(; 
~ A huge majority of those voters favored the sales tax, as an aggressive absentee"vote effort by PropositiJn A forces put · 

C 23,000 ballots in the bank before election day. y::.·L~ foO- ci ~ ~7 4111 L L[·(· L b~f· j_ 1 
I "' I .) !iPl<!-U:l:.{L 1--t\. 0 r e, r"1"1 ov.. I , Th e.1 

MIXED MEDIA (;\,~~t Pri;+ erlO·\/,\h E fi\. l .· 
The campaign melded traditional tactics with state-of-the- art communications techniques. A well-staffed phone bank ahd ~Lt~ \..b 
,round operation identified and delivered to the polls 18,000 known supporters. 'Y) er 

Added to. the absentee votes, this strong base meantthe campaign had lo win less than 40 percent of all remaining votes 
cast: ·when the deal went down, they got more than half of the balance, .yielding the extraordinarily l;>ig vict.oiy, 

The Proposition A forces also blanketed potential backers with more modem salesmanship: prerei::orded, targeted taped 

· http:f/infaWeb.riewsbank.com.ezproxy.sfpl.orgiresources/doc/nb/news/OEB4F52'f~~98?p=AMNEWS 1/2 



5f7/2017 •• Document: Stunning Victory of Prop;AHas Implications BeyonctS.F.-Nnerica's News·~ Historical and Current 
. . . . ··· . .. : . . . '. . .·: ": .. : : 

. Other Produc.ls. Vtew.f.li~iory .MY conec!ion <(~~in Ke~ Con1a~I Cus!om~i Service· ;urny. ·Tell us what you think of our interface! 1 · 

. . ·. .. . . . . : .... _.:. ·._ :· ·. : .. 

The tapes wer~ progralTJm~d to deliver a 30-second spiel e~en if contadt was made ~nly with a phone answering . . • · 
machine, as·many targeted voters repeatedly discovered upon checking their messages after getting home from work . 

.. It wasn't brain surgery.'' Whitehurst modestly said of his textbook campaign. ~.·11 wasn'.t foo shabby, either:' 
- . . . . . . . . . . . . : . . 

In a broader sense, the result was key because the b~dgetbrouhaha between state and local governments. over 
extending a separate, temporary half-cent sales tax means voters throughout California face similar choices in November. 

. .. . . . . . ..· ... 

The 7 4 percent of pro-tax voters in San Francisco easily ~urpass~d the normally to~gh-to" win two-thirds vote thai will 
likely be required for many of those local increases; 

Coupled with une;pec!ed pro-tax sentiment in local efectio.ns a~ound the state -- voters in conservative San Bemardirio 
· c:;ounty, for example, narrowly missed the two-thirds hurdle for a special tax this month _; tt could harbinger an imf)ortanf 

. swing in public opinion. 

. . . . 
"The conventional.Wisdom has E!lways·been that in a fow-turnout election, tax measures will go down to horrible 
defeats," said California Poll director Mervin Field. · · 

. .. . .. . 

"But after all the state budget crises and J~cal scare st~ries, they are beginning· to believe that a Jot oithe fat in 
government has been frie.d out." · · · 

Index. terms: Proposition A; SF; ELECTIONS 1993; SALES 7AX,• SCHOOLS . Record: 11754 

Copyright: Copynght 1993 San Francisco Chronicle 
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Whe<J Cttx~ f/1 e.,_ 

\e .>vl u.lio 0 .. .fO 
c~U +~L 1ec.r~ ? . e{ TIO()., 

<San Francisco Public finance Authority> 

Resolution No-. I ---

AUTHORIZrnG THE EXECUTION OF AH AGREEMENT BET1'lE£N THE SAN FRANCISCO Pl)BLIC 

FlNAl~CE AOTJWRlTY AND THE STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION FOR PREPARATION TO 

ADMlNlSTER AND OPERATE THE AUTliORITY'S TRANSACTIONS J.ND LISE TAX b~DINANCE, 

RE.SOLVED. That the San frgnttsco Public Finance AUthority ~uthoriies the 

execution of an agreement. witb the State Board of Equalization to 1,inpi ement 
'": ' 

the provisions of Parts 1.6 and 1.7 of D1vis1on 2 of the (;alifornia Reven.ue 

and Ta.xation Code. for the pu,rpos-e of pr~pari nf} to acimi n·is.ter and oner-ate the 

San Franci si;o Pub He nnance Authod ty transaction? and use tax ordinance; and 

~heref ore be 'j t 

FURTHER RESOLVED. That this a9reement snail continue in effHt until the 

preparatory wot:'k necessary to aom:iniSter the Authority's transactions and use 

tax ordinance has been completed and the State Soat.d 9f Eoualiza.tion .has 

n~ce ivecf ~ 11 payments due from the Authority; &nd therefore be it 
15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

26 

'27 

28 

FURTHER R£SOLV£D, T.hat the Superint~ndent of the San franc1sto Unii'ied 

School i;)istrict and theCJlarn::eilor of the San francis,co Community Collese 

Di std et are hereby· authorized to enter 1nto and sign tne agreement fot the 

Authority. 

