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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 



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 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 fmancial 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 
fmd 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, 201711:23 PM 
SOTF, (BOS) 
Calvillo, Angela (BOS) 
Re: SOTF - Confirmation of receipt of Complaint/Correspondence 

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 Attomey 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, April 26, 2017 1:57 PM 
To: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> 

Subject: New Response Complaint Form 

Your form has a new entry. 

Here are the results. 

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

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

04/24/17 
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Name Thomas Busse 

Address 584 Castro Street #388 

City San Francisco 

Zip 94114 

Telephone 4152445072 

Email 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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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

DENNIS J. HERRERA 

City Attorney 

MEMORANDUM 

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 

Nicholas Colla 
Deputy City Attorney 

May 19, 2017 

NICHOLAS COLLA 

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 TIDS 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, CALIFORNIA 94102-5408 
. RECEPTION: (415) 554-3800 • FACSIMILE: (415) 437-4644 

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

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 ordina,nce 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 en~ the provisions of this 
section are severable. 

Because the SFPF A 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:\codent\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 
3 
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 brdinanc~, 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 of responses. 

APPLICABLE CASE LAW 

• none 

BACKGROUND 

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

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

n:\codenf\as2014\960024 l\Ol l 93621.doc 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

MEMORANDUM 

OFFICE OF THE CITY ATIORNEY 

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

PAGE: 4 
RE: Complaint No. 17039 - Busse v. San Fr~ncisco Public Finance Authority 

Because the Educational Finance Authority's sole purpose was to collect a 
Transactions and Use Tax declared illegal under Hoogasian, the Public 
Finance Authority stopped meeting and nobody cared or noticed. The 
Board of Equalization still continued to collect the 1993 Transactions and 
Use Tax for the (in its eyes) legally valid Public Finance Authority. In 
1995, unwinding the mess, the legislature added a section to the Revenue 
and Taxation code (section 7267e - also, that was the year of the divided 
legislature, so the legislative intent of shaming San Francisco for trying to 
pass illegal taxes explains the unusually strong legal text), and the 
Controller processed payments from the Board of Equalization intended 
for the Public Finance Authority as if they were intended for the 
Educational Finance Authority under section 7267e, when instead it 
should have sent them back and told the Public Finance Authority cronies, 
"hey, you need to get a.bank account and have public meetings and 
budgets like an agency that exists." The Community college and School 
District didn't complain because they were still receiving the money they 
expected to, albeit from the controller because of the June 1993 fix, and it 
was one less meeting for their executives to go to or worry about. This 
continued for over two decades. In subsequent years, the controller failed 
to make material disclosures regarding the Public Finance Authority and 
provided the public false and misleading information in ballot handbooks 
(along with the Ballot Simplification Committee's statements regarding 
what sales taxes are collected in San Francisco) and financial statements 
because it failed to reconcile the BOE's local district tax allocation reports 
to the City's financial accounts. Due to the opacity of all of this, I'm not 
sure whether these funds show up as restricted or unrestricted in the city's 
CAFR, but in any case, I find it incredulous we have a law such as 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\9600241101193621.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:\codent\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 
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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 ofrecords 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 ofrecords 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\960024 l \01193621.doc 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

MEMORANDUM 
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DATE: 
PAGE: 

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 
May 19, 2017. 
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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 ofrecords, shall, within 10 days from receipt of the 
request, determine whether the request, in whole or in part, seeks copies of disc/osable 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. corn ~omplainant) 
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, CHAPTER2.5. LOCAL EDUCATION FINANCE, SECTION 7286.1. 
http://www.boe.ca.gov/lawguides/business/current/btlg/voll/alt/additional-local-ta,'Ces-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 financing authority 
pursuant to Section 7286.1 shall provide for the establishment of an educational finance authority 
for the general purpose of providing financial assistance to each school district within the city 
and county. The resolution shall require that the authority be governed by a board of directors. 
The board of directors of the authority shall consist of the members of the governing boards of 
the unified school district and the community college district. The resolution shall designate the 
president of the unified school district governing board as the chairperson of the board of 
directors." 

SF Public Finance Authority was created by state law by virtue of intent as it has a multi­
membership consisting of the Board of Supervisors and school districts (herein, SFUSD & 
SFCCD). The governing law is found in Revenue and Tax Code Section 7288 et al: 
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes displayText.xhtml?lmvCode=RTC&division=2.&ti 
tle=&part=l .7.&chapter=3.5.&article= 
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Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Attn: Victor Young, Mmlnistrator 

Re: Sunshine Ordinance Complaint No. 17039 
San Francisco Public Finance Authority (PFA) 

Thomas J. Busse 
584 Castro Street #388 

San Francisco, CA 94114 
415-244-5072 

tjbussesf@gmail.com 

Complainant's Answer to Response of Angela CalviUo dated July 13, 2017 and 
Complainant's Answer to Response of Tammi Wong dated July 19, 2017 

Dear Members of the Task Force: 

I welcome Responders' admission the Public Finance Authority does not meet, and I stipulate to the same. Ms. 
Calvillo is incorrect when she falsely asserts the PFA "had no reason to meet again as state law does not prescribe 
any additional function for the governing board," State law prescribes many functions for the governing board of 
any corporate body - public or private- namely, to govern. As the SOTF Complaint Committee has found 
jurisdiction, local law prescribes.additional functions as well, and these functions go to. the substantial core of the 
Ralph M. Brown Act,1 the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinc;ince~ and the State and Federal3 Constitutions. In this, Ms. 
Both respondants fault: the decision not to govern and provide basic oversight of an unpublished ordinance 
millions prescribing criminal fines arid even jail time for its violation in and of itself constitutes an illegal public act 
made in secrecy4 and an abominable proscription of essential civil rights undermining the very legitlmacy of 
government. They have deprived me of my essential Civil right to petition for redress of grievances. 

r shall address Ms. Calvillo's and Ms. Wong's factual and legal errors at length, but I first ask consideration of their 
chorusing the term "Paper Entity." This is San Francisco, not Panama. By paper entity, respondents should just 
come out and say shell corporation, Implying .all the abuses.an·d shenanigans associated with such things. Shell 
corporations; however1 are far more transparent. For starters, they register·an agent for service of process with 
the California Secretary of State ;;ind disclose their beneficial owners. The PFA does not even maintain a PO Box. 
Shell Corporations file annual tax returns. The PFA refuses to release its financial statements1 assuming they exist. 

. Shell Corporations must have officers who hold an annual meeting, as is done with the SFUSD's CCSF's, or 
SFCCD's own "Finance Corpo·rations," which are containers to execute capital lease obligations. The boards fully 
disclose these paper entities in each public body's Consolidated Annual Financial Statements - that is what the 
brief, but fully noticed annual meeting reconventions noted by SOTF member Bruce Wolfe when the complaint 

1 Govt Code §54950: "The people insist on remaining informed so they may retain control over the instruments they h~we 
created" 
2 Sunshine Ordinance (S0):67.1(d): "The right of the people to know what their goverhment and those acting on behalf of 
their government are doing is ft,mdamental to democracy, and with very few exceptions, that right supersedes any other 
policy interest government officials may use to prevent public access to information." 
3 Baca v. More.no Valley Unified School Dist., 936 F. Su pp 719 (C.D. Cal. 1996); Leventhal v. Vista Unified School District., 973 
F. Su pp 951 (S.D. Cal. 1997): The abilfty to speak and offer criticism at meetings of public bodies is protected by the First 
Amendment. The First Amendment also established a right to petition for redress of grievances, and this has been applied to 
state and .local bodies through the Fourteenth Amendment. 
•Attributed. to Governor Edmon'd Brown, "Inaction may be the brggest form of action" 
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committee first considered this matter on May 23, 2017 are all about. The PFA's board has not met in a quarter 

century. 

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

Lie: 11The 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 SFUSD has officially denied their new assertion twice. 

On May 16, 2017, SFUSD CFO Reeta Madhaven wrote to me in response to a request for dOj:Uments of the PFA 

stating, "The San Francisco Unified School District has no connection with, or jurisdiction over, the San Francisco 

Public Finance Authority. Therefore, we are unable to respond to your request for information regarding this 

entity." I attach this as rebuttal evidence. [Exhibit A] 

One of the items I had requested was "All Notifications to the San Francisco Public Finance Authority from the 

130E," and I provided Ms. Madhaven with a document obtained from the BOE titled "Jurisdiction Contact for 

Transaction and Use Tax Notifications and Appeals," also attached as rebuttal evidence [Exhibit B]. This 

document lists Ms. Madhavan's Predecessor, Joseph Grazioli and the Director of Fiscal Services, Paulette Terrell 

as primary and Secondary contacts for the BOE to send notices to the PFA. The document also gave a phone 

numberto call if I had questions, and I did so on April 25 2017, speaking to several BOE staff members at the 

Local Revenue Allocation Section in Sacramento. The BOE staff confirmed they send communications to 

Jurisdiction contacts frequently. I have saved some voice messages. 

On June 7, 2017 SFUSD Respondent Tammy Wong sent me a letter stating this document was 1'executed and filed 

in error by Mr. Grazioli. It is not a current, valid document, the District has not taken any action under that filing, 

and therefore has no responsive records to your request." This letter is attached as rebuttal evidence [Exhibit C]. 
With my initial evidence, I also provided a copy of a warrant from the BOE to the PFA addressed to the "Director 

of Fiscal Services." [Exhibit C.,.1] Ms. Wong's document contradicts her response to the SOTF. 

The SFUSD is not leg!:)lly allowed to have a bank account because it is an involuntary participant in the County's 

Treasury Investment pool and must deposit all receipts and collections of monies with San Francisco County 

Treasurer Cisneros (Education Code §41001). This is disclosed on page 39 of the SFUSD's audited financial 

statements, which I attach as rebuttal evidence {Exhibit Dl(The cash in banks may be for the SFUSD's Mello Roos 

district CFD 90·1, but they refuse to provide me information about that entity as well). My earlier evidence 

includes nonresponsfve requests sent to the County Treasurer for statements or fund ledgers for the PFA which 

were not acknowledged. 

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

revenue directly from the city Controller's Office. You will need to contact the City Controller's Office for the 

financial audit of the sales tax revenue." This e·mail is attached as rebuttal evidence [Exhibit EJ It was unclear in 

her response if the Controller allocates the tax revenue, and she did not respond to my request for the allocation 

workpapers sent on May 5, 2017 by both e-mail and certified mail. 

Although it is hearsay, I contacted the Howard Jarvis Taxpayer's Association for assistance, and their legal counsel 

contacted the Board of Equalization on my behalf. According to them, in 2014/15 the Sales Tax revenue was paid 

to the City and County General Fund and not the PFA. [Exhibit F]. 

This is consistent with Ms. Madhavan's statement, but contradicts her legal counsel, and it is inconsistent with 

the response I received from the City and County Controller's office on May 3rd that Ms. Madhavan oversees the 

accounting and audit records related to '1all sources and uses of funds accruing to their respective districts." 

[Exhibit G]. This is also a lie because the SFUSD's audited financial statements disclose the Controller, not the 
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SFUSD, oversees the Bond Interest and Redemption Fund On other words, the County Cc:>nttoller is responsible 
for overseeing the property tax override funds accruing to the SPUSD for purposes ofprop 39 bond servii::e). Th ls 
also means the Controller's office is able to log in and administer the SFUSD's California Department of 
Education-mandated SACS accounting system and should be able to just look up the SC!les tax accounting, I tried 
to learn more about thE:? ex(Jct relationship between the Controller and the SFUSD by making a Sunshine 
Ordinance request of the City.Attorney on June 2 for a copy of the public legal memorandum "Controller's 
Authority of School District F.unds" from 11/20/91.5 The link on City Attorney's Website is broken, and my 
response was not answered. I. senta follow-up request on 7 /18/17 and am awaiting reply. 

In evidence previously submitted, On April 25•h I made a public records request of the Controller in person for 
information about the PFA. Hear'.ing nothing, I returned the next day and made an immediate disclosure request. I 
spoke to Executive Assistant Maura Lane who stated to me, "you know, there have been six people working on 
how to answer your request.1' Exhibit G from the Controller was the responsive result of six people over the 
course of a week suggesting J learn' how to use CTRL+F and search for Sales Tax in the SFUSD's financial reports. 

Needless to saY1. In Exhibit E Ms. Madhavan had already stated it doesn't appear in the SFUSD1s financial reports 
and told me to contact the Controller. In evidence submitted with my complaint, I showed the omission in the 
SFUSD's financials. 

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

On May 251h, in the only communication I have ever received from him, he stated he had heard nothing from the 
SFUSD or the Controller's office and provided me to a link on the SF Public Library's Website about In Home 
Health Services. {Exhibit I] 

Lie: 11The SFPF does continue to exist as a paper entity that the BOE uses to receive and distribution the portion 
oflocal sales taxes designated for SFUSD and CCSF." 

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

5 https:/ /www .sfcityattorney.org/legalopinions/ 
6 The PFA does not impose a sales tax. It imposes·;i l.ocal transactions and use tax. Other local district transactions and use 
taxes inclu<:le those of.the San F.rancisc-0 County Transportation Authority and the Bay Area Rapid Transit District. The 
distinction between the two taxes 1Sslgnificaht, a!; can be discovered by comparing the half cent SFCTA "sales tax" revenue 
line in the SFCTA financial statements to the one cent Bradley Burns Uniform Sales Tax revenue line in the CCSF financial 
statements (1%.of the statewide sales and use tax goes back to cities and counties for general purposes). If the two taxes 
were identical, dividing the CCSF sales tax revenue in half should equal the SFCTA tax revenue exactly. It is considerably 
lower because the two tax different things. The 2015 report Understanding California's Sales Tax by the State Legislative 
Analyst provides an excellent explanation: http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2015/finance/sales-tax/understandlng-sales-tax-
050615.pdf 
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Critical is this is a legally binding contract between two governmental entities,. and like ()II contracts, it has more 

than one party and ;each party rnust meet its contractual obligations or be subject tb civil action. In 1993, 

Members of the PFA knew this quite welt becaus.e in 1991, the SFUSD and the SFCCD formed the "San Francisco 

Ed.ucational Finance Authority" {EFA}7, That entity placed a measure on the mayoral runoff ballot in December 

1991 to pass an ordinance to impose a temporary~ cent transactions and use tax in San Francisco. County which 

would then be allocated to the two districts from the EFA. The measure passed with a majority but less than 2/3 

supermajority, meaning it did nqt pass under the Supermajority requirements for special taxes under article XIII 

of the State Constitution added by Proposition 13. The EFA, however, went ahead and contracted with the Board 

of Equalization to collect the tax anyway and found itself involved in litigation over that contract lasting until 

1996. 

At the time, there were several creative attempts up and down the state to circumvent the restrictions of 

Proposition 13 by creating special districts which would then levy general taxes requiring only a majority 

approval; in other words, instead of a general district imposing a special tax {requiring 2/3 majority), the theory 

was a general district could coordinate with a new special district imposing a general tax for the general purposes 

of the speeial district and thus accomplish the special purposes of the general district. 

One example was the establishment of the 1987 San Diego County Regional Justice Facility Financing Agency {The 

SDCRJFFA) levying general taxes for its special purposes of rebuilding a county jail, which was traditionally 

financed out of county general obligation bonds. The governing bodies were just different enough the SDCRJFFA 

could not be considered a component unit of the county- it had to be a distinct special district for the scheme to 

work. The·San Francisco Board of Supervisors could have placed a special school sales tax measure on the ballot 

directly and accrued the proceeds to an agency fund. Under the State constitution, this would be a special tax 

requiring a 2/3 supermajority vote, but by creating the PFA as an independent special district, it, in the true spi.i"it 

of public education, thought it could lower the bar for passages. 

Mayor Jordan expressed concern in his signing statement dated February 11, 1993 to the BOS resolution 

establishing the PFA in January 1993 that the Board of Supervisors could not completely control future actions of 

the newly estaplished special district including additional increases in the sales [Exhibit J] He directed the City 

Attorney's office to draft a policy statement on th.is matter. I submitted a Sunshine Ordinance request to the City 

Attorney's office for this policy statement and I included the Mayor's memo. On May 1", I re~eived a response 

from the City Attorney's office I have previously submitted with the evidence supporting my SOTF complaint it 

had no responsive documents and "we believe those entities do not actually exist. Perhaps you are thinking of 

the Californfa Public Finance Authority, the Office of Public Finance [which I had contacted in April and never 

heard a thing] or the San Francisco Unified School District [which had previously been unresponsive as well]." 

[Exhibit~] Evjdently, the City Attorney is more responsive to Ms. Calvillo. On May 31, 2017, I spoke to former City 

Attorney Louise Renne on the phone to ask for her recollection, and she invoked Attorney-Client privilege. 

1 Allowed under R&T.§7286.1, repealed January 1, 1993 (extended to 6/30/93 due to the Fiscal Recovery Fund provisions of 
RTC §6201.5). 
•Both AB 1930 and AB 17X adding identical copies of §7288 to the Revenue and Taxation Code outlining this scheme were. 
authored by Willie Brown. The legislature passed both bills in Executive Session and Governor Wilson signed both bills on the 
same day ih October 1991 as part of the delayed 1991 budget deal so both copies of §7288 had to be chaptered. Because 
proceedings of executive sessions of the Legislature are not recorded, the Legislative intent of passing the same law twice 
may never be known; however, the BOS resolution refers to AB 1930, but the primary trailer bill enacting §7288 was AB 17X, 
because AB 1930's enactment was dependent on AB 17X. The legislation authorizing the temporary EFA had only been 
passed in September 1991 in a Senate Bill, so my reading is the Legislature, struggling with the State's debt load, had cut 
support for localities and was looking to enact new opportunities for local revenue and sought to expand the EFA scheme to 
every county on a permanent basls anc! AB 1930 
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In any event, The PFA was clearly understood to be ah independent special district and not just some allocative 
pass through paper entity9• The case law on this is clear, specifically Rider v. County of San Diego (1991) and 
especially Hoogasian Flowers v. State Board of Equalization, both of which found entities such the PFA to be 
"Special Districts." In my original complaint evidence, I included excerpts from these cases holding they are 
unambiguously special districts. I urge the SOTF, City Attorney, and Respondents to review these cases at length. 

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

The Special District gimmick has consequences the Respondents improperly deny. The PFA must do everything 
Special Districts do under the Government Code, including holding board meetings and reviewing financial 
statements, and becoming subject of John Oliver segments10• In the State of Kentucky, 40% of special districts did 
not file budgets they are legally required to, characterized by the state auditor as a $2.7 Billion Dollar "Ghost 
Government."11 Asserting SOTF jurisdiction is proper. 

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

Lie: "The SFPF had no reason to meet again" 

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

Codification of Governmentaf Accounting and Financial Reporting Standards, Section 2100 define a "reporting 
entity" as the level of government which has governance responsibilities over all activities of a district. In the case 
of the PFA, those duties mean contracting with the BOE, allocating tax revenue according to prescribed formulas, 
and containing its own Article XlllB Appropriations limit12 • Neither CCSF, the SFCCD northe SFUSD/COE fulfil! this 

$Resolution 48-93 states the purpose of the PFA is not just .to place a school sales tax measure on the ballot but has general 
purposes of "financing drug abuse prevention, crime prevention, health services, and public education" and charges the PFA 
with all powers necessary to perform the co!leC:tion, administration, and allocat.ion dutie.s with respect to the special sales 
tax. It also states the "Board of Supervisors of the City and County. finds that it is critical to continue the provision of health 
and crime prevention services and that revenues generated by an add.itional tax are necessary." The paper purposes of the 
paper entity diverge significantly. Do the funds diverge as well? 

10 https://www.youtube.com/watch ?v=3saUSracsGE 
11 "Ghost Government: A Report on Special Districts in Kentucky" Kentucky Auditor of Public Accounts, November 14, 2012. 
11 For an overview of the Gann limit, see "The 2017-18 Budget: The Governor's Gann Limit Proposal" Office of the State 
Legislative Analyst 3/2/17 

The SFUSD hides an obvious Gann limit problem. In the 1986 Gann limit base year, the SFUSD had 64,000 students. Today, it 
has 52,000. The ABS formula locks the SFUSD's property tax allocation in at 7.8% of the County's Proposition 13 1% base, 
compared to 1.4% for SFCCD. The Gann limit for schools adjusts with enrollment ("Average Daily Attendance"), meaning if 
enrollment declines, the framers of the Gann initiative sought to force the agency to downsize as well. In 1968, the SFUSD 
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role because 'the Superintendant of Schoois .and the Chancellor of the Cornmunity College District have equal 

executive function and no governance function. This makes the PFA the.equivalent of a Joint Powers Authority 

under GASB; thus, it needs its own independent audit. 

The Audited Financial Statements of CCSF; :SFCCD, and the SFUSD/COE do not reference the PFA as- a 

nondisclosed organization. 

The PFA's June 19.93 orditiance establishes an Appropriations Limit, which are not the same thing as 

expendltures13 • Although it specifies the formula, Government Gode section 7910 specifies-specific actions the 

governing body of an entity must take on an annual basisregarding its Appropriations limit. Because of this, 

pc.iper governmententft:ies may not exist in the State of California. 

Finally, the PFA Ordinance specifies the allocation formula used to equalize allocations from the State Lottery. 

This means Charter Schools under the umbrella of the SFUSD deserve a sha·re of the PFA's financial-resources. 

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

State law does not proscribe any additlohal function .either. At a minimum, getting members of the BOS, the 

SFCCD Trustees, and the Board of Education together in a.roo.m from time to tirne to coordinate budget and 

strategy and have some rnCihey to play With might not be so terrible. 

On June 81h, I had a personal conversation with, Controller Ben Rosenfeld in the BOS chambers following a 

meeting of the Budget and Finance Subcomittee. I related to Mr. Rosenfeld, and he agreed with me 

(enthusi~stically) that th.e PFA's·goVerning board can put restrk:tions on PFA funds allocated to the County's K-14 

districts. In my view, this.is the best way to provide stable funding for the "Free" City College Program, especially 

as the CCSFD Trustees had a poor track record of financial stewardship14 , It is also a means to protect.SFUSD's 

cash reserve or key programs such as gifted and talented education from the pressure to make unsustainable 

labor concessions given the undue special interestilifluence over that Board of Education. 

I should note, Mr. RQsenfeld also asked me notto communicate with his Executive Assistant who had told me six 

people were working on my request for information, and to direct all future records requests to the "CON e­

mail," which was quite easy to remember. He asked why I had any interest in public governance structures, which 

struck me as odd because he makes a career out of it. He also related his staff were "wai•ing for the school 

district to get back to him" and "we'll sort things ciutwith them." Rosenfeld is young, he terms out in a year, and 

he was originally appointed by Mayor Newsom who has a shot at the Governorship in 2018. Having an autism 

diagnosis myself, I'm riot very good with people, but my impression is most people are probably charmed by him 

and get drawn in. I ask the SOTF to consider the Controller's credibility in this light, as he has an incentive to avoid 

scandal. Illegal diversion of funds orfailure to carry out basic duties of his office such as making sure special 

districts are audited is grounds for removal for cause. 

had over 98,000 students but it stubbornly refuses to reduce:overhead. Compounding the problem is the City's increase in 
Net Assessed Value. Stepping back, the 5FUSD should have started issuing tax rebates years ago. Several school districts in 
the foothill cities in Southern California have similar challenges. The real problem here is the frozen allocation formula 
because SFCCD enrollment has. increased. Because the PFA's appropriations limit has not been contained, I fear the SFUSD 
has stolen some of the SFCCD's limit. 

" Putting tax revenue into a rainy day fund is an example of an appropriation that is not an expenditure. Proposition C from 
20.03 established a CCSF rainy day fund established by the county. In this case, CCSF miscalculates its appropriations limit 
because the appropriation neecjs to fall under the SFUSD's limit. This is one way the City avoids forcing the SFUSD to reduce 
overhead. If the SFUSD even banked property into 100-year leases to develop teacher housing, the possessory interest 
assessments would increase its own tax revenue and pay for itself. 
1• See Megan Correy: "The Evolution of Crisis at City College" SFSU Diss. 2016 for an excellent long term financial and 
governance history of SFCCD, The disclosure of the 93 sales tax is such that Corry wrote an entire dissertation without even 
knowing about it (Personal Conversation, June 15, 2017). 
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Rosenfeld has a long history of leveraging the BOS's authority fo put restrictions on funds going to the SFUSD 
anyway, so his own actions reinforce the Countyts belief the PFA's governing board to direct expenditures 
(although, to be fair, this·would not be proper for the SFCCD due to the independence requfrements ·of the 
Accreditation Commisston), As Budget Director to Mayor Newsom; Rosenfeld implemented the creation of the 
Public Education Special Fund, which evolved into.the Public Education Enrichment Fund (PEEF, March 2004 

Proposition H).To be clear: PEEF does not transfer <Jny new money from CCSF to the SFUSD. It's a clever 
accounting trick to put restrictions on ERAF,which is money the state· allocates to.the SFUSD anyway as part of its 
Proposition 98 obligation. This is probably a good thing· in SF.USD's case because it protects certain progr?ms 
(athletics, arts, equity initiatives, etc} from the Board's tendency to make unsustain;;ible labor concessions and 
long history of financial m1smanagemerws. 

The SFUSD and SFCCD Lack Credibility In Financial Administration a.nd Transparency and the SFUSD's Response 
should be.Disregarded 

The decision to shirk the fr duty and hand the sales tax overto .Evan S. Dobelle and Bernard Rojas is a .cause to 
petition for grievance. By failing to execute their positions of Public Trust, the 1T)ernbers of the PFA in 1993 
allowed public funds to be used for personal gain. 

In hindsight, SFCCD Chancellor Evan S. Dobelle put into place the management changes eventually leading to. 
SFCCD's Accreditation crisis16• This occurred the day following the Election when he restructured the staff, 
eliminating its experienced financial administrators, This removed exp.erienced oversightof his actions, which 
allowed him to use.College resources for his per:sonal enj0yment, such as lavish foreign trips and extended leave 
of absences for fund raising purposes, but were actually personal vacations, often at the Bohemian Grove. He 
almost pushed the College to the pointof strike in September 1993 in or.derto put its classified employees on 
semester work agreements, which; in retrospect, was on'ly to benefit himself because it would remove 
observation of his excessive vacat.ions made using College funds, often funding an entourage of his Bohemian 
Club Chums, includingPfA member Bob Vami11 as late as 2007. 

Later, Dobelle became Chancellor of the University of Hawaii, where he repeatedly lied to the board about 
finandal matters. The issue went all the way to the Hawaii Senate in 2004 and lead to ·a statewide referendum to 
restructure the Board of Regents because of their inability to oversee Dobelle's mismanagement18

• 'When he was 
put on leave of absence, the staff found him unqualified to teach. !he full extent of Dobelle's pathological abuse 
of public funds is found in the $1.3M report commissioned by the Investigator Geheral of Massachussets after he 
was forced to resign as President of Westfield State University in 201419• The report catalogs lc:ivish vacations 
using public funds and tens ohhol,.lsands of personal purchases put on the compahy credit card, but Dobelle's 
unaccountability best comes out in th.is passage: 

Another example of Dobelle's unbudgeted and unauthorized expenditure of Foundation funds is the 
commissioning of a portrait of himself. In 20i3,, D.obelle personally contacted a local artist and requested that she 
paint a portrait.of him. In total, the portrnit and framing cost $777. 75; an assistant in the President's Office 
contacted staff working with the Foundation and asked the Foundation to pay for it. The Foundation treasurer 
told the OJG that Foundation officials felt obligated to pay the bill since the work had already been done, even 

1> In the Unaudited Financials for 2016, this shows up in the General Fund {Form 01) object 7281-7283 "All Other Transfers" 
in column A Unrestricted. This $89M expense goes out and reappears at the top of the restricted column for revenue item 
8699 "Other Local ~evenue." 
16 Correy 
11 Office of the Inspector General, Commonwealth of Massachussets, "Review of Spending Practices by Former Westfield 
State University President Evan S. Dobelle;'' July 31, 2014 Page 44-45. 
1

• Beverly Creamer "Regents' minutes reveal concerns about Dobelle'' Honolulu Advertiser 8/13/2004 
" Massachussets OIG 
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though the Foundation had not approved the painting in advance. Further Foundation Board members believed 
that the portrait was going to be a part ofa series one ofpast presidents of the University. However, Dabe/le took 
no action to commissibn portraits of any other Westfield presidents, The portrait was kept in a closet in the 
President's Office waiting to be unveiled at an event for the-1751h anniversary of the University. Following 
Dobelle's resignation, Univers;ty staff sent Dobelle the portrait with his personal effects because University and 
Foundation officials.determined they no longer wanted the painting. 20 

The SF SOS itself has ce-nsured SFUSD Superintendant Bill Rojas for financial crimes and mismanagement21• PFA 

oversight could have prevented the loss of $30M in Public Funds, which the Controller's office found simply 

disappeared 22 • His tenure lead to two years of the State sending in a Fiscal Crisis Task Force and an investigation 

by the .FBI that found so many records destroyed it was unable to bring charges. Presumably, these include 

records of the PFA. 

In 1993, SFUSD Superintendant Bill Rojas was spending the entire 1990 School Bond fund on school district 

custodians and groundskeepers23 , The accounting for the 1993 sales tax was implemented by SFUSD CFO William 

Frederii::k Coleman oversaw the SFUSD at the time of the E-rate Scandal24 and wh followed Rojas to the Dallas 

Independent School District where he oversaw a kickback scheme that was the exact replica of the SFUSO's E-rate 

scandal(one so bad, City Attorney Louise Renne had to testify before Congress). Coleman pleaded guilty to felony 

obstruction of justice charges in 2on82s. 

The SFUSD also misuses a second special district for financial Shenanigans: CFO 90-1. It refuses to release 

financial.statements ofthat district to me and its audits fail to disclose that district as a blended component unit. 

Revenues ofCFD 90-1 were used to back the 1990 bonds misspent on janitors instead of "critical fire and 

earthquake upgrades for the county's four preschool centers." 

In this light, th_e SOTF should give no weight to the SFUSD's assertion regarding the propriety of "paper entities." 

Lie~ 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 

This is unproven and contradicted by SFUSD Respondent's supplemental materials. The resolutions of the PFA on 

September 20, ~93 are numbered starting at 1. What about the resolution to calf a Special Election in March? It 

had to be a resolutio.il, hot an ordinance, because the ordinance was 

I perused microfilmed copies of the Sah Franeisco Examiner, the City's Official Newspaper, for public notice of 

meetings of the PFA. The resolution to· call the Special Election had to take place between March 8 and March 

15•b, because the Proceedings of the Board of Supervisors26 indicate the BOS resolution was added to the 

Immediate Adoption Calendar. No public notices of PFA meetings appear during this time. By placing the item on 

the BOS lmmediate Adoption Calendar, making concessions to Supervisor Hiseh regarding the Rent Ordinance, 

and inflaming a Scandal involving Supervisor Maher ensuring he would be absent from the meeting, Supervisor 

Midgen was able to avo_id notice to any opponents of the sales tax the Supervisors would call the election (In 

20 OIG Report, pg. 49 
n Resolution 427-01 
22 Office of the Controller/City Services Auditor: "The SFUSD Cannot Account for Revenues and Expenditures of its $90M 1997 
Bond ls$ue" 2004. 

""Signs ofTrouble: SF School Officials Overlooked Indications of Missspent Millions" SF Chronicle, f\!ovember 12, 2001. 
"SF Chronicle November 17, 200;L "Suit allegesSF-Schools' kickbacks It Claims money was steered to district officials" 
25 US Department of Justice: "Federal Grand Jury Indicts Former Dallas Independent School District Executives on Conspiracy, 
Money Laundering, Bribery, and Obstruction of Justice Charges" May 29, 2007. Coleman took a plea bargain. The case is 
Bouchot V. United States (2008). 
2• Vol 88 p. 236 
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September 1993 when they voted to place a second sales tax measure. on the Ballot; it was in closed session). It 
w;;is the Deputy City Attorney who recommended the meeting be continued to March 171h where the supervisors 
called the. election and put the proposition on the ballot in a meeting lasting twelve minutes. 

Under State Law the PFA had to vote. a second time to confirm the election between May 1 and M<:iy 6 1993. 
Again, no public notices appeal in the examiner. This precludes the March 11 resolution starting at zero: the 
9/20/93 resolutions:could be numbered no lowerthan 2 had the PFA's governing board met on the date Ms. 
CalvaHo asserts .. ltshe1uld be noted that in April, 1993, the decision in the Hoogasian Flowers. case was issued 
striking down the EFA 1991 sales tax and o·rdering the EFA to reimburse the BOE. This means the ballot 
.handbook's ;:irgument "this is not a new tax" was patently false, it calls into question why the PFA would vote to 
continue with the electiqn between May.land May 6~ 

' ' 

Deceptfon: The SF Public Flnan<:e Al.lthority M!:!t at City Hall on September 20, 1993. 

The documents provided bythe SFUSDsigned by Carole Migden, as well as those on file with the BOE have 
evidence of Fabrication, arid the secretary's signature is forged. 

As evidence, I provide EFA Resolutions 91-1, 91·2, ;:irid ,91.:3 from 1991 [Exhibit L]. The secretary (who continues 
to hold this position)'was Esther V. CC)sco. Resolutions take the form VY-Ordinal, The secretary indicates who 
voted a.nd how .. This wa.s and is stand.atd practice for public bodies. In the PFA's September 20 1993 resolutions 
[Exhibit ML there is no reco.rdation of who voted whjch way. If any members of the PFA thought they missed a 
meeting and then came across these documents, they could assume they were one of the absentees. 

· The hand behind Esther Cascds 1~91 signature is not the same as the hand behind Esther Casco's 1993 signature. 
On the EFA documents, it shqws a long·tail ·on the final "o." The "V" middle initial is completely different, most 
notably !n the absence; of an Initial "boat/' Following that1. the direction of the period tic changes from downward 
to upward, an~ freetlom of the firsts. coming out of the characteristic uppercase ''E" is a deliberative stroke 
rather than a quick swipe; in o.ther words, the forger made sure to copy the chara.cteristic E and then stopped at 
the peak of the lowercase s for convenience before regrouping and continuing on with the rest of the signature 
rather than freely prolaHng qownw.ard into the s with the ease of familiarity. 

For the PFA r.esolutions, the vote for Resolutions' 1, 2, and 4 is: Yes: Eight; No: Zero; Absent: two. 
FOr Resolution 3, the. vote is: Yes:: Eight; No: Two; Absent: zero. 

In their response, the SFUSD provides minutes of the PFA on 9/20/93at1:00 PM in room 228 of City Hall. It lists 
only nine members of the PFA. In the June 1993 Ballot Handbook, Supervisor Kaufman is indicated to be a 
member of the PFA. 

Consulting old floor plans, in 1993, I believe this was the chambers of the Board of Education. Th.is meeting was 
back to back with the San Francisco Board of Supervisors meeting on September 20, 1993 [Exhibit N], which 
started at 2.:0d and called to ord.er at 2:05. Supervisors Migden, Kennedy, and Shelley were present, however 
Supervisor Alioto and Kaufman IA{ere excused on an official leave of absence approved September 721 • Therefore 
they could not have been at the 9/20/93 PFA meeting. How did they manage to vote Yes on resolution 3 when 
there were no absences? How did ten members manage to vote yes when there were only nine members of the 
PFA on the official minutes? Although this could be a transposition error, contextually Resolution 3 is critical 
because it ceeds management and oversight to Chancellor Evan S. Dobelle and Superintendent Bill Rojas, both of 
whom would become infamous for mismanagement of public funds, as I will elaborate. On July 28, 1993, 
Chancellor Dobelle announced a $2,100 yearly bonus to every SFCCD administrator and classified employee. 28 Just 

,, F.ile 1-93-36 Resolution 694-93 
1' Phillip Matier1 Andrew Ross "SF College District Using new Tax to Pay Bonuses" SF Chronicle July 28, 1993 

P211 



a few months earller, the story was gloom and doom29• Another possibflity is this resolution was contentious, and 

the motion was continqed tp a yet~unknown date and the SFUSD's response the last meeting of the PFA was on 

September 20, 1993 Js doubly incorrect. 

The SFCCb and SFUSD have only had one joint meeting in January 4016 in the entire history of the City and 

County1 to my knowledge. How have they managed to jointly approve expenditures per Resolution 47 

The ballot handbookspecifies in 1991, Ms. Casco misspelled Bob Varni's name as Varney (resolution 91-1). This 

misspelling even made it into th:e December 1991 Voter guide because the City Attorney (without the ballot 

simplification committee} llkely copied the EFA's resolutions verbatim. It is impossible to determine who wrote 

the description "How 'A' Got on the Ballot for either voter guide; however, Varni's name was corrected by June 

1993, indicating Ms. Casco did not act as Secretary in March. Although Varni was a member of the SFCCD board in 

September, 1993; the two SFCCD members of the PFA on the minutes are Robert Burton and Maria Monet. 

Neither would have been caught dead alive inside City hall pn September 20, 1993. The Board of Supervisors 

age.nda at 2:00 indicated the SFCCD :salary ordinance was tabled without discussion because the classified 

employees were on the verge of strike due to Dobelle's self-serving restructuring. 

Dobelte signs the contract with the BOE in the middle, and Rojas has to squeeze his signature off to the side 

[Exhibit PJ. In the scan, Dobelle's signature is faint and in the center of the line because the SFUSD borrowed the 

page from the May 1992 contract between EFA and BOE, which updated its when Joanne Miller rolled off the EFA 

board and designated Do belle to be the BOE's contact. Dobelle recklessly decided not to allow the funds to 

accrue to escrow during the court challenge, but to spend them, and Miller disagreed with this decision, stepping 

down as Chair. •0 The:! BOE needed a new contract, which it executed with Dobelle. 

For this reason, the copied page squeezes in Bill Rojas's signature to the left. R.ojas himself had not started work 

until June 1992, so he would not have executed the May 1992 contract because he was working in Special 

Education in New York City. 

In other wor.ds, the Contract with the BOE was not jointly executed by the Superintendarit of Schools and the 

Chancellor of the Community College, contrary to the assertions of Respondents and the purported resolutions of 

the PF.A. The Sales Tax is not jointly administered. Dobe/le had fired his senior financial staff the day after the 

election and gave everyone else bonuses and then took off to the Bohemian Grove to play dress up with PFA 

chum Bob Varni and Paul Pelosi in one of the Bohemian Talent Shows at the annual July Encampment, so nobody 

at SFCCD noticed or cared. 

The SFUSD. has not properly allocated funds to SFCCD in the past, a Criminal Act. 

The ordinance of the PFA [Exhibit Q] provides for criminal fines and jail time for violating its provisions (§ 117, 

Penalties). This would indude withholding the allocation to SFCCD and redirecting it to the SFUSD. 

ln the ballot language to a 2004 attempt to raise the sales tax (Proposition J, November 2004), the Ballot 

simplification committee stated the PFA sales tax went to the SFUSD but omitted mention of SFCCD. 

29 SF Chroriitle "SF City College Freezes Spending - school may be forced to use emergency funds to offset budget cut" 
January 20, 1993 

'
0 The funds from the 1991 tax were used to pay the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers' Association's attorney fees and 

were not settled until 2003~. 
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This would be a criminal violation of the ordinance of the PFA, but the budget information in BOS File 030354 

Adding AdmiAlstrative Code 10~100-367 and prepared by then Mayor's Budget Director Rosenfeld and now the 

County Controller indicates· 100% of the PFA.sales tax was being given to the SFUSD at that time [Exhibit R]. 
Because the City Attorney's office has input into the Ballot Simplification process and had to sign off onto the· 

change to the Administrative. code, I believe the omission of the SFCCD in the 2004 Ballot Handbook'.s was not an 

oversight but WBS a statement uf fact 

I have spent hundreds of hours to research this sales tax, so I am not lightly asserting a suspidon that the City 

Attorney, former Controller, Current Controller, and senior Financial Management at the SFUSD engaged in a 

criminal conspiracy to violate the ordinance of the PFA and defraud the SFCCD and the will of the electorate. 

Without financial statements of the PFA and audits, it is impossible to determine the level of fum:l diversio.n over 

the year:s and if some of it took place within the Statute of Limitations1 and 'I urge the commissioning of a full 

audit of the PFA's financial history, ordering the PFA fur,ids to accrue to escrow, referring the matter to the Office 

of the .State Auditor to do her work while drawing on the funds which shall be released only on the 

implementation of her recommendations, and, if necessary, referring any criminal acts to the District Attorney. 