The forgoing Re~olotfon was· o;rss:ed ano' adopted by the San ftanct sco 

Public i='lnance Authority at a meet11'ig thereof·, this ~9ay of September, i993 

by the following vote. to wit: 

A.yes:. tiGHl'. N()~ ZERO 

Absent: nio 

ATIEST: b Vi ·~· 
Actlng Secretary 
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// 
. AGREEMENT FOR PREPARATION TO ADMINISTER I 

OPERATE DISTRICT'S TRANSACTIONS.AND USE TAX.ORDE-1A}qCE 

In ordet to prepare fo administer a transac Ls and 

AND 

tax ordinance adoptiad in _ac.cordan~e wi.th the. 

(pollUnencing with Section 7251) of Division 2. of 

Pr-i';;P 
.W1--lf1,":;; 

use 

l.6 

Taxation code, the _5AN_,FRAN __ c_r-'-sc..,..o'-P_UB_L_i-'-c-F_I_NAN_c_f_A_iml~o'-RI-TY_-_. __ :._._·-"-·• , hereinafter 

called uois:trict", and the STATE BOARD OF ECnlALIZATION; hereinafter. 

called· "Board11
, do a'?ree as follows: 

1. The B.oard agrees to enter into work to prepare to 

ad.mi_nister and operate a transactions and use tax in conformity 

with Part L 6 of Di vision 2 of the Revenue and Taxation Code which 

has been approved by a majority of the electors of the District and 

·whose ordinance has been adopted by the District. 

2. District agrees to pay to the Board at the times and 

in the amounts hereinafter specified all of the Board r s costs for 

preparatory 1Hork necessary to administer the District's 
-transactions and use tax ordinance. The Board's cost~ for 

prepar'ator;y work include costs of developing procectures, 

programining for data processing, developing and adopting 

appropriate regulations, designing and printing fonns, dev~loping 

instructions for the Board's staff and tor taxpayers, and other 

appropriate and necessary preparatory costs to ad.minister a 

transactions and use tax ordinance. Tlies~ qosts sha;ti ,inciude both 

direct and indirect c;;:osts as specified in section 112~6 of the 

Government Code. 
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3~ Preparatory costs liiay be accounted for- in a·manner 
. . . . : : . . . 

which confornis t'o the internal accounting ahd personnel records. 
. . . . 

currently maintained by the Board. The billings :·f·o:i:;- costs ltiay be.: 

presented in summary for.m. Detailed records of preparatory costs 

will be retained for audit and verification by the District. 

4. Any dispute as to the amount of preparatory costs 

incurred by the Board shall be referred to the state Director of 

Finance for resolution, and the Director's decision shall be final. 

!}. Preparatory cpsts incurred by the Board shall be 

billed by the Board periodically, with the final billing 30 days 

.after the operative date of the ordinance. District shall pay to. 

the Board the amount of such costs on or bef.ore thf2i last day of the 

next succeeding month following the month when the billing J.s · 

• received. 

6. The maximum amount to be paid by District for the 

Board's preparatory costs shall not exceed one hundred seventy-f'i Ve .. 

thousand dollar's ($175,000) (Revenue and Taxation Code Section 

7272). 

7. Communications and noticl;!s may be sent by first 

class United States mail. Communications .and notices to be sent to. 

the Board Shall be addressed to:c 

State Board of Equalization 
P.O. Box 942B79 
Sacramento, C:ali_£ornia 94279-0001 

Attention: Executive·Director 

-2-
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be addressed to·: 

and notices to be sertt to District shall 

Robext Golton 
San Francisco Public Finance Authority 
135 Van Ness Avenue, Room 215 
San Francisco, CA 94102. 

a. The date of this agreement is the date on which it 

is approved by the Department of General Services. Thi!:i agree:mept 

shall continue in effect unti_l the preparatory work necessary to 

administer District1 s transactio:r;is and use tax ordinance has been 

completed and the aoard has rec~ived all payments due from District 

under the terns of this agreement~. 

(5/92) 

I 
j 

\ 
I 
1 
I 

STA'l'E BOA!ID OF EQUALIZATION 

(District} V 
-~~~-
(Signature) 

1\'ALDE!'.AR ROJ_AS 

(T::fped Name) 
SA.~ fR_t.NClScO <:OUNIY 
SUPERTh'IENDEh'T OF SCHOOLS 

(Title) 

E\'A.~ S. DOBE.LLE 

CHA.'~CEL'J..OR, SAN rRA.~CISG-0 
CO~!Nlii' COLLEGE. DISTRIC: 



' GEAAIAJN~;·~~N~<> 
· -,-, :···: ~~isl~f ofV~ie:~.:·:· , :~-;'.· 

' FINAL STATEMENT OFVOTES ' 

scHbcJLsAl.~s TA>c sPEc1~r..: ELEtr16N ··· - ::·.-;.--
--··- ., .... _. . 