BOE's Other "Paper Entities" are Properly disclosed in stark contrast to the PFA 

LA Metro fs the Successor entity for the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission (LATCL which appears on 

BOE publication 105~ That ordinance (No .. 16) passed by the Los Angeles County voters in 1980 specified an 

allocation among various Los Angeles County entities includingthe Southern California Rapid Transit District (The 

LATC buflt the Blue Une and the RTD built the Red Line, whieh is why they are completely different systems}. 

The Legislature merged theLATC and the RTD in 1992 into the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 

Authority (LAMetro)with AB 152. The Disclosure regarding the LATC designation in the BOE's records and LA 

Metro is Night and Day. First of all, LAMetro has a website and publishes its administrative code, including the 

ordinance.pas::;ed by thevoters31 , Second, its audited financial statements clearly show the income and 

expenditures of this Special Taxing Measure. Finally, the revenues accrued to the LATC which had a board that did 

board things such as build subways and have accounting, just like LA Metro, which even maintains a pretty 

website to communicate things to the taxpayers 32 • The PFA provides Tammy Wong, who lies, fibs, obfuscates, 

tells untruths, deflects, and is generally mendacious, misleading, unhelpful, and smug. 

Could the PFA at least have a webpage, perhaps with a smiling photograph of Carole Migden in 1993? The fact it 

wouldn't be on the CCSF,, SFUSD, or the SFCCD website indicates it is a discrete entity requiring discrete financials. 

Proposition 218 specifies any tax measure may be subject repeal initiative. If the PFA board does not meet, 

where sho.uld citizens direct a Proposition 218 petition for repeal? 

Respondant's own delayed response and need to consult with the City Attorney and Controller is itself 
evide.nce in support of my Complaiht 

On June 23'0, I received correspondence from SOTF Administrator this Complaint was continued from the June 

271h Complaint Committee hearing because Ms. Calvillo needed time to study the issue. She consulted with the 

City Attorney who denied the PFA's existence to me and the Controller who told me to go elsewher.e. 

This Is not the first time a Clerk in the Board of Supervisors office has needed to the consult the Controller about 

the PFA. On October 30, 2002, an Assistant Clerk of the BOS requested information from Controller Ed Harrington 

abou.t the PFA. The Controller did not respond until November 20, 2002 [Exhibit S] stating he had never been 

involved With the PFA. arid did not want to be listed as a contact and suggested contacting the City Attorney. 

si http ://Hb raryarch ives. metro. n et/DPGTL/legis I ati o n/1980 _proposition_ a_ o rdina nee. pdf 
3' littps://www.metro.net/about/financebudget/taxes/ 
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That.Clerk was SOTFAdministrator Victor Young. 

In early May, 2017, I called the SOTF's pUbli$hed number and spoke t.o SOTF Admini.strator Young who stated he 
had never heard of the Publlc Fi11ance· Authority. 

When the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force Itself gets sucked into The Great Nonresponsfve Vortex surrounding the 
PFA, there ls a problem. 

Respondant abuses its ''Paper EntiW" to misinform the Voters 

In November, voters were asked to approve Proposition i< providing for a General Sales Tax inc;rease. The Ballot 
simplification Committee minutes indicate It started Its process by reviewing 2011's unsuccessful Proposition G, 

sales tax increase.33Somehow this text (2011): 

San Francisco now has an 8.5% sales tax With two main 
parts: 

• 7.25%-in State taxes, of which the City recei\res about 
1.0%.; and 

• 1.25% in special district tax!'ls that fund the Bay Area 
RapidTransit District (BART); the San Francisco 
Unified Sc;hool Dlstrict, the San Francisco 
Community College District, and the San Francisco 
CountyTransportation Authority. 

Was "simpllfiedn to this text (2016): 

· lpe Way It Is Now: ·San Francisco ha.s an 8. 75% sales l(lX, with two parts: 

• 7.5% in State taxes, of which the City receives 1.25%; and 

• 1.25% In local sales taxes that fund the Bay Area Rapid Transit District(BART). ihe San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority and. !he San Francisco CountY Public Finance Authority. 

On the same ballot, there was a State School Bond, A SFUSD School Bond, a SFCCD Parcel Tax, and a SFUSD Parcel 
tax. One of the members of the Committee appointed by the Superintendent of Schools as an 11expert in 
educational reading," Ann Jorgenson, was a teacher at Lincoln High School ln 1993 when she volunteered on the 
PFA Sales Tax Campaign. She is also a licensed tax attorney. 

Supervisor Scott Wiener [Exhibit T] even wrote to the Ballot Simplification Committee to add the acronym BART 
to the B<;ly Area Rapid Transit District. I guess he assumed everyone knew what the San Francisco County Public 
Finance Authority was. 

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

This rs unsubstantiated hearsay. Although the Board of Supervisors declared Respondent's assertion to be true on 
June 21, 1993, the Department of Elections and Clerk of the Board of Supervisors has not provided a responsive 
document to my several requests for the signed and sealed Certification of Vote, which is the only direct 
evidence, aside from interviewing former city administrators, to confirm the canvass and should be 1n the Board 
of Supervisor's files. Wilson Ng Vl(as unable to produce it but referred me to a statement of vote bound in the SF 
Public Library, which I reviewed, but the Registrar of Voters neither put her name to nor endorsed this statement 
of vote, as is the case with every other bound statement of vote at the San Francisco Public Library. 

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

'' http;//sfgov.org/elections/ballot-simplification-committee-november-2016· 
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was meticµlous and ran. a tight shop .. This ".certification" [Exhibit U] contains glaring errors completely out of 
character: 

o The Certification of Election r~sufrs is addressed to the Board of Supervisors, whith in 1993 as well as 
today, occupy room 244 in City Hall. Room 235 was occupied by Carole Migden. 

• The June 15, 1993 election was a Special Elect.ion. It was not a Consolidated General Election. 
o. Ms. Wong certifies the "canvass was conducted in the manner required by Division 12 of the California 

.Elections Code." In 1993, there were only 11 Divisions. 
• Ms. Wong certifies she commenced the canvas. of the election on Tuesday evening, June 15, 1992, which 

was a Monday and a full year before the June 15, 1993 Special Election. There was an election on June 2, 

i992i but that was a Consolidated Primary Election. 
• Proposition A on the June 2, 1992 election (a Parks bond) passed by a margin of: 72.8%. Note the 

interchange of 2 and 3 where this document certifies passage by 73.8%. The interchange of 2 and 3 also 
shows up in 'the 2/3 required for passage and the actual Consolidated Presidential Election on November 
3, 1992. 

• Ms. Wong states the number of ballots cast was 84,786; however, adding the 59,574 yes votes to the 
21,108 no votes totals 80,682, a 4,104 difference. California Elections Coqe §4104 states "At the first 
.general d.istrict election conducted by all-mail.ed ballot, the following question shall be printed on the 
ballot ar.id boxes shall be provided for the voter to indicate "Yes" or "No": "Shall the Mailed Ballot be 
used to conduct all future Gerieral district elections?" 

• The Consolidated Presidential Election on November 3, 1992 was the very first time voters in the State of 
California were allowed to apply for no-fault permanent absentee status. This was a Presidential election 
Wlth very large turnout. The June 1s; 1993 Special Election was the very first time these new permanent 
absentee voters would have received their ballots In the mail automatically; however, the statement Df 
vote at the pub11c library indicates the same number of registrations in the permanent absentee precincts 
in June 1993 as ih November 1992. 

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

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

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

In the 1992/9~ budget deal, the State suspended subventions for election mandates. in order to confront its 
· overwhelming d~bt, meaning the legal mandate to verify absentee ballot signatures, register permanent 
absentee voters'.following the November 1992 election, monitor the abuse of "bounty hunter" voter registrations 
by campaigns, provide disabled access to polling places, prevent improper use of voter data records, or even 
evaluate provisional ballots had no force of law and the Registrar of Voters had no legal authority to do .anything 
about it. The Registrar of voters was the co-founder of Chinese for Affirmative Action, which initiated a lawsuit in 
April 1993 with the United Educators of San Francisco and a Latino Teacher's Association against the SFUSD to 
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end a federal desegregation consent decree. Passage of the sales tax measure would backfill the loss of federal 

funds and end the thread of "reconstitution" for the Teacher's Union lead by the sister of PFA member Kevin 

Shelley who later had to resign as California Secretary of State in a money laundering scheme for Chinatown real 

estate interests which benefitted from "neighborhood schools." 

To summarize, calling attention to the PFA and the sales tax could call attention to the election Improprieties 

known to or even instigated by powerful officials who would ·rather forget about their paper entity except when 

it is convenient to mislead the voters into throwing ever more money at a School District with a chronic history of 

financial mismanagement and a self~serving victim culture of artificial impoverishment. 

To Conclude: 

US Constitution Article I § 9 requires Congress to publish a Statement of Account of Income and Expenditures. 

The State of California, by mandating an audit of all public entities (paper or otherwise) according to Generally 

Accepted Accounting Principles, has embraced this mandate because, as James Madison argued, 'iA popular 

government, without Popular Information, or means of acquiring it, is but a Prologue to a Farce or a Tragedy, or 

perhaps Both." Citizens vote to tax themselves in order to restrain their liberty for the greater good, but without 

knowledge of where this tax goes or how it is spent and no opportunity to petition for redress if it inures to 

private gain instead of public benefit:, citizens become enslaved to the tools of their creation. 

This answer is lengthy, but the PFA violates the sunshine ordinance in its entirety and should be held to account. 
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7/20/2017 Gmail - Re: California Pubic Records Request 

Grnan Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> 

Re: California Pubic Records Request 
1 message 
~---·---· ·----- ----------
Madhavan, Reeta <madhavanr@sfi.Jsd.edu>. Tue, May 16, 2017 at 2:41 PM 
To: Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> 
Cc: Paulette G Terrell <TerrellP@sfusd.edu>, "Houck, Danielle" <daniellehouck@sfusd.edu>, "Blythe, Gentle" 
<blytheg@sfusd.edu> 

Dear Mr. Busse, 
I am in receipt of your letter sent by certified mail on May 7, 2017 and addressed to Ms. Paulette Terrell and me, 
requesting certain information regarding the San Francisco Public Finance Authority. 
As I have explained in my response to your earUer email requesting similar information, the San Francisco Unified School 
District has no connection with, or jurisdiction over, the San Francisco Public Finance Authority. Therefore, we are unable 
to respond to your request for information regarding this entity. 
Thank you, 
Reeta 

,,.,_ 11 

4J<·· 
SF:USD 
UH ~~AliCl~CO 
PUOlH:' SCMOOlS 

WWW.SFUSD.EDU 

Reeta Madhavan 
Chief Financial Officer 
San Francisco Unified School District 
135 Van Ness Avenue, Room 315 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
T 41.5-241-6542 
F 415-241-6482 
madhavan.r@sfusd.edu 

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

PursuanUo the California Public Records Act, I wish to request the following Documents: 

1. All Notifications to the San Francisco Public Finance Authority from the BOE. 

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

3 .. All Letters of Designation of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority. 

4. All ADA calculations of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority for the past five years 

5. All Board Minutes of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority from 2015 to the present day 

6. The Current Amended By laws of the San f rancisco Public Finance Authority 

7. The most recent unaudited F'inancial Statements of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority 

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

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

httos://mail.i:iooi:ile. com/mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=04b5.b6c999&jsver=VK6E92h7KJi.in1&1iew=pt&q=rnadhavan&qs=true&search=query&th= 15c13365a0dce... 1/2 
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10. All communications between the California State Controller and the San Francisco Public Finance Authority 

11. A list of Current Board Members of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority. 

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

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

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

The Attached Document is the basis for my reaching out to you. If you are not the person to approach,. Please address 
me to the appropriate Individual; 

http.s://mail.goosle.com/mail/u/Of?ui=2&ik=04b5b6c999&jsver=VK6E92h7K£.fn1&iew=pt&q-=madhavan&qs"'true&search-=query&th=15c13365a0dce... 212 



JURISDICTION CONTACT FOR TRANSACTION AND USE TAX 
NOTIFICATIONS & APPEALS 

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY PUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY 
Tax Area Code: 051 

~--·--- ......... -- ......... --· .. "'. -- ................. -.............. _ ............. -............. .., .......... .., ......... ,,. ........................... _.,. ......... "" ...................... --- .................................................................. . 
We send a notification letter to the contact position shown bclolV when n pnsitiveadjustment ofgrcaterthan $5,000.00 or negative 
redistribution of gn:alcr than 5% of tl1c district's avciagc quarterly revenue or $50,000.00, whichever is less, is processed as provided in 
RcgulatiOn 1828, Process for Reviewing TranE11ctlons and Use Tax diHribution Inquiries, 

You may select 011/ypom the positions autlwrized by Resolution or letter of designation for the Dlstrict. 
~ ........................... - .............. ":'" -- .. _ ..... •'!'-• ............ •'!'"•/I!' .. - ............................. ___ .,_ ............... _. ____ ...... - .... ---- ..... ·--- .... --~ ............... w .................... ·---- ... -- - ... - • - ..... -- • 

Prlmary Contact 

Joseph C. Grazioli. Chief Financial Officer 
Authorized Position Title !Tom Resolution 

Joseph C. Grazioli. chief Financial Officer 
Name of Individual Currently Holding Authorized Position 

135 Van Ness Avenue 3n1 Floor. San Francisco. CA 
94102 

Mailing Address Line l 

Mailing Address Uno 2 

City, State, Zip 

Phone 

Fax 

Emnil 

Secondary Contact 

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

Pnulette ierrell. Director of Fiscal Services 
Authorized Position Title from Resolution 

Paulette Terrell. Director of Fiscal Services 
N\lmc of fndividual Currently Holding Authorized Position 

135 Van Ness Avenue 3n1 Floor. San Francisco, CA. 
94102 

Mailing Address Line 1 

Mailing Address Line 2 

City, State, Zip 

Phone 

Fux 

-------- Return this form to: 
_,,,,__..:-·~-----.. , .. \ STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION . 

l \ b \ D ) LOCAL REVENUE ALLOCATION SECTION, MIC: 27 

\
D)Ch\ !T /12.) POBOX942879 

SACRAMENTO, CA 94279-0027 

"'"'-- .--- FAX: 916-324-8117 
~--

QUESTIONS: CALL JULIE ROBERTS (916) 324•1386 
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San Francisco Unified School District 
LEGAL DEPARTMENT 

Dr. Vincent Mat.thews 
Superintendent o.f Schools 
Danielle Houck 

SFUSD 
555 Franklin Street, 3rd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94102 

Telephone (415) 241-6054 • Facsimile (415) 241-6371 

June 7, 2017 

TRANSMITTED VIA EMAIL TO: 

Thomas Busse 
Elliail: tjbussesf@gmail.com 

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

Dear Mr. Busse: 

General Counsel 
Tammi Wong 
Sr. Deputy General Counsel 

~---., 
~..,,,.....---._____ ........,~"-. 

~-."" --,, 

J;yh,b,+ 1J?) J 
' ~/ 

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

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

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

The District's actual financing corporation is the San Francisco Unified Schoof District Financing 
Corporation ("Corporation';). As a courtesy, records and bylaws of the Corporation are enclosed 
with this letter. 

Sincerely, 

SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Tammi Wong 
Sr. Deputy General Cotmsel 

Enclosure 
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4/27/2017 Board of Equalization - State of Californfa 

Local Jurisdiction Statement of Tax Distribution 

051 Date: For the periods shown below 

04/12/2017 

Payee: SF COUNTY PUBUC·FINANCE AUTH/DIRECTOR OF 
FISCAL SERVICES 

Current Advance 

Prior Credits 

Feb 2017 

Total Payment (by EFT) 

3,201,400.00 

0.00 

3,201,400.00 

If you have questions regardlnQ this statement, please contact 

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

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

c;_~ b ,r c ~r 
\ . 

~---·-----------------

https://efile.boe,ca.gov/boewebservici;is/LocalJur.do P221 1/1 



SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 
JUNE 30, 2016 

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

NOTE 2 - DEPOSITS AND INVESTMENTS 

Summary of Deposits and Investments 

Deposits and investments as of June 30, 2016, are classified in the accompanying :financial statements as follows: 

Governmental funds 
Less: deficit cash (overdraft) 
Total governmental funds 

Self insurance fund 
·Fiduciary funds 
Total Deposits and Investments 

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

Cash on hand and in banks 
Deposits with county treasurer 
Less: deficit cash (overdraft) 

Total deposits with county treasurer 
Total Deposits and Investments 

Policies and Pr.actices 

$ 482,243,222 
(5,392,893) 

545, 735,804 
(5,392,893) 

. $ 476,850,329 
64,217,849 

4,649,658 
$ 545,717,836 

$ 5,374,925 

540,342,911 
$ 545,717,836 

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

Investment in County Treasury - The District 1$ considered to be an involuntary participant in an external 
investment pool as the District is required to deposit all receipts and collections of monies with their County 
Treasurer (Education Code Section 41001 ). The fair value of the Distrids investment in the pool is reported in 
the accounting financial statements at amounts based upon the District's pro-rata share of amortized cost which 
approximately fair value provided by the County Treasurer for the enti,re portfolio (in relation to the amo1tized 
cost of that portfolio). The balance available for withdrawal is based on the accounting records maintained by the 
County Treasurer, which is recorded on the amortized cost basis. · 
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7/20/2017 Gmail - Re: Consolidated Annual Financial Statements for the San Francisco Finance Authority 

Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> 

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

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

Hello Mr. Busse, 

Mon, Apr 24, 2017at10:18 AM 

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 forthe financial audit of sales tax revenue. 
This revenue is included on page 87 of the school district's Z015-16 audit report in the $5Z,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. 
Tharik you, 
Reeta 

>h- -4\ 
',,•-;'•,· .. ,,,. 

SFUSD 
~AN FR•NCl!.C() 
l'UllllC SOiOOk~ 

WWW.SFUSD.EDU 

Reeta Madhavan 
Chief Financial Officer 
San Francisco Unified School District 
135 Van Ness Avenue, Room 315 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
T 415-241-6542 
F 415-241-6482 
madhavanr@sfusd.edu 

On Sat, Apr :i!2, 2017 at 9:42 PM, Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> wrote: 
Dear Ms Madhavan: 

I recently became aware of the existence of the San Francisco Finance Authority as a separate special district for the 
receivership of the 1993 1/4 cent Proposition A sales tax, however I have been unable to locate any financials, 
governing documents, or board minutes for this special district. I wa!? specifically concerned about its allocation formula 
or whether it was used to back sales tax revenue bonds, in which case I was interested in the oversight process. 

Because of the existence of a permanent sales tax revenue source to support both the school district and the 
community college district, I felt it 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 sure whether this was included in "state and 
federal support" because it's local revenue, or whether it was part of the big ambiguous "other revenue" line. 

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

https://mail .google .com/mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=04b5b6c999&jsver=VK6E92h 7KJ1.Zia.3ew=pt&q=madhavan&qs=true&search=query&th=15ba0f9928c1 O... 1 /2 



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

Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> 

__ ....., ______ -----·-----·-·---·----,---.----------·----·---------
Fwd: [SPAM?] Re: [SPAM?] Re: Follow Up on Meeting Today 
1 message 

Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> 
To: SF Kelvin <tjbussesf@gmaiLcom> 

-------··Forwarded message-·-----·-­
From: Timothy Bittle <tim@hjta.org> 
Date: Mon, May 1, 2017at12:02 PM 
Subject: Re: [SPAM?] Re: [SPAM?] Re: Follow Up on Meeting Today 
To: Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> 

Dear Mr. Busse, 

Thu, Jui 20, 2017 at 7:14 PM 

My friend at the Board of Equalization got back to me. He emailed someone on the Board's local revenue staff. who 
told him that, for Fiscal Year 2014-15, the City/County of San Francisco received (in millions) $240,424 in sales tax. 
Of that, $140J46 was paid to the City's Gi;meral Fund, and $100,278 was paid to the San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority. If that's true, t~en no money went to the defun<;:t Pub Ii<:: Finance Authority. 

Timothy A. Bittle 
Director of Legal Affairs 
Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association 

https:/ /mail .google.com/rnail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=04b5b6c999&jsver=Vl<6E92h 7KJl>.Zii~ew=pt&search=inbox&th=15d62ecd5ee38a86&siml= 15d62ecd5e... 1 /1 



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

1 Gn1ai! 
~-·------------

RE: Sunshine Request - SF Public Finance Authority 
1 message 

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

Dear Mr. Busse, 

Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> 

Wed, May 3, 2017 at 10:31 AM 

Based on the specific information you requested, we respectfully refer you to contact Reeta Madhavan, the CFO at the 
SF Unified.School District (SFUSD, (415) 241-6542 x1617, MadhavanR@sfusd.erlu) 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 Franc;:isco at http://www.boe.ca.gov/pdf/boe105.pdf on page 6. 

2) SFUSD's budget, audit and financial documents available here as well as the SFCCD's available here. By keyword 
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 

https://mail.gooqle .com/mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=04b5b6c999&jsver=VK6E92h 7KuJ?.Z,~~w:=pt&q=CON&qs=true&search=query&th=15bcf5dfa6aa6032&si... 1 /2 
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May 5, 2017 

Mr. Ron Gerhard 

Vice Chancellor of Finance a.nd Administration 

33 Gough Street 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

FAX: 415-241-234.4 

Public Records Request · 

Dear Mr. Gerhard:. 

~~!1 

Thomas J. Busse 

584 Castro Street #388 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

415-244-5072 

tjbussesf@gmail.com 

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

• Most current financial statements of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority 

• Board Minutes of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority from 2004 to the present 

• Current amended bylaws·of the sa·n Francisco Public Finance Authority. 

• CCSF Average Daily Attendance workpapers for calculation of the 1993 SFPFA Sales Tax from 

2011 to the Present. 

• lnteragency Communications between your office and the CFO Office of the SF Unified School 

District from 2015 to the present regarding transactions and use taxes. 

• 

• 

lnteragehcy Communications between your office and members of the SF County Dept. of 

Elections Ballot Simplification Committee. in both 2011 and 2016 (especially Ann Jorgensen and 

the City Attorney appointee). 

Reconciliation Reports of CCSF sales tax income from 2014 to the presen,t. 

Please feel free to call me at the number above to discuss this request. Scans via e-mail would be 

preferable, but if you can only provide hard copies, I would prefer to inspect the documents in person 

and select which I may wish to copy. Jf that is not possible, you may post them to my address above, or I 

would be happy to pick them up, as I live not far away, 
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7/20/2017 

Request 
1 message 

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

~mail - Request 

Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> 

------------------... ~-~·~--------- ---~ 

Thu, May 25, 2017 at 2:09 PM 

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

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

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

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

Regards, 
Ron 

Ronald P. Gerhard 

Vice Chancellor of Finance and Administration 

City College of Sah Francisco 

Office - (415) 241-2229 

https://rnail .google .com/mail/u/O/?ul=2&ik=04b5b6c999&jsver=VK6E92h 7KU~.i~Jiew=pt&q=gerhard&qs=true&search=query&th:: 1504171 c09ab283. .. 1 /1 



Office of the Mayor 
SAN FRANClSCO 

p ., 

February 11, 1993 

Honorable Angela Alioto, President 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

, Room 235 - City Hall 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Supervisor Alioto: 

FRANK M. JORDAN 

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

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

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

~incerely, ~~ 
~,/--! ~~. Jorda 

Mayor 

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

200 CITY HALL, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 9'1102 

c-i15) 5R-a.2 a 



7/20/2017 

Re: Records Request 
1 message 

Cityattorney <CityAttorney@sfgov.org> 
To: tjbussesf@gmaiLcom 

Mr. Thomas J. Busse, 

Gmail - Re: Records Request 

Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> 

, ___________________ , ___ _ 
Mon, May 1, 2017 at 3:46 PM 

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

Best, 

Andrea Guzman 
Responding for cityattorney@sfaov.org 

OFFICE OF CITY ATTORNEY DE:NNIS 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 

/~------------\ \ 

0~\blt l< 

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

https ://mail .google.com/mail/u/O/?ui=2&1k~04b5b6c999&jsver•VK6E92h 7KUP.~.2~w=pt&q=cityattorney&qs=true&search=query&th=15bc631 e275c... 1 /1 



Resolution No. 91-1 

l AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTJON OF AN AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE SAN 

2 FRANCISCO EDUCATIONAL FINANCING AUTHORITY AND THE STATE BOARD OF 

3 EQUALIZATidN FOR PREPARATION TO ADMINISTER AND OPERATE THE· 

4 AUTHORITY'S TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAX ORDINANCE. 

5 

6 

7 

B 

9 

10 

ll 

12 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

RESOtVED; That the San Francisco. Educational Financing 

Authority authorizes the execution of an agr~~ment with the State 

Board of 8qualization to implement the provisions of Part 1.6 of 

Division 2 of the California Revenue and Taxation Code, for the 
\. 

purpose of preparing to administer and nperate the San Francisco~ 

Educational Financing Authority transactions and use tax 

ordinance; and therefore be it 

FURTHE~ RESOLVED, That this agreement shall continue in 

effect until the preparatory work necessary to administer the 

Authority's transactions and use tax ordinance has been completed 

and the State Board of Eqtialization has received all payments due 

from the Authority; artd therefore be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Chairperson of the San Francisco 

Educational Financing Authority is hereby authorized to enter 

into and sign the agre~rnent for the Authority. 

I I I 

I I I 

I I I 

I I I 

I I I 

.I I i 

I I I 

- 1 -
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1 The foregoing Resolution was passed and adopted by the San 
Francisco Educational Financing Authority at a meeting thereof, 

2 this 20th day of December, 1991 by the following vote, to wit: 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Ayes: Am.rniano, Kelly, Miller, Ayala, Burton, Marquis, .Rodis, Varney, Wolfred, 
and Teng 

Absent: None 

Nays: del Portillo, Denebeim, 
Rodriguez, and Yee 

Chairperson 

ATTEST: ~£t~\ 
9 · . {;i2. Acting Secretary 

10 Esther v. Casco, Executive Assistant 
.to the Board of Education 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 9753P 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 ,,., 
- 2 -

27 

28 
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I ' 

1 

2 

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 

Resolution No. 91-2 

AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF AN AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE SAN 

FRANCISCO EDUCATIONAL FINANCING AUTHORITY AND THE STATE BOARD OF 

EQUALIZATION FOR STATE ADMINISTRATION OF AUTHORITY'S TRANSACTIONS 

AND USE TAXES. 

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Educational Fina~cing 

Authority authorizes the execution of an agreement with the State 

Board of Equalization to implement the provisions of Part 1.6 of 

Division 2 of the California Revenue and Taxation Code, for the 

purpose of administering and operating the San Francisco 

Educational Financing Authority transactions and use tax 

ordinance; and therefore be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this agreement shall continue in 

effect until all the work necessary to adminjster the Authority's 

transactions and use tax ordinance has been completed and the 

State Board of Equalization has received and disbursed all 

payments under said o~dinance; and therefore be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Chairperson of the San Francisco 

Educational Financing Authority is hereby authorized to enter 

into and sign the agreement for the Authority. 

I I / 

I I / 

I I I 

I I / 

I I I 

I I"'/ 

I I I 
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1 The foregoing Resolution was passed and adopted by the San 
Francisco Educational Financing Authority at a meeting thereof, 

2 this. 20th day of December, 1991 by the following vote, to wit: 

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 

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

Absent: None 

Nays: del Portillo, Denebeim, 
Rodriguez, and Yee 

ATTEST: ~Z( tC0~ {;12. Acting Secretary 

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

9753P 

,,,. 
- 2 -
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No. 91-3 

1 AUTHORIZING THE CHAIRPERSON OF THE SAN FRANCISCO EDUCATIONAL 

2 FINANCING AUTHORITY TO EXECUTE ALL NECESSARY DOCUMENTS WITH STATE 

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

4 AUTHORITY'S TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAXES AND TO EFFECTUATE THE 

5 ALLOCATION AND INVESTMENT OF THE PROCEEDS OF SAID TAXES. 

6 

7 RESOLVEb, That the San Francisco Educational Financing 

8 Authority authorizes its Chairperson to execute all necessary 

9 documents ~ith state and local agencies in order implement the 

10 colle~tion of the Authority's transactions and use taxes and to_: 

11 effectuate the allocation and investment of the proceeds of iaia 

12 taxes. 

13. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

13 

26 

27 

28 

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

Ayes : Ammiano I Kelly r Miller' Ayala I Burton' Marquis, Rodis I Varney, Wolfred I 
and Teng 

Absent: None 

NAYS: del Portillo, Denebeim, 
Rodriguez, and Yee 

~ ,7/ ;//_ ~ 
ATTEST: . ~r,,uk/ fl' L. CV0 Gf.:, 

... / Acting Secretary 

Esther v. Casco, Executive Assistant 
to the Board of Eeucation 

9753P 
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l 

2 

3 

5 

6 

7 

a 

9 

10 

ll 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Resolution No. I ---

(San Francisco Public Finance Authority> 

AUTHORJZING THE EXECUTION OF AN AGREEMENT BEWEEN THE SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC 

FINANCE AUTHORITY AND THE STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION FOR PREPARATION TO 

ADMINISTER AND OPERATE THE Aunmrnn·s TRANSACTIONS P.ND USE TAX ORDINANCE. 

RESOLVED. That the San Francisco Public Finance Authority authorizes the 

execution of an agreement with the State Board of Equalization to implement 

the provisions of Parts 1.6 and 1.7 of Division 2 of the California Revenue 

and Taxation Code, for the purpose of preparing to adrni ni ster and c·oerate the 

San Francisco Public Finance Authority transactions and use tax ordinance; and 

therefore be 1t 

FURTHER RESOLVED. That this agreement shall continue in effect until the 

preparatory work necessary to administer the Authority's transactions and use 

tax ordinance ha~ been completed and the State Soard of Eoualization has 

received all pay~ents due from the Authority; and therefore be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Super1ntendent of the San franctsco Unified 

School District and the Chancei1or of the San Francisco Community College 

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

Authority. 

The forgoing Resolution ~as oassed and adopted by the San Francisco 

Public finance Authority at a meeting thereof, this 2~day of September. 1993 

by the following vote, to wit: 

A.ye S : EIGHT NO: ZE!lO 

Absent: :two 

ATI£ST: bv,~ 
Acting Secretary p235 
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Resoiution No. '2-

<S.F. Public Finance AuthorHy and State Board of Equalization Agreement> 

AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTlON OF AN AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC 

FINANCE. AUTHORITY ANO iHE STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION FOR STATE ADMINISTRATION 

OF AUTHORITY 1 S TRANSACTION ANO USE TAXES. 

RESOLVED. That the San Francisco Public Finance Authority authorizes the 

execut1on of an agreement w1th the State Board of Equalization to implement 

the provisions of Parts l.6 and 1.7 of Division 2 of the California Revenue 

and Taxation Code, for the purpose of administering and operating the San 

Francisco Public Finance Authority transactions and use tax ordinance; and 

Therefore be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this agreement shall continue in effect until all 

~he work necesiary to administer the Authority's transact1ons and use tax 

or~inance has been completed and the State Board of Equalization has received 

and disbursed all payments under said ordinance; and therefore be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, Th~t the Superintendent of the San ·Francisco Unified 

School Di stri et and the Chancellor of the San Francisco Community College 

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

Authority. 

The foregoing Resolution was passed and adopted by the San francisco 

Publi.c finance .'°iuthority at a meeting thereof, this~ day of September, 1993 

by the following vote, to wit: 

Aye S : EIGHI NO: ZERO 

Absent: :rwo 

ATTEST: ~ v? ~ 
Acting Secretary P236 
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AUTHORIZING THE SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY SUPERINTENDENT OF -SCHOOLS AND THE· 

CHANCELLOR FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT TO JOINTLY EXECUTE 

ALL NECESSARY DOCUMENTS rllTH STATE Ji.ND LOCAL AGENCIES IN ORDER TO IMPLEMENT 

THE COLLECTION OF THE AUTHORITY'S TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAXES AND TO EFFECiUATE 

THE ALLOCATION ANO INVESTMENT OF THE PROCEEDS OF SAID TAXES. 

~ESOLVED, That the San Francisco Public Finance Authority authorizes the 

San. Francisco County Superintendent of Schools and the Chance i 1 or fer the San 

Francisco Community College District to jointly execute all necessary 

documents with state and local agencies in order to impiement the co11ection 

of the Authority's transactions and use taxes and to effectuate the allocation 

and inves~ment of the proceeds of said taxes. 

The foregoing Resoiution was passed and adopted by the San Francisco 

Public finance AuthorHy at a meeting thereof. this~ day of Seoternber, 

1S93 by the foilowing vote, to wit: 

Ayes: EIGHT NO: TWO 

Absent: ZERO. 

ATTEST:~ f/. ~ 
Acting Secretary 

63859 
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Resolution No. 

<SFUSD and SFCCD Govetnlng Board Approval of Expenditures> 

AUTHORIZING THE GOVERNING BOARDS OF THE SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

AND THE SAN FRANCISCO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT TO JOINTLY APPROVE ALL 

EXPENDITURES NECESSARY TO IMPLEMENT THE COLLECTION OF THE AUTHORITY 1 S 

TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAXES AND TO EFFECTUATE THE ALLOCATION AND INVESTMENT OF· 

THE PROCEEDS OF SAID TAXES. 

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Public Finance Authority authorizes the 

Governing Boards of the San Francisco Unifled School District and the .San 

Francisco Community College District to jointly approve all expenditures 

necessary to implement the collect,on of the Author,ty's transactions and use 

taxes and to effectuate the ailocation and investment of the proceeds of said 

taxes. 

The foregoing ~esolution was passed and adopted by the San Francisco 

Public Finance .~uthorHy at a meeting thereof, this~ oay of September, 

1993 by the following vote. to wit: 

Ayes: EIGHT NO: ZERO 

Absent: xwo 

.ATTEST: f~ V~ ~-0 
Acting Secretary 

63859 
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JOURNAL OF PROCEEDINGS 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

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

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

CALLING THE ROLL 

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

supervisors Conroy, Hallinan, Hsieh, Kennedy, Maher, Migden, 
Shelley - 7. 

Noted absent at first roll call: 

Supervisors Alioto~ Bierman, Kaufman, Leal - 4. 

Quorum present. 

Supervisor Alioto excused, on official leave of absence. 

Supervisor Bierman was noted present at 2:06 p.m. 

Supervisor Kaufman excused, on official leave of absence. 

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

Election of President Pro Tempore 

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

, be appointed President Pro Tempore. 

Motion adopted by the following vote: 

Ayes: Supervisors Bierman, Conroy, Hallinan, Hsieh, Kennedy, 
Maher, Migden, Shelley - B. 

Absent: Supervisors Alioto, Kaufman, Leal - 3. 

Supervisor· Kennedy thereupon assumed the Chair. 

-1043-
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School Sales Tax 
PROPOS,TION A. 

Shall an ordinance of the San Francisco Educauonal Financing Authority be adopted so 
as to 1) approve a transactions and use tax of one quarter ol ~ne percent for a llmlted 
term for· ttle general purpose of providing financial assistance to the San Francisco 
Unified School District and the Sin Francisco Community College District; 2) approve an 
Increase In the Callfornta Constitution.Article XlllB appropriations Hmlt tor said districts 
In an amount equal to or. greater than the re'lenues derived by each district from the 
transactions and use t.ax for the same flscal year? 

YES 111111 

NO -

Analysis 
by City Attorney 

THE WAY IT IS Now·:.The San Francisco Unified Schooi District 
operates the Clty1s public primary and secondary schools. The 
San Francisco Communl.ty College District operates the City's 
community college system. 

As allowed by State taw, the governing boards of the School 
District and Community College District have formed an Educa.' 
tional Financing Authority and submitted to the voters an ordl· 
nance authorizing a one.quarter cent increase In the sales tax in 
San Francisco for the general purp()se of providing financial 
assistance to the School District and Community College District. 

The current sales tax in San Francisco is 8·1/4~. 
The California Constitution imposes annual spending limits on 

local governments, including school districts. · 
THE PROPOSAL: Proposition A is a~ ordinance thatwould increase 

the sales tax In San Franclsc:O,. by one-quarter cent to 8· 112tt. The 
tax would remain In effect until January 1, t993 or until the . ' 

Controller•s Statement on· "A" 
City Controlle~ EdWatd Harrington has. Issued the following statement on 

the fiscal impact of Proposition A: . · 
"Should the proposed ordinance be adopted and implementedi in my 

:ipinion, revenues for the Community College and Unified School Districts 
Nould Increase by approximately $23 million in the first full year after 
mplementation of the tax, increasing thereafter with the rate of Inflation 
Jntil expiration of the tax. The ordinance also permits an Increase in the 
~ppropriatlons Llrnits of the Districts established pursuant to Article XIII B 
)f the State ConstltuVon (Gann .Limit) In order to spend the increased tax 
·evenues.n . . . 

· temporary sales tax imposed by the legislature earlier this y 
expires. The revenues from this tax would be used for the gen• 
purpose of providing financial assistance to the School Dis· 
and Community College District. The division of the sales 
revenues between the School District and Community Colli 
District would depend on the average daily student attenda 
of each of the districts. · 

Proposition A also ·would Increase the spending limits of 
' · districts each year In an amount equal to or greater than 

revenues received by each district from the sales tax for that y~ 

A "YES" VOTE MEANS: H you vote yesJ you want to authorize 
sales tax to provide financial assistance to the districts 1 
inc.rease the spendlng,limlt of each district. · . . 

A 11NO" VOTE MEANS: If you vote noJ you do not want to autho 
this tax. 

How "A" Got on the Ballot 
As allowed by State law, the governing boards of the Unified Set 

District and the Community College District formed the San Franci 
Educational Financing Authorliy. At a meeting on October 7, 1991, 
Financing Authority voted 11·1 in favor of submitting to the voters 
ordinance which is Proposilfon A. · 

The members of the governing board voted as follows: 
YES: Ammiano, Ayala1 Burton, del Portillo, Marquis, Miller, Ro 

Rodriguez, Teng, Varney, Wolfred 
NO: . Yee ~ Pr"~J 
A~SENT: Denebeim, Kelly C:::' p~\~J 

ARGUM.ENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE. 
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District on or before the 25th of each month for all costs incurred 

by. l3oard for the preceding calendar month. District shall pay to 

Board tne amount of such costs on or before the last day of the 

succeeding month and shall pay to Board the total amount of taxes, 

interest, and penalties re.funded or paid to taxpayers, together 

with Board costs incurred in making those refunds. 

.. -!-:~F.'. ! . -· 
l:• :· . ' 

' . 
,/ ·~· .. 

SEP 2 !J 1933 
,, ·• .. 

.. -··1 
.:• .. ;. I 

....... :',·-~ u· .. :... '\..1 ~Ui~!...!..' f·!. 

B\' G/;,JfR.Y. N~~ 

(5/92) 

STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION 

By~~ 
PEXee\ltive Director 

(District) 

By4t#,J11,, ___ 
(Signature) 

ll'Al.Dt~lAR ROJAS EVAN S. DOBELI.$ 
(Typed Name) 

SAN FRANClSCO COU~'tY 
SUPERlNIENDENT OF SCHOOLS 

(Title) 
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';~!1Tffl~O TD n£ (\"ii .. :: ;, /,' 'r 
Dear Voter, ·,\j~ Of\lG(~11;1.en ~!: ~: !.'. • 
l'hls is a copy of the Jegal text of Proposition A for the June t5, 1993 Special Election, which you requested. 

. San Franc~fO)~g}sva~ of Voters 
TEXT OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE 9 1 

PROPOSITION A-SCHOOL SALES rrun:::ci::TRij,;:::: c.~ './ :·i:. 
y '/vt.-- -·-· .•. 