... }J1Jh~)s,·1s93 · 
'' 

~' ' ~ct!rfiria1sta!ement ~f.~ot~ ~or the June i;{1993 s~~~ Et:c_tion .~ s~· ;: 
; )'or ea:cli precinct, there are !Wo' lines or infomiiltian: n,e. fifst iiii~ witli ~·o" 

registered voteis iS the absentee tot.ii. The second lin~ sliowsthe totitl ~iunber of 
<v41b:~ iegi*red iD !he pred,;ci ~d'lhe numbers of :v.otes ea.St at llie polling place, 

• ·. · •·••· The Jmnoutfor eijcfrprecini;t, ,,S a niimber and as .i pefoentage, # Only for the voies ... 
! '' ·•.· ' castat thepolling place: and acies not include the absentee .vote5, Thetotal iUmout 
. ·.' ·\ £6ieach precinct can be. obtallied by adding the ab~ntee' and precmct tuniouts .. ''' ' ' 

y;yheieare .~~.·~i~esofsuinffi~. lnfonnatiim at fue:~~d of~~ prel'inct report .. The < <; ·. 
; • nelghbprhood arid district !otals and percentages iriC!ude bcitlr the absentee and, ... · 

•·:/.l]tt~:~::~;s6rteainto ·u;~· ap~ro;rlate pr~cinci~efore ~oktmg. ·•, 
+ ~ _ This iniorm.i1irin is also ~~3i~ble ~n disk. 
-- - _:.-+ ·< ' -;. ,._ - ·:.·.:. _:. --· - ,_,=·-:·. :,···. ·. :._' - . ,. 

·. ·. If}ou h~\,e . .,;; qui,stioris, ~lease cali Greg Rlderi'6u[at (4IS)5~4- 43g{ 
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;.:.,:· S·~-~ /.~ ·:· ~.·~o:~JE~~.'flZth.:.-· •. ' : ... -.----
· -.:--, ,-_- - -..ww 

REGISTRAR OF VOTERS· 

PREFACE 
... ·. Fo!lo~~giS~·~FinaJ Siateitierit ofVoi~d~ast.inlhe·N~~ember 2,1993 

· ° Consolidated. Genenil Election iri San Francisco. · · · · · · · · · 

•.~ere lire W/o line~ fot cac~ precin~L· Tk fu~ l~~ is the ~umber bf abseiite~ vot~s 
... and tile s~eond line isfuenwnber ofpolliiigplace votes. 1n ordertodetemiiiie the 
.. tobil nirnout !or a preCinct, you miist add the ab5entee and precmcl votes togeilier. 

Then.you can c0mpare tbatnfrinkr votes cast with the number of registered voters 
in the precfugt ia deteniiin,e tije peicenfage tllinoui fqr the precinctc · ·. .· . 

· 'There ai6 ilir~e maii~allot~ecin~is fri'this el~ti!m: • .3142, 3 {99}~cb 899 hiese 
preciriciS hav~ no polling: place; and ·an voters received ballots irt the maiL There 

.•are also tWo line~ suinmarizlllgthe uffic)rtea type i ballots'(l2th Assembly District) 
andllllsorled type 2 baJIOt5 (Btli ASsembiy District)'. These are b.tl!ot~ which .were 
counted, bi.it not sorted iiito pre~cts before countini. These pmmirily represent .. · 
abs'entee ballots 'which were tilrned ln. a1 polling places on elbction day. arid counted . 

'after the precinctballots/andpro"1siona} ballotSwhichwere counted after election :day. . . . . :.::-':: . . . . . . . .. . . . .. 

, Iri61ria~din this doc~emii'a S~· Report, whichfollows the Staieme~t of .. . 
. Vote~ . .A.!soinc!Uded is.a list oftieighborhoods anu districts by precinct for this ... · ... . eiection.c. ·· · . ; · · · · ··· · · · · · · · · · 

for .additi~n_al mioliriaii~n regardnig el.e~tiiin results,>and for coples_9fthls report on .. 
· piskette, please contact Giegory Ridenoiir, Administrative Manager, at ( 415) .. . 

554-4382. . ' . . . . . . . .· . . . . ' ... · .. · . . . ' 

.. Th~you fo~;ciu'i~tere~lin'ilili'~1Jtio~ri: w6 ho~6 that tliis docllment is~e!pful •. 
·. to'yim.' ~fyou have any 5uggestim1sfor improving our format for future elections, 

plea5eJetuskiiow::.;· ·• .......... '•·: .... ·. 

\ i::::o~~:£ :> . 
- - - -- :"·::_·: ~·:=:,_:~··-:-~~ ·=.·-~~-. :_-::_-.. -\ ----:. -. ·:· : 

. . . 

;4~,~~~:1"~'~'\#,i~~~~',," \ .. 
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OFFICE OF THE REGISTRAR OF VOTERS. 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISC0-

1s8CliYflAL'4 SANFRANpsco, CA 94102. GermaineQWong,RegistrarofVoters 
1DD: 415; 554.4386 Voice: 415 .. 554.4375 - Fax: 415. 554. 7344 

Certification of Election Results 

Honorabte Board of Supetvisors 
Ctty anc;l COunty of San Francisco 
Room 235 City Hall 
Sari Francisco,, CA 94102 

18Jurie 1993 5hculc.\ b~ ·.· . 
fr•~' <>f ,,.,;"" \ 

I, Germaine QWong, Registrar of Voters of the City' and County of San Fran • ~~i'f~~~---
purSuant to and in the manner required by law, I have amvassed the vote~ at. ~nsolidated General ) 

·\'~ 
1 

\dp ':! Election held on Tuesday, the.Fifteenth day of June 1993 in said C"rty and County. · · . . . _ . · . . · 
~ .DI . . ~I 

. u ri'j , Jr<:.. . . J certify. • that I co_· mmenced. · the canvass_ of Said cl · non Tili.- ~· evening, Jtine l~, 1992 ~d that the 
Tfl() o:;.;.. \i/,. v ~was oondlictedin the marmer ~ Division 12 9ftheCaJifumia El~e. 

NO Div ,\J;> resu1 ·r ··eh m·cial·. · and~"'-·1h.:· -~ran· · . rd.ed, 1· h.~.~... · t ...l 
· · . · · /= ~ to su o canvass l.Ul.JUIUUOli o votes reco <;;.1cw1u1 present a compete recoiu 

as set furth infull ill the voh:imeentitie<f "Statement ofVoteS, F"lnal Statement of Votes; June 15; l 993 
Special Election," arid fuat.the num'ber ofball_. 9ts cast at said electio. n WciS 84, 786 .• ~ M t55i·'2j . shl }tt,f{j,, r ~ 

. · .. . 1 (}v,?...\tc\ bJ.1 f..-' 
. I certify that the ordinance for the School SaleS Tax, designated as Proposition A,, received an affinnative io 

1~ ' 
vote of73.8°~ (i.e. Yes: 59;574 and.No~ 21,108) ~fthe votes ~~n. 

In ~-!hereby affiic m)' band ilnd sealtliiS eigbteendt iliye 
tJo+-~~ - ~ 

No .5:ie,i.J 

" 

GennainrQWong 
Registrar ofVoters 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

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: 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

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 
• 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. 

• Members of the SFPF governing body were listed in the voter information 
pamphlet which included the following members: Board of Supervisors 

·Members Alioto, Kaufman, Kennedy, Migden and Shelly; SFUSD Board 
Members Ammiano, Fa and Wynns; and CCSF Board Members Varni and 
Monet. 

• 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). 

• The voters approved Proposition A by a vote of 73.84%. 
• Proposition A required the SFPF to enter into a contract with the State Board 

of Equalization (BOE) before October 1, 1993, regarding the administration 
and operation of the tax. 
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SO Complaint No. 17039 
July 13, 2017 
Page 2 

• On September 20, 1993, the gov~rning 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. 

• 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. I hope that the information provided is enlightening and helpful in 
your discussions. 

Most Sincerely, 

rv~CCv~ 
Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
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~''l San Francisco Unified School District 
iPJ::-'::::lf~;::;'!:~~~];i,t.,-,-,;;. 

~ 

SFUSD 

July 19, 2017 

Victor Young 
Administrator 

LEGAL DEPARTMENT 
555 Franklin Street, 3rd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94102 
Telephone ( 415) 241-6216 Fax (415) 241-6371 

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: 

Dr. Vincent Matthews 
Superintendent of Schools 

Danielle M. Houck 
General Counsel 
daniellehouck(a),sfusd,edu 

Tammi Wong 
Sr, Deputy General Counsel 
wongtl l @sfusd,edu 

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 (SFPF A) has convened since 
September 30, 1993 and to clarify that the San Francisco Educl'l.tional 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 SFPF A 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 SFPF A that were retained by 
the SFPF A at the District office. As the committee will see, the SFPF A delegated the duty for 
State Administration of the SFPF A' s transaction and use tax to the Board of Equalization. The 
SFPF A 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 of2 

We hope this documentation is helpful to the Complaints Committee in its discussions. 

Sincerely, 

Tammi Wong 
Sr. Deputy General Counsel 
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SPECI)\L MEETING 

PUBLIC FlNANCE AUXHORlT~ 
of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

an~ San Francisco Bo~rd of Education 

Members: 
Supervisor Carole Migc1en, Chair 

supervisor Angela Alioto 
Supervisor Willie B. Kennedy 

Supervisor Kevin Shelley 
Commissioner Tom Ammiano 

CoJ'DJJtissioner Angie ~a 
Co~ssioner Jill W;tnns 
Trustee Robert Burton 
Trustee Maria Monet 

MonOay, September 20, 1993 
1:00 P.M. 