ORDERING SUBMISSION OF AN 
ORDINANCE BY nm s..W FRANCISCO 
COUNTY PUBUC FINANCE AtrmOR!TY 
REQVEs'llNG THE CITY AND COUNTY OF 
SAN FRANCISGO TO CALL A SPECIAL 
Ef.,EC/:10N TO BE HELD ON JUNE l S, 1993 
FOR nIB PURPOSE OF SUBMITilNG TO 
THE VOrnRS AN ORDINANCE FOR. TIIE 

. :iMPOSmON OF A ONE QUARTER OF ONE 
PERCENT TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAX 
AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES, 
CONDITIONED tli>ON THE PUBUC FINANCE 
Atrrnorur.Y VOTING AGAIN, BY MAY 6, 
.1993, TO l'LACE lBIS PROPOSffiON 
BEFORE THE VOTERS, OR THE BOARD OF 
SUI>mtVlSORS SHALL CANCEL TilE JUNE 
IS, 1993 SPECiAL 'ELECTION. 

operative ptirsuant tP those-llCClions. Jn th,c.cvcnt ~ttons and use tax-, providCd .. tlia~ if the 
the.sllltc legislature amends state law stich !hat Authority shall not have contracted with the State 
th.c statcwide twc. Imposed pll!Suant lO the Bpar~ of Equalli::liUon prior to the operative date, 
abovc-meniiO!led !IC,ctions b cxtendei;I or docs not it slulll ncverthcl~ so contr.act and in such a case 
cxpir~ and the tral!Sllclions l!lld use lal( imposed the operative date shall be the fmt day of the first 
b{lh\s ori!lnimcc. is l!lfowed to ~e ~ffe<:tlve, calendar quarter following the-execution of such a 
then lhc •Qpcnttivc Date• shall .mlllln the first day· contrilct. 
o( the first <:aleildar ·quarter coll)mencing more SEC. Jll6. TRANSACTIONS TAX AND 
\hllll 90 days ol\er the election r~l.ts lll"c certified RA"{E OF O:t-IE QUAR'IER OF ONE PERCENT . 
by the Coun\y Rc11is!tllr. For the privilege of selling tangible 'personal 

'Effc:etive date• sll@ll mean lhc dale of property atretail, a tax is hereby imp()scd UJX>n all 
adoption qr this ordinance which 1hall lllkc effect retailers in this Dlstrici at the mte of one-quarter 
at the. close of th~ pol11 on the day of election at of one percent of the 8f0$3 receipt$ of llIIY relldlcr 
which the !lfollOSltion is adopted by lhc. legally from the· sale of all tangible personal property 
required percentage of qualified voters voting on sold at retail 'in this District on lllld aner the 
them~. operative date. 

"School District' shall mcnn the Sim Francisco SEC. 107. 'PLACE OF SALE, For the 
Be it ordained by the San Fl'llnclsco County Unified School District, purposes of this ordinance, all retail sales llrC 

Plil>lic Finance A1,1lhority: SEC. 103. PURPOSE. Tiiis ordhumce·should consummated at the place of busineJIS of the 
be interpreted so as to achieve the pul'j)(Jses set retailer unless the tangible personal property sold. 
forth herein: is delivered by the ·retailer or his agent to an 

Seclion l; 
a) .A speiial clcc!ion fs hereby reques,ied .to be 

held in the City. and County· of siiri· Francisco on 
Tuesday, 0 the 15th. ~y of June, 1993.for the 
purpose ofsul>m.it1mg t1ie·following proposition: 

Shall an ordinance of thl!, San Franci.sco 
Count{ Piiblic: .Finance Aµthority be adopted 
S() as to 1) apptovc·p tra\tsactions and use till< 
·of one qllllrtcr of·11ne percent foi' 1hc general 
purwsc· of providiJ!g finnni:lal asailltilnce to 
the san·Fl'llncisco Unified School District and 
the· ·san l>rnncisco· Community College 
Dlsirict; 2) .approve an increase in the 
California Constitµtii:ln ,Article. XD;JB 
appropriations limit-.for sold dis!ricts in an 
amount equal lo the revcn11cs derived byeach 
district from the transactions .an\! use we for 
the same fiscal yew7 
Seetion 2. 11Us request for th.e holding of a 

spccfiil election is eondilion.ed upon the Public 
i"inance Authority meeting on at least one 
occasion l>etween May l, 199'.l, and May 6, J 993, 
Jl(ld voiing, agafiJ, .. to $\lbmjt this proi)osition to 
the voters. Failure on !he pan oJ t11e Public 
Finance A\l,lhority to cmnply With !his condition 
~hall automaticaliy be d~ed a decision of the 
Authority not to proceed with lhc ~ial clecdon; · 
and the Board of Supervjsors of .the City Jllld 
County of San Francis<:O shall then order the 
rescission of the ~binismon of the proposition lo 
!he votqs, and shall cancel th~ June IS, i993 
special -ckction. 

Section 3. At the .special election l:Al!ed ,by 
Section l herein. an ordinance of the San 
Francisco County Public Finance Authority 
(conunencing with Sliction 1.01) is her~by 
s~bmitted to the eleclofllle as·follbws: 

SEC. IOI. Tin.E. TI1is ol'.dinanc~ cshilll be 
linown as the •San Francisco County Publi~ 
Fi.nonce Authority TrlUISllctions and Use Ta')(" 
which establishes and implements a transactions 
and use tax. 

SEC. l02. DEr"1ND10N3; -For pwposes· of 
thi$ ordinance the folloWiJJg words stmll have the. 
meanings ascribed to them by this section, 

'Authority" shall mean the SM Francisco 
C~ll!ity Public Finance Authority. 

"Conununity College District• shall mean the 
S8l1 Fnmcisco Community College Dlsirict. 

"District" shall mean the City and County of 
!ian Fnmcisco. · 

'Operative date• shall mean ihe finot day. of the 
fi.nt Clllendar qllllrter CPmmenclng more than 90 
days aft(OT the election results are certified by die 
County RcgistrBr provided U1at California 
Revenue ancl Taxation Code Sections 6051.5 and 
620 U which Impose a sllltewide tax cease to be 

(a) .to impose a .tral!Sllclions and ·use tax in 
accordance with the proYi•IQ11$ of Part 1.6 
(ilommencing with Section 7251) and !'art 1.7. 
(conuncncing with Section 7288.1) of Division 2 
of the California Revenue and Tnxalicin Code. 

(b) to incorponttc provisions identical to those 
of the J:!ales and Use Tax Law of the State of 

0111-ot;state destination ·Or to a conunon carrier for 
delivery to an out-of-state destination. The gross 
receipts from such sales shell include delivery 
charges, when such charges lll"c subject to the 
state· aa!CJ and llSe tax, regatdless of the place to 
wltiqi deliveiy is made. In lhc event a retailer 
hiis ni> pcnnanent place of business in lhc state or 
Ms more than .on~ -place Of business, the place or 

California insofar as those provisions 81"C not. places at wliich the relllil sales lll"e consummated 
incons'isient with the requirements and limitations shall be detcnnincd under rules 1111d regulations to 
contained In Part 1.6 of Division 2 of the Revenue be prescribed and adopted by !he State Board of 
1111d Taxation Code. Eq\llllization, 

(c) to. impbse a transactions and u,,c tax and SEC.. 108. .USE TAX AND RATE OF 
provMc a · measure therefar that can be ONE-QUAR'IER Of ONE' PERCENT. Ail 

. administered and collec:ted by the ·State BOlll-d of excise la)( is hereby 'imposc;d on the storage, use 
EqUAl~tion in a mBM<:r tha~ adapts itself as OJ' ·otflct' conS\Uliption in this Districi of tangible 
fully as prncticable 10, and ~uires the least pefl!OnAJ. property purchases from any retailer on 
possible deviation· from, the cxiSting Satufory and an<! after the operative date for storage, use or 
adminlstra1ivc procedures followed by the State other collSUmption in Ibis District al lhe rate of 
.I;lii~rd of. Equalization in administering and one-quarto;r <if Pne percent of lhe sales pric~ of the 
collecting tile Califomia State Sales and Use Tax. property. The sales price s]\all include delivery 

(d) to nutl1orjzc administration of a 
transactions and use tax in a manner U1at. will, to 
tl1c highest degree possible be consistent with the 
provisions Part 1.6 of Division 2 of the Revenue 
and Taxation Code, minimize the cost of 
collecting U1c lfllnsactions and use taxes and at 
the same time minimize the burden of 
JCCOfdkceping upon persons s11bJcct lg taxation 
under the provisions of this ordirumce. 

(e) lo provide financial assistance for the 
general public education purposes of the School 
District and the Community College District by 
allocatin& the revenues derived from the tax to 
said districts on the basis of an equal amount for 
e.ach unit of overage daily auena~nee as detlncd 
bylnw. 

(I) to increase ·lhe California Constitution 
Article XllIB ·expenditure limit for the Si:bool 
District 11nd the Community College District ·by 
an amount equal to toe rcvem1es derived by each 
districi from lhc transactions and use tax for the 
same fiscal year. 

SEC. 104, AUTI-IOR!TY, Ujlon· the effective 
date of Ibis ordirnince, U1e Authority shall 
exercise all powers necessary lo pcrfonn 
collection, administ.ration, and. 111localion · duties 
with respect to the transactions and llSC tax, iii 11. 
manner consistent with Part l.6 (commencin3 
with Section 7251) and Part l .7 (commencing 
wi1h· 7288.1) of Division 2 of the Revenue am!. 
Taxation Codc. 

SEC. 105. CONTRACT wmI STATE. Prior 
to the opertitivc date of U1is ordinance, the 
Authority Shall contract with the State BOllfd of 
EqUl)liution 111 pcrfol'll\ ell functions incident to 
the admhiistration ·and openition of this 
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When sueh charges ~ subjci:t to state sales or 
U$C tax regardless of the place to which deliveiy 
ismadc. · 

Sf;C. 109. ADOPTION OF-PROVISJONS OF 
STA'IE LAW • .Except as otherwise provided in 
this ordinance and e><cept insofar as they are 
Inconsistent with the provisions of Pan 1.6 of 
Division 2 of the Rcwenue and Taxation Code, all 
of the provisions of Part 1 of Division 2 of-the 
~ev<:nue end Taxation CQde (COll)111CllCing with 
Section 6001) ll1C hereby adopted and made a part 
of this ofdlnencc as !hough fully set forth herein. 

SEC, llO, LIMITA1JONS ON ADOPTION 
OF PROVISIONS 01' STATE LAW AND 
COLLECTION OF USE TAXES. In adopting the. 
provisions of Plll1 I ofDivisiqn 2 of the Revenue 
and ·Taxation Code, .wherever lhc S!llte or 
California is named or referred to as the taxing 
agency, the name of lhe Authority shall be 
substituted lhercfor, Th.e substitution, however, 
shall not be made when the word •state' is used 
as pert of the title of the State Controller, the 
State TrcftSUICI', the S!llte Board l)f Control, the 
State a'oard of Equalizatfon, the State Treasur)', 
or the Constitution·ofthi: Stllte of California, the 
substitution would require action to )le taken by 
or ~ga\n$t ·the Auth()rity or any agency, officer or 
emplo)'<!c thereof rather than by or against the 
Sll!te Board ·of Equalization, 'in performing the 
functions ·incident to the· administration or 
o~lon pf this ordinance; the substitution shall 
not be m~de in !l\o~ sections, including, but not 
n~ly limited lo, sectioll$ referring to the 
exterior boundaries of ~e State of California, 
Where the result of the substitution would be to 
provide an ~emption. frorn this l/ll( with respect 
to certain sales, .storage, use or other consumption 



of tangible personal projlerty which would n.ot I) the gross receipts fro.m !he S11ic o.f Which 
olhefwisc be exempt from· this tnX while suCh ha\le been subject to a tranS11clions tax under any 
·sales; storage, use or otbct consumption rcinalns stale•admhfrstered !fan!lactions and Use tax 
·~bject to · wx by the state under the !laid ordinance. 
provisions ofihat code; tbe sub$tilutlon shall.no\ :L) purcha~e4 by opeJ11to111 o(aircral\ and used 
!><;made in sei;tipns 6701, 6702.(exi;eptin thclast or oonsumed by .!!Ucn Qperators'. dirccO~r and 
sentence thereof), ($71.1, 6715, 6737, 679.7 or exclusively in tile use ofsµch airCTilft as conunon 
6828 1>f the Revenue and Taxation Code. The eamers of persons or praperty for hire of 
nlµJ\~ of 1he District shall ·be· sub$)ifuted for the ~mpensaticm under a certlfica\c of ·public 
word "S\ate•. in the phrase 'retali~r t;!l.Jlaged in convenience and necessity issued p~uant to the 
business in this state• iµ Section 6203 and in the laws 1>f this state, the United stateli, or any 
defl!lilion of\ha(phrase ln Section 6403. forcfgn. goyenuneJ\t. This exetnpliol\. is in 

SEC, l l J. PERMIT NOT REQUIRED. If a addition to the exe'!'P.tion pn>yide'd ·in Sections 
,Seller's pennit has ~en issued to a rethllcr under 6366 and 6366, I of'tlie Revenue and Taxaticm 
Section: 6067 of th<;,Rcvet1uc an·d Taxation Ci>de, Code of the Stntc ofCaliComia. 
an additional ln!n$actor's pennlt shall ·not be 3}lfthc purchaser Is obligated to purchase the 
r~quired by ihis qrdinance. prQperty for· a fixed price piirsuant to contract 

SEC, li2. Ex.EMPTIONS, EXCLVSlONS entered into prior to the operative date iiflhis 
AND CREDITS. ordinance. 

(n) There shall be excluded from Ilic mcilsure 4) .or the possessio!i ofi or Ilic cxercii!e 1>f MY 
·of the transactions ta.ic l!Ild the u~ tai( lhc amount right or power over, tangible personal property 
of anY snlc.s tnx.or us<: tax imposed 'by t.heState of u.mt:er a lense ·which is a· contiliuins purchase· of 
Cafifomia or by· any City, .city and· county, or such property for any periOd oft1mc for which the 
county pursuant. to the Bradley-Bums Uniform lessee is. obHgnted to lease···the properly for an 
LocalSahi$1111d Use Tax Law or the' amount of amounifiXcdbyaleaseprioriotheoperativedate 
any state-administered· transactions or ilsc tax. · ofthis ordinance. 

(bf There. ~ exempted from the ·compittatiori .S) for the puiposes of sub$ections (3) and ( 4 ), 
!if lhe qrnount pf transactions tnX gross receipts storage, 1J$e or pther consumption, or possession. 
\vhen they ar~ from: or o;ic.;rcise of '1IIY right to power ovel', tangible 

(I) .Sales of ta!tgible personal property to· ~nal ,property $hall be ·deemed not to be 
operators · of aircraft to be u$ed or eonsumed obligiitcd pursuant to a contract or lease for any 
principally outside of the City and ·county· of San period of. lime during which any party to the 
·J'rancii>co llnd directly 11nd ·exclusively in the use contract or lease has the unoonditional right to 
of $uch aircmn as cornm<>n c:arrlers· of persons or temiinate the contract or lease upon notice, 
properly under Uic authority of the iaws 0( thl~ whether or not such right i! exerciaed. 
state, the Unitcil ·States, or any (orelgn 6) Except as provided in subparagraph (7), a 
govcnum:nt. re~ller engaged in business in the District shall 

(2) s·alcs iif' prl)perty to be ·use-J outs1do. the . not ~ required to collect use lllx from the 
·Diatrict whicli is ship~d lo a pi>int ·outside the purehaser of tangible personal properly, unless 
Distric\, pursuant to th~ contract or sale, by ·1Jie.retailer ships or delivers the property into lhe 
deliver)' to sucl! point by the: rcl#ilcr or his agent, District or participates within the District in. 
0r 'bY deliver)'· by the retailer Ill a. PBrn•r for . mal\h1g the sale of the property, including, but not 
shipment to a coosisnee at ~eh pofut, , for·.the limited to, soliciting or receiving the order, either 
purpescs of this. P8J'll8fllph, delivery to 4 point directly orin<!irectly, at a place of business of the 
outside fue District Jbali \le satisfied: canvasser, sPlicitor, subsidiary, or person in th.l' 

District Urider the authority of the retailer. 
i). with respc<:t to vehicles (other than 

commercial vehlcll.'s) i;ubject to regislration 7) "A retailer engaged in business in the 
pursuant to Chapter r (commencing with ~!'l'tion District• shall also include any retailer of ony of 
4009) of Divisiol) 3 of.the Vehicle Code, aircrnii the following: vehicles subject to registration 
licensed in compliance wilh Secrion l14J r of the .pursuant to Chapter 1 (commencing with Section 
Public Utilities Code, and undocurneiitc:d vessels ·4000) of Division 3 of Ute Vehicle Code, aircroft 
registered under Chapter :z of Division 3.S li~nsed in compliance with Section 21411 of the 
(commencing with Section 9850) of the Vehicle Public Utilities Code, or undocumented vessels 
Code by r~gistration to an out.of.District address. registered under Chapter 2 of Division 3.5 
and. by a. decla\'lltlon under penalty ,llf pei:fury; (coJiuricncing with Section 9850) of the Vehicle 
~lgned by the 'buyer, staling that such address is, COde. That retniler shell be required to collect 
in fact, his principal place of r~idcnce. use t!>X from a~y purchaser who registm or 

'!) . : · ... , 
1
·· . b licenses the vehicle, vessel, or aircran at an 

1 WJ\ll re$WI lo· commerc1a vehicles. Y ·address in tlte District. 
registralion to a place of businC$$ out.of.District, 
nnd (l~claration under pt;!talty of perjlll)', signed (d) Arr; person subject to use tlix under lhb 
by lhe buyer,. that the vc:hicic will ~. operated ordinance· may credit against that tax any 
from that· address. bllttsa~tions tax or reimbursement for transactions 

tnx .rnid. to o. di•tricl or retailer imposing ·a 
(~).\he stile or tangible personal property if the lriinsaotions tox pursuant to part 1.6 ofDivision 2 

seller is obligated· to furnish lhe property for a of the Revcnilc and Taxation Code with respect to 
fixed· price puniuant to a cont.ract entered into the sale 10 the person or Ute property, the storage, 
·prior to the opentfve dllte of this wdinilllce. ·use or 1>ther consumption 0f·whith is subject to 

( 4) a lease of tangible personal property which th~ use taic. 
is a continuing sale o[ suc.h properly for any SEC. 113. EXPENDITURE LIMIT. The 
period oflime for Whictt the less11r is obligated ·to Cnlifo.rnia Constitution Article XWB expenditure 
lease Uie propeity fot an amo\lrit fixed by the limit for the School District and the Commu11ity 
lease prior.to thcoper11\ive det~ of this ordinance, ·college District for each fiscaf year of the taX 

(S) for Uie purposcHf subscctions.(4) and (5), shall increase in an tµ11ount i:qual to the revenues 
lhe sale or IC113e of tangibl~. persoMl properly derived by each dislrii:tTrom the tranS11ctions and 
shall· be deemed not to· be iiblig~ted pl!nluanr to a use tax for thc,same year, 
contract or lease for any period of time for which SEC. 114, COST OF ELECTION. If the tax 
ony party to the contract or lease has Ute imposed bt this ordinance is approved by ·the 
unconditional right to terminate the contml upon legally required percentage of electO!l voting on 
notice, whether or not such right is exercised. tlic measure, all cost$ of conducting the cle!:tion 

(c) There is exempted from the use lllx shall be reimbursed lo the City and County of San 
imposed by this ordinance the storage, use or Francisco by the AuU1ority from the revenues 
other cQnsurnption in lhis District of tangible derived from the transactions and u~ tax imposed 
personal property: · by this ordinnnce. 
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.SEC. llS, CHANGE.IN STATE.LAW. At 
the time this ordinance was adopted by the 
governing board of. this Aull\ority, state law bo!h 
authorii.ed and Umited the mowtt of sales tax 
that could be imposed by authorities created 
pursuanflo California Revt;!lue &·Taxation Code 
Section 7288.1, Under the aforementioned state 
law, the tran:saCtions and use tax imposed by this 
ordinance CQUld only .become effeelive upon Uie 
expiJ11tion of a ata\cwide tax imposed plll'1IU8llt to 
Revenue and Taxation Code Sections 6051.5 and 
6201.S. 

It iS possible that the legis)atute will mend 
state l~w lo auth~ vo!(:r approved imposition 
of l'Qlos taxo• by this Authoril)'. even i( lhe 
aforementioned statewidc sales tax Is extended or 
d~ riot expire. In anticipation that ihe 
legislature may amend slllte law to authorize 
Voter appr!>Ved imposition of sales taxes by this 
Authority even if Uie afon:roentioned stiltcwide 
sales tax is extendeil or does not i;xpire, the 
voters hereby · coniient to and by this ·vote 
authorize Ilic imposition of the 114~ transactions 
and use tax authorized by this ordinance either 
under the .limits imposed. by Revenue and 
TaX11tion Code Sections 60Sl.S 81ld 6201.S or 
undi:ramllnded siate law !hot removes limits 
imposed by iho$C sections cin th .. authority of this 
authority to fr\ipase voter 'approved transactions 
and use ta)(es. 

SEC. 116. AMENDMENTS. All mcndments 
to PUt i pf Division 2 of the :Revenue and 
Taxation Code made subScqucnt to the effective 
date or this ordinlllice which' relate to sales and 
u~ talles and·whicli arc not inconsistent with Part 
l .6 of Division '2 of the Reycnue and Taxation 
Code Md all lltllendments to Part 1.6 ofDivision 
2 ·of the Revenue and Taxalion Code, and all 
1Ull9ndments to part 1.6 of Di vision 2 of Uie 
Revenue and Taxation CQde, shall automatically 
become A' part of this D'rdinancC; provided, 
however, lhat no such IUllendment shall .operate 
w as IQ affect the rate of 1lll( imposed by this 
ordinance. 

SEC. 117. PENALTIES. Ally pmon violntL.,g 
any ofthe provisions of this ordinance shall be 

deemed guilty of a misdemcanor, 11nd upon 
conviction thereof shall'\ie punishable by a fme of 
not more lhan five hundred dollars (SSOO.OO) or 
by imprisonment for a··period·ornot more than slK 
months, or by boUI such fme and impri5onmcnt. 

SEC. 117. SEVERABILITY. If any provision 
ofthis ordinance or the application thereof to any 
pel'SOI\ or circumstance is held invalid, the 

·remainder of tlie ordinance and ,the application of 
such provision to ·oiher persons or. circ\llll$tanccs 
shall not be affc:cted thereby. 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Victor Young, Assistant Clerk of the Board 

FROM: EdHarrin~# · 
DATE: November 20, 2002 

SUBJECT: San Francisco Public Finance Authority 

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

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

Second, my read of the State .Law under which this Authority was formed (copy attached) 
indicates. it needed to be in e:x:istence to allow the City to impose a .25 % transactions and use tax 
for the S9hool District which we have done. It's not clear to me that it needs to continue. You 
may want to check with the City Attorney on this matter. 

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

158 CITYHALL, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 GennaineQ Wong, RegistrarofVoters 
TDD: 415. 554. 4386 . Voice: 415. 554. 4375 Fax: 415. 554. 7344 

·certification of Election Results 

Honorable Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
Room 235 City H3ll 
. San Francisoo, CA 94102 

18June1993 

I, Gennaine Q Wong, Registrar of Voters of the City and County of San Francisco, hereby certify that 
pursuant to and in the manner required by law, I have caIMWed the vote cast at the Consolidated General 
Election held on Tuesday, the Fifteenth day ofJune 1993 in said City and County. 

I certify that I corri.mertced the c.anvas.s of said election on Tuesday evening, June 15, 1992 and that the 
canvass was conducted in the manner required by Division 12 ofthe California Elections Code. 

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

I certify that the ordinance for the School Sales Tax, designated as Proposition A, received an affirmative 
voteof73.8°/o Q;e. Yes: 59,574 andNo:21,108) ofthevotes cast thereon. 

In witness whereof[ hereby afiDc my hand and ~this eighteenth day of June 1992. 

Gennaine Q Wong 
Registrar of Voters 
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LEG ISLA T PiE HI STORY SHEET 

100-93-7. 
File No.~~~~----~~--~-

t 
Request. 

Ordinance, Resolution, e c·--~~~-~ 

Subject: 
[Request] 
Report by Registrar of Voters on the proposed cuts in the 1993-94 budget 
eliminating or restricting the availability of absentee ballots and budget 
cuts affecting access to polling places. 

=~==================·=======·==========================·=====---=====-== 

f 
Supervisor Conroy in Bd. 

(1) Initially introduced by or received rom: -----------------------
0 ate: 5/10/93 

(2) ~eferred by President to Committee on: 
------~-----------------

0 ate: 
~~--------~~--~~-

(3) Other Dispo&itidn: 

On Board Immediate Adoption Calendar of ____ _ 

On Board Emergency Calendar of __ ~--~~--~----~ 

Scheduled for public hearing on.~----~---

-=====;~=~=========~~================================================ 

Record of Board and Commi.ttee Actions: 
May 10, 199.3 - At the direction of the President, scheduled for 

MAY t 7 !'9.l Fltttr:: :::~ard on May 11, 1993, 



"7288.1. A local public finance authority shall be established for the purpose of financing drug 
abuse prevention, crime prevention, health care services, and public education in any county if 
either, or both, of the following occur: 
(a) The county board of supervisors adopts a resolution declaring its intent to propose an increase . r 
in the transactions and use tax in the county pursuant to this chapter. 
(b) The county superintendent of schools receives resolutions from a majority of the governing 
boards of the school districts in the county declaring their intent to propose an increase in the 
transactions and use tax in the county pursuant to this chapter." 

11 7288.2. 
The local public finance authority shall be governed by a board of directors. The board of 
directors shall consist of the following members: 
(a) Five members of the county boards of supervisors. 
(b) Five members of governing boards of school districts in the county. 
(1) Governing board members shall be selected in a manner determined by the county board of 
education, provided that: · 
(A) If there are five or more school districts in the county, no school district shall have more than 
one member on the board of directors. 
(B) If there are fewer than five school districts in the county, each school district shall have at 
least one member on the board of directors. 
(2) For purposes of this subdivision, the county office of education shall be deemed to be a 
school district." 

The best I can ascertain from the above is both the SFEF A & SFPF A 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 taxa,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 m~ntioned 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 deterinined to be unconstitutional by the 
court in Hoogasian Flowers, Inc. v. ·state Bd. of Equalization, 23 Cal. App. 4th 1264, payment of 
any of those claims for refund shall be made from the revenues derived from the unconstitutional 
transactions and use tax collected by and in the possession of the board. When those funds and 
~Xg!herre,~~}-'J:~~s.4e,:r!y~~-~gE!-~he_llJ:l9<?.J?:stitutional tax still in the possession of the S~n 
FrandscoEducationalFillancingAuthori.tt, 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 FraJ?.cisco Community College District which 
benefited from the illegal tax. The remaining payment~ 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://'\\rww.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/95-96/bill/sen/sb 0601-
0650/sb 612 bill 951003 chaptered.html 

;J:J.~t1!~1~~~~~~~~&~~lt~~~~i:i~~iity~r~~~&:i:~:~·'l.1lt~1·~·~i:ii,~:iW~f ~~5~: . 
Digest by the Ballot Simplification Committee 
The Way It Is Now: San Francisco has an 8.75% sales tax, with two parts: 

• 7.5% in State taxes, of which the City receives 1.25%; and 
• 1.25% in local sales taxes that fund the Bay Area Rapid TransitDistrict (.BART), the San 
f.:r~ci§9g_County Transportation Authority and the Sa°ti ':Fr~nci~c~ c~liiitf Priblic'Finaiice 
A.utiioHtv. 

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

If the former is found then the matter shall be scheduled for a hearing by the Complaint 
Committee. -
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If the latter is found and Mr. Brusse refuses to believe it not be within jurisdiction of the 
Sunshine Ordinance with regards to City/County bodies 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 Codeit 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 

1/27 /93 

[LOCAL PUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY] 

As amended in Board 2/1/93 

RESOLUTION N0-:'98'- 9.__9 

D~CLARING THE INTENT OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND 

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO TO PROPOSE AN INCREASE IN THE TRANSACTIONS 

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

REVENUE AND TAX.~TION CODE, AND ESTABLISHING THE SA.N 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 

prev·ention, 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 MIGDEN,, 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 1ncrease in the 

______ 3. tran_§~gtJ.<J!1S ___ 9,nd_ use tax .i:t"!...J~he City and CQ.1l:I1tY:.J?.\l:J'..'SUal].t .. :t.9 C:h.ap_t_e.h 

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

5 the Cal1fornia 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 

l5 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 

2S California Revenue and Taxation Code. (commencing with Section 7251); 

and, be it 
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25 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors. in 

approving this measure, expresses its strong view that the Authority 

sha11--uo-t approve--a-ny sales t.:rx ___ measure thaf would place the 

composite sales tax rate above the current rate of B.5%. 

SUPERVISORS MIGDEN, BIERMAN, ALIOTO 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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Adopted - Board of supervisors, San Francisco February l, 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 t993 
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.l 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 use tax 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 
18th, and I received no response from her or them. 

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

4. The San Francisco Public Finance Authority was established by Board of Supervisors Resolution 48-93 
adopted on 2/1/93. It specifies it is governed by a board of ten members consisting of five members of the BOS 
appointed by the President and give members of some combination of the governing boards of the SFUSD and 
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, 
Thomas J. Busse 

----Forwarded Info----

Dear Mr. Busse, 

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

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

using CTRL-F and typing in "sales tax". 

We hope this is of help to you. 

Best, 

Office of the Controller 

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

Dear Mr. Busse, 

Thank you for contacting the Controller's Office. This email is in response to 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, 
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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 permanent .25% sales 
tax for a special district called the "San Francisco County Public Finance Authority" approved by the voters in 1993. Is that the same as your 
department, the Office of Public Finance? I would assume the special district would float sales tax bonds, but what is unclear to me is why it 
is set up as a special district (and how it was set up, given San Francisco did not have a Local Agency Forming Commission in 1993). I 
would like to read its charter. 

Yours truly, 
Thomas J. Busse 

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

I write in response to your petition below. 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 Trans bay 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 
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 114 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 Trans bay Joint Powers Authority with The Google. My Public Purpose was to 
determine if the City/County could fund tuition remission at the Community College by asserting its JPA votes 
to reallocate the Special District Tax the voters already pay to supplement education, thus reducing pressure on 
the city's general fund. Sadly, the City's Institutions do not seem to welcome my ideas. 

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

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

From: 
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 Sheriff's 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: May23, 2017 

Location: City Hall, Room 408 

Time: 5:30 p.m. 

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

. ' 

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

Complaints: 

File No. 17016: Complaint filed by Jerry Drader against Ben Rosenfield and the Office of the Controller 
for allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section 67 .21, by failing to respond 
to a request for public records in a timely and/or complete manner. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

• il() 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 thot 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 personal identifying Information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written 
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available 
to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This 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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[) igest by the Ballot Simplification Committee 
. . . 

T:heWay ft Is Now: San Francisco has ari 8.75% saies 
ttix; :with two parts: 

• 7.5% .in State taxes, of which the City receives 
t25%;and 

• 1,25% in local sales taxes that fund.the Bay Area 

[

. Rapl.dTra.risit Di.s· tri~.t.{BAR·T·), ~h. e Sa.n Francisco] 
CountyTransportation Authority ·and the San 
Francisco County Pul:Jlic Finance AuthoritV.- . 

After December 31, 2016, the overall sales tax iri San 
Francisco will be r~dqc;ed tq S.5%, · · ·. · 

State law allows the CltY to increaseth~ foc;a! sales tax 
up to an additional 0.75%, with Voter approval. 

State law limits the amotintof revenue, including tax 
revenue; the City can spend eac[l year. Under State 
law, San Francisco voters can approve increases to 
this limit for a maximum of four years, 

The Proposal: Proposition K is an ordinance that 
vvould increase tf)e sa{es tax Tn San Francisco by 
a.75%, for a totalta)( of 9.25%.This o.75% increase 
wouid go ihto the Oen13raf FUnd. 

If votets appr6ve ttiis propos1tion,.the increase would 
start on April 1, 2Q17. The. sales tax increase would 
expire after 25 years~ 

Proposition Kwould also increase thE) State;s limit on 
the. City's annuaf tax revenue speDding by th~ atl)ount 
of additional taxes collected' under th.e propo·sed rate 
Increase. The increased limit wo.ultj iast for f~ur year's. 

A ·"YI;S"VotE¥JVleans: If you' vote "yes;' you wantthe 
city to increase its sales tax by 0~75%, for a total tax of 
9.25%. 

A "NO" Vote Means: If you vote: "no:' you do not want 
to make this change. . ·· .... 

• • • - - ' - ~---· ' - - ' • c 

·--: -.. _- .. ,_ 

. ···-~;"=.--~-:_ ... --~'··, '---~:~ 

Controller's Statement on "K" 
City Controller BenRosenfield has iSsued the foll9w­
ing statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition K: 

Should this ordinance be approved, in my opinipil; it 
would result in. an annual tax revenue increase to the. 
City of~n e9tlmated $37.5 million in fisc~I year (FY) 
2016-2017 and $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·usinessTax and 
Regulations C()de to i.ncrease the locaf sales t(lx rat~ 
by QJ53 (tltree-quarters- of one peroen~) as of April 
2og for a period of twenty-five y13ars. 

How ''K'~ G'ot on the Ballot 
On July 26, 2016, the Board of SuperviS()rS voted 8 to 
3 to place Proposition K qn the ballot.The Supervisors 
\,'oted as follqws: 

Yes: Avalos, Breed, Campos, Coheri, Farreli, Mar, Tang, 
Wiener. 

No: Kim, Peskin, Yee. 

This measure requires 50%+1 affirmative votes to pass; 
The above statement is an iinpartial analysis of this measure. Arguments for and agai11stthis measure immediately follow .. 

The full text begins on page 274. Some of the wor!fs .used in the ballot digest are explained starting on page 58. 
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Member,_ Board of S-qperviSors 
District8 

August 8, 2oi6 

.Barbara Carr 

SCOTT WIENER 

~~~ 

Voter Information Division., Publications 
Departmeni:of Eiedions, City and County of San Francisco 
City Hall Room 48 
1 Dr. Carlton 13' Goodlett. Place 
San Francisco,, CA 94102 

.Re:.. Suggested· Edits fo the Gener.al Sales Tax Measure' 

Dear Ms. Cart~ 

City and County of San Francisco 

After revieWil1g i;h~ digest. for th~ (jener(ll Sales 'fax pailot measure, Ialll, submitting the 
folloWitig requested edits highlighted fo yellow: · 

The.Way ft is Now~ San Francisco has an 8:7$%safei; tax rate, With two parts: 

• 7 .5°/i; lrt State taxes, of which the City .receives 1.25.o/o; and 

• t.25% iri local sales taxes that fund the Bay AreaRapid Transit District (Bf\i3T), the 
S,an_ · .. Fran9i.s. co County T ""1sRori!ttion Auibority, ;>nd. th.~ San Francisco C::bunty Publi~c . 
Fma.nce Authority. . · ~ · · · ·. 

. . . . . 

State law allows the City to increase its share ofthe saiestax Up toan additional 0.75%,with ·lf\.iU- . ? 
voter approvaL . · · · v v rtA-T / 
0.25°/oof the7:.?% State tc:1x rate will expire on D~cemb.er .31; 2016, reciucing the oyeralltax r<:lte 
in San· Francisco to 8.5%. · 

State law limits the amol.uit of tax revenue the CitY cah spend each year. State. law authorizes 
San Francisco voters to approve incre~ses to this lirnit for a. maximum qf four years. 

City Hitll • · 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place • Room 244 • San Francisco; Ca:lifornia 94102-4689 • ( 41.5) 554·6968 
· Fax (415) 554-6909 1dDD/TTY (41$.)554-5227 !'.E-mail; Sc:;(),ttV{iener@sfgov.org 
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.. ·CITY· AND COUNIT OFSANFRANCIBCQ········: •• :.;:
1

••:·•:•········ . ···oFFlcE OF THE CONTROLLER 

········M·E··M·O·R.A•N···l)•TJM···· .. 

TO:· 

·. < . ···•••·•··.·• •.. •••••· :••····> 
Victor ~cmng, Assistant Cl erk of t}ie ~oarl 

. t ~4~2;~4~~~+ ,, 
'\· . 0 '('.'1'~;:~ ·._ ~ 

EdHarrin~# .. .. /1 '•· \ \ A ·:_;-~,ff,...~·-, ... 

\

. Q. :.ri ,, .. ),, 
FROM: ·: -:.~~, . 

DATE: November 20, 2002 
: - - ~ : - . . : . . . . . - : -. . . . : -

.SUBJECT: San Francisco Public Finance Aut~otity •• 

. .. . . 
~~,.r.mc;~!J'b '*'*""" :::;: ~OICl;iiFQh'.!:w:;~ _==mwr,~4:i . "" ;::::u=:;z;::; ;;;"""'7""~ .. lo!::..'===:'"'--~ 44'. _ ,....-"'."_-~.i::::i~ '""'cc:: · n;;crn_.........,..,a 

. On October 30, 2002 you sent m:e a notificationxequesting information on the mak:eup ·of the San 
Francisco Public Finance Authority. · · · · · · · · 
. . . . .:·. ::_.·;_: ;: - . .. . : : . 

First, I'm not sure why lam listed as the contact because I have never been involved with this 
age:ncy, Please correct the contact listing. ·· · · . 

. . .. . 

Second, niy read of the State Law under which this Authority was forrned (copy attached} 
:indicates· it nee4ed. to be in existence to ·allow the City to impose a .25 % transactions arid use tax 
for the S~hool District which we have done. It's not clear to uie that it needs to continue. y OU 
maywant to Qheck With the City.t\_tt-0tney on this matter: · . . . . . .. . -. . . 

If it needs to continue; thl( appointments would need to bemade by the President of the Board· 
and the some combination of the Unifie9. School Dis.trictand CC)mmunity College BQaros, · · 
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.. ·... . .: . ::_.-::. · .. ·.>.;: =:_·::_ .. _: :·_· ... :: .~ ·:··.·: ... : ~: ... :· ~ .. 

. . . 

BOE;-105 REV. 8 {4-1rl 

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

.. oistrjct 'Taxe~. Ra.tes; an~ E~fectiye [)ate.s. ... . 
·:: · .. :_ : .·; .·_ .: ··::· '.'. :: : . · .. : 

Tax Area. . Distfi~t Na111e and Acronym • Effective · 
· . Rate · Date • .·. End Date. · 

Riverside countY · · · o.5o% ·. 07~01._.89 .. 

· cathedral city (oii:y) City of Cathedral City Transactions and Use Tax (CCGT) " > i.00% . 1Q-01"10 • 

. Coachi;olla (City} . Qity of Coacfleil~ Tr~nsactlons and l,.Jse T~x (COi\~) . .. ···••· 'T:.00% 04~01-15 .. 

Hemet{Clty) . CltyO.t Hemet Transactions and Use l'ax (H!vlGl) • · .· · 

1nci10 (CltYl City qf lndio ~ramiactions. ~rid Use Tax (INGT) 
. .. · .. · 

• '.1-.00%; 04-01~17 .. 
. - . . . 

· La Quinta (City) City of La Quinta Transactions .anci Use Tax (LQUG) 1~-00% · 04~01.-17 
. 

.. 

Menifee (City) City of Menlfee:Tratisactions and Use Tax (MENG). 
. 

1.00% 04-01-17 

palm Springs (City) City of Palm Springs Transactions and Use· Tax (PSGT) • • 
. 

.1;00% 04,-01-12 

Riverside {City) •. C:::ity of Riverside Transa.ctions and Use Tax (R!VG) {OO% 04-01-17 . 

Temec:ula (City) City bf Jemecula Transactioris and Use Tax cfEMG) roo%• 04-01~17 
. . . 

Sacrament9 County Sacramento Transportation Authority (STAT) 0.50% 04-01-89 

Galt (City} City of Galt Public Safety Transactions and Use Jax {GLTS) •• ··· 0.50% 04-01-09. 
. .. 

lsleton (City) City of lsleton General Transa~tions and Use Tax {ISGT) 
. 
0.50% 04~0.1-11 .•. 

lsleton (City) City of lsleton Special Tran!>actlons and Use Tax (ISLS) 
. . . 

CL50% 10-01-16 
. . . 

R.ancho Cordova (City)' City of Rancho Cordova Transactions and l.Jse Tax (RHCG) : ·0.50% 04-01-15 
... 

.· :. . 04..:01-13 
. . 

. 0.50% Sacramento (City) City of Sacramento Tran sad tons and Use Tax (SACG). 

, San Benito Counfy 

Hollister (City). City of Hollister Transactions ahd Use Tax (MLST) .. 1.00% . 04-01-08 

c.i.75% p4~01-05' 

San Bernardino County San Bernardin~ County Transporti'j.tion Authority (SBER) q,50% . q4::.01-90 

· Mant~Jalr (City} · • CftY of ~ontclair Transactions and Use Tax {MfGR} . . • ·• o.25% . 04-01-05 

0.25% 04-01-07 
.. 

.. :: San Bernardino (City) City of San Bernardino Transacti~ns and Use TaX (SBRN) • ··· 

0.50% • 04~01~W · 
.. . 

Yucca Valley (To\Nn) · Town of Yuc~a Valley Es~erjtial Service; Tra~sactions and u~~ Tax (YUCG) •. 

MO%. 04-0i-17 •Yucca Valley (ToWnf 
Town ofY!JccaValley sewer lmp[overnent 8" Ass.essment Transactions · · 
and .Use Tax (YCST) · 

. . 

. saiJ. Diego County 'San[)l~go County RegipnalTt:ansportation.Conirrii~~kin (SD.'fC) 

Ctiula Vista: (City) ,qty 9f Chula Vista Temporary Transap\lom; and Use Jax tcVGT) • · D.50% . 04cOH 7 
.. ... . 

· . · DE;ll Mat (City} City of Del Mar Transiic;tibris and Use i:a.x (DELG) ... . 1.00 'Yo 94-QH 7 

. El Cajon (City} CitY of El ea.Jon Public Safety FaciTities Transactfohs and UsEl Tax (ECPSf ·• . 'D,50% . 04:01-0S . 
. - . ., ··-. : .. ·- .. . .. 

• El Cajon {CitY) City of E.l cajori Service Preser\latfon Tfansactioris and U~e Tax (ECGF) •• • 0.50%. . 04~01.-09 

LaMesa (City) city of la.Mesa Transactions and Us~ Tax .(lMSAf 0.75%. 04-01-09 
. - .. .. 
National City ~City} cJty of National city Transac;tio~; a!ld .use Tax (NCGl} {00%. 10-01-06 

Vista) City) · · City of Vista Transacticins ~nd Use Tax (VSTA) . . . ·. 

..... 
. . . . • . fH)O% ()4-01-07 . . . • > 

Bay Are.a flapid Tr~nslt District (BAR'D • ·. · • · San F.-anCisco :c;iy 
and County -== .......... ~ San Frincisco County Public Fin~ric:e Authority. {SFPF) · · · 

r san Francisco County Trat:isportatlon Au\,hodty (SFTA) 

Pages. 
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!)/912017 . . · Gmaii ~ Question regarding Office of Publi.c Finance 

. - - . .· . - . . . . 

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

. •Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> 
To: Angela, Whittaker@sfgov.org 

Dear Ms. Whittaker: 

: . : . : . : .. : <. -. . . . . . : : . -: . : . : > : . . . . ; : '. . : '.=:.: ~~.. . . 

· • · Thomas B.us1;e <tjl,ms~~~f@giriaH~com> 

Tue, Apr 18, 2017 at 2:13 PM 

. . . . . :_ .. :: < 
. I was perousing the district tax breakdown in the records of the Board of Equalization, and it noted San Francisco has a 
· permanent .25% sales tax for a spetial 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 1Nas set 

··•up; given San Francisco did not have a Local Agency Forming Commission in 1993). J would like to read its charier. 

Yours truly, 
·. Tho.rrias J. Busse 

(
·. 

f . 
,,. .. 

httpS:/!mail.google.com/mail/u/O/?ui'=2&ik;o04b5b6c999&view=pt&q=whittaker&p2'f3Ef1search=que&&th=15b82eaOccfd9c46&si.ml=15b82eaQccfd9c46 1/1 
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·ALPH.~BETICAL,L1sr1NG 0F:Jl1R1SD1<;r10N CcYoes NEEDED ro\(IEW Spec1F1c 
··P.AYMENTS ON THE L()~ALJURISOICTIONSTATEMENTOF TA,X OJSTRIBUTION 

. .. . ·.· . . . . . . . : . 

JURISDICTION DISTRICT ADD-ONTAXES .. · 
CODES . (3 Digits) 

213 
184 
274 
381 ' 

',325 
201 

·. ·140 
384 ,_ 
185 
287 
010 
245 
085 
214 
132 
417 
424 
176 • 

095 
386 
291. 
390 ' 
338 ' 
026 ' 

233' 
. 023 

321 
' 128 

405 
357 
(}53 
015 

'' 148 

031 
013 
347 

· .. ~051 
027 
038 
444 

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

' OXNARD '(CITY) VITAL SERVICESTRANSACTIONS& USE TAX 
P.ACIFIC G.ROVE {CiTY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX' .. , . ' ' 

' PALM SPRING$ (CITY) TRANSACTIONS &USE TAX ' .· ... ·· ••. 
.•. PARADISE (TOWN) TEMPORARY TRANSACTIONS & USE TAx . 

PASO ROBLES (CITY) TRANSACTIONS.& USE TAX·· 
. PICO RIVERA (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE T N( 

. PINOLE {CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX 

· PINOLE (CITY) 2015 TRANSACTIONS &USE TAX 

PISMO BEACH (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX . 

PITTSBURG (CITY) TRANS.ACTiONS & USE TAX • . ·> .. . .• ·.· ·. 
PLACERVILLE (CITY) PUBLIC SAFETY TRANSACTIONS ~. lJSE TAx 

' ' 

PLACERVILLE (CITY) SPECIAL TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX 

POINT ARENA (CITY) TR.ANSACTIONS & USE TAX ... 

.. f>ORT HUENEME (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX .•. ·. • • 

PORTERVILLE (CITY) PUBLiC SAFETY, POLICE & FIRE PROT T&UTAX 

R.f\NCHQCORDOVA (CITY) TRANSACTl_ONS & USE: TAX . 

RE:D BLUFF (CITY) 2014 TRANSACTIONS & USETAX: 

. REED LEY (CITY) PUBLIC SAFETY TRANSACTIONS &·USE TAX 

.·RICHMOND (CiTY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX. 

. R_ICHMOND (CITY) 2014 TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX 

RiDGECREST (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USETAX · 

RIO DELL (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX .·· 

RIO VISTA (CITY) GENERALTRANACTIONS & U.SETAX 

. RIVERSIDE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

.· R()HNERTPARK (CITY) TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAX 

.SACRAMENTO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY . 

. SACRAMEN.TO (CITY) TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAX 

SAi:-INAS (CITY) TEMPORARY TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX. 

SAIJNAS (CITY) MEASURE G TRANSACTIONS & USETAX 

SAN ANSELMO (TOWN) TRANSACTIONS & U$E TAX 

. SAN BENITO COUNTY GEN FUND AUGMENTATION 

SAN BENITO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

SAN BERNARDINO (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX 

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY TRANSPORTATJON AUTHORITY 

SAN DIEGO COUNTY REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

··.SAN FERNANDO {CITY) TEMPORARY TRANSACTIONS &JJSE TAX 

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY PUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY • 

· SAN FRANClSCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

_SAN JOAQLHN COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AIJTHORITY 

SAN JOSE (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX 
. ' . . . . . . 

. (D() riolti~e the jurisdiction codes listed in this file to compl~te-your.Sales an_d lJse Ta)(fetu ~n or for llny pther purpose.) • ' 

E:Jfi:lptive 4/1/16 

.21 of24 
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4/25/2Q17 Board of Equalization- stale of California 

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

Local'Jurisgiction · State1tie11t of Tax Distributior1 • 
: ·, ·1· 

. . . . 
Date: For tlie periods shown below . 

. ? 
'JJt\O , 

. 04/12/2017 .· / . 

·Payee: SF COUNTY PUBLIC Fi NANCE AUTH/DIR~CTOROF ;::::-. ·. •. • 

FISCAL SERVICES 

Current Advance· Feb 2017 

· Prior Credits 

Total Payment (by EFT) 

3,201,400.00 

o_oo 

3,201,400.00 

.. ~ . .--..;..;.,;..o--..,...--.--............... ..-.........,,====-............. ..._ ................... ......,.~-.. 
If you have questions regarding this.statement, please cbntact 

BOE~Local Revenue and Allocation Unit at 916-324-3000. 

Back to Query Page (/boewebser.;ices/localJur.jsp) 

. . - . 
https:!/efiie.bok.ca.gov/b6ewebservices/locarJ ur.do;jsessToriid=5124C406F167407040F16C51000531A4.p2 · ··. · . . . .. . . . ·. P270 . .1/1 
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N 
-.J _.. 

·.1. 
FUWRPGMl 
FUWRP6P1. 

ADD-ON.: 
002 
003 
004 
005. 
006 
008 
009 
010 
012 
013: 
014' 
015 
016 
018 
020 
O:!i 
022 
023 .. 

-024. 
026 
021 
029 
030 
031 
0:'32 
034 
035 
037 
038 
039 
040 

. 043 
045 
·047 
048 

___:..~51 
. 053 

.. 058 
059 
060 
061 
063 

'065 
b6fj 
067 
0,68 
07Q 

·.·l. 

. . . . . ' 

. . . ·:.·:.·: :·.. . .=: ·.· .. 

. . . . . . . . : . . . . . . . . 
. : . ' . . . . . . 

ST~TE BOA\'>.,D OF·EQUALIZ~TIGN 
FUND·DTSTRIBUTION S!JBSYSTEM 

QUARTERLY DISTRIBUTION.OF·ADD-ON.TAX 
ALLOCATION PERIOD: Fourth Quarter 2016 

.. 
GROSS "ADM; COST 

22,661,606 .. 82 231,47.o.oo. 
56,526,210.58 637,040.00 
.5,295,:66'/.57 59, 5.80. 00 

210, 659,143.38 2 1 2.97 r640. oo 
237 .·oo o.oo 

66,978,,247.88. 739,390.00 
22; 325, 861. 00 "246, 470.00 

1, 376 :)9 0.00 
1:8, 309,·352'.35 216, 520. 00 
76, 4'i6, 071 _, 79 825,250.00 

592, 8.36. 98 __ 5,460 .. 00 
5~ .03- 0.00 
0.00 o. oo• 

22, 660, 97L 63 231,410.00 
. o. qo Q,; 00 . 
0.00 0.00 

·o .. oo 0 .. 00 
. 30, 61.3, 6i4 .61 339,8SO.OO 

23,31l,688.99 254,570:00 
46, 654,5Si.·2~ 507,340.00 
27,·737 ;.986 .. Bl. ,313;320,00· 

3, 876, 164 .16 31, 500. DO 
'9,.906, 567 .07 lOT,840.00 

42,874,616 .. 95: 500,740300 ... 
o.oo o'. oo 

268.93 0.00 
2'10,665,499'.1:3 2,297,400.00 

81, 870, 661. 94 903,150.00 
'1'4,607,175.16 1·E2, 1'40. 00 

11, 262-. 29 . 0 .-00 
645.36 o.oo 

o. oo· o.oo 
i66.75 o.oo 

o.oo o. ao· 
0.00 o.oo 

.. D,869,808.69 313,300.00 
0.00 o .. oo 

2.47;177.27 2,990.00 
2, BlS,253 .. 93 121, 910. 00 

3 .'87 o.oo 
2, 646; 865.16 5g,620,00 

9,456.73 0.00 
4,.948;096.45 54,360. oo. 
2,'347, 22.a .4s 1051620.00 . 

:s13_, 60.5.S.5 23/280. OQ 
606, 801. 42 6,770.00 
277.194:5.23 :5,290.00 

OJf 04/2017 
PAGE : i 

NET AMOUNT 
22,'430, 136. 82 
55,.889, 1 '!il.58. 

.. 

5,236,087.57 
20~, 361, 503. 38· 

·23'1,. oo' 
66, 239, ss7. 00 
22, 079,·391.00 

1, 376 .. 39 
18,.092, 93z'.3s 
75, 650, 821. 79 

587,376.98-
59 .03:-' 
o .• oo. 

22, 429, 561 >63 
.o ~ 00 
o.oo 
o.oo 

· -30,°273;·n•L6l· 
23, o5.7, 1ia.,·99 
46,14.7,2i1.24" 
27, 4~4, t66 :81 

3, 844.,664.,16.' 
9,, 7·98 r 727, 07 

42,.373, 876':9"5. ;· 
o'. oo · 

268.93 
208,368,099.13 

80;967,51L94 
14, 4,45, 035 .16-

11, 262. 29 
645.36 

0.00 
166 .. 75 

o .. 00 
0.00 

. 13,'556,508.6'9~' 
o.oo 

244,187.27 
2,693,343.93 

3.87 
2,587,245.16 

9,456.73 
4,8_93,736.45 
2; 2.H, 608 .. 48 

490,325.95 
600,031.42 
272' 635 .,23 
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.. ... . 

PAYMENT~ To SPECiAL DISTRICTS FROM .•• 
THE TRANSAGTIONS (SALES) AND USE j/J( 

Prior year 

051 SFPF San Franclscio county'Public . 
Finance Authon 

'Year-to· 
date 

. Yno Yr DISTRIBUTED DISTRIBUTED DISTRIBUTED ·C>isTRIBUfEO DISTRIBUTED DISTRIBUTED:· 
o/o chg . JULY 2007 •· AUG 2007 .SEP 2001 · OCT 2007 •NOV 20Q7. DE:C 2007 

!!l;t39fa61!fif3o:~o 4.23 2,s20 .. ?oo.oo. . 3,360)00.00 3,9os,o3M9 .. 2;620,600.00 . 3.494, 100.00 3,93s,010.1a 
~;-~\~It1~~~~.~rst~c~R · . . · · · · · · · · · · . · · · · 

::-: 

1 . 4/27/2017 
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-.I· 
c..:> 

. . : . . . 

··.·.· .·•>· •..•. <•.• >•···· 
P~ ~MENT~ ~O SPECIAL DISTRICTS FROM 

• THE:TRANSflCTIONS (SALES),A.Nb \JSE;TAX 
........ 

Y~ar-t~· · . Yr toYr . 01srtirsl.i~Eb :01s:rR1suTED 01srn1su"fEo orsrRisuTED · 01sTR1suT1;0 cir~rnmuJED ••·· 
Pri9r year· . date % chg · JAN 2008 FEB 2()08 · · . • MAR 2008. APR 2008 . MAY 2008 JUN 2008 · . 

051 SFPF San. Francisco County P.~bll~. • 
· . · · . Finance Authorll' . . . · 1~aa1;~t~~~~~1~~2~~ A.231 2,s91,600.oo I J;as5,5oo.oo I 3,28?,a8rn1 I 2;41s.200.oo I 3,220,.200.00 1. 3,859,337:02 

... ~. 

.. 

2 

.'r .. 

·~ . 

. ···O""" 
'-'-'.· . 1 ·. 

·o 
·•·1J·· .: :.::··::: _;: .. :. ; '.- .... · .. :" .. 

. . ·'7r••· .. · .. · 

4/27/2017 
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School, Sales. Tax 
PROPOSITION A 

Shall 1n ordinance of the San t=nncrlJCO County Public Finance Authority be aclopttct so as to 1) approve ·111 transaction• 
. and UH tax of one quartafot orio p1re1nt for lh• general purpoM of providing flnanclal aeeietanc• to the San Francisco 
· l.JnlQad School District and the San Francf11Co ·Community Collta• Dlltr~t; 2) epprov• an .1ner1a1t In th• California 
~nalltullon Artier• XIHB approprlatlcns llmll for nld dl1trlet1 In 1n amount .qual to 1ha revenuee derive~ by each district 

· from tha transaellone and use tax for the ume fl11e!ll Y•ar? · 

Analysis &:::- ;;e.r ~·o<.ivv\ '~ 
by the City Attorney .(with recommendations by the Ballot Sfmpllflcation Committee) 

THE Y/AV IT IS NOW: Th~re Is an SM! percent saies tax In 
San Francisco. This.Includes a supplement'1t·t~ percent 
sales tax imp0sed by the stale and a t~mparary local 1/~ 
pe~cent $choofc:flstrlct safes tax. J3oth taxes.are 'seheduled 
to expire -on June 30; 1993. This Vtiould make the sales tax. 
.In San Francisco 7% percent. 

curieni state law allows schQol districts and bQards of 
supervisors to farm a county pubifo finance authority and 
submit an ordinance to the voters Imposing a· new sates 
tax to. assist school dlstrfcis when the state. supplemental 
Jax Of~ percent expires on June 30, 1993. The feglslature · 
fs consfderlng a ctlange in ihe law to extend the slate 
Supplemental lax anq Stln allow i~e Jiew lOca~ S(lle~ t~ tO. 
take e(f ect. · · 

THE PROPOSAL: Proposn1on .A f~ an ordinance that would 
c9ntlnue the f undlng of tfle San Francisco. Unified SctiOol 
District and the San Francisco Oornm0ri~y Co~eg~ District 

through a permanent 1/.t j)ercent local ~ales taJC. If this 
Proposition Is adopt11d and state law .ls not cnanged, the 
total overall sales. tax Jn San Francisco Wiii become .8 
percent. If this. Proposnlon IS adopted arid state law Is 
-changed to authorize bOth this ta)( and the eXtenslon of the 
state ·supplemental tax of 'I.! perc:f1nt, the· Qverall sales tax 
In San Francisco will reinal.n 811.! percarit •.. 

. ProposUlon A also would Increase the. spenqlrig limits 
of the districts each year In an amount equal to the reve- . 
nues mcelved by ea~ district from ~h~ sales tax for that· 
~ear. 

A "Yes•• VOTE MEANS: lt}'ou vote yes, you wanUo autho~ 
rlze this tax to continue to ~sslst the publlp ~hools and the 
Corpmun~r College, 

A ·~NO" VOTE ME~NS: If you vole no, you do not want to 
authorize this.tax io continue to assist the public schools 
and the com111Unlly College, 

ControUer's Statement on "A'" 
.•cny Controller Edward Harrington has Issued the follaw-. 

Ing' statement on fMJlscal lmpaotof ProposiflOli A: 
Should the proposed ordlnan~ ~e ~<:jopted .. aod· fm·· 

pleinented, In my oplnloni revenues fof ~h.e community 
College aijd Unified Scilool District~ would Increase by 
'approximatelY$16.9 aj!lllon lri flscalye£lr 1993·94 and $21.2 

4 
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mllilon In fiscal year 1991-95, Increasing 11lereaf ter with the 
rat&e>f lnf latlon .until explr~tkm Qf th.e tax·. The Ordinance also 
permits· an .Increase In the Appropriations Limits ol the 
Districts established pursu!lnt to Article XlllB of the State. 
Const~utlon (Gan11J.Jmlt} In prde(to spend the increased tax 
revenues.'' 
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.. • l . FILENO l~ s -'{~l > · .Arii,endnient of the whole; 
. . . 'i/~1{93 ..... · • As . arrended. in Board '2./1/93 l 

REsOWTiON NO~a.. 9J' 
l 

.· [WCAL PUBLIC FINANO~ ~UWORfTY]> 
l 

2 DECL~ING. THE INTENT OF THE BOARD OF SUPERViSORS OF THE. CITY ~.ND .. 
·3 .• • .COUNTY O~ SAN FRANCISCO TO PR~POSE ~ INCRE~SE IN T~:t'..l'RANSACTIONS 
4 I , ANIJ USE TAX IN THE CITY AND COUNTY PuRSUANT TO CHAPTER 3. 5 OF THE 

5

6···\ 
, ! 

7 

8 

9 

.. REVENuE AND TAX.~TION CODE:; AND ESTABLISHING THE SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY 

PUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY.< 

WHEREAS, Due to cut.backs in state funds arid other sources of 

·revenue to the City and County of San Francisco, the ability to 

maintain publ1c>serV:ices and'piogratns has been greatlyhampe;red; and 
·. : . : ·. ·.. . : . 

WHEREAS, The Galifornia Legislature has recognized the need 
, , , 

fqr 1o.cal '3'dyernments and school districts to address· the butj.getary 

P.r.oblems and meet the needs fcir· health, crime prevention, and 

: educational services in their cornmu11i ties by enacting Assembly Bil 1 

19,30, 1991; and•· 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

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

·.· ..• l6 

17 

18 

...• 19. 

... 20 

.21 · 

22. 

23 

24 

125 
... ) 

public finance authority for. tl,w pu:rpose ·of financing drug abui:;e 

pr~vention; crime :preventio11, health servic(3s, and public education, 

. anq to. authorize said Authority, upon vot:er approval, to impose a: 

t;ransactions and use t~x ra.te of ,25.% or O. 5%. fdr the Authority• s 

general purposes;· .. an:d 

·WHEREAS, The Board of.Supe:rvisors. of the City and County of 

San Fra:O:cisco finds that it is critical to continue the provision of ·.-·.:· - . : - .. · .. ·. '. • ... : . - ·:: ., . 
. . 

h.ea.l th and crime prevehtiori services and that revenues genex;ated by 
. , , 

an additional tax are nec~ssary; now, tb.erefore, b!3 it 

I I I 
. . -. . . : . 

SUPER).'. I SOR MlGDENr / BIERMAN / ALIOTO 
4452g· 

. .. .· 

BOARD Of SUPERVISORS 
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, ~- r , 

1 RESOLVED, The .Board qf sup~rvisors of the City 'and Co\lnty qf 

2 i San Francisco declares its in:t.ent to propo~e an increase in the 

I ~ ,
1 

. ~r .?.:P.E?.~gt:J.9p_s_~~d-~?.-~-~-t-~~~J.!1 .. tpe .. fitY~_E:nQ~~-qg;rrty p~+;:;>u~nt. t.o· CnR,J;!,t!'J:r; ______ ........ . 

4 \ 3 .. s {comme.nci:n.g ·with section 72as. I) of Part i, 7 of Div~s~on 2 of 

5 the' CaJ,tfornia Revenue· and Taxat~on Code; and, be it 

6 F'URTHER RESbLVE:p, That upon adoption of this resolution by the 

7 Board of. Supervisors. of the c_ity and County of San Francisco, th<? 

8 San Francisco County Public ;Finanqe A.\lthority is hereby established 

9 p:ur.s:uant to caUforni:a Revenue arid Taxation Code Section 728_8. 1 

JO the general purpos.es -of financing drug abuse p:tevehtibn,: crime 

11 prevention, health servicesr and public education; and,_ be it 

12 . FURTHER .RESOLVED; That said A.uthority shall be govern.ed by a 

l~ board of- directors which sh:al.1 consist of fi.ve members of the s~n 

14 FrancisDo Board of Supervisors arid five members of the governing 

l5 boards of school di$tricts in the City and county (ls provided in 

16 Revenue and ·Taxation Code, Sectic:m T288 .2; and~ be .it 

17 FuRTBE~ RESOLVED, That the J?resiqent. of the ·Board of 

l8 Supervisors shall -ap:i;>ol.J:J.t five members of that body to i>erve qn the. 

19 )Joarq of directors of the. San_ ~rancisgo County Public Finance· 

20 Authority; a~d, be it 

21 FURTHER RESOLVE]:), T.hat in the event. said trans.aattons a,nd use 

22 t:a~ is imposed, said Author1ty may exercise all powers .necessary to 

23 perform the coJlection,. adrn.inistratioB and alloc.ation duties. with 

24 respect to said tax in ~ manner consistent with I?art 1. $ of the 

25 CaliJornia Revenue and Ta~a,t:ton COQ?:. (.commencing with Section 72sl); J . 
/ 

and; b.e it 
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·. 2. 

.· . . . . :·· ~: . · .. : :::. ·.: . : . :_. ....... :.::'.: .. :~:/'.;. :· .. . :·: . ... .: . 

<rhat: the Boa.rd ~f · Supi~vhors, in 

... · . _·. . 

FURTHER RESOINED • 
• • • j :: •• -' ;·_·· .-. ••• 

. .. . :.· . ·: ·.· . : .; . .:-. . . : : .·: -: . . . . :: '..: . .< :.: :· ·.· . 

cippro~ing th.i.s measure •• expr~.sses its .i;trong vi~'W that the· Authot ity 

. 
3 

· · s ha l'l ·not·:-a·ppJ:·uve-·any·-s'"ires 0~ax·-m~asurc-e--~Eha t:-1Jou~l~~1a~cfo the'--~--.· -· 

jp 
4 

composite sales tax rate above the current rate oe fL 5% .. 
5 

6 

7. 

8 

9 

10 

·. u. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

·. 16 . 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Nqtes to Basic Financial Statements 
Jur:i~·3o, 201.6 

(Oollars in Thousands) 

(1) THE FINANCIAL REPORTING ENTITY 

·5PcA~Q 

:Lof6 

San Franclsco is a city and county chartered by the State of California and as such can exercise the 
powers as botl1 a city and:a county under state law. As required by generally accepted accounting 
principles, the accompanying financial statements present the City and County of San Franeisco (the: 
City or primary government) and its component units. The component units disGussed below .are 
included in the City's reporting -entity because of the significance of their operations or financial 
relationships wit~ the. City. · · 

As a government agency~ the City is exempt from both federal income taxes am:!. California State 
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 governmentbecause of their individual governance or 
financial relationships to the City. 

San Francisco County Transportation Authority (Transportation Authority) - The voters of the City 
-r-1 . _ . created the Transportation Authority in 1989 to impose voter-approved sales and use tax of one-half of 

I. h l..'S \ ~!__- one·percent, fora period not to ex?~ed2. 0 years,, to fli·n·d ~s.se~tialtraffi. 1c _and transpo. rtationpr.ojects.,ln 

1 
2003, the vo_ ters _approved Proposition K, extend mg, the c1ty-w1de one-half of one percent sal.es tax W!th 

rlOvJ h'\L. a new 30-year plan. A board consisting of ttie eleven members of the City's Board of ~upervi~ors: 
· (. serving ex officio governs the Transportation Authority~The Transportation Autttority' is reported ha 

.· c f\ speclal revenue fund in the City's basic financial .statements, .Financial statements for the 
')ff' I tT Transportation Authority can be obtained from their finance and administrative offices at 1455 Market _ \J. : _) Street1 22nct Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103. 

) h# i?{}fL San Francis~o City and County. Finance. Corporation (Financ~ Corporation). - The Firyanc_e,Corp_oratlon 
A-~~ was created m.1990 by~ vote of t~E! electorate.to allc~w t~e City to lease-purcha~e $.20 m11l.1on (plus ~°lo 

per year growth} of equipment using tax-exempt obhgat1ons. Although legally E!eparatE) from the City, 
the Finance ·corporation is reported as .if it were part of the prfmary government because its sole 
purpose is to provide lease financing to the Cify. The Finance Corporation is governed by a three-

Ntr ~ member board of directors approved by the Mayor ai:ld the Board of _Supervisors. The Finance 
-~- I Corporation is reported as an internal service fund. Financial statements for the Finance Corporation 

can be obtained from their administrative. offices at City Hall, Room 336, 1 br; Cariton R Goodlett 
Place, Sari Francisco, CA94102. 

San Francisco Parking Authority (The Parking Aµtliority) · - The Parking Authprify was t::reatet.f in 
October 1949 to provide serliiCe5 exi::lusively to the Cify; ln accordance wit_h Proposition D authorized 
by the City's electorate iii November 1988_, a.City Char:ter amendrnentcreated the Pi;uking an.d Traffic 
Commission (PTC). The PTC consists of five comh'li$sioners appointecrby th.e MayoL Upon creation 
of the PTC, the responsibility' to oversee the City's off~street parking operations was transferred from 
the Parking Authority to the PTC~ The staff and fiscal operations of.the Parking Authority wer~ also 
incorporated info the PTC. Beginning -on July 1, 2002, the re~ponsibility for overseeing the operations 
of the PTC became the responsibility of the Municipal Transporta«on Agency (SFMTA} pursuant t9 
Proposition E, which \vas passed by the voters in November 1999. Separate financial statements are 
not prepared for the Parking Authority. Further information· about the Par\(inf} Authonty can b.e obtained 
from the SFMTA Chief Financial Officer·at 1 SoUth Van Ness Avenue, ·sth Floor,;San Francisco, CA 94102. .. . . . . . . ' . . 

T __ ··. 1f ulis,J~ 1+- shoccic( )'ff~ }ii<."- ftiis J 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Notesto Basic Financi_ai Statements (Continued) 
· · · Jun030,,201s · · ·· · 

{DoHars in Thousands) 

Discretely Ptesente_d Component LJl)it 

5-F-C4-f=R 

2016 

Treasure Island Developmen!Authority (The TIDAJ-The TIPA iS a nonprcifitpublic benefit corporation. 
The TIDA was authorized in accordance with the Treasure tsland Conversion Act of 1997. Seven 
<::ommissio~ers who are appointed by the Mayot\ subjeet to confirmation by the City's Board of 
Supervisors; govern the TIDA. The specific purpose of the TIDA is to promote the planning,. 
redevelopment, reconstruction, rehabilitation, reuse, af1d cqiwersion· of the property known as Nava[ 
Station Treasure Island for the public interest, convenience, welfare, and commori benefit bf the 
inhabitants of the City. The TIDA has adopted as its mission the creation of affordable housing and 
economic development opportunities on Treasure Island~ · 

The TIDA's governing body is not substantively the same as that of the City and does not provide 
senitces entirely or almost entirely to the City. TheTIDA is reported in a separate colurriri to emphasize 
that It is legally separate from the City. The City is financially accountable for the TIDA through the 
appointment of the TIDA's Board and the ability of the City to approve the TIDA's budget. Disi::Jost..ires 
related to the TIDA, where signific;ant, are sepai:atefy identified throughout these notes. Separate 
financial statements are not prepared for TIDA. Further information about TIDAcan be obtained from 
their administrative offices at 1 Avenue of the Palms, Suite 241; Treasure Island, San Francisco, CA 
94130., 

Fiduciary Component Unit 

Success9r Agency tc; the Redevefopment Agency of the City and Cduntyof San Fr<incistb (Successor 
Agency) -The Succes.sor Agency was created on February 1_; 2012 to serve as a custodian for the 
assets and to wind .down tl:le affairs. of the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency pursuant to 
California Redevelopment Dissolution Law. The Successor Agency is governed by the Successor 
Agency Commission, comnionly !<nown as th_e Commission on Community Investment and 
lnfrastrutture, and I? a sepai;-ate public entity frorn the City. The Commission has five members, whith 
serye at the pleasure of the City's Mayor and are subject to confirmation by the Board.of Supervisor$. 
The City is financially accountable for the Successor Agency through the appointment of the 
Com.rnission and a requirementtha~ the Board of Supervisors approve the SuccessorAQency's annual 
budget · · 

The fin~11cial statements present the Successor Agency and its component units; entities fol' which the 
SuccessorAgencyjs considered to be financially accountable. The City and County of San Francisco 
Redevelopment Fin<;lncing Authority(i=inandng Authority) is ajoint powers a.uthority'formed between 
the former Agency and the City to facilitate the long-term financing of the former Agency activities. Tlie 
Financing Authority is Incluged as a blended component' unit in the Successor Agency's financial 
statements because the Financing Authority provicies services entirely to the Successor AQency. 

Per the Redeyelopment Dissolution Law; certain actions of the Successor Agency are afso subject t~ 
the direction of an Oversight Board. The Oversight Board iS comprised of seven-member 
representatives from local government bodies: four City representatives appointed .by the Mayor ofthe 
City subject to confirmation by the Board of Supervisors of the City; the Vice Charicellor.of the Sah 
Fm(1cisco Community College District; the Soard member of the Bay Area Rapid Transit Otstrict; and 
the Executive Director of Polley and Operatiom~ of the San Francisco 'Urified Sch_ool District. 

In generai; t_he Successor Agency's assets can only be used tO pay enforceable' obligations in· existence 
at the date of dissolution {Including the completion of any unfinished protects that were subject toJegally 
enforceable contractual c9mmitrnents). In future fiscal years; the Successor Agency will only be 
allocated tevenueis in the amountthat is necessary fo:paythe estimated annuaUnstallment payrnents 
()I') enforceable o.bligations cif'the ·forrner Agency until all enforceable obligations of the former Agency 
have been paid in fuH and all assets have. been liquidated. Based upon the riature of the Successor 
Agency's custodial role, the Successor Agency is reported in a fiduciary ftind {prJvate-.purpose trust 
fund), Complete fi~anda! statements can be obtained from the Successor Agency'.s finance department 
at 1 Sout.h Van Ness Avenue, 5tti Floor; San Francisco,,CA 94103, · 

P2!80 



n- rvcl.- In CAf~ 
ha:'?~ Iv 0(1~ h.~-.~ 

CITY AND COUNTY.OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Notes to Basic Financial Statements (Continued) 
· June 30, 2016 

(Dollars in Tho1Jsands) 

>P CA[fz 
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{2) 

Non-Disclos~d Organizations 

There: are pther governmental agencies that provide seniices within the City, These: entities have 
Jndep~nd.ent governing boards ~rid the City is not financi~lly accountabl~1for the. m; The City'~ basic 
financial statements, exceptfor"'bertain cash held by the City as an agenWdo not reflect operations of 
the San F~ancisco Airport Improvement Corporation, Sail Francisco Health Authority, San Francisco 
Housing Authority, San Francisco Unified· School District an<;! San Francisco Community College 
District. The City is' represented in two regional agencies, the Bay Area Rapid Transit District and the 
Bay Area .Air Quality Management District, botb of which are also· e~c.l!Jded from the Citys reporting 
entity; 

SUMMARY OF ~IGNIACANT ACCoUNTING POUCIES 

(a) Govermnen~-wide an.d fund flnanciaLstatements 

The government-wide financial staternenfa (te., the statement of net position .and the statement.of 
activities) report information on all of the norHiducJary activities of the primary government and its 
component units. Governmental activities, which normally .~re supporteci · by taxes and 
intergovernmental revenues, are reported separately from business-type activities, which rely, to a 
significant extent, on fees and charges for support. Likewise~ the primary goyemmentis reported 
separately from certain legally separate component u.nits for which the primarygovern!llentisfinancially 
accoun~able. 

The statement o.f activities demonstrates the degree to which the direct expenses ofa given function 
or segmept ls offset by program revenues~ Direct expenses are those that are clearly identifiable\Nith 
a specific function or segment. Program revenues inClude (1) charges to cystomer~ or applicants who 
purchas.e, use, or directly benefit from goods, services, or privileges provided by a given function or 
segm.ent, and (2) grants and contributions that are restr~cted to meeting the operational or capital 
requirements of a particularfunction or segment. Taxes and other iter:ns .not properly .included among 
programrevenues are reported instead as general revenues: 

Separat~ flnc;mcial statements are provided fcir grive:rnnientai funds, propr!etiry funds, and fiduciary . 
funds, even trough the latter are excluded from the gbv\'lcrritnel)t-wide financial statements. Major 
individual governmental funds and major individual enterprise funds arerep()J"ted as separate ccilumn.s 
in the fund financial statements. 

The ~asi<;;'financfal statements indude certain prior year summ.arlzed comparative information. Tl:iis 
information is p.resented only to facilitate financial analysis, .and is 11ot at the level c:if detail required for 
a presentation In accordance with generally ~ccepted accounting prindples. Accordingly, such · 
information ~holi1d be read in conjunction with the ·City's financial statements. for the. year ended 
~une 30, 2015, frorn which the summarized info:rmation was derjveq~ 

(b) Measurement focus, basis ofaccountin~, and fin.anciai statement presentation 

The governm13nt-wide financlal statements are. ·reported using the ec.onorni<;: resources measurement 
focus and th~ accrual .basis of accounting; as are the proprietary f~nd and fiduciary fund financial 
sta.tements. Agency funds, however, report only assets and liC19ilitie.s and cannot be said to have a 
1Il~asurement focus. Revenues are recorded When earned and expense,s are recorded when a liability 
is inGurre<;f~ regC1rdless of the timing :of related cash flows. Property taxes are recognized as revenues 
io the year fqr which they are levied. G·rants and similar items. ar1:3 recognized as revenue as soon as 
a11 eligibility requirements have been met 

Govemr:nenfal fund financial .statements are reported usfng ·the current. financial resources 
,measurern,ent focus and the modified accrual basis of accounting. Revenues are recognized as ,soon 
6%. they are both measurC!ble and available. Revenues. are c9nsidered to be available when they are 
collectihlE) wit.hin the current period or soon enougli thereafteffo pay liabilities ofthe currentperiod. The 



SANFJµNCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

NOTES T() FINANCIAL STATKMENTS 
JUNE 30, Z016 

NOTE 1 - SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES 

Financial Reporting E1d;ity 

The San Francisco Unified School DiStrict (the Dlstritt) was establisl,ied as. the San Francisco School Sysfom in 
1851 under the laws of the State ofCaliforni1L The District and County Office of Education (COE} operate under 
a locally-:ekcted seven-member B(}ard Joqn of'governm.ent and provides educational services to grades K - 12 as. 
mandated by State and Federal agencies. The District and COE provide child care and elementary and secondary 
education in the City and County of San Francisco, California. The District also . administers the COE fund 
(County School SerVice Fund). For financial reporting purposes, the District iiicliides all funds; account groups, 
agencies, arid authorities that are controlled ,by or are dependel'J.t on the District's executive or legislative branches" 
Control by or . dependence on the District was determined on· the ha.Sis of budget· adoption; taxing authority, 
cl.ltstanding defa secm.:.ed by revenues or general obligations of the District, obligati(:ms of the Distrjct to finatwe 
any .deficits that. may occur, or receipt or significant subsidies from the District. The District operates 64 
elementary schools; 13 middle schools, and 19 }ijg'h schools including4 continuatfon schools1 12 early childhood 
education centers and an independent study alternative school The Di'strict sponsors 13 Charter Schools. 

A reporting entity is comprised of the -pnmary gove:rnrrien~ component units, and other organizations that are 
included to ensure the financial statements are not mi$leading, The primary government of the District consists of 
all funds, departments1 boards; and agencies that are notlegally separate from the District. This indudes general 
oper(lti9ns; food service and student related activities of the District and the COE. 

C-0mponentUnits 

Component units are legally separate organizations for which the District is financially accountable. Component 
units. may include organizations that are fiscally dependent on the.District in thl;lt the Dist:rfot approves. their 
budget, tbe issuance of their debt or the levyfog -0f their taxes~ Iri. addition, component units are ·.othei· legally 
.separate organi'zationsf:or whieh. the District).s not financially accountable but the nature and significance of the 
organization's relationship fyith the District i_s such that excfosio:t\ would cause the District's financial statements 
ti:Y be misleading or incomplete. For financial reporting purposes; the component \!nit ha.s a financial and 
operation.al relationship which 1Ileets the reporting entity definition criieiia of the Governmental Accounting 
Standards Board (GASB) Stateme.vt:N'o. J4, The Finl'I!tdal ReportingEntlty, and thus is included in the financial 
statements vsing the blended presentatfon method. as if it were part of the District's operations because the 
:governing pbard of the component unit is the same as the govemi.ri.g board Of the District and because its purpose 
is to finance the acquisition and improvement of~ new administration building to be used for the direct benefit of 
the D.i~trict. 

The San Frar:i.cisco Unified School District Ffnan.cing Corporation's (the- Corporation) financial activity is 
presented. in the .financial statements as. a fund. of the SpeCial Reserve Fund - C11;pital Outlay. Cei::tificates of 
participation issued by the Corporation are j 0<;:luded ·as long-term lfabiiities in f:1ie govemment~wide financial 
statements. Individual finandal statements are.not pr~paied for the Corporation. 
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SAN FRAN"cr~co UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

·MANAGEMENT'S DiscrissroN.AND ANALYSls 
JUNE 30, 2016 

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

; :: .. . . .·· : . 

FACTORS.BEARING ON THE DISTRICT;S FUTURE 

... The District's staffcontin~es to use assessments to measure and re-evaluate ways to invest in sound~ educational, 
and programmatic activities while ensuring financial solvency. The District achieved its required reser\I~ target·of 
2% for fiscal year 20J5~16, and currently projects that it wili maintain its minimum reserve in both fiscal year 
2016-17 and fiscalyear20l7-i8. · 

. . . . . . 

. . 

.fu addition to the Local Control Funding Fonnula income source, the District also received approximately$243.8 
. million of other program funding from F~deriil, State, and local sources. In June 2008~ Proposition A, the Quality 
• Teacher. & Education Act was p.assed by the vpters of San Francisco, bringing $30+ million per year for the next 

twenty years to the DistriCt beginning in fiscal year 2008-09. These resources assist in. recruiting and reta:irilng 
· effective teachers, increasing accountability, and improving the District's technology infrastructure. 

. . . . 

,Another local revenue ·sourceJhat has been greatly oeneficial to SFUSD is the Public Education Emichment Fund. 
(PEEF)~ a ballot initiative that was approved by the voters of San Francisco in March, 2004, and established .a,s 
'law inthe City Charter, Section lp.]23.1-fO_ Originally set to expire on June 30, 2015, Proposition·c, the 

. "Children and Families First" initiative passed in November, 2014, extended the PEEF funding through 2041; and 
ensured a sustained and guaranteed investmeritin our children's future. PEEF funds have been critical in ii!lo~~ng 

· · the districtto maintain, and in most cases, expand, programs during the economic downturn. The district receives 
approximately $64 rrullion ot two-thirds of the annual J>EEF alloc~tion from the City (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; t11e arts and music (SL.AM) as well as programs such. as Wellness 
Centers; Student Support Professionals, Translatfori, Servi<:;es, STEAM curricuh1m, and Peer Resources, to name a 

few. f"O ~3 5AL-G,s TAt ? 
As it ~elates to future State Budgets, the _District's ability to predict what actions will be taken in the future by the 

. State Leilsiature and Gover110r to address the State's current ot:futilre budget and cash management practices is 
•limited. Future State budgetnvill be affecteq by national and State economic conditions and other factors over 

.. which .the District has. no control.However, in a welcome departure from the past ~everal years, prospects for 
State funding are brighter due to a sustained improvement in Caiifornia's eco'110my and the implementation of the 
Local Control Funding Formula which has provided increased funds to K-14 education under the Governor's 
budget ·· · .. · . 

. The District's Superintendent and senior staff members wilJ continue to· work very t16sely with the Board -0f 
Education to monitor revenues and manage expenditures. SfUSD is.totally committed to take whatever measures 

. are necessary to maintain a. strong and stable financial position. At the same time, the pistrict will also contioµe 
· < ·· · • its dedicated mission to en.Sure ih1provenient in academic achievement, closing achie:Veiii.ent gaps, iinproving its 

·. ·•facilities, and meeting the priorities of the Board of Education arid the San Francisco· commUnify. It is the 
D.istrict' s goal to ensure that all children receive a quality education and a positive foundation necessary for them 
fo achieve academic success. . · ·· · · 

CONTACTING THE DISTRICT'S FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT . .. . : . . ' . . : . . . . . . ' 

·.This financial report is designed to provide .our citizens, taxp~yers, and credifors with a general °''erview of the 
Dishlct;s finances and fo assist interes.ted p~ities in understanding the District's sources and uses o . ·_ ii 
yoU. hav~. qu~stions about this report or n~ed add~tional finarici~ i~orrnation, please contacd Reeta Madh~van, 

. Chref Fmanc1al Officer of the San Francisco Unified ,~chool D1stnct, 135 Van Ness Avenhe; San Francisco, 

. ·. Qillifoillia, 94102 .or (415) 241-6542, . . 

12 
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. . . . .. . . . . ... : ··>· . ' . . .· · .. : .· .· : . .· 
. . . .·51812017 . Gm.ail ·Re: Censo!idatt>ci' Annual Financial Stat~ents for the San.Francisco Fmance Authority 

. - . . 
. . .... 

. - . . . . , . -

· Grnail • Thomas BUs$e <tjbussesf@gmail.com> 

·Re: Consolidated Annual Financial Statements for the San Francisco Finance 
Authority. 
1. message 

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

Mon, Apr 24, 2017 at 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 
contact the city's Controller's Office for the financial audit of sales taxrevenue. . . · ·• 
This revenue is included on page 87 of the school district'$ 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~ will discuss thi.s with our al.lditors 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. · · · 

. •. Tlie 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. Thls report is posted on our i:Jistrict web site here. 
· · Please let me J<now if you have any additional questions.· 

•Thank you; 
Ree ta 

~~,,_\\~;'!?,, u._;g 
.... ~.,,,,.~:J.:,< .... 

SFUSD 
S>\N "RANC11iCO 
~UOl!C SCMOQl S 

Www.SFUSD.EDU 

Reeta Madhavan 
Chief financial Officer . 
·san Francisco Unified School District 
135 Vari Ness Avenue, Room '31S 
San Francisco, CfA 94.102 
T 415-241-6542 
F 415-241-6482 
madha\ianr@sfusd.edu 

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

' I recently became aware of the existence of the San FranciSco Finance Authority as a separate-special district toqhe 
' receivership of the 1993 1/4 cent Proposition A sales tax; however I have been unable to locate any financials; . . 
, governing documents~ or board minutes for this special distn.ct. I was specifically concerrietj about its ?!location 
' fo~i;nula or whether it Was used to back sales tax revenue bonds, in which case lvvas interesfed.in the oversight 
! process.· 

, Because of the existence of <'1 permanent sales tax revenue source to support both the school district and the . 
: community coilege qistrict, I felt it was misleading in your Consolidated Annual Financial Report's. Statement of 
• Finandal Activities to not include a line for local sales tax revenue. I wasn't sure whether this was Included in ''state 
I and federal support;, because it's local revenue, or whether it was part oOhe big ambiguous "other revenue" line. 
I . . ' . . . . . 

i 
=1 

.• · https://mai Lgoogfe,com/mail/~O/'.?ui=2&i k=Q4b5b6c999&vi~w=pt&search=intJf ~84aoroo2&1Oe85&siml=1 sba0f992Bc1 Oe85 1/2 



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

5f8/2fJ17 .. . .. · . . . . Gmair- Re: Consolidafed Annual Financial statementS for the San Francisco Finance Authority . . . 

Any ciarffication on this would be most welcome, bl.it I do have a leg~I rlght;i;1fa minimum, to request the most recent 
..• ; audited financials ofthisSpecial District. I will be happy to pay any r~asonab!e copying foe.if these are not available .· 

· · i electronic.aliy; · · · · · · · · ·· · 

- .. ; Many thaflks; · 
·· · TnomasJ3usse 

584 Castro Street #388 . . 
..... : sanFranciSco, CA 94114 · 

· ... · i 41S244-5072 .. 

. . . . .· .. ·. · .. :: .. · . .. . . :. ..:· ... ··.· .. · ... : . 

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

httPsi/mail.google.corri/mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=04b5b&;999&view=pt&~rch=intxl?~iiaOf9928c10e85~siml=1S~zlic10e85 212 
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. . . . 

Gmau··· 
. . . . . 

Thomas Susse <tj~ussesf@gm~il.com:>: • 

· · .. Re: Cons<llidatecLArinuaf Fin~ncial Statements for the San Frantisco ·· 
· ·Finance Authorify ·· · .· ·· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 

1· message ·· 

· · Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@grnaiLtom> . .. . · Jv1on1 Apr 241 2017 at 8:52 PM 
To'. ''Madhavan, Reeta" <madhavimr@sfusd.edu> · . . 

· · .Cc: Thu Cung <cungt@sfusd.edu>, rafaelmandelman@yahoo.com, teq:egan@Sfgov ;org 

I am very concerned here because the 93 Measure A sales tax is collected pursu.;nt to anordinan~e of the· 
"$an Francisco Public Finance Authority," not through an ordinance of the City and County of San · 
Fran.Cisco. This ordinance authorizing the sales tax does not appear in the existing San Francisco · 
Mlinicipal Code.. · · · 

The San Francisco CAFR notes the existence of a "San Francisco Pinance Corporation;" however, this is~ · . 
separate blended entity, and a review oftheir financial statements indicates it is used for capital leases. 
The CAFRdoesnot recognize the existen~ 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 Transit Authority. In other words, if residents of the City/County pay a 1/4 cent 
Transactions and Use fax to s!Jpport both the School DistriC:t and Comnicinity College district; the CAFR 
should show lt either as a blended entity or as a governmental fund. I have asked the City/Coimty · 
Controller; the State Controller, and the Board of Equalization for more information about the San 
Francisco Public Finance Authority and it has been over a week and I 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 or:i their site in vain. . . . . . . 

A fundamental principle of disclosure required by GASB Statement 34 is a discussion of what is within 
management's control and.what is not. Presumably; becC!use there is an allocation j)etween the 

· . Community College District and the Unified School District (or County Office of Education}, management · 
needs .to discuss its role. in governance of a relatei:f entity, Does it have a say in how .it shares the sales tai 
revenue (which I hope would shift with ~nrollment patterns.state funding formula changes, and changing 
Wishes ofthe electorate such as a desire for free City College Tuition)? Because both the School District 
and the Community College pistricf nave significant unfundecj pension liabilities and a truly alarming · ·· 

. · unrestricted net asset deficiency, basic questions of fiscal S()IVeflCY beg a discussion of how you are going 
to dig your way ~out of that hole or if you can dig your \>{ay out of that hole (C;onsider Orange County, 
Stdcktori,and Vallejo). · · 

:· . . . .. . . . 

To thate~d, you Include an entirt:J sectio~ bn "Factors B~aring on the District's Future" on page 12, where 
you discuss atlength the· School District's income that Is supplemental to the Local Control Funding · 
Formula. These include the Publfo Education Enrichment fund from 2004 and the 2008 Proposition A: a 
20..:year supplementary fund: Shouldn't the 1993 supplementary sales tax be iocluded in this discussion? I 

· would tften have a discussion of comparative benchmarks to determine t9 which extent the supplementary 
funding yields supplementary effort and effectiveness. ·· · ·· · · · · · · 

.• · Acfoar breakdown of.tax by type will' give the reader of ttiefina~cial statements a piCture of the volitality of 
the School District's funding and its apility to meet its liabilities, AlthoLjgh year-over-ye;:ir revenue is · · 
relatively protected by Proposition 98, a local sales tax can shrink with the economy, and as a · .. 
"supplemer:ital" fund, should be builtinto the budge~ conservatively (and I would even 'recommend issuing 
s~les tax bonds against it so it is. used for capital budgeting as a mean~ to protect it against unsustc;iinable 

. CBA concessions),. ff Iwere an auditor, I would testto Vjhich eXteht focal funding decisions impact the 
Local Control Fimdirig Formula: is it possible the passage 6fa local sales tax pri6i'to ERAF has the effect · 
of ieducinr; the funding provided by the State, as is the case with the lottery?.·. · · 
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Authority, including the oiieto adopt(l 1/4 ce11t sales, tax, are no. longedegally in force and its board : . 
fr1etn:bers have iiot beeh meeting or adopting budgets. lm9gin~ thatthe the BOE has been tn<!i)ing a check •. 

. p1;1yable tci a special distriet ~nd.the City/County Treasurer has been illegally cashing it Meanwhile, the·. · 
School. District .and Community College District$ have been proposing general obligation bonds and parcel 
t~es wiijlout a full and_ candid disclosure of the full extent to which local votershave agreed to tax 
.themselves to supplemen' education alreatjy a.nd how th.ey do so, . . 

As a t~xpayer and concerned citizen; I: ~ape that I h~ve been· able to demonstrate a competence with 
understa.nding, anc{ scrutinizing financials as well as significant factors of your operating model and that my 
co11cerns about transparency and accountability are justified.. · 

Yours sincerely. 

Thomas J. Busse 
584 Castro Street#388 
San Francisco; CA94114 
415-244-5072 

. . 

.. OnMon, Apr 24,2017 at10:18 AM, Madhavan, Reeta <madha~an~@sfusd.edu> wrote: 
>Hello Mr. Busse, • : : . · .. :. · · ··. •· : .· · : . · 
.. The school district receives our share of the sales tax reveriue directly From the city's Controller's Office. 
· .. You will need to contact the Cify's Controller's OffiGeforthe finahclal audit of sqles tax revenue; 
: This revenue is included on page 87 of the school district's 2015~ 16 audit report In the. $52,614,948 
. : total o( "Local Revenue" in.the Unrestricted General Fund column. You are correct in thatthe audit . 

report does not provide a breakdown of all our revenue sources, and I will discuss this with our auditors 
· if it 1s feasible to include that level of detail without making the report overiy lengthy (to give you a 
sense of what this would entail, the district receives funding from over 100 differentfederal, state and 
local sources and it could get unmanqgeable to list them all Jn detail. · 

· The detailed· revenue breakdown Is included in oµr Unaudited Actuais report that is submitted to the 
. state annually and forms the basis of ouraudited financials; This report is posted on our district Web 
· site here. · · .. · . . · ·· · 

.. · Please let me know if you hav~ anyadditlonal questions. 
· Thank you, · 

· ·. Reeta · 

. SFUSD 
· : tlAN •AAt«:lt~CO 

WllLIC: 5CMOOI,$ 

WWW.S FUSD.EDU 

~eeta Madhavan 
Chief Finantial Officer 
San Francisco Unified School District 
135 Van NE;!ss Avenue, Room 315 
San Francisco, CA 94102 · 
T 415-241~6542 
F 415-241-6482 
madhavanr@sfusd.edu 
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·· Sari Francisco Unifiecl .. • · ·.· 
. Sari Francisco county •·· . 

·: .. : :.":. . : :>. : : . .: 

. Unaudited ~ctuals • . 
FlNANCIAL REPORTS .. 

201§-16 unaudited Actuals 
. Scl;l()ol District Certification 

· ~NAUDITED ~dTUAlflNANCIAL REP~RT; • 
To theCoun~ sup~rintendent of Schoolst 

. . 

38 68478 0000000 
··Form CA 

2015~16 UNAUDITED ACTUAL FINANCIAL!Rf~PORT; This report~s prepa~edin accorda_nce .. · .• 
witli Education Code Section 41010 ancfis hereby approved and filed by the gdvernlng board bf 
the sChool district pursuant to Education COde Section 42100. • · · ··. ·· · 

Signed ~~~ ?./yl. 
crerl(JS;etar';Or the Governing Board 

·oate of Meetin~: 1~/n /It .. 

(Original sigriature required) 

To the Superintendent of Public Instruction: . 
. . . . . . . . . : 

.20150:16 UNAUDITED ACTUAL FINANCIAL REPORT. This report has been verified for acc~racy . 
bY the Co linty Superintendent of Schools pursuant to Educatk~n Cod(3 Section 4~100. 

Coun Supenntenden!/Deslgnee 

{Original signature required) 

. . . . 

For additionai information on the unaudited actuar reports, please c9ntact: 

For County Office of Education: 

Reeta Madhavan 
Nam.e. 
Chief Financial Officer · 
Title 
415-241-6542. 
Telephone 

· rri~dhavanr@sfusd.edu 
.E~mail Address 

Calffritnla D~pt ~f Educati~n 
SAGS Financial Reporting Software- 2016.2.0 

·· File.: ea (Rev 12/05/2014) 

For School District: 

Reeta Madhavan . 
.Name 
Chief Financial Officer 
TI lie 

415-241-6542 
Telephone 

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

. . 

Printed: 10/5/2016 11:15 AM 



.. Sari Francisco Unified 
Sl)n frandsco_ C_ountv 

.. .. 
Object 

bes-ctlpt!on · · Resource code. Codl!ls 

l,.CFFSOURCES. 

. . . . ' 
Principal Appartionrnen\ 
··state Aid~ Current Year .. .a0.11 
Edueau~~ Proi!idlo~ Aceoii~tState Aid ~ currerifYeat · · · : 8012 

State Aid - Prior Years:. 8019 

Tax. Reller $ubventicms 
.. Horn~ers' E)(_emptK,>ns 8021 

··Timber Ylel_d Tax 8_022 
.. 

.. Other.Subvenli1:ms/ln-LTeu T?_xes .8029" 

Cou~tv & lJislricl.laxes. : 
_Secured Roll Talies .8041 .. 

On~ecoriid Roll Taxes . . . - .. 8042 

p···v .;,1'-·-·.-, •··-·. · · _IFh~)~'t'.';>·I:'.'.~ noc ears . aires . " - .. · . . -- ·. 8043 

s ..... :___ t>P~C..i~)l-o...IR_ 7' ao44_ upplemental Ta)<es · . . "' , . . . . .. ..:.... 

.. Education Revenue Augmenli!Uon.: . c.\ I ·. _'. . . . : 
FuodlERAF} ~0'45 

COtlirnunlty Redevelopment Funds 
(SB 6171699/1992) .. 8047 

· · Pen.altles and lnleres! from 
. Delinquent Taxes 8048 

'Mlscellaneous Funds (EC 416(}4) 
Royalties. afld Bonlises aoa1 

Other.in:Lleu TaJiei; _ · : 8082.. 

l~Sli< Non-t.CFF 
(50%i Adjustment aoli!i' 

Subtotal LCFF.Sources 

.L;CrFTransfers 

Unr~~irtci~ LCFFTransrers ~ < 
currentYear. 0000 . 8091 

AU O!lier !.CFF Transferi; -
tuiient Year All Other !1091 

Transfers to Charter Schools ln.Ueu of Properfy Tal(es 8096 

Property Taxes Transfers 8097 

. · California Oepl or Education 
· SACS Financial Reporting Sottware. 2016 4.0 
FJte: fund-a (Rev 031221201 tl) 

I 

·""1•w.,.,,,.n .... w, . ..,u..i._.1.,. 

General Fund 
Unrestricted and Restricte<I 
· E.xpendlture~ bY Oblect 

:m15~16 Unamiltll!d Actuals'. 

unmstrrclffd 
. /Al 

122 765 792.04 

10 223 53400 

1744.00) 

512 215.00 

. o.ori 

<l.00 

130 949 558.00 

. a 256 312.oo 

. 51'533.00 

5 780.327:00 

.. ... 
230 52:4 568.00 

4 647274.69 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0~00 

513 910 369.73 

o.oo I 

tl.00 

Resfrlctlld 
rBl 

0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 

.. ·:: . . 0.00 

0.00 

·o.oo · 
- ... 

0.00 

··.0.00 

0.00 

.. _. > 
0;00 

0.00 

.Q.Oo 

·0.00. 

. 0.00 

I 

0.00 

. (37 977 985 001 '· ~.cio 

0.00 0.00 

•Page 5 

'fatal f1Jnd 
col.A+B 

IC\ 

122 765 792~04 

10 223 534.00 

{144.00) 

512 215 00 

0.00 

0.00 

130 949 558.00 

8 258 312:00 

51 533.0ci 

s1ao:m.oo 

230 524 568:00 

4847 74.69 

. o.oo 

OOO 

0 riri 

OOO 

513 910 369.73 

o.oo I 

0.00 

C37 977 985.00 
: 

o:oo 

t:Jnresttk;ted 
{01 

134 268 372.80 

10 '.lOO 000.00 

0.00 

497 3'73.00 

0.00 

·o.oo 

133239 31s:oo 

7 975 fl14.00 

. 5299G.00 

4680117.00 

:221218 271.01} . 

2 166 544:00 . 

0.00 

o.oo .. 

0.00 

·o.oo 

514 398 so5;ao 

o.oo I 

0.00 

124 389 597.00 

0.00 

201S~17 Budaet 

Restricllld 
fEi 

··:, 
0~00 

''··o.oo 

·o.oo 

: 0.00 
. :: 
·. ·-, - ·a.oo 

0.00 

·· <o.oo 
. o.oo 

:. ... 

·-:_.::.:0.00 

.-. 0.00 

· o.cio 

. < : o.ool 

>> a'.O<J1 

o:oo 
. . ~. ' 

o;oo 

o.ool · 

o.oo I 

I 

0.00 

o:oo 
0.00 

.. 

38 68478 0000000 
. Fi:ml)01 

TotatFund 
col D-+ E 

IFl 

· 134 268 372.80 

10·300000.00 

0.00 

497 373.00 

0.00 

o:oo 

·133 239 316.00 

7.975 814.0ci. 

52 999:00 

46801t7;00 

221216271.00 

% Dtrf 
Column 

C &:F" 

9·43 

o.7% 
-100.0% 

-2.9% 

. 0.0% 

o.oo/a 

U%l 

'3.4%J 

2.8% 

"·19.0% 

. -4.0% 

· 2.1se~s«.oo I -55.3% 

o.oo I 0.0% 

0.00 : 0.0% 

· ·o oo ·0.0% 

. o.oo I 0:0% 

514.39B~aos:8o I 0.1o/. 

o;oo I 0.0% 

0.00 0.0%1 

124 389 597.00' -35:a%] 
.0.00 0.0% 

Printed: 101512016 9'. l9 AM 
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. · . San Franclsco. Unltled 
San Franclso:i Counly 

. · General Fund 
.Uilrestrii:led and Reslrlcled 

E)cpeh<;litures by Object·. 

201s-n Unaudltad Actuails · . 201&-17 Buda11t 

38 664'tB 0000000 
F1>oi101 

. . 
. ·Total Fund . . . . Total Fund % Dlff 

ObJect Unrestrlctad Reatrtctmd col. I\+ B · Unrestrlctiltl RHtrlcli!d col.. D + E Column 
Oescr'hlUon Reliourea 'CodeS Codes . <Al. (BI 'ICI IOI !El IFI. c & F 

. . . . . . . 
OTHSR i..otAL REVENUE · · .. : . '. .. . . .· ... 

Other local. Revenue· .·· 
Co~rilY anil DlslrictTaxes 

Other Restricted Levres. •. 
~er;;ured ~oll · 8615 0.0o 0.00 0 00 .· 0.00 n.00 0.00 '0.0% 

Unsecured.Ron ·· 8616 • 0.00 o.oo o.oo o.oo o.-Oct o:oo 0.0% 
. " .... . . . . . .. .< •. ·. .. . . .; .... ' 

·. Prlor'.Years'Tmes .· · .. 861.7 0,00 . .. 0.00 GOO . 0.00 0.00 a.OD 0.0% 
. . : .. . . . . . . ~ 

Supplem~ntalTax·es · 8615. o.oo o.oo . o.oo · o.oo o.oo · o.oo 0.0% 
.. : ' . : .. .. .. ... 

· · Ncin·Ad Valore:m·TalCes 
,ParceiTaxes . p b ~ . •.· . . . . 6621 0.00 37 957 241.96 37 957 241..98 o.oo 37 870 041:55 37 870 041:55 -0.2.% 

. ·• ·0111er · ('?:> 1 . ~ --? 8622. 34 755 331WB o.oo 34 755 338.08 . 33 403 809.oo· o.oo · 33 403 809.00 · ~3.9% 
CommuoltyRedevelopmentFunds [II _ I . L · 
Not Subject to LCFF Deduclion {) (C\tA,\(.,c.tTl~·'1 •a625 0.00 0~00 · 0.00 o:oo 0,00 0.00 0.0% · 

. .. . . " .. ' . . " . ' . . .. : . . : 

Penallies and loleres\from • '}A le.5 h, .. y: . 
Delinquent Non-LCFF. · · · ·· · · · · · 
Ta.lies· · · · as29 . o:cio o.oo o.oo o.oo 'o.oo o oa 0.0% 

.. sa1es . .. .. :. " .. " . · c 

· . Sal~ ~f Equ,lpinenUSupplle$ <8631 ... 0.00 ··• 0.00 0.00 · 0.00 0:00 o 00 0.0% 

· · Sale of Pub!fC<llions El632· o.oo . o .. oa · o.oo a.oo ·o.oo o.oa o.0% 

Food ser.;1~ saJes si;34 o:oo o.oo o.oo b.oo . o oo o.ao 0.0% 

All rit11er Sales a639 o.tio o oa o.oo o.oo o oo o.oo 0.0% ..... ... . . 

. ~eai.es ~nd Re(ltals 8650 9 326 554.13 o.oo 9 32.6 554.13 g 02.9 911:00 o.oo 9 021:um.oo .-3.2% 

Interest 81160 3746.717.:16 o.oo 37461n.26 3 510 111.00 o.oo 3!i10111.00 -6.:3% 

Net Increase (Deeiease) in lhe Falr Value 
. ofJnveslnlents . . BW2 0.00 0.00 D.00 0.00 OOO 0.00 0.0% 

Fei!S and Contracls ' 
Acltdl Education Fees . a.671 o.oo o.oo . n:oo o.oo o oo o.oo 0.0% 

Non-Resident Students <l672 o.oo o.oo o.oo . o.oo o.oo o.oo 0.0% 

Transportation Fees fi'orrt lndlvldi.J31s 8675 O:OG o;oo o.oo o.oo o oo o.oo 0.0% 

· ln!eragenc). Services · 8677 0.00 0.00 0.00 0~00 0 00 0.00 0.0% 

Mittgallbn!Developer Fees 8681 o.OCI o.oo G.oo o.oo o oo o.oo 0.0% 

All.Other Fees and Contr<1i:1s. 8689 0.0(} 0.00 0.00 0.00 '0.00 0.00 0.0% 

. 01tierL0cai Revenue •· 
Pio$: Mise Fund& Non~LCFF - . 

. Callfomla: Depl of Educalfon . . . . 
SACS Financial Reporting Software • 20152,0 · 
File: fund"a (Rev 0312212016) · ·· ?age.9 • Printed'. 10t!U20i6.: 9:1!l AM· 
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. . 

·. San Franclsc0.Unllied 
San Francisco County. 

De~crlptlon · 
(50%) Adjustment . 

Pass•Through ~evenoas.F.mm 
local Souri:es· · 

All Other Loeal Revenue 

Tu!Uon · 

All Oiher'Transfers In 
. . ' '. ,, 

T~nsfera or AppoftJonments . 
· Specl~I Education SELPA Transfers . 
: Frorrt District:; orChari~t Schools . 

: . .. " .· ·::: :. . . 
~mm C::otin\Y offfces ... 

. . . . ........ . 
···f~m~JPAs·· 

. ROCIPTransrers 
· · FrQmcDisincts or Chilrl!!r Schools 

. . . . . . 

: F~~ Counly Oflfoe~ . 
FromJPAs 

OlMr Tiansfeni of A??orttonments 
. From Districts or Charter Sdiools 

· · ·From County Offices 

FitimJPAS 

All OlherTra.n~fers lnfrtltn All Ol!le~ · 
· TOTAt:. OTHER tOCALREVENUE. 

· korAL. REVENUES 
c-,~· 

. .. ., .. · . 

.. CallromlaDepi ofEducalion 
·· SACS Financial Reporting Sof!War~. 2016.2.0 
File: fund-a (Rev 031221201&) 

Rasource Codes 
Object 
Codes 
8591. 

. . 
·..;,.. ~ ll'W· ... "w ......... ~. ,.,...... __ ._ 

·. · General Fund· · 
·· Oriresllicted <ind Flestrlcted 

E,xpendltl.Jr~s. by Obfecl · 

2015-16 Unaudlteci Actuals 

U111restricl11d Resltlcted 
CAI . (Bl • 

26.892.16 I o.oo 

Total Fund· 
col.A+a. 

!Cl 
2&.892.18 

8697 . . 0.00 1122 917;79 1122 917.79 

Unrestrictfi!d 
. /DI 

11.000:00 

f"'-1¥-(~ L 

\A~~ 
·-:-7 8699 4 759 385.55 9'7 654 522.73 102 413 90S.2S 1 209 000.00 

8710 . 0.00 1\ ci 00 0.00 1l 0.00 

2016·17 Bud9et 

l'lestrrcted 
. IEl 

···o.oo 

: 1 5 2'12:00 

85 16t 55-4:28 

0.00 

38 68478. 0000000 
Fann 01 

'Toizi Fund : % i:>m 
col. D +.E Column 

F . C 11.F 
11 000.00 -59.1% 

· 1 152 211.00 2.6o/. 

•86 310 s54..i8 -15.7% 

0.00 0.0% 
;....,...;. 

0.00 0.0% ·8781~6783 o.oo o.oo o.oo • n.oo u.uu • 

. . ~~f~· 
... s!iop ,· 8'(91 0.00 0.00 

ssoo 8792 . o.oo 'O.oi1 
: 
.. :· 6500 1)793 o.oo 0.00 

... ~360 .. 5791 . o.oo . o.oo 
636(} fi792: ·u.oo 0.00 

6360 .· 6193. 0.00 0.00 

·All. Other 8791 0.00 0.00 0.00 

All Other . 5792 a.do 0.00 OOO 

: All Other . : 5793. o.oo·I O:Oo I o.oo 

67$9 0.00 l 0.00 l 0.00 

sz.&14.Mt.201 1:16.134.sa2.5o I 1e9.340.s2e.10 

~B.4os.&1s.s1J 203,eos,02s.9s I · 110.310.en ss 

Pag:e-.10. 

0.00 

.o.oo 
. 0.00 

0 00 

47.163,897.00 

-556.530.214.80 

0.00 0.00 

o:oo 0.00 

0.00 0 00 

0.00 0.00 

0.00 o.oo 

0.00 0.00 

0.00 o:oo 
0.00 0.00 

o.oo I . o.oo 
o:oo I o:oo 

124.163,867:83 I 171.347.764:83 

·1at.590,s91;sa I · ·. '745.120.s12;7B 

0.0% 

0,0% 

.· ll.0% 

0:0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

1>.0%~ 
0.0%0: 

0.0% 

O.O~'o 

·9.5% 

··3.1% 

Pr1nte~: W/51201!i !'l:19 AM 
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. 5191.2017 · . Gm ail - SF311 Service Request 7072776 

Gman• 
• •••• •• •• •• •••••• • •••• •••• ••••• ••••••••• • •••• • •••••••••••••••• •• 

• · · .. Thqmas Busse <t}bussesf@gmail.com> . 

. SF311 Service Request 7072776. 
1 message 

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

Mon, Apr 24, 2017 at 8:59 AM .· 

. . :. . : 

PLEASE DO NOT RESPOND TO THIS. EMAIL. INSTRUCTIONS ARE PROVIDED BELOW FPR COf\ITAGTING SF31. 

· Dear Mr. Busse, . 
. . .. 

· Thank you for contacting the San Fr<mcisco 311 Customer Service Center, .. 

Your question related to the Treasurer-Tax Collector's Office has been received and reviewed. Due to the complexity of 
the 01atter, your request has been foryvarded to a Treasurer Tax Collector specialist. . You should expect to hear from a 
Treasurer Tax Coll~ctorRepresentative within 3 business days. · · · · 

Please ~ote, The City and County of San Francisco, San FranCisco 311 ancl The Office of the Treasurer and Tax 
Collector can only provide general information. We do ncit advise customers on detailed tax matters including ordinance 

. interpretations, manual calculation of tax obligalfons and fees or give tax advice for a customer's specific tax situation. If 
you have ariy questions regarding the information in this e~maU ple!3Se consult with a tax professional 

Y~umay submit any additional requests by visiting (http:i/sftreasurer.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 in San Francisco 7 days a week, 24 hours. a day: For 24 x 7 assistance outside of 
San Francisco, please dial (415) 701-2311 .. For TTY, dial (415) 701-2323. Please note: taxpayers who conie to City Hall 
for in"person assistance or call 311 may experience long wait/hofd times. 

S'incerely,. 

Steve M 
.• Sari.Francisc0311 CustbmerSeiVice Center 

City Services Simplified 

tiowclo I... , . . . . 
Access services on 311's NEW mobile app? sf3)1.org/mobile 

. . Access services on the web? sf311.org 
· .. Provlc:le feedback on 311 services? sf311.org/survey 
. . 

Note: This.email and its attachments (if any) may be confidential and is/are intended solely for the use bf the.individual 
tb whom it is address.ed. If you are not the intended recipient of this email and its attachments, you must fake no action 

• based upon them; nor mtist you copy orshow therri to anyone. ·· · ··· 

.Please call 311/TTY (415)701-2323 if you believe you have received this email in error. 

htips://mail .gooi.Jle.com/mai l/u/Onui=2&ik=04b5b6c999&view=pt&q=treasurJ? ~tZe&searcf)=query&th=15baOb0233721ffc&sim 1=·15ba0b0233721ffc 1/1 
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· . Thorn~ik Busse ~tjbtrss~sf@gmail.com> 

SF311 Service Request -1 
· · .. 1 message 

311.Prodmail@sfgov.org·<311.Prodmail@sfgov.org> Wed, Apr 26; 2017 at 9:30 AM 
To: tjbussesf@gmail.com · 

' . . ... . . 

PLEASE DO NOT RESPOND 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 respond 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://www.sf311.org or call 3-H in San Franc.;isco 7 
d:ws a week, 24 hours a day. For 24 x 7 assistance outside of San Francisco, please dial (415) 701-2311. Fornv; dial 
\415) 701-2323. .. .. . 

.. sincerely, . .. . •• · .• 
• pc. . ·. . . . . . . 
. City a11d (;aunty of Sall Francisco 

How do L. . · .·. 
Access services on 311?s NEW mobile app? sf3h.org/mobile 

· ·Access services on the web? sf311.org 
.Provide feedback on 311 ser\iices? sf311.org/survey 

. . . . . . . 
. . .· 

Note: This email .and its attachments (if any) may be confidential and is/are intended solely for the use of the individual 
to whom ith addressed: If you are not the intended (ecipient of this email and its attachment, you must take no action 

· based up6n them; nor must you t;opy or show them to anyone. · · · 
. . . . . . : . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ' . . 
Please calr;3-1-1/TTY (415) 701-2323 if you b~lieve -you have received this email in error . 

• • https://mail .google.com/mail/u/Ot?ui=2&i k=04bsb6c999&view=pt&q=311&qs=tr15~'§1r3h=query&th=15bab1943e5a89d7 &si m I= 15bab1943e5a89d7 1/1 



5/8/2017 Jajnfo.legi~jatufefagov/faces/printC6oeSectionWindow.xhtml!lawGcide:GOV&sectionNuro~26909.ixop~stat~es=2016&op~chapter~1•~~-?ecfion=2•·••·· 
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. ..... . .. · ..... · ... · .... ·. . ······· .... . . . . . . 

.·GOVERNMENT CODE .. GOV . .. : : . . -. . . . . . .... : . . . : . .. ~ -: -· < .. : . ;~ : . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . : . : .. : . . . . . . .. 
. nTLE·3 .. GOVERNMENTQFCOUNTJ:E$ [rz3000- 33205] {Title 3 added Py Stai:s.1~47, th . 

. 

424

,) DIVISION 2 • OFFICERS [ 24000 - 280g5j (Division 2added bySta;s. 1947,' Ch. 424. } .. 

PART3. OIBER OFFICERS [26500 • 27758] (Part 3 addedby Stats~ 1947, eh. 424.) 
CHAPTER 4. Auditor [26900 ~: 26946] (Chapter 4 .added by Stats; 1947, Ch. 424.) 
. . . 

ARTICLE1 .. Duties Generally [26900 -26914]. ( Artide 1.added byStats. 1947, Ch. 424.) 
.· . . .. ... . . 

(

. . .. . (a) (1) The county auditor shalleither make or contract with a certified publiC accountant or public accountant to make 

26 0 
• an annual audit of the accounts and records of~very special districtwithiri the county for which an audit by a certified 

9 9 p~blic. a..ccou.n~ant or public accountant isnot otherwise j)~ovided. In each case, th~ ~inimum requirements of the audit 

shall be prescnbed by the Controller and shall.conform to generally accepted aud1tmg standards. 
·. . . . . . 

. . . -

(2) If an audit of a 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 ther~of ~hail be filed.with the Cgntroller and with the county auditor o.fthe county in which the special 

district is locate\f. 'Ih~ rep~rt shal1 be filed within 12 n10nths of the.end of the fiscal year or years under examination. 

(3) Any coSts incurred by the county auditor,including contracts with, ()r employment of, certified public <ICCOUritants or public 

f!ccountants, in making an audit of every special district pursuant to this section shall be borne by the specialdistrict 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 subdivision shall apply to the auditor ofthe CO~J}ty in which 

. the treasury is located, . 

. ( 5) The county controller, or ex officio co~nty controller, shall effect this section in those counties having a coµi1ty contr()ller or ex 

officlo county contr91ler. 

(b )A special district may, by unaiiimous request of the governing board of the special district and with unanimous approval of the 

board ~f supervisors, replace the. anrmal auditrequired by this section \vith one of the following, perfoimedin accordancewith 

professional sfandards, as determined by the count); auditor: 

.. (1) A biennial auditcovering a1'vo-yearperiod. 
. . 

(2) An audit covering a five~year period if the special district's annual revenues donot exceed an amount specified by the board of 

· · supervisors . 

.••. (~)An audit conducted at specific intervals, as recommended by the county auditor, that shall be completed at least 01we every five 

··;years~ 

(c) ( 1) A special district may, by unanimous requestofthegoverr{uig board ofthe special district and with unani.mous'approval 

ofthe board ofsupervisors, replaceJbe a1:u:prnlauditrequired by this section with~ financialre\liew, ill accordance with the 

appropriate prnfessional standardS, as detennined by the county auditor, if the following conditions are met:. 

(A) Ail or°the special distri~t 's revenues and exp~hditures are transacted through the county's financial system, 
.:· :. ·- . -· . 
. . . . . 

· · (B) The special district'S annuaLrevemies do not. exceed one hUndred fifty thousand dollars ($150,000). 

(2) If the board of supervisors is. the governing board of the special district; it may, upon unanin1ous approval, replace the annual 
: - . . . 
. audit of the special districtrequired 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 tI1e requirements of subpa1~agraphs (A) a~d (B) of 
paragraph ( 1 ) . 

. nttp1/leginfo.1egiSlature.ca.govlfac:$1prlntCodeSectionWil)dow.xhtml?lawCodif-!12::9:4ectionN um=26909.&op_statues=2016&0p _chapter= 164&op _ section=2 1/2 



.· . . :. . . . . : . .: : . . . ·• . ··.·: : . . <. > . < : : .... ' . . ; .. = .: :- : : . . .· . . . 

.• This ~ite is out Of date iind no longer nulintain.ed. Please refer to officialsources for tJie · . 
· 1:1P to date legal code. 

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

. . . : . . . 
: .. .: .·: . 

· Sal1 Francisco · 
DECODED 

. . . . . . . 
Ill EXECUTIVE BRANCH -OFFICE OF M.AYOR 

§ 3.105. CONTROLLER; CITY SERVICES AUDITOR 

§ 3.105. 
.. . . . .=. :> .. · : .. : . . .... · ·.. . 

. CONTROLLER; CITY SERVICES AUDITOR 
. ·a • 

. The Mayor shall appoint or reappoint a Controller for a ten-year term, subject to 

. confirmation by the Board of Supefvisors. Th_e Controllermay only be renioyed bythe 

. Mayor for cause, with the concurrence of the Board of Supervisors by a twn,..thirds vote. 

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

b. 
. . ·. :-· : . : .:. : · .... 

·The Controller shall be responsible for the timely accol111ting, disbursement oi: other 