City Hall, Room 228, San Francisco 

L Resolution Authoridng the Execution of an Agreement 
Between the Sen Francisco Public Finance Authority and the 
sta~e Board of Equali%ation for Preparation to Administer and 
Operate the Authority's Transaction and Use Tax Ordinance 

2. Resolution Authorizing the Execution of an Agreement 
Between the San Francisco Public Finance Authority and the 
State Board of Equalization for State Administration of the 
Authority's Transaction and Use Te% 

3. Resolution Authorizing the San Francisco county 
S~perintendent of Schools and the Chancellor of the San 
Francisco Community College District to 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 ana Investment of 
the Proceeds of Said Taxes. 

4. Resolution Authorizing the Governing Boards of the San 
Francisco Unified School District and the San Francisco 
Community College District to Jointly Approve All Expenditures 
Necessary to Implement the Collection of the Authority's 
Transactions ana Use Taxes and to Effectuate the Allocation and· 
Investment of the Proceeds of said Taxes 

5. Additional Business 

6. Adjournment 
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12 

13 

14 

. ..._ .. ·, -·4~ . ... -~ ... - - - 'r- ,...,_ ii"----- - ··-·. ·-·--~----,---

Resolution No. I ---

<San Francisco Public Finance Authority> 

AUTHORlZING THE EXECUilON OF AN AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE SAN fRANClSCO PUBLlC 

FINANCE AUTHORITY AND THE STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION FOR PREPARATION TO 

ADMINISTER ANO OPERATE THE AUTHORITY'S TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAX ORDINANCE. 

RESOLVED. That the San Francisco Public Finance Authority authorizes the 

execution of an agreement with the State Board of Equalization ·to lmplement 

the provisfons of Parts 1.6 and 1.7 of Division 2 of the California Revenue 

and Taxation Code, for the purpose of pnparir19 to aominis'::H and o:ierate the 

San Francisco Public Finance Author1ty transactions and use tax ordinance: and 

u.erefore be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, ihat thfs agreement shall continue in effect until the 

preparatory work necessary to odminister the Authority's transactions and use 

tax ordinance has been completed and the State Soard of Eoualization nas 

recei'.-ed al 1 payments due from the .~uthorHy: and therefore be H 
15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

FURTHER RESOLVED, ihat the SuperintEndent of the San Francisco Unified 

School District and the Chancei1or of the S~n Francisco Community College 

Di stri et are hereby authorized to enter 1nto and sign the agreement for the 

Author Hy. 

~he forgoing Resolution ~as jassed and adopted by the San Francisco 

Public flnance A1.1thority at a. meeting thereof, thfs 2~day of September, 1993 

by the following vote. to Mit: 

NO: ZERO 

Absent: l'\olO .r· 

ATIEST: bv.~ 
Acting Secretary p137 
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- - ........---- ~ 

1 . 

... AGR.EEMEUT FOR PRE?AAATION TO ADMINISTER 
~.ND OPERATE DISTRICT'S T?.J...NShCT!ONS AND USE TAX ORD!N}..NCE . 

. -
In order to prepare to administer a transactions and use 

tax ordinance adopted in accordcnce with the provisions of ?art 1.6 

(commencing with Section 7251) of Division 2 of the Revenue and 

Taxation Code, the --------------------~--~~----~' hereinafter 

called "District", and the. STATE BO.h.RD OF EQUALIZATION~' hereinafter 

called "Board", do agree as follows: 

1. The Board agrees to enter into work te prepare to 

administer and operate a transactions and use tax in confonnity 

with Part 1.6 of Division 2 of the Revenue and Taxation Code which 

has been approved by a majority of the electors of the District and 

whose ordinance has been adopted by the District. 

2. District agrees to pay to the Board at the ti~es and 

in the cunounts hereinafter specified all of the Beard's costs for 

preparatory work necessary to administer the District's 
-transactions and use tax ordinance. The Boardts costs for 

preparatory ~ork include costs of developing procedures, 

proqrammin9_for data processing, developing and adopting 

appropriate requlations, designing and printing forms, developing 

instructions for the Board's staff and for taxpayers, and other 

appropriate and necessary preparatory costs to administer a 

transactions and use tax ordinance. These costs shall include both 

direct and indirect costs as specified in Section 11256 of the 
... 

Goverrunent Code. 
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... 3. Preparatory costs rnay be accounted for in a tr.anner 
. 

which conforms to the internal accounting and personnel records 

currently maintained by the Board. The billings for costs may be 

presented in SU?ri!ilary form. Detailed records of preparatory costs 

will be retained for audit and verification by the District. 

4. Any dispute as to the amount of preparatory costs 

incurred by the Board shall be ref erred to the State.Director of 

Finance for resolution, and the Director's decision shall be final. 