~~~P.5?..?..~~9.~ of monies of the City and County iri accord~nce witit sotiml financial practices 

.applicable to municii}alities. and counties. The C~mtroller shall have the power and duties 

of a County auditor, except as otherwise prnvided in this Charter. The Controller shall 

have authoritY to audit the accounts and operations of all boards, comniiss1ons, officers 

and departmentsto evaluate their effectiveness and effiCiency. The Contro11er $hallhave 

access to, and authority to, examine all documeiltsl records, books and other property of 

~ iy board, commission, officer or dep(iri:ment. 

% (/III!3~105/#b). 

c. 
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. · ci~ ANncouN'IT·OF' SAN FAANc1~co 
OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER 

~-1•.Gman· . . ·• 

. MAURA LANE 
EXECUnVE ASS1sTANT. TI? s~N R~sEN.AELD •. coNTRoLLE_R 

fSe <tjbussesf@gmail.6om> 
j ., 
I 

~- . . . . . - . . i 

Follow Up 'On Meeting Toe . j 

1 message . CITY-HALL: ROOM 316 

: ·- ,. . 
Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.cc 
To: maur;:iJane@sfgov.org 

1. OR. CARLTON ~· Gq0I?Lci PLACE 

SAN _F~CI~. CA 94102.~694-

Ta, 1415) 554-750<;" ... 
.F.iix: (415) 554-7466 
~au~:a.~ne@~cv.or~ 

:rue, Apr 25, 2017 al 6:31 PM 

Dear.Ms Lane: 

It Was a pleasure meeting you today, and I thank you for taking the time to follow up ori my req[Jest to inspect il)e most 
recent audited financial statements of the Sari Francisco Public Finance Authority. This visit followed up on e-mails to 
Angela Whittak,er in the Office of Public Finance on 4/18 and to the Controller's e~mail on 4/22, both of which V1ere 
unansw~r~d. · · · 

in the notes to the City/County CAFR, pg. 41, the Public Finance Authority is not Usted as a non-disclosed organization 
excluded from the city's reporting entity. Based on the accounting treatnientof 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 
Transactiotis and Use Tax regarding the Public Finance Authority. The CAFR does contain a blended component for the 

. San Frarieisco Finance Corporation; however, this is a different entity that does not .receive sales tax revenue and is 
instead a vehicle for servicing capital leases .. The 1993 ballot proposition of an ordinance of the Public Finance Authority 

•. asking the. voters to approve the local Transa\:tions and Use tax~ was placed on the ballot by the Board of Supervisors; · 
therefore, I expected your office to be the cine where I could obtain financial statements for the Public Finance Authority. 
I had previously asked the California State cOntrollerfor the finances on 4/23, Which are needed to comp11e the State of 
Co.lifomia's CAFR. ·This agency does not appear on the State Controller's exhaustive list of California public bodies. · 

. . . ·. . .· .·: _, . ·.: . . . . . 

r presented doc.umentatlon from the Board of Equalization that the Public Finance Authority receives regular. payments. 
of allocated .district sa!es and use tax. l plso vbiced my concerns that the San Francisco Pubiic Finance Authority is a 
special disfrictthat does no~ exist.. I can find no public records related to it including the "Public Finance Authmity 

. Code'~ under which the BOE asserts a legalauthority to collect local Transactions and Use Tax, budgets evidencing a 
appropriation of taxes' Board Minut~s. Of a charter or other governing document. As recently as last year; the. Ballot . 
Simplification Committee in regard toNovember 2016's Proposition K listed the Public Finance Authority ;:;s an entity 
recefving sales tax in the county, but no description of the entity was given. · 

I tried fo check iny concerns with the CFO of the Unified School Oistrjct ~hd was told their allocation of sales tax 
revenue 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 tt:ie Public Finance Authority's Transactions and Use Tax revenue was allocated between the Community . 
C:ollege Oistdct and the Unified School District. whiCh l view as. a materia!deficiency )n management and disclosure. 
Because both entities have a substantial (and alarming) unrestricted net asset.deficiency, largely due to unfunded . 
pension liabilities, (3ASB requires a discussion of management's ability to restore financial balance, \yhich would include 
a di.scusslon of its control(or Jack of control) of'significarit revenue sources.. .. 

In regard to your office, ids a rnaierial deficiency in. disclosure. 

A ~ell-informed citizenry requires transparent aridhoriest public financial statemenfs so it may make informed choices: 
lri recent years, the voters have been asked to approve parcel taxes and general obligation bonds to supplement funding 
for the Community College District and the Unified Scho<;>l District. Currently, thei"\:! is lid transparency in regard to the . 
extent voters already provide supplementary funding to these agencies and to what extent supplementary funding yieids 
supplenientaryrest:ilts:This is assuming they receive supplementary sales tax revenue at all, as the financial statements 
I have been able to locate strongly hint at fund or even funds' diversion and possibly frau£l... . 

l hope thcit I have deniohstrated a com~efenty in reading and scrutinizing public finances, and with that in mind, the 
thought that fo\ twenty four yeal'S a $13M/year tax has been illegally collected and diverted shpuld not be crossing i:ny 
mind. I urge you and your. department to take this matter seriol!sly. · · · 

Cordially;· 
Thomas J. Busse 
415-244-5072 
584 Castro Street #388 
San Francisco,, CA 94114 

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?Ui=2&ik=o4b5b6c999&vi~=pt&search=sentftiZ~7~c508dd244&sirril"'15ba7e2c508Dd244 1/2 
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; Gmail - RE: Stinshine Request- SF Public Financ~ Auu 1ority · . 518/2017 . 

. . . 
. . . _:· .: .. 

. . . . 

lGn1aii·· 

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

·· CON, Controller (CON) <contrnller.con@sfgov.org> 
Jo: Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmaiLcom> 

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

Dear Mr. Bµsse, 

: · .. : . :· . . . ..·· ·. :. . 
. . . . .· . ·. . 

Thomas ·suss~ <tjbu;s~~f@gniaH.com> 

Wed, May 3, 2017 at 10;31 AM 

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

. . 
::_' '"·:: .· ' . ··. ·.: . . 
. . . . . 

··• 1} the C~lifornia Board ofEqualiz.ation's (BOE) tracking and apportionment of sales tax allocations by taxing entity, for 
the City and County of San Francisco at http://\N\,vw.boe.ca.gov/pdf/boe105,pdf on page 6. . . 

. . . 

2). SFUSD's budget, auditand finaridal documents available 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 usjng CTRL"F·and 

• · •typing iri "sall;)S 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 Bu$se <tjbwssesf@gmail.com> 

·Cc: CON, Controller (CON) <c;ontroller~con@s.fgov.org> 
Subject~ Sunshine Request- SF Public Finance Authority 

· .. Dear Mr. Busse, . . . .. . 

Thank you for contacting the Controlle(s Office. This El.man ls in response to your pubUc information requ~st; we are 
.. researching your inquicy 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 
. . . . . .. : : .. ·. . 

. ·: ·.:_ . . . . . .. 

httpS://maiLgoogle.comlmail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=04b5b6c999&view=pt&q=CON&qsP@~Sliarch=query&th=15bcf5dfa6aa6o32&siml~15bcfsdfa6aa6032 112 
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Postmark 
Here 

.584 Castro.Street #388 

San Francisco, CA94114. · 

415.-:244-5072 J :: Aestrioted Delivery F11e i---------l 
J (Endorsement Required) 
l 1---.-------l 

. . . 

tjbussesf@gmaiLC:om .· 

.. 'I Tena! Postage & Fees $ ) ~------l 

Sent To 
~ . . . . 

.. ~ fil'rii9{AP:~iilo:;---.···--···-·····--·,·-,-'-··--·----·-----------------····-----
or ro aox No. 

CizY.Sia1e,·:zi;;;:r··"·---------------·-------·-----·----------·-----------

FAX: 415-241-2344 

Public Records Request 

Dear Mr. Gerhard: 

~tion 

. . . : ·..::... ,· : : : .-- .· . : 

Pursuant to the California Public Records AC:t, I request disdbsure of the following: 
. . . : .... .· .... :· . . 

· • 1V1ost current fihancialstaternents of the San Franciscb Public Finance Authority 

• Board Minutes of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority from 2004 to the present 

1' Current amended byfaws of the sa·n Francisco Public finance Authority. .· 

s CCSF Average Daily Attendance workpapers fo~ cakuiation of the 1g93_SFPFASales Tax from 
2011 to the Present. 

~ lnteragency Comrnunicatioris .between your office and the CFO Office of the SFUnified School 
District from 2015 to the present regafdingtransactions and use taxes. . 

• · Jnteragency Communications between your office and members of the SFCounty Dept. of 

Elections Ballot Simplification Committee in both 2011 and 2016 (especially Ann Jorgensen and 

the CityAttorneyappointee). 

• Reconeiliation .Reports of CCSF sales tax.income from 2014 to the presen,t. 

Please feel free to call me at the number above to discuss thfs request. Scans via e~mail would be · ... 
preferable, but if you can only provide ·hardcopies,J would prefer to inspect the ~Ocuments. in person 
arid select whlch I may Wish to copy, If that is not pos~ible, you rhciy post them to my addres.s above, or I 
would be happy to pkk them up, as I live not far away. 
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, · : . 'Buoom:P.No~n-liNCE~~MMiTreEMEETING .. : .. , .·• JULY20,2011 ·· 
. : : 

-· 
. - --~ 

MAND~_TE STATEMENT/ BACKGROUND _ - _ _ _ 

, Mandate Statemenf 

. Iri acco~dan~ with.the ciiy·~ Busines~·$1d Tax·Regulations Gode S~ctio~ 1202-1204 and 
~- talifomia ReveD..ue and 'taxation Qode Section 7285.5, the. Californii State ~oard of 

. ;Equaliz.ation· currently coilects ·a om;. perce?-t ~ocal Transaction and U'se Tai (Sales Taxes) thaj: ' 
·. · is then tranSferred to. the City·and County of San Francisco's Generai·Fund.a.Swell as various . 
. · ''.special district' us~ taxes" that b~ne:fit re~on?I. :transportation and ~cho~IS (see Table i below).' , . 
. In accordance Wi,th California' Revep.ue an4 Taxation Cod~ Section 7285.5,. local Sales TlDCes ... - · 
. can be increased by multiple~ of 6ne~qruiifur or' .one . percent, not to . ex~eed two perce~ if. . . 
·;approved by_ ordfuance by two~tb.irds. of the Board. of Supervisors. and ~~b~equently ·approved 
. :J:>y a _two-third$ vote of .the San Francfac;o electoi:at~. l'hi.s o:rdirumce includes an expe:riditur~ 
plan, describing how the proposed S_ales Tax revenlies wquld b~ exp~ndc;<~_.. . . .· -

. . . ' 

· .:. ·Backgrouryd · · 

In 20Q9, the State Legislature imposed a-temporazyone percent hi.crease inth~-~State Sitles Ta;x. 
mcreasing it frobi 6.25 percent tO. 1:2s percent effective April 1, 2,009 through June 30, 2011. : 

· ·the re.venues frcim.t:Qis one percent incr~e were d~dicated to the State's Gf?ne:ral Fµnci. On July· 
' . · 1, 20U, because of the ~xpiralion•qf the temporary one percent increas~ iti the State Sales TIDc. 

~. the total Sales i;ax in S~Francisto decreased from 9.5 petcentto 8.5 perc~ht. Table 1 below 
shows tlie percentage allocation of revenues froin both the previous 9 :5 percent and current 8".5 
percentSales TaxfoiSan.Fra:ncisco: · · · · · · 

, ~. 

Table ·I': Sales and .Use Tax: · 
6/30/2,011 _7/1/2011 

. . - ~ 

· s~te Sales Tax. · .·1.25% 6.25% . 

.. 6.00% 5.00% 

Fiscal Reeoyei:y ACt{+) 0.25% · .. · 0.25% 

Local Revenue.Fund _ ·:·· · .. · · .. 0.5.0% p.$0% 

· . Public.safety Fund ... •. 0.50% . 0.50% 

. . .. 

Local.Sales Tax 1:00% · 1.0.0% 
. •· .. _local Sales_ Tax {General Fupd) 

· · .· ... F;iscal R.ecqveiy AcfH. · ~o.25% • ·..:0.25% 

Locallran~poi:tation Tax(TDA) .· . : . ~· 
. '.~t25%. . • .. 0:25.% 

.. ~ ... ·• 

.... ··1'· •.. 

. · .. · --~.s_·_pe_se_IFa .... · cl....:.D-i.;._str~i~ct_.u_s_e_.·~--ax~·-· _ .. P:_~-·~----1-·-1~··2:.0s_:_~·_, _-._10_.25~5:...,.'~-1-- · : ?!ln _·. raiispo11a on u on . 1c. • ... 10 

' Bay Ar~aR,.apid Transit (BART) , _0~50% 0.5Q%. 

··SF.Public Financing Authority (Schools} ·.. ·· 0,25% 0.25% •· 

. ·:· : 

To~a/ Sales Tax Rate_ for San Francisco 

SAN FRANCISCO Bo.ARD OF SUPERyjsORS . 
10:2 

73 
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o~s% .. Sales· Tax ldr. Public 
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·1 .... ' 

. .~.' . .' 

' -~ . - -~·. 

San F·ra·ncisco~s Sales T.ax.Ra.te . 
:, 

· State Sales Tai· · -· . 6.·25% ... 
, . . , . ~ . I • ..;. •. • 

State General Fund · :.. . :. · · ·· · 6.00% 

. :. Fiscal Recovery Act·(Triple Flip) ~. 0.25% 
~·· ./ ' 

. Local·Reyer1ue Fuf)d (to co.unties for health & ·· • b.50% . 
·.welfare) PubHc'safetyfund (to counti~s &.cities) ·· 

..Local Sales Tax . .- . 
. · Ldcal Saf~s lax (to ,GeneralFund) 

~oca·i Transp.ortat!cn "fa~.croAy.: 
.· Sp.ecial PJstrictsai'es'Tax· .· 

. SF County Tr,a~·s.portation Authority ... 

~?Y Area Rapid Trahsir(BART) •.. 

SF Public FinancingAuthority (Schools) · 
. . . . . . · .. 

··Total Sales ,Tax Rate- ~"'· : : 

1~00%' . 

0.75%. 

.·, Q.25°/o 

;_.1.25.% 

0.50% . 

0.50%.·· 
.. .0.25%:.·· 

8.50%· 

.. 

.... 

. ~:. _ .. : 
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.. ;,. ···. ·. 

• .. :.: .. f .. :r· 

· • authority, schools a~d BAfff. 4 varrotis ~xeinpttons' ~ave 
been granted that remove the taX: liability for qerta1rr:•· • 

'· . h\~ · ll~011:f°L. 
( 3,_\7 2~ t 0 business, such as nonprofit organizati9ns~ Various types of 

.· property, Mi;f ~rtain ·food ajJq r,riedical se1Vices~6 J\ mor~.: · ..... 
· ·' · . detailed brecik:dow.n of San Francisco's Sales Tax Rate can 

be se.en in the Table 2. -. · · · · ·. ' · · 
:1 .. : ... 

' ~ . : ·, ; 

San Francisco's Sales :rax: Rate 

State Sales Tax 
state General Fund 

· . , fiscalRacovery Act (Triple Fifp) . . 
· L~I R~venue Fund (to counties for,heal!h & . . ... 

6.25% 
6:00% 
0:25% 
0.50% 

· welfare) PlJblic Safety Fund.(to counties & cities) . • 
Local Sales T~ · • " . · · · '1.00% 

0.75°/o 
0.25% 
1.25% . 

·, tocaJ Sales Tax (to General Fund) 
Loeal Transportafion Tax (TOA) 

Special Ois~rictSales.Tax. . . 
SF County Transportation Authority 
Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) 

. o.5o'% 
· o.503· 

.. q.25%' SF Public Financing Authority (Schools) · 
Total Sales Tax Rate .. 

. . 

What's.BeingTmce~ 

.., 

· .. · 

8.5()%. 

Sales and· use tax revenues are gen er rated. from six major 
business. groups; plus a County and State Poof'categ()ry 
that_- captures select countywide ac~vify. 6 

• The bulk of .. 
Sales · tax revenues come ·from restaurants · · which 
contribute .27% of sqle~ tax revenue. Apparel Stares make 

·. up 10% of sales tax revenue, department stores oontribute 
. 7%,. and other retail stores com~ine 'to eont(ibute 20% .of 

sales-tax revenue (FIGUR~ 1). . . 
. . . 

A Wide.r tax base means more gtiods .and ~ervice~ are 
subject to the sales tax, which would trapeylate into a Wider 
revenue base. -In California; state lawmakers can.define 
the taX base-by.deciding .which goods and:sel'Vicesare .· 
subject to a -sale.stax. Sinc.e the 8<3,l~s taxis administered · 
at the state~level, cities and · cbL1nties that choose: to · 
impose their own. sales Jax must. conform to the set of 

· goods and services set by the state. · 

.. \ 

4 SB 566 Was _$ign.ed:into Jaw by Goverribr Davis on Oct~ber /3, 2003, which authorized a cdmbirled city and c9unfy 
· tran~i:;,tions and uss tax cats of up 2.o~ts. Special Qistrlct ta.ices. Currently, San Francisco has L25% in $pecial 
Dis~rid Sales· .Taxes leaving an unw~ec.i authorlZatf<?ri of 0.75% .. JurlsdictJons are only allowe·d to impos~ Sp~faLDistrict· 

·qales Tax in multiples of 25%, . · · · · · ··.·. · . ·~ · ·· · · . · · . · 
5 Any locaj saies ·f<D!: must co~form to the-rules Ein<fexemptions s~t:oy the Board of Equalization for the state. The only 

, ~wer ()lty's·have fomodify the .tax are arm:~mt ar;id purpose: · _, · . • · · . · 
6 ·County poll s8Jes activity includes ~le of used cars !:>et.Neen prt.vate parties as weU as Jame or specialized equlprnent 
·purchased from an out-of-area manufacturer, but wfli~h is put into 'use' in San Francisco. . . . 

2 .. , .Controller's Office· , . 
. ~ . . 
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. INTRODUCTION 

Proposed Legislatio.ri • 
and Passage 
Require.ments 

. '. 

HowtheSales Tax 
Currently Works in ·san. 

.·Francisco 

.. · • •. · ..•. · · ..•. · > 

~\t,•·r7Lt~ 
.c·· \\I": 0 . . ..•. 

., ·: . . .·· :· 
"· ~ . 

. . . <:t.·: 

. On June 1'.4; 20H the Mayqr introduced an ordinance td 

. increase the sales arid .11se .ta}( f?y 0.50°/o :for ·10 years in· 
order· to. fund publiq safe!Y programs ~d .. services to . 
children and ·seniors. This 'increase would p~t the effective 
~ales tax rats in San Francisco at 9.03. !n order to be . 
placed on the November ballQt; the or£iinance would require 
the approval of two-thirds of ~h.e BOard qf S,upervlsors •. The . 
. measure \"Jould then need .the µpproval. of two-thirds of 
voters before it can become law.2 If approved, th.e half~ 
p~rcentsales tax woµld be effective.on April 1, 2012. 

The .legislation contains a mecha11isni fq . vofct the tax. . 
increase if the State. restores its t% sales: tax. This me~ms;.: . 
that if this proposed· tax increase·. is approyed, San·· 

· . · Francisco resic;iemts will face four potential outcpmes, - · 
depend.Ing on what the State d()es or does not do: . . . . 

. · 1; .If the State does not increa,se its. sales tax rate, the· · 
. City's rate will rema,in ~t 9.0% until 202~. . . . 

2.- If the :·state raises its sales taX by less· than ·1 % at . 
· any time, th~ City's_ rate will oe · 9% ·p!u~ th~ State1s 

increase. · · ; , · · 

. · 3~ If . the State renews a full 1 o/9 sales. tax before 
· January 1; 2013, · this· sales tax. increase win.' be 
. voided; and the City's.rate· Will remain at 9.5%. 

4~ -If th~ 1%."srues tax· is .renewed a~er JanUarY 1; 
<. 2013, this sales tax will remain in effect; 13.nd San 
· · · · .Franciscans will face 10% sal~s tax. 

·On JulyJ,2011,the.~ate ·of California allow~d a: 1% sales 
' taX to expire, which lowered San Francisco's sales ta:X rate 

from 9,5% tO 8.5%. The statewide sales and Use tax rate is 
6.25%~ ·but ttie rat~ in a given jurisdiction may be higher · 
depending on SpeciaiDistrict taxes/The_portlon of the tax -
rate -that is currentty:allocated tqwards the state is 6.2l)%, a. 
statewide uniform ta~ /ate of 1% goes back to the · . 
}unsdiction3

, aod 1.25% goes towardsthe.tr~portation . ... . .. . . . ~ 

2 Proposition 21.a was ~assed by voters in November of 1996, ~tii~h changed the requir~~nts .f~r l~cal governments tO 
. raise r:evenuei; T.he. intenffor prop9$1tlon.218 is to ensure that all taxes al'.ld mostcharg~ 01) property owners are 9ubject . 

. . : tO voter approve\. ~ecause this sales ta.'x js for the purpo~ of fundlng public. safety programs.and ~rvlces to children .and. 
· . · seniOrs, it is copsidered a "special tooc • Unde~ Proposition 218, any"'speclal tax" muSt be approved by a two-tpird majority. 

3 .h1 ~19.55 the California Legislature pas$ed the Bradley-Burns Uniform Local Sales and Use Tax Law. This law laid the . 
• groundwork ior .a sales tax system that aLrtlloriies the State Board of Equaiiz~tion to collt3ct all Sales and use .taxes and 
. distribute the 1.0% local share. to citle5 and counties~ · · · · 

Co.ntroller's Office . · 1 
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.. . · 

State Sales Tax 
State General Fund 

.. a~. ~o!s and .BAf!t4 ltarious e.:.rnpttoiiS baite 
.. · been g·ranted thatiemove the tax liability for certain · ..... . 

.. · business; such as nonprofitorganizati9ns, various types ot· 
· .· · property~ and certain food and mediGal services.5 A more·· 

· detailed breakdown· of San Francisco's Sales Tax Fiate can · 
be se.en in_-the Table 2. . · . . . . . . . . . . . 

.-.. 

San Francisco's Sales :rax Rate 

6.25% 

fiscal Recovery.Act (Triple Rip) . 
• ~;00% 
. 025% 

0.50% Loeal R9-venu.e Fund (to counties for,heaith & . 
· welfare) Public Safety Fund {to counties & cities) 

Local S~lesTax · · · · · 1.00% 
o.75% 
0.25% 
1.25% 

· Local Sales Tax (to General Fund) 
• Local Transporta~on Tax (TDA) 
Special District Sales.Tax . . · . 

SF County Transportation Authority 
Bqy Area Rapid Transit (BART)· 

.Q.50% 
. 0.50% 

$F Public Financfng Authority (Schools) · 
Total Sales Tax Rate · 

Q.25% 
8.50%. 

· '.whaf s: Being Taxecl Sales and use ta.X revenue~ are generated from: six major 
business. groups; plus a County and State Pool ·category 

· that: captures select c6untywide · iictivity.6 
· The bulk of . 

·Sales ·· tax revenues come ·from restaurants Which. 
contribute 27% .of sqles taX revenue. Apparel Stores· make 

.. up 10% of sales tax revenue, department stor.es contribute 

. 7o1o,. and.· other retail stC:Jres . com~ine 'to contr.ibute 20% of 
. sales:tax: .revenue (f!GUR~ 1 )- . . 

. A wiae.r tax base means more goods and service~ are· 
subject to ttie sales tax, which would trapslate into a wider. 

· r~venue base. :In California; state· lawmakers can. define · 
_.the tax base by .. deciding .wnich goods and·sel'.Vices.are ~· 

subject to a.·sales ·tax. Sine.a the sales tax is administered 
• at the state~level, cities and counties that choose· to ' 

impose their own .·sales Jax must. confo·rm to the set of 
good~ and services set 9Ythe ~tate.. _ . .. · 

- " 

.• > 

4 SB 566 w"ii.s .sign.ed.'into iaw by Gover~~rDa\<ls .on ·oc~ber ~. 2003, .which· authorized a co~biried city and cqunfy 
"tran~~ons and use tax rats of up.2.0'%--..f.e . .Speclal QiStrict raxes. Currently, San Francisco has 1.25% iq .Special 

Dis~rict Sal~s'Taxes leaving an unu~eQ autlforiia.tion of 0.75% •. Jurisdictions are only allowerl ·to impoS? Speeial DIStrict 
·Sales Tax in multiples of .25% .. · · - · · - . ·~ • • · ·• . . . . · · · 

·
5 Any local sales 'tax must co~forr'n to the· rules .anti exemptions s~t·by th~ ·Board bf Equ.alizatto~ ·fur the siat9: The only 

. ppwer City's: have to modify the tax are amount ar:id purJ)ose: ,~ . · · • .. ·· . 
· 

6 Cou~ty poll· s~es activity includes s~le of used cars. betWeen private parties as well as !arge. or specialized equipment 
• 'purohaseci from an out-of-area ffi\iflUfactuier, bl..lt wfii~h is put into 'use' in Sf;ID Francisco. ' 

2 ·-Controller's Of:fice: 
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5Jsi2017 . . . Gmail - Information Request Tracking No. 711589b 
. . 
. . .. 

.. . . 

GmaH··· 
· ....... · ·.•·. . .... ·. ·•·· ..... · .. · ....... · .. . 

Thmnas Busse. <tjbu~sesf@gmaiLcom> 

. "•: . . . . . . . 

.. Information Request: Tracking No~ 711589.6 
· 1 message 

Ng, Wilson (BOS) <wilson.l.ng@sfgov.org> 
To: "tjbussesf@gmail.co111" <tjbussesf@gmail.com> 
Cc; "SOTF, {BOS)" <sotf@sfgov.org> 

Dear Mr. Busse, 

Fri, May 5, 2017 at 3;17 PM 

On behalf of the Office of th.e Clerk. of the Board, I arp confirming receipt of your request attached. Our office was not 
able to identify records respors1ve to your request,. as we were unable to identify the secretary or any meeting minutes 
for the San Franci.sco Public Finance Authority. Unfortunately; based bn the limited information available, we are not · 
able to confirm whether the body convened. · · 

. Sincereiy, 

Wilson L. Ng 

Records and Project Manager 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

1 Dr. Carlton B~ Goodlett Place, Room 244 

· .. San Francisco, CA .94102 

•Phone: (415) 554-7725 

Web: www.sfbos.org 

® 
~-& Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

. . 

Disclosures: Personal Information that i~ provided'in communications to the Clerk .of the Board of Supervisors ;s subject to 
disclosure under the California Public RecordsAct and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance:. Person;;i/ informatiOn provided 
will not be redacted .. Members of the public are not required .to provide personal identifying information when they communicate 

. with the Board of Supetvisors and its committees. All w((tten or orn/communfcatfor.is that i;nembers of the public submit tq the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be rnade available td afl members of the public for inspection and 
copying .. The Clerk's Office does riot redact any information fro171 these submissions. Tflis means thl3lt persona/ informatfon-,­
inc/uding names, phone numbers, addresses and similarii1f6.nnaUon that a merj1ber of the pubiic elects to submit to the. Board 

· . and its cominittees-maY appear on the Board of.Superitisors website or fh other public do.curnents thqt members of the pu/Jlic 
may inspector copy. 

f9 T. Busse Info RequesLpcif 
107K · . 

https://mail.google.com/m ail/u/Q/?ui=2&ik=04b5b6c999&view=pt&search= i n~l'J1~ab05c73d98~simJ= 15bdab05c73d989e 1/1 
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5/10/2017 .. Gma11- Re: Petition to the City Attorney's Offic.. 

. - . --

: *~°!!:=~7'~~!::~\:~~w~ 
• _ _;._Forwari:!~d PY Cilyonorne~,'11'.;TYATT on ix12ll120H 09-.21AM ~: :r« jnfo@!j!dtriittpmey erg · 

From: Thomas Bus~c <llbu!lr.psf®nm11!t corn? 
Dale! 04/27/2017 OB:56PM -
~u~jeet P~1iflon to the C!ly Al1omey's Office 

f.etilion lo the C~y Attorney; 

. : : . PLJrs~ant to The ~an FrenclscO Suf\Shlne ordinance., On Apnl26 2D1!
0

al·~2:25-PM I submltt~ (!.~~mediate n~~io&ure Requ~~tfo lh_e ~~1r~iier {Q; 1h0c.mti~-recent #~tmcfu1 Statem~ls, 2~16 B~~ M~~li.,-~nd bytaws Oflhe San F~an~ Public Fll\i!i;,ceAulhoriw, .. 
· My lrnme~late Dlsclo~llre Requesl a.she~ lorlhe name of lhe Pub~c:: fman~ A!Jthority'o "Director of Fiscal ~~c:es· who was ls.sue~ a warrant.from lhll Stal a Board of Equalization on_APrll 12.-20J7 f()f $3,20-1.,400, but most hr.portartU).' an answer 101hl5 q~$fion. "-DQss 

: : tt"ie Sen Fnmci~co Puhl:C f1n<1nte Authority Exist?:,.·This followed up on a Ois~:i.vre" r~u~I the pri::vious morning as~ng \he-~me ~!ilg-
. .J recei>led a reS;:io"nse later on Apnl 26 that I~ were Working ~n my request', bul 24 hf>urs lias- p11ssed by-arid ~ ~ not seen "any doc:umeit\S.. 

Dep.:if1tl:lenls have lhc cfisaelion to oxtend an lrnrr1edlale Disclosur~ Reques-1 if r1:cords are voluminous. In off--sil~ s1orege, elc; however, !hero Is no apprcprla\e icason ror the CcmuolJe( lo n~fb~ apje lo ~oduCe 1i)e Rnanci~1 Statements ol a County a1~nded Enlily. In "f~c:li 
.the Cont:-ttll13fl6 coni1i!Utlonoilly obTigated to publish theae i;laleme."1$. Tne~fo1e, l ~lieve the Con1rcller ls Jn vlolaUon oflhe Sunshine Ordl~ance's Sectto~ 67.2S{a) bt-c'a~e no revsi;>noblei>erson coald1:.0ns~rthe \nfonnallon r~ques1ed for immedrale disclosure \onol 
Pe reaa11y available from any comp_etf;:nl Counly Conholltir. · · · · ' ' · . . 

·: .As recently as November ~016. the Ba11ot SlmpfdicaU~n Corrurirtel'!'s·st~.lament on the proposE:d ProposlUan K menUoned a 114 Cents.ales iax ~ E:QH~cted in Ill{: County on behatf of Ille-Sao Francisco County .Puhlic f:ina~c~ Au;h0r1ty. 11. iS Speclal District 051 in !he Boartf 
Of Equafiza1tmi's eccounts, legally consti\Ute-d undei st.cllon 6500 of the Ce.lifomia Government Code as a Joint Power:,; /\uthon'ty. Therefore, I have every reason to believe I .am eskOg for Immediate Disd:Jsure of Documen\5_ Sadly, I cannot find !he Sim Francisco Public-­

. Finance Authority re[er~ced ~;my of lhe San Francl$to leg11! Codes- p1.1b~shed by the Americon Legal Publishlng Corporation.The. City Attorney may have beUcrrcsearch loo_ls. My hope-was lo slar1. l&aming aboul the.San Francisco Public Fimmoe Avthoritt'l:i dec!r;lon 
: n:iJJk!ng $Cture. by readmg the_ bylaws., Aller an. I could find thern of the T ransbay Joint PDWers Aulhcfityv.~th The Google. t.ty Pub lit Purpose was to delennlne Uthe Clty/Cotmly could fund luilkm remission at .lhe Co.mrm.mtty Collegrt i;iy ess-erting: Its JPA voles to 
· .rlii!llocole lhe S~ecia.1 District Tax ~I! volers already pay to suppleme~I OOucalion, ~~us redu~na pra5.Sure on the cit(!. ganeraJ lond, SM!y, \he City's fil.!ililulions do nol seem to welcome my kleas.. 

~ Y,ou are fhe dsstgnated •supervisor o: Reco'_<'.s; I 3ppeel 10 you lo ~d!ud1t;<J1e lh11; V.'ilhholding of lnfomw~~n h)'. the Co~\rolll)r. A. lmnQpare11t ac:co.unting of 1axaUon a~d e)lpendi!Ufe Is essenti~I to any !!i~C!1unln~ d_etnl'.:lcta~~ a~d-3n h:!lo1TT1ed e!ectofiile •. 

: . verytftlfyyours-, 
. · Thomas J. Bus~e 
... -415..-244-5072 -

564 Castro Slree\ #388 
. San F1ai:icisco. CA 94114 

: ; . On Mon, May 6, 2017 at3:56 PM, ~uperviSOf Rec.ords <Suo~rvasor Records@sfgoy;org> v.wle~ 
• JJ.r,B.l.n~- • 

1...,;1• 1n"'."j,o.rs".loy<U.~lll_icrito.1ow. I ~e for!!., drby;IWii• l10.JI <J[ Iha ~It,., 1! 1, my..-o,d~~~r.r.tlhe Con11cilc-'J-Ol!M:e ~,rJ>~,,.,:~io)Wrn-cp-(1.$ ri».~I. r"1,-n" k:1.~tu~1IO'll"ll lt>i.icrnl><J'1S"e mo!Y~)'ouris~llU. lluiii<.yr.u. 

Sr.rii:!~l 
o-;pyiyChyJ..ti.'-"l~f 

.Otr.r:eD!SanFrric~er.Cil.1•Atlomi:y~J.HU1elll 
$l.f>'J11ilfofol Rtp;"l"ds: ~~! GQvt<rlll'>')nlTu-n 

--r-orwarded by Cily:Ul~mi=y/CiYATT on 04/2Hi2017 0.9:i1AM -
· . To• lnlo®SfcltyaHomet.oru 

From;.Thomas Bussa <!jbu~esf@gmail cum:> 
Dare: 011/2712017 08:56PM 
!3lJbject:· Petition to !he City A~omey's Office 

~~tion lo lhe Ci\y Attorney; : 

"purauant lo The. San fran~ Su~hfrrn Ordinance, On A?:"" 2C .2!l17 al 12:35 PM I submlUad an lmmedlale Dlsclo~ure Request to lhe Controllttr ror ~e mosl ri!!;ant Fiii~nCial S1atements, 2016 Board Minules, and bylayt~ of the San ~r~ncisto fubliC Fm-ance AuthorlLy. 
My lmmedie(e Disclosure Requestnsked for the name of 1he PUbfie FinMee Aulhorily's "Oiredc.r of Ft.~ca1 Servlcf:!~~ who was lssu!Od a v.-arranl from the Slale Boa1d or Equa!i.za1ioo on April 1~ 2017 for $3,~1.400, bllt mosl Importantly an answe-r 10 1his qoe.slion, ~Does 
!he San Franr.lsr.o Public FioanceAulhl'.:lrl!y ExislTThfs. folkM'ed up on a Disclnsurti request lhe previous morning asking th& same ttU~~· · · • - - - · · · 

·1,_ec-eiv~d a response i!Jter o~ April 2.li µ-.at ~ltl.y\lfer~ ~ng on-~y ~eque.s~ blll.2~ hoUfS"h.as- passed by~nd I have.not s~en any documents. 

· _DePanmenls ha.vu 1h0: dism?llon io extend an l1TVT1ed!ate. Dliebsut£< Rcqueci lf records- are ~uminou&: ii\ ~ff:si\e storage, tile~ however, there 'ts (IQ appropriate reason for the Conltoller lo ·nr;>\ be ~bh;i lo pr<?dlice tile Financial S~lcmcnls Or a County ~!ended EnlltY. In fad, 
!hi: Cootrolk:r Is eonsli\tlliona11~· cbli!Flltd to publish these.st<1tements. Therefore, I bf:!l!eve lhe Controller Is Jn vlo!ati~ of the sunshine O~lnance's Seel.ion 67.25{a) because no:reosonab!e j)""JSl'.:ln eould toflsldet !he lnformat~n requestef! for Immediate disdo.sure 10 nnl 
b~ readily_ a11~llable from any c:ompelepl County Con_trnller, -

As recently as No\''.81Tlh_u20~6, ~Ballot slmplilie<rtion Commill.ee;s slaiement ?"the pro~sed Proposition K menlloned o 1!4cen\ Sales lax is collected in lheCoonty on.behtili of the 5.1'1.!l Francisco Cowrty Pubic Riance 'Authofit}•. ltls SpeclaTOlstrict 051 ln_lhe Bofltrl 
of Equpliz?ij1;-.n'$ accounls. legaUy 4'onsliluled undar seclion"6SOO of the CaHforrua Govt!mn1.:in1 Code~ a Joint Powe~ Autllonly. Therefore, I have every reason to believe I am a~lng f0;r_lmmadlal~-Disdowre ol Oocumenls. Sadly. I cannot find the San FranClSCO Public 
Fina~ Authority rer~renced In any of !he S~n-Frnn&.ico Legel ,Codes pubished by the Aml!rican Lcgt\I Pvb!ishing COl'Jloralion,The City Allomey may have better reJi:e~rch loo ls- My ho?O y.ias to slart learning about thc San Francisco Public Flnanc-e Atithorit)".s decision.· 
making slr\Jcturc by re11ding lh~_bylnws. After all, I could find them of lhe Transba\• Joint ~O'l'/111s Authority wi1h The Google: My Publlc;;Puipo.se was to detennlne If 1'11! City/County could fund 1.Ultlon remf~on al the CoJ11mUl\rl}' College byassertmg Us JPA Voles to 
teaicx;al.e ~he Speii:a.1 D!~C\ i:-ax 1'1e voters already p"ily lo supplemanl ed~on, thU"S" ri;iducin9 pressure- on lh~_cit)-"s _general fu~d. Sadly~ ~ Cily's lnsti!LJllons do n"ot St$M (o wd~omc my idi:a•.· 

: ·A~you Ure thfl ·de.slgn~li:d :.Supervisor or Re.cords,R I_ appeal In you tO adjudlcine lh:s wUhholdmg oflnformalior1 by ihe Coatr~ller. A transparent accounting oflaxa1100 and f':;icpandltvre.ii; ess_ential lo any fundionlng democracy ~nd an ~nfl?~d .ileclor<tte. 

V~ry Iru~j)'ours1 
- ThtlfWlsJ,Busse 

4~5-244-.5072 

564 C"ilslro Street #388 
San f:tancisco: CA 94114 

https://m ail.google.com/mail/u/O/?.ui=2&ik=04b5b6c999&vir:tW=pt&search=in~f4efuf02d5f8c&sim 1=15qf4efaffi2d5f8c 212 



ThomasJ; Bu~se 
584 Castro Street #388 . . . 

San Francisco~ CA g4114 
.. 1J1L--__;::,.._;~~,-:::._..;.:"--'-"-'--'-T--"'-----~ 

. tjhussesf@gmaiLcom . 
415-244-5072 

. Postage $ 
1-----------1 

. • Cl 
r-=t 
rn Certitied Fee 

: B · Return Receipt Fee 
· 0 (Endoroement Required) 1----------1 

Postmark 
Here 

I 
I 

. . . 

May7, 2017 .· 

D Restricted Delivery Fee 
. (Endorsement fie~![.e;<!i . -
i;:i --- ~runea Mail. 

Paulette Terrell 
Director of Fisi::a I Ser\/ ices 
S~n Francisco PublicFlnance Authority 
135 Van Ness Avenue, Room 300 
San Fr<;:incisco, CA 94102 

Reeta Madhaven 
Chief Financial Officer 
i35 Van Ness Avenue, Room 300 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dea.r Ms.Terreil: 
. . . . . . . . . - . 

This exte~ds my California Public Records Act request emailed foyoUon 5/2/17. Severalof these items Were requested 
from Ms, Mad haven on April 22, 2017. The California Gover~rrientCode Section 26909 requires an audit of all special 
districts. As the financial statements mandated by law, your district should have this readily available for public 
inspectiorj. Tbis i.mreasonable,delay and lack ·of transparency harms the horlor of your professibr:i, and I sincerely hope to 
avoid the necessity of seeking injunctive and declara_tory relief. . - . 

. ' . . 

. I request the following Documents: 
. .. .. . 

LAH Notifications tothe San Francisco Public Finance Authority from the State Board of Equalization· 
- . . 

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

3. All Letters of Designation of the San Fra.ncisco Pul:lHc Finance Authority. 
- .... _ . . : . . . ·. . -.. ::· : . . . . 

4. Ail Ave/age D~ily Atterida nee calculations bf the San fra ncisco Public Fina11te Al,!thority for the past five years 
including internal worksheets and reconciliation to allocation fprmu!as, . . . - .. . 

5. All Board Minutes ofthe San Francisco PublicFinanceAuthodtyfrom 1993-to. the present day including resolutions, 
especially between 5/1/93 and 6/30/93. · ·· · · · · -

.6. The Current Amended By!aws of the San .Francisco Public Fina_nce Authority and the tompreherisive ordinances of the· 
San Francisco Public. Finance Auth_ority. · 

7. The most recent unaµdited Financial Statements of ttie San Francisco Public finance Authority 

8. All Communications between the San Francisco Public Finance Authority and the City Attorney's Office from i993 to 
the Present with especial focus on Mr. Dave Fox and Mr-. Ted Lakey. 

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

9. Management Representation Letters between the San Francisco Public Finance Authority and its Auditors. 
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·.• · •· .• · ..• nunlcations·. beDNeeIT m.··~ l1Wmla. State Con.troller•a ndfhe •. San. F~ncisco •Public Hnanre.Authqrity• •. 

. ~~t;ofCurrent BoardMemb~rQ ofthesanFrancis~o ~ublic Fina nm Authority. · · 

•• ... J. AH Budgets of the s.an Francisco Public Finance Authority from 2010 to theprese~t .. 

•· · l4. All Commui1ications betwe~n ca:rol Migden and yourself; Reeta Madhaven, Robert Gaitan, Esther Cuseo, or Ji:iseph • 
' Grazioli from 1991 tc:i the present ·· · · ·· · · · 

•. : .·. . . . . ·:·. .. . .. 

· 15~ All. lhteragency coritra~ts with the San Francisco Public Finance Authority, ftiduding articles of dissolution or 
succession. 

Thomas J. Busse 
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siB/2017 . t;niaH.~ gE'. Public Records Act Request • 
- . - .. ... . -

· ... ·. ····· ·· ... 
- . .. . 

Grnai!.··.·· · 
······. · .... · ... · .. · .... ·.· .·· .· ... ·· .. ··. . . · ... 
.·.Thom.as Busse <tjbussesf@gmaii.com> . · 

----'·'·- . - :·_ : : . . . . 

••• • ••• •• •• • ••••••••• ••••• ••••••••• 

. RE: Public Records Act Request · 
1 message 

Rick Chivaro <rchivaro@sco.ca.gov:> Mon, May 8, 2017 at 4:49 PM 
To: ThomasBusse <tjbussesf@g!J)ail:com> 

Dear Mr. Busse: 

.With respect to Public Records Act requests 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 

· foyour initial request asthough fully restated herein. Consequently, in light of the fact that this office is not in 

·.possession of any writings responsive to y9yr request, no further action will be taken by this office in that regard. 

Sini;:etely, 

•· •• .Richard J. Chivaro i Chief Counsel 

•·· Office of State Controller Betty T. Yee 

LegaJ Office 

300 Capitol Mall, Suite 1850 

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

. Fro)ll: Thomas Busse [maifto:tjbussesf@gmail.com·] 

Sent: Monday, Mays, 201.7 1:57 PM 

. To: Rick Chivaro<rchiVaro@sco.ca.go\i> 
Cc: marshb@gtlaw.com · · ·. 

-Subject: Re: Public Records Act Request 

Dear Mr. Chivaro: 

Jhe Chief Counsel is usually riofthe one to respond to a routine CPRA request. 

. . . 

• • lhave a document signed by Carol Migden acti11g as Chairperson of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority dating 
from a time when your boss, State Contrcil,ler Betty Yee, was Ms. Migden·s· protege. 

. . 