5. Preparatory costs incurred by the Eca-rd shall be 

.billed by the Board periodically, with the final billing 30 days 

after the operative date of the ordinance. District shall pay to. 

the Board the amount of such costs on or before the last cay of the 

next succeeding month following the month when the billing is 

received. 

6. The maximum atDount to be pa,id by District for the 

Soard's preparatory costs shall not exceed one hundred seventy-five 

thousand dollars ($175,000) (Revenue and Taxation Code Section 

7272) .. 

7. Collllilunicetions and notices may be sent by first 

class United States mail. communications and notices to be sent to 

the Board Shall be addressed to: 

-· ... 

State Board of Equalization 
P.O. Box 942879 
SacrAinento, California 94279-0001 

Attention: Executive Director 

-2-
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- ........ ~ 11. 

~,. _____ ,_ ......... _,, __ _.,_._,,~._,l>''"M; ·~-·· ------,,_, .... _ ... ___ .~ ... ,.,. __ , ___ _ 

-·· 
Cotn.rnunications and notices to be sent to District shall 

be addressed to: 

8. The date of this agreement is the date on which it 

is approved by the Oepar"'....ment of General Services. This agreement 

shall continue in effect until the preparatory work necessary to 

adlllinister District's transactions and use tax ordinance has been 

completed and the Board has received all payments due from District 

under the terms of this agreement. 

STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION 

BY~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Executive Director 

(District) 

(Sign21ture) 

(Typed Name) 

(Title) 

(5/92) -J-
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Resolution No. L 

<S.F. Public finance Authority and State Soard of Equalization Agre~ment> 

AUTHORlZING THE EXECUTiON OF AN AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC 

FINANCE AUTHDRliY ANO THE STATE BOP.RD OF EQUALl ZAlION FOR STATE ADMIN1STRAlION 

OF AUTHORITY'S TRANSACTION ANO USE TAXES. 

RESOLVED. That the San Francisco Public Finance Authority authorizes the 

execution of an agreement with the State Board of Equalization to implement 

the provisions of Parts 1.6 and l.7 of Division 2 of the California ~evenue 

and Taxation Code, for the purpose of administering and operating the San 

Francisco Public Finance Authority transactions and use tax ordinance; and 

'therefore be \ t 

FURTHER RESOLVED, 7hat this agreement shall continue in effect until all 

!he work necessary to administer the Authority's transactions and use tax 

orSinance has been completed ar.d the State Soard of Equalization tias received 

and disbursed all payments unoer said oro1n:nce; and therefore be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, ihat the Superintendent of the San Francisco Unified 

School District and the Chancellor of the San Francisco Community College 

District are hereby authoriz~d to enter into and sign the agreement for the 

Authority. 

The foregoing Resolution was passed and adopted by the San Francisco 

Public Finance Authority at c. meeting thereof. this ~ day of September, 1993 

by the following vote, to wit: 

Ayes: EIGHI NO: ZERO 

Absent: l'WO 

ATTEST: 
• _ .... .r -- ,. ____ ... ,_.1 
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AGREEMENT FOR STATE ADMINISTRATION 

OF DISTRICT TP~..NSACT!ONS AND USE TAXES 

To carry out Part 1.6 of Division 2 of the Revenue and 

Taxation Code and the Transactions and Use Tax Ordinance of 

the -------------------' h'ereinafter called 

"District", copy of which Ordinance is attached hereto, District 

and the STATE BO~..RD OF EQUALIZATION, hereinafter called the 

"Board", do agree as follows: 

ARTICLE I 

DEFINITIONS 

Unless the context requires otherwise, wherever the 

following tenns appear in this Agreement, they shall be interpreted 

to mean the following: 

l. "District taxes" shall ?nean the transactions and use 

taxes, penalties, and interest ilnposed under an ordinance which 

complies with Part 1.6, Division 2 of the Revenue and Taxation 

code. 

2. "District -Ordinance" shall mean the District' !f. 

Transactions and Use Tax Ordinance attached hereto, as ainended from 

time to time, or as deemed to be amended from time to time pursuant 

to Revenue and Taxation Code Se~1if~ 7262.2. 



' 

" 
( . 

1'.RTl CLE l l 

ADMINlSTP..ATION ~..ND COLLECTION 

OF DISTRICT TAXES 

... _ ..... __ _ 

A. Administration. The Board and District agree that 

the Board shall perform exclusively all functions incident to the· 

administration and operation of the District Ordinance~ 

B. Other aoolicable la~s. District agrees that all 

provisions of law aFplicable 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 Revenue 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 Agreement, 

and of transmitting to District the amount to which District is 

entitled. 

c. Transmittal of money. Except as otherwise provided 

herein, all District taxes collected under the provisions of the 
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District ordinance shall be transmitted to District periodically as 

pron1ptly as feasible but not less often than twice in each cali:ndar 

quarter. Transmittals may be ~ade by rnail or.by deposit to the 

account of District in a bank in Sacramento designated-by 

District. A statement shall be furnished at least quarterly 

indicating the a~ounts withheld pursuant to Article IV of this 

.Agreement. 