1 also have affidavits denying the existence of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority fr()m the current <::ity and · 
County Controller, Ben Rosenfeld, and from the San Francisco City Attorney's office, yet, I have obtained internal 
doC:uments from both their departments dating from 2008 and 2011 cc'd to both officials referring to the San Francisco 

https:l/m~il.google.com/mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=04b5b6c999&view=pt&search=i nb<Rail "3bea783bea036ff&sim l=i 5bea783bea036ff 1/3 



· 5/812017 •... •. •. · . • · •• • ... • • : : . • •..• • .•. · •. • . • . . Gm ail - REi ~u~ic Records Act ~~Liest . . . .. · . · • . · . . . •... . • .. 

· Public Finance Authority a$.a Special District coterminous with the City and t6unty and their current ~perations, arid I 
have spoken to a former gfficiai.of that Special District who has informed me of the operations. · · · 

. I also havea ~016 internal docurrient signed by sitting State Senator Scott Wiener (who now holds Migden'.s seat) 
referring to the current operation~ qf the San Francisco Public Finance AuthoritY and its status as a Special Di~tricb · 

•, · am:in· possession m. t.he tesol~idn. ~posed•by.senatoc Migden .~.establish .the .SpeCial DIBtrict, and FOdOr v 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 $peci<:il District. With that in mind, I call your attention to Section 26909 of the Government 
Code regarding the responsibilities of a county auditor-controller in enforcing audi~ requirements of special districts in 
hisiher county and to your boss's duties to oversee that specicil districts adhere to minimum reporting guidelines. I also 
have an informant within the Boam of Equalization who teils me the money is going to the. County's general fund, not the 
Special District. 

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

.. With that in.mind, I repeatmy C~RA request for the financial statements, autjited o~unaudited, of the San Francisco 
< Public Finanqe Authority, a special district establislied in January 1993 under the second version section 7288 of 
· Reitenu~ & Taxation Code, and recognized as operative per BOE Publication 105 (April 2017), a state agency of which 
• your boss is .also a member. If you do not provide this information or a bona tide reason it is not in your office's 
· possession, I have standing through over a dozen Brown Act violations (among other things) to pursue options for 

Injunctive and deClaratory relie~ 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 h;;ive to write messages like this, and .had our 
·officials valued transparency in the first place, this allcould have b.een avoided - H dishonors my profession as an 

. accountant. As a courtesy to.Ms. Yee; I offer this advice: trying to !:over up ;m embarrassing mistake or lack of. 
oversight only makes it worse, l.n such an incestuous and nontransparent environment, it too eS..sy to stumble across the 
invisible divider of criminal conspiracy . 

... · . · .. ·• ... · .. • .. ·. . .••. > · .•.•. · ... 

1.n my view, the best curative and c~rrective action (and one that protects your boss) i~ to refer the matter to the State 
·· Auditor, placing tfle SfUSD, SF Community College District, and t.he SF Controller on the High-Risk.Local Government 

Program. Remits from the Board of Equalization for Special Distrjct ()51 should b.e placed into escrow, arid tbe State 
Auditor should draw on those funds. to complete her work, with release of those funds contingent on the adoption bf her 
recommendations. •• ' ' . ' 

. Vou_r5 Sincerely. 

Thomas J. Busse 
· . 584 Castro s±reet #388 · 

. . . 

SanFrancfsco; CA 94114 

tjbussesf@gmail.com 

•. 415-244-5072 

. . 
. . : 

Ori Tue, May Z, 2017 at 10:10 AM, Rick Chivaro <rchivaro@sco.ca.gov> wrote: 

. j Thomas J. Busse 

584 Castro Street #388 

; San Francisco, CA 94114 
I 
I 

. . .. 

Dear Mr. Busse: 

httj:)s'l/mail.google.com/mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=04b5b6c999&vifNV=pt&seardi=inboxp~15f'8783bea036ff&siml=15bea783bea036ff 213 



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

5/8/2017. • . G~all - RE; PubficRec~rds Act Reque5t 

I 
! 

T.his is in response to yourreq~st pursuant•to th0 Public Recocds Act tor finaOCi~ ~tatements of the Calif6mia 
Special District, "The San Frandsco County Public Finance. Authority/ (BOE Special Jurisdiction add 011 eode 051) 
:regularly receiving warrants of paymentfrom the Sta\e Board of Equ~iizatiori-. ·· · · · ·· 

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

After re~earching our reccirdi, it appears that the State Controller's Office is not in possession of any Finandal 
Transaction Reports from San Francisco County Public Finance Authority. In fact, we do not have any information on 
it in our d;'itabase. We also contacted the Secretary of State and were told that. the Secrefary of State does not have 
any JPA documents on the entity referenced. Consequently, in light of the fact that we are not iri possession of the 
records you seek .• we are unable to comply with your request. · · · 

Sincerely, 

Richard j_ Chivaro l Chief Counsel 

r Offic·e of State Controller Betty T. Yee 

Legal Office 

3.0o Capltol Mall, Suite 1850 

Sacramento, CA 95814 ! (916) 445-6854 

· h!lps;ffm ail .google.com/mail/u!O/?ui=2&ik=04b5b6c999&view=pt&search=i nbox&th= 15bea 783bea036ff&si m 1=15beaY83bea036ff • 
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. . .. .· . . . . . . : ": 

5/f3/2017 Gm~h • R~,spo~se fo Request for Public; Re.c~r<ls \ '""': ') 
. ... . . . . ·: ..... : .. ·:::.. . .. 

GmaH· . Thomas Busse<~qbusses~@gmail.com~. 

Response to Request for Public Records {IDR.) · · 
1 message · · · · · · 

· · Slocum, Gregory (REG)<gregory;slocum@sfgov.org> 
TO: "tjbussesf@gmail.com" <tjbussesf@gmail.com> · 

Good Afternoon Mr, Busse, 
. . . 

: . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . ; . . . . 

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

. 1. "TEXT OF PROPOSED ORDfNANCE, PROP A JUNE 1993 SPECIAL ELECTION" 

. . . . 

Fri,: Apr 28, 2017 at3:07 PM 

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

. . 

3. "TEXT OF PROPOSED ORD! NANCE, PROP A DECEMBER 1991" 

Pursuant to our earlier phone oonversation: 

1. There are no documents responsive to this request. 

2. All d.cicuments responsive fo this request are available for viewing on our website: 

http://sfgov.org/ elections/ballot-s imp lification~ornm i tte~-nov ember-2016 
. . . . . :" . :·· 

The measure you are interested in is located towards the bottom of this page, it is known as "General Sales Tax". . 

3. • There are no documents respbnsive to this request 

· .. Piease do not hesitate to eontact me directly if you have .any ad~itional questions or concern~. 

Gregory P. Slocum. 

· . Campaign Se.rvices 

· ·.San Francisco Department of Elections 

· 1 PI'. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

· City Hair, Room 48 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

(415) 554-4331 

TIY: ( 415) 554-4386 

https:l/rnail .google.com/rnail/u!Ol?ui=2&ik=04b5b6c999&view=pt&search=in~113>b69b3if7891 ee&si ml= 15bb69b3ff7891ee 1/2 



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

. . 

5/8(2017 GmarJ - E)F County Public Finan~e Autherity 

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

GrnaiL Thomas Busse <tjb.~ssesf@gm~il.com> 

. . .. 

. SF County Public Finance Authority · 
•1 message 

Information, Government(UB} <Govemmentinfo@sfpl.org> . 
To: "tjbussesf@gmail.com" <tjbussesf@gmail:com> · 

Mon, May 1, 2017 at9:53 AM· 

Good morning-

. . . . . 
. - . . . . 

I've spoken with a colleague regarding your request for meeting 1Tiinutes, and he has also been uriable to locate them. 
Some colleagues who will be here tomorrow may be able to assist. I will get back to you after I've 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 In.formation Center/BA 

https:f/m.aiLg6ogle.com/mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=04b5b6c999&view=pt&search=inb<R&l4bc4eetl24bb2f34&siml=15bc4eed24bb2f34 1/1 
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D<t.:- AL;) :l.O '6 JP-Sl(. 

''impk~ment the program review process'\ which "plays a role in future directions of 

instructional programs and provides data fQr planning appropriate "q.tiliz~tion of 

personnel, facilitjes, and rel)ources for. the overall qenefit of thee commurtio/ ·served;' 

(ACCJC, 1988). 

The. SFCCD struggled to match revenue with expenditures and implementa 

budget based on prioritizing scarce r<::sources. In. the earlyl990's it was placed on the. 

state watchlist twice by·th~ State Chancellor;s office 'ACCJC, 1994; FCMAr 2012). 

Between.198 9.:.1993 a "pa:t:tem of deficit spending developed, reflecting the giowing 

structural imbalance between revenues and expenditures'° (KH, 1993, p. 4). The· 

spending pattern was described as a "drawdown ofhidden surpluses" to fun.cl mostly 

long term an<,i fr;x.ed costs associated with personn,d, which by 1993 constituted over 

70 

9.Qo/o of the overallbtidget. An operational report clescnbed this spending pattern as ''the 

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

freezes andlimitations on hiring, plus an improvement in the stEite's'ec:on,omy. 

Unfortunately this·spendingpattern and subsequent financial crisis wouldretum a 

decade later despite a warning in the. 20QQ ACCJ C rel?ort that "in light of past 

difficulties, due diilgence mustbe exercised". 

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

and growth in the State and duri~g that time the. college enrolhneni grew ~s .did tlie 

course aµd p;rogr.am offering;s. Between 1994 and 2008, student he;idcountin: credit 
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Memo to Budg~t Ccipnnittee 
Jam.wry 27, 1993 

· Therefore, Mr. Oppenhe:lin indicates that .CSAC policy is that the State Revenue 
and Taxation Code needs t() be amended for counties tq liav:e.aD.y clear aµthority to 
irtqease a Sales Ta:x:rate locally. · 

· · Ms. Angela Karikas. of the Qity Attorney's Office ha$, i;ndicated. that a two~ 
thirds majority of the voters would be required to increase the Sales Tax rate for the 
specific purpose of public educp.tion, drug abuse prevention and health care services. 

11. According to Mr· Oppenhelln:~ there is current State legislation which is 
being discussed w bic.:h would clarify the requirements for increasing a focal Sales 
Tax rate. Mr. Oppenheim .addS that mQst coUn.tieR in California are not Considering 
increasing the Sales Tax rate w).til these legislative ambiguities are clarified. Based 
upon inqUiries to the Regional CoUn.ty Offices of the State Board of Equalizat:ion, 
neither Marin, San Mateo1 Alameda nor Santa Clara counties are proposing to 
increase their: local Sales Tax rate at this time~ Therefor~:1 if the Sales Tax rate is 
increased by 0.5 percent for San: Francisco, the Sal~s Tax rate for Sa,n Francisco will 
be the highest ofthe adjoining counties ii1 the Bay area. , 

12. According to Ms. Sue Lee of the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, 
the Chamber of Commerce has not ~t developed an: official position on the proposed 
Sales Tax rate increase, or determined the impact on bnsinesses if the Sates Tax 
rate is increased by 0.5 per.cen~. However, ],\fs. Lee notes that the Chamber of 
Commerce had previously :remained neutral. on the 0.25 percent Sales Tax rate for . 
the .San Francisco Unified School District and the Community College District. 

13. Based upon the ,revenue projections for FY i993-94included ii1 the "Joint 
.~port on the Anticipa~d, Reyeriue Shortfall for the]?is<;al Year 1993-94 Budget" by 
the Controller, the Mayor's Co-Budget Directors and the, Budget Analyst, dated 
January 15~ 1993, a revenue shortfall of$184 :million is projected for FY 1993-94:. 
'rhi$ revenue shortfallis based upon the m6st recent. revenue data, the Governor's 
State budget.proposal (w,hich includes an estimated $72 million in reductions for 
SanJrrancisco) and prelfrniriary estimates of the CitYs expenditure reqllirements for 
ry- 1993-94. ' 

14. As.noted above~ in order to hold a .sp~al election, an 88 day notice is 
reqtJired beginning from the. date the special election is called for by the Board of 
Supervisors. In addition, AB 193Q requires 90 days before the increased Sales l'ax 
.rate c;m be imposed. The additional revenues which are anticipated to be generated 
from increasmg the local Sales Tax rate ]?y one half cent (0.5 perce)lt} ~e ~n 
estimated $.45.320.000 annuallyt based on the. FY 1993-94 revenue projections 
contained ih the Controller's~· the Mayor,s C()-Budget Directors' and the BucJget 
Analyst~k';joint report. Howev;er~ given the reqcirements of the special electior.(and a 
90 day State requirement before these revenues could ·be imposed~ estima,ted 
revenues for FY 1993-:94 wowd ~ol.int to $33.990;000 (effective 10/1193) if the 
special election were held no fat.er than Jrine, 1993, and an ~stiniated $11.330 .. 000 
(effective 4/1/94) if the specialelecj;ion. was held in November,. 1993. In additioil,, it 
is possible that actual. revenues received in FY 1993-94 could be reduced if 
consumers travel to other arel).s. to purchase goods. and services, given the Qifference 
between the Sales Tax rate iir San Francisci>~and the Sales Tax rate in surrounding 

BOARD OF SUPERVISQRS 
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JY.I:emo tO Budget Co~twe 
January 27,.199~ · · 

counties. According to Mr: ·Ed Hanjngton, the. Controller~· San Francisco ·could 
ri:\quest that the State. adopt legislation which would expedite the 90 day State . 
requirement in order to begin imposing a new Sales Tax in July, 1993, rather than •·· 
havillg a.Ii effec:tive date in OctOb:er, 1993, whidi has b.een done with previous local .• 
Sales Tax ID.creases. · · · · · · 

Recommendation . 
. . . . . ' . . . . 

· •· Approval of the proposed resolution, which would declare the in.tent of the · • ... 
:Soard 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 SVPERVISOR8 
. BUDGET ANALYST 
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Monday, February 1, l.993 

,[Equipment Lease] . . , 
Ordinance providing for the· approval arid execut.ion and delivery by 
Officers of the ~ity and County of San Ftancisco of an Equipment · 

·r.ease Supplement .No .• 2 between t.he City ;md County of San Francisco 
"Finance Corpor11ti:on; as lesisor and the 'C::i ty and Count¥ of San 
:Francisco, as lessee with rei>pe.ct to equipment to be used for ·cit;y 
purposes ·and the related certificate of approval; providing for 
.reimbur:sement to the <::ity of certain City expendHures prior to th!'i 
Issuance of l~as~ r~venue bonds and approving the issuance o~ Lease 
Revenue Bondi;· ·by said· nonprofit corpora'tion; and. providing that said 
bonds shall be· subject to the certification .of the Control'ler of the 
c·ity :and County of San Francisco prior to the sale of :said bonds; 
and providing for the execution o·f documents in connection therewith 
and· :rat,i.fyin9 previous actions taken in connection therewitl). 
(Chief Administrative Of-fleer) 

File 170-93-~, Ordinance No. 

Passed fdr second readin!I by the followin~i vote: 

Ayes:. Supervisors P.ch.tenberg, Alloto, Bl..erman, Conroy, 
'Hallinan, Hsil'!h, Ki>u£man, Maher, Migden, Shelley ~ 10., 

Absent: Supervisoi: Kennedy - :i. 

Adopted 

(Airport Administration] 
Resolution approving the Controller's action bf incl:ea'sing the 
Airports Commission project budget from .$150,000 to $500,000 .for 
Airport :contract No, 3·2.00., eme·r.gency en1ri'ronmenta.l services ·.,t Road. 
18 anc;l Roa(l .9i. ·San Francisco InternatioP:al 'Airport. -(Airports 
Commission) · 

File 2lf-92-il. I, Resolution No. 82-93. 

Adopted by the. following vote: 

./\:yes:'- Supervisors Achtenherg, Alioto,. Biei:rtian·, 'Conroy, 
Hallinan, Hs1eh 1 l\au£man, !'laher, Migden, Shelley - lo, 

Absen.t: S1Jperyisor Kennedy - 1. 

Adopted ·as Aniended· 

(Supervisor Hsieh dissentin9 in i:'ornmittee.} 

[Local Public Finance Authority] . 
Resolution declaring ·the intent of the Board ~f Supervisors of the 
City !lnd County· of. Sari. Francisco to propose an increase 'in the 
Trans.actions and .Use Tait 'in th~ City anc'I county pursuant to Ch;;ptei;: 
3.5 of the Revenue· and Taxa:tiori Code, and establishing the San 
Franc;i:sco County Public Finance Authorfty. (Superv~so rs Migden; 
nierman, Alioto) . 

·~1!6'-

) Monday, Februa.ry .1, 199.3-

FUe 175"-:n-1 1 Reso1U:tion No. 46-93 

Supervisor Kaufman, seconded by' Supervisor Mahe:r, moved to amend 
by adding a further re'solved.clatise:as fo'll'ows; •ruRTHER RESOLVED, 
That the Board of Supervisors, in approving this· measure-, e:x:presses 
iti> strong view t;hat ·t;h1;1 Author.ity shail ·not approve :any 'siiles ·ta:x: 
measu're that would. pi ace· the composite·: sales ta:x: rate. above .the· 
cur~en~ rate ot ~-5 percent". 

Motion to amend adopted by the fcillowin·g vo!:e·: 

,Ayes; $up'e-rv.isors Alioto, Bie.rman, Qo11!'o·y-; liallinan, Kaufl1ian·, 
[1ahe)'.', Migden, :>h;elley -·.B. · 

Noes: Supervisor Hsieh ,_, J... 

A.bsent: Supervisors A6hte11berg • .. Kennedy - 2. 

Adopted a!r amended by tlie (o.liow;lng vote! 

Ayes: Sup.ei:visors Acntenberg .• Ali.o'to, Bierman, cqhroy, 
Hallinan;. 'Kaufman; Migden, Shelley - 8; 

Noes: Sup,etvisots· Hs1eh, '.Maher - :2 .. 

Absent: Supei::visor Kennei;ly - J:, $;.,~ .. , My 
Tri ·connection wi. th the .. above· item, Supervisor Alio'to requested 

to be added ·as· co-s·ponsor. · ·· · . ...._ 
Recominendations of Health arid Public Safety Committee 

Adopted ·as .Amenii'ed 

[911 Supetvision] 
Resolution 1Jrging the Mayoi:- to urge !;he Po ice Commiss:lon to 
consider the civilianization of the super;, so'i:ial positions in the 
PO.lice. Department Communications Genter; p oviding for quarterly 
reports. (Supervis.ors .Shelley, Bierman, M gden, Kennedy ). 

File 207-92-11 .. 21 Resolution ·No. so-9a 

·supervisor Hs'feh ... seconded by S·uperv.isor She-lley, moved to amend 
title, line four, ~i inserting•; Pr~v~ding for quarterly ~eports"; 
and amenc;l page• tWbi· li11e six by·•dding tha f6llowi11g resolved 
clause: "F.URTHER RESOLVED". That the Boa.rd :of .supervisor·s request~ 
that the .Police Commission .provide a w+itten quarter ii report to the 
Board of Supervisors"oO the first· days ·Of May.; August .and November 
of 1993, and .February, May and August of .1994 .. Each x:e·part· shall 
c:lescribe the prqgress of the'Police Department in addresi;ing the 
issue which is the subject. of, this resolution" 

Motion to ainena· 'adoptecl· by the following vote: 

-a 7.-' 
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()fflce of the Mayor 
SAN FRANcr~c;o' 

February 11, 19Q3 

Honorable Angela Alioto, President 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
Room 235 - City Hall 
San Frai:cisco, GA 94i62 

Dear Supervisor Alioto: 

( 

' 

FRANK: M, JORDAN 

I am returning File No-. ,175-93-i. (Local· Public Finance Authority) 
with my signature. .This legislation declares the intent of the 
Board of. $Uperyisors to propose an increase in the transactions and 
use tax: (±~e. Sales Tax) and establishes the San Francisco County 
Pul;>lJc Finance Authority. · · 

As you k!tOW, the Public· Finance Authorfty would. be governed by a 
10-member Board. of Direct9r~ consisting of five members of the 
Board of. Supervisors ang a total of five members from both the 
Uni:Eied · Sohool District ahd the Conmiuriity college District. The 
resolution specifies that the San :F'rancisco Board o-f supervisors 
wquld elect five of its eleven me1nbers t.o serve dn the· Board of 
Directors . / 

Because -San ·Francisco .is the only city and county in the state, and. 
the only ·Board of supervisors with eleven meilllbers, we haye the odd 
situation of cl minority or the Board of Supervisors· Joining School. 
_Bocird Members iri a decision to place a. tax mea::nir? op the ballot. 
I woui.d respectfully suggest that the A.uthor.ity seek full Board 
approval by resolution of any orcii~ance proposed for the ballot by 
the S~ri )rrancisco County .Public .. ' By copy of this 
letter, I am ;requesting the CJity Attorney to draft a policy 
resolution on this .s J ec . 

cc: .Melnbers , San Francisco Board of super-Visors. 
ci:ty·Attorney; Louise Renne 

2CX) CITY »AU. SAN FRANCISCO, CAUl'ORNIA ~102 

('115) S~4pi§ 1 g 
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5/812()-17 .. Gm~il - R~: Records· Requesi 
. . . . . . . : . . . . . . 

. . 
. . 

.·. . . · .. : _: . . . 

f"11 GmaiL Thomas J3usse <tjbussesf@gmail~com> 

·Re: Records Request 
. ·.·1 message 

. Cityattcjriley <CityAttprney@sfgov.org> 
To: tjbussesf@gmail.com 

Mon, May 1, 2017 at 3:46 PM 

Mr. Thomas J. Busse, 

Thank foryour request dated Aprii 28, 201Ycbncerning the 1'Sah Francisco County Public Finance Authority" .and the 
"San Francisco County Educational. Finance Authority:; We have no responsive documents and we believe those 

· entities do not actually exist. Perhaps you are thinking of the California Public Finance Authority; the Office of Public 
Finance within the Controller's Office here in San Francisco, and/or the San Francisco Unified School District. If you 
wish to request public records from any those entities you should contact them directly~ 

Best, 

Andrea Guzman 
Responding for Cityattorney@sfqov.org 

: . . 

OFFICE OF CITY ATTORNEY DENNIS HERRERA 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 234. ·· · · · 
1 Dr, Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

. San Francisco, California ~4102-4682 

(415) 554-4710 Direct 
(415) 554-4700 Reception .. 
(415) 554-47.15 Facsimile 
(415) 554-6770 TTY 

Subscribe to news arid updates from the S.E City Attorney's Office at http://w\ivw.sfcityattorney.or9 

https://m aiLgoogle.co111fmai l/u/O/?ui=2&ik'=04b5b6c999&view= pt&searc;h=inb6f&Si2' &:631 e275cea51 &sim I:= 15bc631 e275ceas1· 1/1 



'. 
. . . 

co EXAMINER .. 

• .. <Court ill 'settle 
.·issue.:of .. Puc· chief•· 

. ~. . ' : . . : . . . . ' . 

· : ... , · , : : . ·. ., .: The matter now goes to Mayor 
· SupeMSOrs "Vote · . · ;Jorden, who can _veto the resolu- . '. . 

1
-· • , · d' · · . . tion·or app~e ft. Jordan's office Is 

lo et JU ge Say. .• , .. 'keeping-mum on whathe will do, 
" : ... · h_. .. th · ··y- ' o. b · but the lllSYOr has mnde it clear . w e e~ . u s JO . that he ~ "\'11, Maher's ~-: 

:~th 'state' puts':-.: . .-: - b:l!J! 0 action; ... --=.;·"" \ 

: . h. er: 1'n· .... 'co·. - ~c' t · ... ·. ~.. , -' layed. until Wednesday a declslort \ . . nm .. . on calling a 11pecliil e\eotioiuo yot. \ 
By Raebel Gordoii era· can P,ecide whether to extend a t 
OF'll*EXAMINERllTAl'f;,' .. • quarter~ ililles tu that oicls,10-. t 

ca.hchorils. · · · · · · · ~ 
·. · 'fhe politicBI · battle ~v'er · : Heleh and Conroy asked for the ~ 
.Yu~e appobitment to :the Pub· . :delay, 111ylng they wanted more 
Utilities Collilnilision !nay· inov 'i. lime to study the matt.er. · · 
· OUt of City ~: Wlth. ii dM :, · ~ .Their oppoeltion. set oft nearly 
Board .of Superviacirii iiiquestln · iui. hour of often acririwnioua da-
tbs,t a OOurt decide. the iseue. ' · , : '. . bat.e, ·prlmiirlly hetwe'Jll Hsieh and 

. · MimQay'i vote.oame aftiir sU .- Supervisot Carole'Migden, who is 
Pf!Msor Tllre11ce Hallinan argu sponsoring. f:he l8gil!lation and bad 
thatYu'ahouldbediliqualifled . , hoped to push the Jneasure 
~g on tlie comml8il,i\)ll ~cau ~ugh as ·emorgency le!Pelaiion; 
~B. is ~played aa.n deputy attor . whicli would baye required unanl· 

. 'ney geneiel:f'or thutail!Of • . . mouuupporl '. ' . 
. '.nm; a position he teyscOUldPQ!!e · · ·Hsiiih,,'ii inslstew:ti on :votipg no 

. oonfllct of iiiterest with het diitie ... prevented the I.Hue from goii)g ~or-
. . .111111 PUC coiruitlssio~. · ' ·, '.'.' . . " wa'rd. The board Will take up tlie 

·, ' The boa;rd vot.ed '1-2 to pw a •. bsue again Wednesday in a ei:>eclal . I resolutl.ori u. rgl.n. g Ci. '.ty. Attorn.· ~y 1111ssl[)n. At that time, .the proposal . '.~ Renil!!.-to rue a lawsuit to can pnBS with _a mere µiejority be· 
· · < 1 })e.Ve the ~roprlfttenelS Of Yu' cauoo it wlll not be conBidered as'. 
· , ~:appointment del-~ed in Su : mnetgenc:v legislation. · "· ·. .. 

: Jior Coiut. ;_ · : , .,.· · · . .· The propclJll] for the Uix ~-
. ·. 'Tito ·City ~ttorney's ·office, ill. sion was aJiproved Thumdoy by. 

• iigree:oient 'with lLilllrian, had is '.:theJointFiruinceAuthority, which 
!\led en opbilon lltatlng, that," 'i&madO.upofiepresenfativesi'rol:D 1 

. deputy attorney general may no : the Boara of Sqpervlson, the.San·: 
.11erve as a commlssiciner· 011 the ... Fl:linciiico Uililied School District. ; 
PUC." . . . '.Board OfEduCation lindthe Board . 
• · Mayor Jordan apl>omted Yu · . of 'l)'usreeti for city College of San.; 

l'tJO president in Janumr, despl F)-ancisco._ • . • . 
. the city attomey'a WIU'lllng. Tho superviaors are required 
·. ·PUC overaees such 0peratiom under the Cbarl0r to approve the .. 
· the· Mtmiclpal Railwai and T •llPEiciaJ lllection.. The on1y disere· 

Cil;}t's water ~ · · . . · tion tbe eupemsorii have· ili the 
· .Yu, m a m-pege letter to th _tlnrlng. !£the boBrdacts this week, 
boilrd, said 8be disagrees with the the proposal wOllld be on the June 
clty ~ttomey's· poelti<m and· re- . 15 l>allot and the tax could bB col­
qiiested that no action' .bil~ taken ~· lect.ed a~ in Octobe~. · . 

•.Pflpding areview·by the s!{lte attor· .-. Any delay in declaring a speci~ 
11ey general;·:who :la expiicted,to electlon,eVBI1byamek,maymean 
ieau~ 8n opinion BCion. · · · tli.e· tax yrouldn't be implemented 
· ·· . "Contimy to the city attOrney's • wltil.Janulll)'becauseofstatenoti· 
opirilori; disquall.fiiiatfon from of· ficiitior:i requiremeoie, The school 

. fice requires more than a th'eoreti~ diJ;tr1ciB will PaY for· the apeciel 
cn1 ot oCc8slonal c6ntlicta of int.er- electioDf which will. QOst a projected 
eat;" 'Vu staf.ed; . . . : . , . · . . $,600;000. · · - ' . · · · · l 

· , .. Th. 11.City Aitomey'u office lulil!~-... · . The qume. r-cient aales tax, .1 
'eatiinated that Yu would have . which brings ln an estimated $22 j 

' . abstain from between 16 percmt . doi:{ ij eet ~~--!.Ull8 ao._ . ,;/" 
. ~d 20 pei:cent of the :votes ~en· .... =ottrermattere biOUglifilJf!!t1be---·..c.""' 
·bY the PUC because they directly . hoard meeting Monday included:. · 
involve. state matters. · • ., · _.A requeilt from Conroy to fi. 

"Are we going~ obey the Cliar'- · nallce' 10 new' dispatchers for- the 
ter? Are we going to respect the polict departmant's 911 emerg~ncy ·. 
advice of the city ldtoriley?'' Hal- line. . . . · ' . · 

. llnan asked in Urging hill colleagues . • ~ A :request by. Supervisor Bar-
. : ' to ptoceed with court ~t.erventfu~ . baia Kaufman for a rePort on bow' 

Supervisors .Tom Hsieh. an9, rnuoh money T~e City ependun. 
Anne!llllrle. CQnroY · vi>ted · In diS· programs ruid services for state pa• 
aant, eaying the lawsuit wa& prema· rolees, and tO what extent The City 
titre ilnd they vtanied'to de1{ly ao• Is. reimbursed. · · . . · 
tion until the attome1 general ren~ ·• ! .11>- Supervisqr Angela Alioto's re­
deni an opinkm. · · · •: · . · quest for eri explai111tion on why._ 
. Supervisors Roberta Aehten· tlie Main Library )n the Civic Gen-
berg and Bill Maher were llhlilirit.. ter area is closed on Fridays. · 
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Js/f'rank M. Jordan 
Prank M. Jordan. 
Mayor 

Supervisor· Al foto, seconded br Supervise r Kennedy;. 'mayed an. 
amendment of the ·whole to· tile main .m9tion beai::ing same :t·itle· as 
abovl:i, · · · · ' · · · · 

.l~iUHUd::f·t l't~Lf.JU :.1.:J 1 :: . .L/.:f.':l_:J,·.· 

File 60.-93:-2 

Supervisor Migden present<cd _for imtnediate adqption. 

S~pervisor Migden, foeconded by Super~isor ·Hallinan, moved that 
the. need to.·t_ake ac·ti.6n a.rose st1bsequent ·to the publ;ication ·o.E the 
cilendar. ··· · · 

Motion adop~ed hX the tallawlng vote: 
Amendment. of the wl'\o l\l. ·.adopted by the fallowing Vote:· 

. Ayes: Supervisors Aliot6', Biernian, <;onroy:,: Hallinan, flsieh, 
)(auf!'lan, Kennear,. .Migden~ Shelley. - 9, 

C\t-, A-~1 L Aye.s: Supervisors Ali at.a, Bierman, Conroy, 
'f .. · BJ"""KaUfman, Kennedy, Migden, Sh!?lley-··!f. · 

Hallinan •. Hsie.h, 

1•7 a;. 
~tJ<lJJJ, ' 
'' \~ 

Absent: Supervisors 'Achtenbe~g. M~her - 2,. 

·Adopted. as. amend.ea by. the. fa ilowing vote: 

··:·. ··Ayes: $4pervi:sors· Alioto., Bierrnari, Cifoi:oy, Hai.nrion; Hsieh,, 
_Kaufman, Ken'nedy, Mig(l.en, Shelley - 9. · 

Alisen.t: S~pervisors AcJ:ltenberg, Maher. - 2. .. MA.\-tf..R_, OPfo.>f.D ~ 1"'15· 

G
. , c.I . ...,,." \..._ ,., .. .[' I f; . . . . . . . l"\O,..:• I l,RC.....,\.. !.-Ml , · 

. : . . lMMlmIATE ADOPTION CALENDAR 5.::: ' e_ .>. '(/1..(. 

. ese resolutions .a·re. b~ing .. lntrod.u.ce.d at thi~ .. rneeting.. An "Ay~." .. t77\J\~ 
· te is (a) a vote.·to find that the need to take action arose after .MILv\ 0 

e ,agenda .was published (if the' resolution title is not printeq on· . · \ 
e agenda) and (b) a vote to adopt the r.esolution; A ·unanimous · hr · ·-. 

.. Vote is required ,for adopt'ion today. Any Super<risor .may requ'ire-·any .. ';l 
o.f these resolut·.ions to go to committee,;;. · · · ~~serrr 

Severe.a· from Immediate· Adoption c'aiendar 
. ·.. : . ' 

Su.pervisar·'llsieh requested· that· the following measure be severed 
·':·from ,the: Immediate Adoption <;alendar .and cons.idered :separately, . 

· Refused ~doption; Rescinded; 
l(efused,Adoptioli; Rescinded1 

Co.nsiaeration <;oni:inued, 

[Election]' 
·!'lotion. calling ·a. Sp.ecial Election to be helq an June 15, ·1993, ·for 
.the· purpose of submitting to the voters of the city and County. of 

. s·an Fr.ancisco .. a ptoposed ordinance by. the San Francisco Coun,!;3-
, ·. %ublll:...JU na~u,;~:r~~;:_;mposing _a one. quartet. of. one percent 

· ransactio·ns .a . nd for .other purposes·, conditioned up·on·· 
: ):·he ,Public ·Fi.hance Authority voting ag'ain, by May ·6, 1993, to place 
this proposition before the voters, or the Board of Supervisois 
·~hall cahtel the ~un~ 15; 1993 Special Election, and agreeing that 
the San ,Francisco Unified School District and the City CO.l lege of 
San .Fr·ancisco. shall pay t;o the' C:i ty· and County of '.San Francisco by . 
May 6, 1993. the est~mated costs fo.r the co.n\luct of the Jime 15, .. l.99~ 
.Speciil Election. · · · · · · · 

-236i-

Absent:: .supe·rvisars Achte'nb.er.g, Maher ~ 2.;;: 

Supervisor Hsieh requested thi·s ·niatter be referred ·to c·ammi ttee·, 

\ In response fo the Supervisor's inquiry, Deputy City Attorney 
Te\i Lakey statei:l the Local Public Finance. Authority is as.king· th.e 
B.oard at;. Sl!,pervisors. to ·I?lace this .matte• before the voters-. 

in response to further. inquiries from the Supervisors., Deputy-
'ci~y ·Attorriey fndiCated f~at ~tate law gives the Local P~blic · 
finance ·Authori t:i: the power'. to. adopt a.n ordinance order~ 
subm:iss1an .of. an*.'transaction and tax ord.inance t.o the· voters and to 
r~~ci~st the: Boa~d ~f Supervi•ors to call a speciai meeting .for t~is_ 
purpose .. ; The, ·sta'te Revenu.e, and Taxation Code states'·.t'h.EL county 
:shall .caH a ·sp~cia.l eJectio!'. for this purpose. 

Refused Adop~ion 

After a period of debate'.the roll was called on the.pendihg 
'legislation and. it. w~s refus"'d. adop.t:ion .bY the foHowing vote: 

. Ayes~. Supetvisors ./Gioto., Bierinari; Hallinan,. J<.aufman, Kennelly, 
. Mig<len, Shelley"'." 7F. ·· · · · · 

Noek; Supervisors Conroy, Hs1eh - ~. 

Ab::ient: Supervisors Aohterib:erg> 'Maher - 2. 

Mo'tion to· Rescind 

Superv.iso.r ·Kennedy, seconded qy Supervi"sor Bi€:tman, m6ved to 
tescind the ~ievious· vote: 

Mot'ion to rescfnd the previous vote .adopted. by the following 
vote: 

Ayes: s·upervisors Al iota, Conroy, Bierman, .Hallinan, Hsieh.-
Kaufman, l<'e!rn.edy, Mi9den, Shelley .':'· 9. · · · 

Absent; sui:i.ervisors Achtenberg,_ Kaller. "'." 2 ~ 
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Monaa_r, Marc·n .L~, ·19Y:J· 

( 

. :Refused Adoption 

·· A~fei:~·period of debate; ~be ~oll·~as called on the pending 
-legislation arfd it was refUS'f'd :ac'lopt-ion by the fol.lowing vote: 

• ·:.Ayes: _Superv.is~rs Alia.to, Bie-rman, Hallinan, Hsieh, :~al!frcran:\ c:o· . ... _ r;J 
Kennedy'., M1gden,. _Shelley -· 8« J l\W '( • . 

No.es: Supervisor Hsieh c: l. . . '. t. l · · 
· ·. · · .: · ·· · -· c..ci'-'"0- sn e..: 

Absent: :'.SUperyiso rs Achtenberg, Mahe.r - 2. r.l . \.ii, :? . 
v...\?,) .. \I) I 

~otion to Rescind 

Supervisor Kennedy, seconded by Supervisor Migderi,. moved ·to 
iescind the·previous vote. · · 

. .. ·: --: ... :.. .. .. .. ' .. 
. . Motl.o·ri :to'.'rei>aind 'the- p_revious, vote adopted· by t_he .following 
:. vote:· ·· · .. 

. ... Ayes: Supetvisors·.Alloto, Conroy, Bierman·, Hallinan, Hsieh, 
Kaqfman, .Kennedy; Migden,. Shell~Y_-_- 9 ,: · · 

.. Absent:: Sii\'ervho~s Ach~enb<;?rg, .Ma~~r- -. 2: 

.. Supervisor Kennedy, seconded by Sllpervisor Bierman, moved to· 
continue this matter to a: recessed ineeti ng .on Wednesday, .March 17, 

199.3, at. 3:00 p.m. . Mc.>ct<L. .}h.(if) Q.L{ h~ 
, .• Motion to continue to recessed· meeting adopted by· the, ro·llciwi.riiJ ... · 

vote: : ··; ·· .· · · · · · · ·· 
' . . . 

. . Ayes:. Su~ervisors ~lfot~, Conroy,· Bierma.11, Hallinan, Hsieh; 
Kaufman, Xennedy; Mi_qden, _SheHl;!y- ~., · · 

· · Abifent i ._Sup'e_i:visors «Achtenberg; '.!'lahe t ~ 2. 

-The Board resumed ·.its consideration of the Eollo>1in.g items on· 
the rmmedia_te ,Adoption ca.ienda r. . . . . 

Immediate Adoption·Calendar 

Adopted 

··(Leaves of Absence) 
·Resolution granting leaves of absence tb ·variou.s city and ·county 
oHicers .with !1\"rmission to leave t;he :;t;ate. (Clei;-1!, of-the· Board) 

-23.8-

Monday,--March 15., 199.:l -) 

File 1-.93-U~ Resolution No .. 184.-93 

(Roberta Achtenberg, member, Board· of s·upervisors, March 15· ·- 17r 
Carole Migden, member, Baaed of Supdrvi~b~s.·March 18 -.23;· .. 
Raymond Bax tee Director .of Hi;alth., March .. 9.; Sidney Chan; rnemb.er, 
Recreation and Park Cominission, April 13 - 23; Madlyn Chow, 
member,, -social Services Ccimmissi'o·n·, March 4 - 7 _and )1 - 14; Johrl 
:E. Cribbs, Director of Public· Works, Mar·ch 11 - 22; Xenneth 
'Dowlin, City Lib~a'rian, Apr.i)_ ,25·- 28; Keith Eickman; member, 
~ecreation and Park Commiss~6n, March ~ ~·Ii; Michael Huerta, 
ExeC:utive o'ireci:'or, Port,. Mar.eh 4'; Pa'ti:iCk McGrew,· member, . 
·Landmarks Board,: March 2. - 12; Patrick Murphy, Presiden.t-; 
Airports Commi~s·ian·,. March .:41 s· ·and .~2;. Jo!11:1 E. NeW1,in,I Ex.scnt;i"VE 
Director, Parking ~nd.Traffjc~ M~rch 19 - 23;. Trer:it, w. O~r. 
President, Rec+eatio.n and .P.ark Commission, Apr'il 22 .- May- l.J: 
Anthony o. Ribera, Chief of Police, March 1_9 - 2·;;r and March ·28 -
April .2; oRoselyne. C. Swig, member, Libdiry Commission, March 20 ~ 
23; Ma·so·n Wong,- member,"Retiremellt Board, ·f"ebruary"26 -· M~rc;ti B, . 
1993 .) . . .· . . . ' . . 

Adopted. 

·.(The Immediate Adoption Calendai: includes the EolJ;owing . 
additional. resofotions -submitted .after. preparatiqn: of. the 
caJendar~)· · · · · · · · 

[Commend at io·ns J 
Resolution congratulaHng Sh.erry P.avis a~d ·co.mmending the Sar:i. 
Francisco Giants. · · ·· · · · · 

·File :6C.:.93-:-B,. Res_olutiori No. 1&9-93 

··.supervisor 'Al(q.to pre.:;;ented :.for. irilmediate adoption . 