D. Rules. The Board shall prescribe and adopt such 

rules and regulations as in its judqment are necessary or desirable 

for the administration and operation of the District Ordinance e:nd 

the distribution of the District taxes collected thereunder. 

E. Preference. Unless the payer instructs otherwise 

and except as otherwise provided in this Agreement, the Board shall 

give no preference in applying money received for state sales and 

use taxes, state-administered local sales and use taxes, and 

District transactions and use taxes owed by a taxpayer but shall 

apply all monies collected·to the satisfaction of the claims of the 

· State, cities, counties, cities and counties, redevelopment 

agencies, other districts, and District as their interests appear. 

F. s2curity. The Board aqrees that any security which 

it hereafter requires to be furnished by taxpayers under the State 

-3-
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Sales and Use Tax Law will be upon such terms· that· ft also "wiil be 

available ~or 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 securitf "now held by" it" and · 

District shall not participate in any security now held by the 

:Soard. 

G. Records of the Soard. When requested by resolution 

of the board of directors of District under Section 7056 of the 

Revenue and Taxation cooe, the Board agrees to pennit authorized 

personnel of District to examine the records and procedures of the 

Board concerning taxpayers subject to the District Ordinance. 

Information obtained by the District from examination of the 

Board's records shall be used by the District only for purposes 

related to the collection of transactions and use taxes by the 

Board"'pursuant to this Agrec.ment. 

H. Annexation. District agrees that the Board shall 

not be required to give effect to an annexation,· for the purpose of 

collecting, allocating, and distributing District transactions and 

use taxes, earlier than the first day of the calendar quarter which 

coDllDences 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 countie~, the notice shall include a 

description of the area annexed and two maps of the District 

-4-
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showing the area annexed and the location address of the property 

nearest to.the extended District boundary on each side of eve.ry 

street or read crossing the boundary. 

ARTICLE III 

ALLOCATION OF TAX 

A. Allocation. In the administration of the Board's 

contracts with all districts which impose transactions and use 

taxes imposed under ordinances which co~ply with Part l.6 of 

Division 2 of the Revenue and Taxation Code: 

(1) Any paytnent not identified as being in payment of 

liability owing to a designated district or districts may be 

apportioned among the districts as their interests appear, or, in 

the discretion of the Board, to all districts with which the Board 

has contracted using ratios reflected by the distribution 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 char9ed to the 

respective districts in the same ratio as the taxpayer's 

self-declared district taxes for the periOd for which the ... 
determination, billing, refund, or credit applies. 

-s-
P 146 



..... , ~•'ii> ...... ~ .......... _,, ... , '4!1,. .................. ,,. ,,..- ••"'r-""--- +--- . .,, .. ----~---- ~ ·------·-· ... ---·-..-...-.....:.. ..... ·--
. . 

B. Vehicles. Vessels. and _Aircraft. For the purpose of 

allocating use tax with respect to vehicles, vessels, or aircraft, 

the address of the registered owner appearing on the application· c 

for registration or on the certificate of ownership may be used by 

the Soard in determining the place of use. 

ARTICLE IV 

CDY_J)ENSATION 

The District agrees to pay to the Beard as the So&rd'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 Soard for the District. 

ARTICLE V 

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

A. Communications. CoJnl!lunications 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 ti~e to 

time designate. A notification is complete when deposited in the 

mail. 

.r· -6-
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communications and notices to be sent to the Board shall be 
addressed to: 

State Board of E~ualization 
P.O. Eox 942879 
Sacr~mento, California · 94279-0001 
Attention: Executive Director 

communications and notices to be sent to District shall 

be addressed to~ 

B. ~- The date of this Agreement is the date on 

which it is approved by the Department of General Services. The 

Agreement shall take effect on ~~~~~~~~' but no earlier 

than the first day of the first calendar quarter COilllnencing after 

such app~oval. This ~qree~ent shall continue until Decei:aber 31 

next follo~ing the operative date of the District ordinance, and 

shall thereafter be renewed automatically from year to year until 

the Board completes all ~ork necessary to the administration of the 

District Ordinance and has received and disbursed all payments due 

under th~t Ordinance. 

c. Hotice of Repeal of Ordinance. District shall qive 

Board written notice of the repeal of the District Ordinance not 

less than 110 days prior to the operative date of the repeal. 

-7-

P148 



...... ,.. . 

ARTICLE VI 

REFUND OF '!·AXES 

IF ORDINANCE IS FOUND TO BE INVALID 

Should a final jud9ment be entered in any court of the 

State of California, holding that District•s" ordinance is" invalid 

or void and requiring a rebate or refund to taxpayers of any taxes 

collected under the tenns of this hgreernent, the parties mutually 

agree that: 

1. Board :may retain all pc)T.1ents made by District to 

Board to prepare to administer the District Ordinance. 

2. District will pay to Board and allow Bo~rd.to retain 

Board's cost of administering the District Ordinance in the amounts 

set forth in Article IV of this Aqreernent. 

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 required to 

rebate or refund to taxpayers. 

·:i:' -8-
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4. District will pay to Board its costs for rebating or 

refunding ~uch taxes, interest, or penalties. Board's costs shall 

include its additional cost of developing procedures for processing -

the rebates or refunds, its costs of actually making these refunds, 

designing and printing forms, and developing instructions for 
' 

Board's stqff for use in making these rebates or refunds and any 

other costs incurred .by Board which are reasonably appropriate or · 

necessary to make those rebates or refunds. These costs shall 

include Board's direct and indirect costs as specif~!d by Section 

11256 of the Governnient c6de. 

s. Costs ~ay be accounted for in a manner which 

conforms to the internal accounting and personnel r~cords currently 

Eaintained by Board. The billings for such costs may be presented 

in sununary form. Detailed records will be retained for audit and 

verification by District. 

6. Any dispute as to the amount of costs incurred ·by 

Board in refunding taxes shall be referred to the State Director of 

Finance for resolution and the Director's decision shall be final. 

7. Costs incurred by Board in connection with such 

refunds shall be billed by Board on or before the 2Sth day of the 

second Eonth following the month in which the judgment of a court 

of the State of Calif~rnia holding District's ordinance to be .... 
invalid or void becomes final. Thereafter Board shall bill 

-9-
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District on or before the 2Sth of ecch month for all costs incurred 

by Board ~or the preceding calendar month. District shall pay to 

Board the amount of such costs on or before the last day of the 

suceeeding ~onth and shall pay to Board the total anount of taxes, 

interest, ~nd penalties refunced or paid to taxpayers, together 

with Board costs incurred in making those refunds. 

STATE BO~.RD OF EQU~.LIZATION 

(District) 

(Typed Name) 

(Title) 

(5/92) 
-10-
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Re~olution No. 3 ---
1 

2 <San Francisco County Superintendent and Community College Chancellor 
Authorization> 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

-
AUTHORJZING THE SAN FRANCISCO COUNiY SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS AND THt: : . : " ~ -

' ' -

CHANCELLOR FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO COMMUNliY COLLEGE DlSlRlCT TO JOINTLY EXECUTE 

ALL NECESSARY DOCUMENTS WITH SiATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES IN ORDER TO IMPLEMENT 

THE COLLECTION OF THE AUTHORITY'S TRANSACTIONS AND ysE TAXES AND rb' EFFECTUATE 

THE ALLOCATION AND INVEST~1ENT OF iHE PROCEEDS OF SAID TAXES. 

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Public Finance Authority authorizes the 

San Francisco County Superintendent of Schools and the Chancei1or for the San 

Francisco Community College District to jointly e)ecute all necessary 

documents wfth st~te and local agencies in order to implement the collect,on 

of the Authority•s transactions and use taxes and to effectuate the allocation 

and 1nves~ment of the proceeds of said taxes. 

The foregoing Resoiution was passed and adopted by the San Francisco 

Publfc Finance Authority at a meeting thereof. thfs ~day of SeDtember. 

1993 by the foilowfng vote. to wit: 

Ayes: EIGB? NO: 1'WO 

Absent: Z£RO 

ATTEST: fu_wv,~ 
Acting Secretary 

638Sg 
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Resolution No. i.f 

1 

2 , <Sf'USD and SFCCD Governing Beiard Approval of [>penditur.es> 

3 AUTHORIZING THE GOVERNING BOARDS OF THE SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED-SCHOOL DlSiRlCT· 

4 ANO THE SAN FRANCISCO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 10 JOINTLY APPROVE ALL 

5 EXPENDITURES NECESSARY TO IMPLEMENT THE COLLECTION OF THE AUTHORITY'S 

6 TRANSACiIONS AND USE TAXES AND TO EFHCTUAlE THE-~ ALLOCATION ANO INVESTMENT OF 

7 THE PROCEEDS OF SAID TAXES. 

B RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Public Finance Authority authori2es the 

9 Governing Boards of the San Francisco Unified School District and the San 

10 Francisco Community College District to jointly approve all etpenditures 

11 necessary to implement the collection of the Authority's transactions and use -

12 taxes and to effectuate the allocation and investment of the proceeos of said 
' 

13 taxes. 

14 The foregoing Resolution was pa~sed and adopted by the San Francisco 

15 Pubiic Finance Author1ty Qt a meeting thereof. this~ cay of September. 

16 1993 by the following vote, to wit: 

17 

18 II r.yes: EIGH:r 

19 Absent: l'WO 

20 

NO: ZERO 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

.26 

ATTEST: 6 v,lvx..i 
Acting Secretary 

6385g -· ... 

27 

28 
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