.Adopted. 

[Corrunendations] 
Resolution expressing· the gr.atitude .of the Ci·ty and County of San 
Francisco to Barbara Johnson for het generous donation of two.,.thirds 
o.f. :the· J:. Po.rter Shaw Liqrar:y Q.ealing. with whaling in San Francisco 
and corrunending those institutions wh.o. 'pursued the acquisition of 
this collection and· declaring· March 26, 1993 SAN .FRANCISCO WHALES 
AND WHAL I.NG DAY. . . 

File ~-93~9,. ·Resolution_No-.186~93 

·Supervisor: .B.i·erman .pi:-i;sent.;·;1.fo'r immediat.e adoption. 

Adopted. 

(Commendations) 
. Resolution commending Margaret Brady«on her 7_5th· bii:l:Jiday on. March 

20, .1993, . 

..,.239..,· 
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Health, ~"- Francisco Genera 1 Hospital·, Community Mental Hea Hh 
Services, Poli'ce Depa·rtment·, _Sheriff's Department, Municipal and 
Superior.Courts,_ District_ Att:,orney, and t_he Public Defender to 
_ascerta·in an· _estimate. of .the cost of services p'rovided to_ parolees 
ft.am the State Prison·-System; a'nd that a 'letter of {nqu.iry be sent 

.. to the Controller requesting data on the extent to Which the City is 
·.-reimbursed -by the .State for such costs through .. the···se 90 Claim · 
·:p'toce:rs oi: -anr otlier:~vailable me~hanisrri. · 

. By, Supervisor Kennedy, that.City -Attotney prepare ~esolutidn to urge 
the Mayor to r,equest the Art Commission: to ent<=r i·nto serious · 
ne·gotiaticms wi.th representatives of the San Francisco Muslim 

··community .for the .purpose ·of .securir1g a long term. lease for the 
Muslim Community to operate a Museum, Book ·:store, Gift ·Sh,op and 
Sctrool. at_ P.toperty located at Turk and r:illmore· Street;;. · 

B,y. 's.u11ervisor Kennedy, i:liat City· Attorney draft legislation to 
·· :amend the. Rent Ordinance to reduce the 5.percent paid _on_ tenant" 
: :: security deposits by -1 andlords to be more in line with th.e 1,5 

·_ ~~i~ent' that.is now being paid -0n siid •ect.irity deposits by the 
·banks. · , · . 
. '·.' '' '' ·: :·: 

.. : ~ay:Super'vis_~r- K~_nnedy, that· an urgent let-ter, by sent to Mr' Henry G. 
: .· 'Ci"s'ner:o·s; Secretary of the us Departinent"of Housing and Urban 

'bevelopment· regarding the- con~itions that e~lst at the 'HUD managed 
.:Genel(a "towers and Jackie· Robinson. Home ·as _a result 'of tenant· 
''-,fompla'ints oe· deplorable conditions as·, well .as· inhumane· treatment" 

_f_rom liUD- and !frop<frty:management·offi_cials. · 

-

: By .S~pervisor Sheiley, that City Attorney an1end the Base Cl?SUre 
· '-legi:;;.lation ·to ,i'nclude Tr:easure Island, 

·By Supenisor Alioto,, that le_tter «E _inquiry be sent to the City 
Librarian regarding the .. reas<ms e:or ,ciosure -oC the. main l'ibrary ·on 
Fridays, · ·· .·_ ···-:_: ··-.:· .. _. · : ·· · 

·Motion· 1:·0 Recess 

Supervisor Kennedy, -seconded .by Supervisor Hsieh, moved t·hat .the 
Boilid recess.to.rec_onvene at:J:OO p.m. Wednesdai, March 17, 1993. 

. MQt.icin: tcr rece~$ adopted by the foll,ow.j.ng vote.: . : . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

·'Ayes: Supervisors Alioto, Bierman, Conroy,. H11liinan, Hsieh, 
,- Kaufman, :l{ennedy; Migden,.· Shelley; - '9. · " ' · 

, Absent·:.· Supervisors Achtenbe_rg, Maher - 2 ._ 
-~ 

~ 

·The Boart'l. ... ilt -the. hour of .5:21 -·p.m·. ;- recessed to reconvene on 
Wednesday, -March 17, 1993 at J:oo p.nr.: · · · · 

. J_ean Lum, Acti rig _Cle,rk. 

-246,-

JOURNAL OF PROCEEDtNGS 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Wednesday, :March ·11,- 1993 - :3:,00 12.ri1,,· 

-~) 

~t'lJ.s 3: t~ 
The Board of Super_visors of th_e ci.ty·.-and ·County· o.E San: Frandsco, 

met- in reces,sed session on the·:-above dat.e .wi_th- .P'resident. An'gela 
Alioto presiding, · ·· 

The meeting was _called. to order at 3:04 p".m. On call of the 
roll, the foliowing Supervi~ors ~ere ppted present: 

. Superviso'i:s ·ill!ot·o, Bierman, 11'>!,.~ti, ·Ka-tifman, l'iigden, 
. . ,She q-ey - 6 • · · 

Noted' absent at first roll dall:, 

Hei., lh-..1'4.>.) 
1 

~AiM?J.,y _ 

Supervisdrs J\chtenbeig• Coriioi, Hallinan, Kennedi, Maher - 5 .. 

:Quorum present. 

'Supervisor HalU:,nan w_as· noted pre:;ent at'3:07_ p.m. 

S'!pervi~o'r• ·Kennedy 1>1as noted present. at. 3: 06 p,m,-" 

. . . . 

.~~nside!ation Resumed; .Adopted 

[Electioni , 
Motion- calling a Special _Election ·to· be held on June 15, 1993, for 
the. purpose of ·submitting. to the voters, of the City· and Cdunty. of 
San Francisco a proposed ordinance by .. the ,San Fran_cisco county 
Publi_c Finance Authority imposing 'a one quarter ·of: one percent 
transactions and u~e tax and' for' other purposes, conditioned upon 
the. Public Finance Authority voting again, by May 6,, 1993-, to place 
this proposition before the· voters-, or the Board of Supervisors 
shall can'cel the. June 1.5, ],993 Special Election, 'and agreeing that 
the.San Francisco Unified School _District and the City:colle~e of 
San Francisco shall pay to _the· City and County of 'Sari Francisco by. 
May 6, l,993 the ·estimated costs· fcir the conduct of the June 15, :1993 
Specl~l Election. (Supervisor Migden presented.) 

·File 60-93_-2 

~~]e-ii?~j? ~~-~- iV~-- ~oF i=(i\s.\- K1:5~ 
wk+-. htiJ1p0'leti to Cor)rov? . _ _ 

I _ -2'1- . 

Ht)e,'1 c~~v Ml~i lrv~S orro?e:4 1''!) -~. 
GieJs rm+-lw chl\fl~ . (~{\leer+ l""h,) -=- . P?\,· Sr- f l 
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Or-



(-
' · 

·rr1~ Ii7~9J~5, Resolu~ion No. 225-93 

Mo:pted ... 

.·· .. : ;:·._ ·. : . · .. :: : · .. 

lGrari~ - Federal ~unds] 
Resolution authodZing. ·the ·public. Library to apply for $35, o.oo· in 

· .9'r:ant. funds fr.am the. United States DepHtrrient of Educa'tion Library· 
Set.vices and ·construcbOn .Act (LSCA)· for. t;he purchase of .foreign · 
languag!'! nia:t;eri al s Eor the fi seal year 19.93·/94; .with indirect c.osts. 
not• ihC~uded in •th~.s. bud~et' '.. (~tlbHc Lib.rary_) · · · · · · · ... · 

. Fi.le 147'-93-6 •. Resolution No .. 22 6-9 3 

AdO~ted. 

J'he foregoing items on .the co·nsent Calenda.r: wei::i{.act;ed t:!pory by 
the fo:llawing .vote;.. · · 
... , : ... . :·. ..· 
.. : .. ·Ayes: Supervisins Achten:berg, Alioto, .Eie:rman, ttai'li'nanr· 
·Kaufman, Ken11e:dy,. .. Maher, Shelley ~ 1:1". . '; .. · . . ' · .. ·, . . . . . 

Absent:• .. supervisors Conroy, Hsieh, Migdi7n ·- .3. 

REGUfAR.CALENOAR 

. . . 

UNF1tns1rn·o ·ausrnE:ss. 

From Budget Committee 
wi.th Reconuuendation "Do Pas:Su 

.Passed tor: Second. Reading 

[Repeal - Giants· C<\'ndlestick Lease Amendment Ordinance] 
·Ordinance repealing Ol'din'ance 365-92, the Gia'nts Candlestick Park 
lease amendment cirdinance >ihich ·approved a lease amendment ent'ered 

·into by the Recreation and. Park Commission .. and the San Francisco 
Gia·11ts, which reduces· the .City's revenue from the·. agreement by 

· • appr·oximai:ely $925,000 per year (amount will vary with attendance) 
through the year 1997, a·nd assigns the dght :to further; revenues in 
ttie·amount of approximately $440,000 per·year fro.m the agreement to 
.furnish scoreboard.· to .·the Giants duri·ng the· term· of the· lease, by· 
which ordinance the City. furthei: assumed the obligations .for 
u.ttlHies and ma:ini:enance of the playing field at· a cost of 
approximately $250,000 per· season, added a provision requiring the 
San Fiancisco Giants to provide complimentary tickets, and specified 
the effec.tive date· of the. ordinance. 

. . 

~ii~ 65-9~-l~.1, . Ordin&nce No. 

-i56-· 

·-

) 

·Passed for .second read°ing ._b:ir· the fa.Hawing vote: 

·l'lyes: Super·v is ors· Achtenberg, Aliot-0; J3ierm1m,. Hallinan.;,. 
!<au finan, Kenned)"r Maher.,. Sbel:ley ·..: a. · · · 

Absent: Supervisors Cdnroy, Hsfe~, Migden - 3. 

From Budget Commfttee 
·with Recotnmendation "Do Not Pass" 

· . ·(Refeiend°um Submis~ion. - G:i°ants Lease Amendments] 
. t· .. - . Tabled . 

· ·'M:otion ordering submitted Ordina·nce 365-92',. l:he· G ants .Candlestick 
· · · · Park r,ease Amendment .Oroinl'ilce .• for. app·r· ovat or. d s·approval at the 

\;: nicipal Electio.n. to be. h.eld on. .Noyember 2,, 1993 (Cle.rk ·of the 
Boar.a). 

• .File .60-93-1 

'sup·ervisor. HaI.linan; seconded by .Super.visor Bietman, tnov:ed to 
'table . 

·.'fabled by the ,followiiw .vote~ . 

.. Ayes: Supervbors Achteri.berg, Aliotq-, Bierman,. .H.allinan, .• 
Kaufman'. li;erinedy, Maher, Shel~ey - !)' 

Ab:sent: ·superv_isoi::s Conroy, ·Hsieh/ Migderi '"'.. 3,. 

Recommendations of iiovsi.ng and· Land· Use Committee ... 

· Retefetred'fc:> Committee 

.[Renf Ordinance]· 
Ordinance amending Administrative ~ode, to proyide that petition~ 
for capital imprcivements, rehabilitation, and energ~ conservation 
measures must. be filed no later than .seven years a{tet the work ha·s 
been· comple.ted,. to .limit the amount heai::ing officers may refund to 
tenants for null 'and void rent increases. to. l.imi t :the· amount· . 
·~enant5 ·may recover in civil actions (or null apd vojd rent 
increasesi except in cases of r~nt overpayments being.made in.bad 
faith by the landlord, and to change the title of Executive 
Secretary to Executive Director. .(Resid!O!iltia1 Rent Stabilization 
and Arbitration Bbard) · · 

File fo9-~J-l, Ordinance No. 

(Amends Section.s 37,~, '.f7:,7, '3'.7:B and 37 .•. 1.IA,) 

·S\1pertisoi: Maher, seconded .by Supervisor Kennedy, moved to 
re'fefer. to :Commit tee. · · 

S4U5 T!t-y ·~~~~~ 
P;t; ~ f.1-HltA 

·.·~·([_ 
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.;1an Flowers, lnc. v. Sfate Bd, of Equaliz<!Dqn ( t994) :: :: California Couri of Appeal Deeisioiis. :; t;alifornia Case Law ::'Cafifcirnia Law :: U .s. Law :: ... 
+ + • ... 

The retailers paidthe tax and filed claims forrefund with SBE on the.ground that ·the 

t3¥ was unconstitutional under Propositiori 13, whicP. requir~s that special taxes by 

special districts be approvedbytwo,.thirds oftb,e qua.lifted electors voting on the 

measure~ SBEdenied the claims on the groundthat ''Article III~ Section 3,sJn. 4 of the 
California [] Constitution prohibits [SBE] from declaririg a statute unconstitutional, or 

refusing to enforce a statute, on the grounclsthat it is unconstitQ-tiQnal unless an 
appellate coUrt has declared the statute unconstitutional." 

In October 1992, the retailers filed a complaint for refund of the taxes, naming SBE as 

defendant.{§ 6933.) SEE demurred cm the ground t;hat the real party in interest (EFA) 

was not named as a defendant. The trial court overruled thedemurrer. InM.arch 1993, 

El"A intel'Veneci in the action as a defendant, pursuant to stipulation of the parties and 

. approval by the c9urt. 

rill . pril 1993, e retailers filovedfor Sillllfilary ]udgmeµt orrthe ground )he tllx Wa& 
inv i ecause Propositim;i 13's superma)orityrequirement applies to EFA, which is a 

"special di~tt:kt" wifuinthe meaning of California Col).Stitution article XIIIA, section 4, 

because it was created and is controlled by two i•special districts," i.e., the San Francisco 

Unified School DiStrict and the San Francisco Community College District., EFA argued 

inter alia that sch9ol distri~t;s are not "special di&tricts" within the meaning ofCalifornia 

Constitution article XIII A, section 4. fn. 5 

The trial court granted the retailers' motion for summatyjudgrrientand entered 

judgment i!}fa,vor of the retailers, ;iwarding refunds of $t,126 to' HOogas1an Flowers, 

Inc., $:t,67 to A.ce Pharmacy; $186 to Diane,b;, and $i83 1:9 Surf Pba,rmacy. The trial 

court also awarded the retailers interest and costs of suit but retained jurisdiction to 

decic;lethe question of attorney fees lintil after conclusiohofthis appeal. [23 Cal. AP,.P• 
4thi270] 

Discussion 

I. SBE's Contentions fn. *** 

ll. EFA's.Contentions 

A. Sta.ndard o.f Re'1ew 

[1] 0The power of the Legislature in the area oftaxation is pararp_ounL ... a,ny 

constitutional restriction on that power iliU:st be strictly construed ag.ainst the 

http://law.jus~ia.ccim/cases/califomia!court-of-appeal/4th/23/1264.hlnil P326 3/19 
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$.F. Schools Tax lnvali_d, Ju<;lge Says - $22 million could be refonded, if tentative ruling holds up 

San Francisco Chronicle(CA) (Pubiislied as THE SAN FRANCISCO CHRONICLE)-Aprfl 30, 1!)93. Browse issues 

Author/Byline: Nanette Asimov, ChroniC!e Staff Writer Edition: F/NAL Section: NEWS Page; A21 

Readabllity: t1~1'zgrade lever (Le11i/e:-12eo) 

The quarter-cent sales tax that raised $22 million for San Francisco schools is invalid, a Sacramento ju'dg·e said ii'\ Cl 
tenl<1tlve ruling yest~rday. 

fo3ialef.i /.,.f'i.icl&s 

Ruling Final. ()n jry~afld Sqnoot 
Tax-. S.F.' consurnei:S .•• 

i;'ighting on -'A leg~! luminary 

lakes up the case oL. 

S.R Sale:; Tax Ruled Invalid -

$23 million collected.;; 

If the judge finalizes his ruling today and if It is-upheld on appeal, fqcal retailers or consumers or both co_u-fd be_ entitled to :I 
~~. l 

PROPERTY-TAX ALLOCATION 
f=ORMULA OFWERED 
CHAN)>ED 

Schoolofficials_credit the taxwith saving Sali Fralicisco sch_ools from having to rriake massive cut$ this year by raising $15' 
million for the district a_nd about $7 mlllfon for City College. 

In his ruling, Superior Court Judge Joe Gray ca.lled the tax "an attempt to circumvent Proposftiori 13," which requires 
such tax increa~es to pass by a two-thirds majority. Voters approved tl'Je measure. in tB9.1 by a simple majority. Gray is 
expected to make his final ruling at a hearing in Sacramento today. 

·'we argued all along that the school district should nave put this inoney in escrow, and they sure didn't Now they might 
pay Uie price," said attorney Jonathan Coupal :of the Howard Jervis ·Taxpayer AssoCiation, which inepresenting four San 
Francisco retailers who sued to invalidate the tax. · . . . 

LaW)'ers for San. Francisco schools and City College safd they have not giv'en up hope tnat the judge will reverse his_ 
decision. lfhe does not, school officials will immediately appeal, said attorney David Goodwin._ 

"I have a strong feeling that the Court of Aµpeal wiil nor agree" with yesterday's decision, Goodwin said, 

The 17-mon\h~ quarter-cent sales tax expires .lune 3o. IA/hen school officials decided to spend ilie money rather than 
place it in escrow, they took a gamble that no court would force schootS to pay it to consurtiers and retailers afterlt had 
Jeen spent on children. · · 

Because bf the tax, class sites in Pllblic schools increased by ~bout one student pet c_lass rather than by four students. 
Fiscal director, Bob GoJ~on estimated that the jobs of hundreds of teachers were saved with the extra money. 

In addition, .the money paid for custodians and noon monitors ·at elementary schools, maintained the sixth period in high 
schools, bought equipment; i;tnd !Tlore. , 

Educators are ~aping '!fiat ~lien i.f the qlstrict li;J~es its case, the only retailers who wi!i try to recoup the tax will be the four 
who brought the suit: Hoogasian Flowe..S, Sur(Pharmacy, Ace Pharmacy, and Diane o. Fashions. Their lawsuitseeks 
only $2,700 in refufldS. · · ·· · · · · . . . . 

An exterisioli of th~ quarter- tent sales_ tax for schools will be the subject of a-special election June 15-ln San Francisco! 
and local educators have be.en loboyfrig hard to persuade 1he public to pass It 

''We absolutely' need twi:Hh1rds approval this time," said Superintendent Bill Rojas~_"Witfioui i~ we will lose hvndreds of 
teachers;. materials, supplies and equipment.•! . 

Index f~(ms:- Jpe Gray,'. City f;:o!fege of SaF1Fran'1sco: SF; SCHOOLS; COLLEGES; FINANCE; COURTS; RllLING; SALES TAX 

Record: 10016 Copyiioh.t; Copyright 7gg3 San Francisco Chronicle 

P327 
h\W:lfinfowelfoewstiank.con:i.ezprcixy.sfpl.orgtrElSourcey/doc/nb/n_ews/OEB4F5W3842A8A7?p=AMNBNS 

I 

Tax Ruling aWiridfafLfor S.f. 
Sc!iaols. omcl;t... · 

County sue~ slate aver shifi in­
fundlng - Moving oL_ 

Property Tax flu ling :Cou.ld Eie_ 
Costly to S.F. -Allocation". 

SF. Schoo)s, City Cpifege Acl 

on Sales Tax Funds 

QC is a winnerio ~ling an 
tax_es, Judge Invalidates,,. 

Add-on prop,ertytax s.urvlves 
attacks in Legjslature:., 

QuickUn~s 
Find mo.re-artictes by Nanette 

As)m,ov1 Chronicle Staff Writer 
Find more artibles ·on page 

Azi 
1
1 

Ffrid all articles on April 30, 
1$93 

1/1 
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BILL NUMBER; SB 612 
~ILL TEXT 

SB 612 Senate Bill - EN ROLLED 

PASSED THE SENATE SEPTJ:MBER 8,· 1995 
PASSED THE ASSEMBLY SEPTEMBER 1, 1995 
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY AUGUST 29 > 1995 
AMENDED lN ASSEMBLY JULY 13., 1995 
AMENDED IN, SENATE APRIL 18, 1995 

INTRODUCED BY Senator Lewis 
(Principal coauthor~ Senator Kopp) 

FEBRUARY 22, .;l.995 

An act to amend Section 7270 of, and to. add Sections 7267 and 
7270.S to, the Revenue and Taxation C()de, relating to taxation. 

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST 

SB 612, Lewis. Transactions and use taxes: constitutional 
challenge: refunds. 

The Transactions and Use Tax Law permits districts, as specified, 
to imf}ose a tax for the privilege of selling at retail, or the 
storage, w;e, or otber 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. contract prov:Lde that the 
district reimburse the board for and hold the board ·harmless from any 
and all costs, losses, or refunds of any kind, when a transactions 
and use tax is held unconstitutional or otherwise invalid. Existing 
law also. prescribes procedures for the refund of' any tax revenues 
deri.ved from an µncoiistitutional tax imposed pursuant to that law 
when the unconstitutionality of the tax has been determined in a 
final and nonappealabie court ded~ion and the revenues have be'en 
paid to the State Board of Equalization and are held it'l an impound 
account. · 

This bill would provide that any action or proceeding filed on a 
basis that the local tax ordirlance is unconstitutional, 6r otherwise 
invalid,. shall be commenced as· specified, and that there shall be no 
recpvery from the state for the impositfoh of any illegal district 
tax, except· as specifh~d. It would specify that the state shall not. 
be made a party to any refund action .. · Thi::! bill woul.<;l require the 
~tate Board of Equalizat:i.ori to transmit reve.nue f,rom .an . 
uncon'stitutional or otherwise invalid tax to' the local district, 
except cts SP\:C~ fied. The bill would requfre that ]:f a fin al aJ1d 
nonappealable" decision of a court determines that a distri.ct 
transa.ctions and use tax is unconstitutional,. the revenue be. 
transferred to the State Board of Equalization ·for administration of 
refunds.. as provided. The bill would require, in the case of the tax 
imposed. by the San Francisco Educational Financing Authority that 
was determined, unconstitutional in a specified: court case, that 
r.efunds be paid as specified. The bill woulo require: that spr=cified 
proVisions related to placement bf r.-evehue in an escrow account be 
incluMd.ir\ each contract with the State. Board of Equali+ation for 
the admi_n~stration and operation of ;:rny transactipns anc:I. us~ tax. 
The bill would specify a district's right to indemriity. 

This bill would make sp~cified legislative findings and 
declaratipns reiated to refunds from, and remedies in the case uf, 
i.tivalid trcinsactioris and use taxes. · · 

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS; 

ftrJ://1132234.213.1007pub,t95-96/bi!l/senlsb _ 0601-0650/~b _ 614_ bil L. 950908 _enrcfl\@.Qttl 1/4 



5/1WZ017 SB 6t2 senate Bill- ENROLI..E,D 

SECTION 1. Section 7i.67 is 'added to the Revenue and taxation Code, 
to read: 

7267. (a) Except as providect iri Chapter 4 (commencing with 
Section 7275); there· shall be no rei::overy froril the ·State for the 
:iinposi tioh of any. llnconstitutfonal or othetwise inYalid tax th;:it is 
levied. in conformity with this part, 
. (b) ,If Cl .final ana nonappealable decision of a court of competent 

jurisgiction determines that. a district transactions .and use tax is 
unconstitutional or otherwise fovalid, the 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 
unconstitutfonal or :invalid transactions and use taxes paid, 
including interest allowed under Sedion 6907. The.board shall 
deposit these revenues in.a segregated impound account in the Retail 
Sales Tax Fund, as described iri Section 7275, and shall administer 
any refur:ids necessitated l;iy the court's decision in accordance' with 
t:he guidelines set forth in Chapter 4· (commencing with Section 7275) 
to the extent feasible· and practical. 

(c) After the r.efund process described in' subdivision (b) is 
completed, any revenue from an i.inconstitutional or otherwise invalid 
tax described in subdivision (.a) that is paid to foe 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 boai:-d is making those 
trans.mittals the district tftat imposed the tax has no successor,. or­
has disbanded, diSsolved, or is otherwise no lOhger fl)rii:t:ioning, the 
l:ibard'.shaU transmit those revenues in the following manner: 

(1) ;i;f the tax leVfeq by the distrii:t was imposed on. i'l. countywide, 
basis; t!ie revenues shall be transmitted to the county's general 
fUncj. 

(2) :i:f the tax 1evi.ed by the district was :imposed on a citywide 
basis J the revenues shall be transnii tted to the cl ty IS general fund• 

(3) If. the tax levied by the district was imposed on a basis other 
than i.n p·aragraph (1) or (2), the revenues shall be transmitted to 
the general fund of each faxing jurisdii::tiOri located. wholly within 
the district_, based on each taxing .jurisqittioh. s proportionate share 
()f revei;iue from taxes imposed pursuant to· the Bradley-Burns Uniform. 
~ocal Sales a,nd Use T_ax law allocated duriilg the prior· calendar<. year. 

(d) The distr'ict_, or any e11'tity that PartiCip<ited in the fqrmat~on 
of :the district, shall: reimburse the board for and hold the board 
harmless tro(ll any .and an costs, iosses, qr refunds of any kind · 
whatsoever, including preparatory costs incurred prior to 
.implerpentation~ of the tax. 

(e) In the case of any claim for .reftlnd of the transactions <ind 
use tax. imposed by the s~il Frandsco .Educational. Finarid.;ng Authority, 
which was determined fo be uncon$.ti tuticinal by the court in. 
Hoogasicin Flowers,, Iifc .. \.(, state Bd; of Equalization:. 23 <;:aL App~ 
4th'1264, pay111ent o.f any of those claims for refund shall be ni<1de 
from the revenues derived from the llti_constitutional transactions and 
use tax collected by and in tne possessi~n of the board- When those 
funds and aoy other revenues derived from the unconstitud.onal tax 
still in the possession of the San Francisco Educational Financing 
Authority, the City a_nd. County of San Francisco, the San Francisco 
Unified· School. District:. or the San Francisco Community College 
District are exhausted, any·remainfogj:>aymentsof those c:Iairils for 
refund shall be. paid from funds of the San Francisco Unified School 
District :and :the. San Franc:i,sco ConimunitY College District whi.cti 
benefited froin the illegal tax. The remaining payinen1;s shall. be 
based oh the method qy wh:i,th the San Francisco Educational Financing 
AU1;:hority distributed t:he. proceeds of the tax to th_e San Francisi:o 

.ftp://192.234.i13.1ooipub/9&-96ibintseni'sb_o601-06sb/sb~612_biil_95boo8_enrdi?2.~ 214 
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Unified School District and the San Francisco Community College 
District. 

SEC. 2. section 7270 of the Revenue and Taxation Code is amended . 
to ·read:· 

7270. (a) Pripr tb the operative date: of any ordiha11c~ imposing a 
tr;;insactions and use tax pursuant to thiS part~ the district s.hal1 
contrac,t with the ~ciard to. perform ail i=unc;tions incident to the 
administration a.nd operatio.r of the ordinance. If the distr:ict has 
not contracted with the board prior to the operative date ofiits 
ordinance, it shall· nevertheless· so contract and, in that case, the 
operative date shall be the first day of the first calendar quarter 
following the execution of the contract •. 

{b} The contract shall contain a provision th\it the district shall 
reiinburse the board for and hcild the board harmless from any arid all 
cQ.sts, lo.sses, or refunds of any kind whatsoever. 

( c) The contract shall also contain '<! provision that, in .the event 
that a legal action is commenced challenging the validity of. the ·tax 
fo its entirety, as opposed to its application to an individual 
taxpayer, the district shall place the tax proceeds into an 
interest-bearing escrow account until the.legality of the tax is 
finally resolved by a final and nonappealable decision rendered by a 
court of comp~tent jurisdi<:tion.. 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 foi"' any and all 
costs~ lbsses:. or refunds from any entity, except the state, that 
partic:tpated in the imposition of the tax. For the purposes .Of this. 
part,. "participated" means any involvement iri procuring the 
legislation t,h_at authorized the tax, or itl, enacting or administering. 
th~ ordinance ;imposing the tax. Any organ:lzatfon that is a member. of 
the legislative body crf the district impo·sing the tax ,ha,s 
partidpated in the impositi()n of the tax 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 
ordinance provided fOr irl this part or P;:irf L 7 ( cc)mmendng witl) 
Section 7280) or the issuance of any bonds therelmder or any of the 
proceedings in relatipn thereto is contested, questiotie<;I,,, or denieq 
cin the basi?. that the. tax ordinance is. unccinsti tutionai or otherwise. 
invalid and filed for" the sole purpose of contesting the validity of 
th~ district t'ransac:t:igns and use tax,; shall qe commenced. Pt:1rst1ant to 
Chapter 9 (commencing with Section 860) of Title i0 of Part 2 of the 
Code <;if Civil Procedure. The state shall not be made a party to 
the a~tion or proceeding. That action shall not be filed more than 
50 days after the approval of the enabling ordinance. by the voters 
unless the authorizing legislation spedfies a: longer perioct. If no 
action iS fileq wit.hin that peri.od, the tax, the J:iorids, arid <ill 
proceedings in relation thereto> inC:luding the adbptiqn arid apprQvaJ,. 
.of the ·9rctinance, s11a11 be held to be valid and iri every respect 
legal and uncon:testable. 

SEC. 4. )'he ~egisl;:iture finds aod dec;lares that since t:ra11.sactions 
and use taxes are imposed by the -i;axing districts ~nd not'the state, 
the state has no interest in, and shouli:f not be .a partyin1 any 
:actiOn to determine the validity of suth a tax. It is the interit of 
the Legislature ·that the state not be made a party to· those actions. 
However, where a refund daimant is contestfog:the application of 
sales. or use taxes in general to a particular trarisadiori, toe Claim 
should be filed. with the State Board ·of Equalization under '!;he 
norinal refund rules, notwithstanding the fact 'l)he of the taxes. th,e 
applicatiOn of whii;:h is. contested is a tr:an$actibns or use tax. which 
is' alleged to be invalict. 

SEC, s~ (a) It is t~e .fotent of the.; LegislatJJre that this ·ad; be 
appl_ie·ct retroactively to the fullest e.xtent permitted by the federal 
.and state Constitutions. 

(b) The Legislature finds and declares that when it enacted the 

flp://192.234.213.100/pub195:;9$)!11/senfsb_o6o1-065<Jisb _ 612_bli l_ 950908-:-erirJ!' '11U 3/4 
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secon9 paragraph of Section 7270 (designated by this act as 
subdivisfon (b) of Section.7270) of ;the Revenue and Taxation Code, it 
intended to prevent the State qf California from being made liable 
for refunds of any transactions and use tax wh1ch 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 li:ability for those refunds- with the district 
t'eimbursihg the state. Itis the intent of the Legislature in 
enacting. subdivision .(a) of section 7267 of the Revenue and Taxation 
Code to imp).ement its original interit in this matter and clarify 
existing law that there shall be no recovery from the state for th.e 
imposition of any iHegal tax except as specifically otherwise 
provided by statute. It is inten_ded that the district wh~ch levied 
the illegal tax shall be solely liable for such refunds. 

(c) (1) The Legislature enacted.chapter 1060 of the Statutes of 
i993 in order to provide a remedy to persons who bore the economic 
burden of an illegal district· tax in. the situation where the revenues 
derived therefrom had· been collected· by. the State Board of 
Equalization and distributed to the taxing district but had been 
retained by the district pending the outcome ,of the litigatiOn over 
the validity of the latter's t;;ix .. The Legislature finds an,d dec;).ares 
that current law does not require the district to .retain those 
revenues during t.he litigation and where the district does pot do so 
there is no effective remedy for either taxpayers or those. who bore 
the economic burden 'of the tax. 

(i) The United States Supreme court, in the case of ~c\(esson v·. 
Division of Ale. Bev., 110 L Ed ;2d 17, declared that the due process 
clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution 
requires thata taxpayer who may only challenge the validity of a 
tax through :a postpayment refund action must be provided meaningful 
retrospective relief for taxes already paid pursuant to a tax. scheme 

urtiiii"ately found unconstitutional. It is the intent of the 
Legislature in adding subdivision (c) to Section 72.70of tti~ Revenue 
and Taxation Code :to ensure that effective relief is available, 
nc;itwithstahding the pr:.ovisions of Sect.ion 6931 Of the ReVentfe and 
Taxation Cbde.. .· 

ftp://192.234.213.100/pub/95-961bill/sen/sb_0601-0650/sb_612_biil_950908_enro!led.htm1 
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Memo to Budget Cotiim:lttee 
January 27' 1993 

6. Based on in£onnati-O:n proYided by the State Board of Equalization, oil July 
15, 1991, a Sales Tax increase- beci:une effective which increased the total State­
allocated Sales Tax by 1.25 percent, from the 4.75 percent base rate to 6.0 percent. 
The Governor's FY l,~93-94 budget indicates that the 0.5 percent temporary sur:taX 
noted above in_ the 6.0 percent portion of the Sales Tax allocated to the Sta,te of 
California would not he ex.tended past its June 30, 1993 sunset date. The Governor's 
proposal is preliminary~ and subse(fµent State legislation, if approved, may extend 
the 0.5 percent_ temporary sales tax.- As noted abovei· the current 0.25 percent 
surtax for the San Francisco Unified School District and the San Francisco 
Community College District aJ~o expires on June 30f 1993. Therefore, depending 
upon the ptate-.Legislature, a:nd depending on the approval of this proposed 
resolution and the approvitl of the .San Francisco electorate, the following sceµarios 
could result: , · 

a) 8.25 percent. This Sales Tax rate would result if the proposed 
resolµtion is adopte~wbich would enable the Public Finance Authority, 
with the approval of the voters~ to in(!rease the sales tax by up to O.p 
percent, and the. Governo.r's proposed elimiri.ation of the· State 0;'5 
percent surtax is. approved by the State- legislature Qocal 0.25 percent 
rate for schoQls expires). · 

b) 7.75 percent. This Sales Ta:trate would result if the Govern9r's 
proposed eliminatiqn of the, State's 0.5 percent su+tax--is ·approved by 
t}:ie S~te Legislature, and the. San Francisco voterS do not approve the 
increase in the Sales Tax rate by 0.5 percent (local 0;25-p~rcentrate for 
schools expires). · 

7. Mr. Greg Riden()w: ofthe Registrar ofVoters reports that a special election 
wo:uld reqµire a.;notice of 88 days after the Board of Supervisors calls for the special 
.election. Mr. Ridenour estimates that a special election could cost the City up to $1 _ 
milliQn, depemling 011 th;e number of initiatives which are placed on the ballot. AB 
1930 specifies that the any increase in the Sales Tax rate must be approved by a 
majority of the qualified voters of that cotinty. However, the City Attorney's Office 
states a: two-thirds vote:i: approvalis reqpired (~ee Comm~t No.10). AB 1930 also 
~imlica~S that the costs Of a special election could be reimbursed from the proceeds 
generated from the Saies Tax rate iricrease. Thereforei if th_e voters do not approve 
the increa$e in the Sales Tai rate, an additional cost of up to $1 million wollid be 
incurred by the City. .However; if the speci:=µ ele~tion is called as p~ of the 
1{ ovember; 1993. ballot~ the additional costs incW:Ted would only l;>e the minimal 
costs associated with additional,. voter pamphlet mailing and printing costs. · , 

l Jt; i V\ e5*~~ 
( W~ru__ V/\5. · lner-Mttl tve_?) 

B()ARJ) QJ!SUPERVISORS 
BUDG:ET ANALYST 
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S.F. Schools, City Colleg_e Act on Sales Tax Funds Hide Details 

San Ffandsco ChroniC!e (CA) (Pubifshed as THE SAN FRANCISCO CHRONICLE) - June 23, 1992 Browse Issues S.F. Schools Tax Invalid, Judge 
. Author/Byline.' Nanette A·siri>ov, CHronic:/e.$/aff Writer Edition!' FINAL s,,ction: NEWS Page: A 11 [ Says.$... ·: 

Readability: 11-12 grade le vet (l exile: 1250) 1· --· .. "' ...... · - .... - ... 

Ruling_ Final On Invalid School 
Millions of dollars from San Francisco's new county sales !;;ix inched their way toward local classrooms yesterday when ·Tax -S.f. consumers .... 

the governing boards of the public schools and City College withdrew the money from escrow and deposited i1 in their own 
_bank accounts. Fighting on -A legal luminary 

Within the next two weeks; both boards will consider whether to .take the risky step cif budgeting the money for the coming 
.sctiool year. · · · · ·· 

.. : . . . ": ; . 

The \ax for cash-strapped San Francisco schools and City College had been frozen si~ce collection began on Fe.bruary 1, 
because of a lawsuit by the Howard Jar\ris Taxpayers Association. to nullify it. On Friday, a Sacramento judge dismi.ssed 
the :suit on a technicality. l;lut the group has threatened additional legal actions to stop the tax. 

Voters had passed the temporary tax December 10, boosting the local.sales tax a quarter cent to 8.5 percent for 17 
mo_nths. The schools expect to collect about $17.5 rnillion, and City College aboui $8.5 million. 

· 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. · . · . . .. . 

. . . . . . . 

Yeste~day, the school boards uhanimously agreed t9 withdraw the money from escrow; the first step toward making it 
available for budgeting, _Both boards have until July 1 to approve new budgets. . 

The public schools aritidpate layoffs, program cuts and higher class size due to a projected $23 million shortage. VVith the 
tax· money, the shortage could drop fo $5.3 million, said fiscal director Bob Golton; although the actual figure depends on 
the _state budget, which is being debated now. . 

. . . . : . 

.::ity College probably Would. use its share to repai!"'aging buildings and •update the computer system, said Robe.rt V~rni of • 

lakes up the case of .... 

S.F. Sales Tax _Ruled Invalid~­

$23 million collected ... 

·PROPERTY-TAX ALLOCATIO('l 

FORMULA ORDERED 

CHANGED 

Tax Ruling a Windfall for S.F. 

Schools-Official: .. 

County sues state ·aver shift in 

funding - Moving of. .. 

•Property Tax Ruling Co'uld Be 

·costly to S.f. • Allocafon ... 

S.F. Schools, City College Aet 
on Sa Jes Tax Funds 

OC is a winner Jn ruling on 

faxes- Judge invaiidates ..• 

Add-o(I property lax su_rvives 

·attacks in Leglslature,, . 

the City College. board! · !============: 
Quick Links 

Jon Coupal, 11ttomey for the tax opponents, warned the bdards that ~e will appeal the judge's ruling and pursue other 
legal avenues to nullify_lt19 tax. He said ttie school boards would be .. absolutely stupid'' to budget the money. · 

. . . 

. Var.ni said: "I don'fsee ~riy vulner~bility at ihis point. But I am going 1o wait and see if any information comes up that 
. wo.uld cause me tc;i change my position." 

School board presidenf JoAnne Miller fiiyors budgeting ttie money.'" It's riot risky at all," she safd. 
. . . . : . . 

The City College bciard v;ill have a public meeting to talk about plans to spend the tax money at 7 p.in. Thursday in the 
Pierre Coste building at 50 Phelan Averiue.ln San Francisco. 

The _school district's meeting ·will be at 7 tonight, in tl:ie auditorium 9fEverett Middle Sch.oOI; 450 Church Street. 

.Index terms: PROPOSlnON 13; SF. Board of Education; s.F: City College/ 1-/oward Jan'is_ Taxpayers A$sociation; Quentin Kopp; 

.. scHoqLs: coi.LEGES: SF; SALES TAX' FINA/VCE; EDUCATJON;VIOLATIONS: LAM~· CA; COURTS,: LAI1isutTs 
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Americas News- Historical and Current !New Search} 

S.F. Sales Tax ~uled Invalid- $23 mlllion ce>llected lor schools Hide oetans .. ! Refc.ted Articles 
San Francisco Chronfc/e {CA) (Published.as 'THE SANFRANCISCO CHROfVIC{E/" M~rch i9,_ 1Yi/1 ·srowse/ssues s.F. Schools Tax Jnvalid,Jtidge 
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A state appeal court ruled yesterday that a quarter~pent 'sales tax passed bY San ·Francist6 voters for s~hool$1n 
December 1991 was invalk;i because i(did not receive two-thirds of ihe vote as required by Proposition 13. 

Jonathan Coupal, the attorney who brought suit over the tax on behalf of four merchants, .said the businesses he 
represents wi1lbe e!ltitl.~d to refunds fotaling abouf $2,70\). 

But he added. that if is probably all btit impossible to recriver the $23 million collected citYWide from tbespecla! tax that 
was in effect for 17 month!\. 

No one frorn !he San Francisco Unified School District co4!d be reached for comment on the ruling last night, 

Teresa Serata, the city'.s budget chief, said that fast year the. v.oters passed an extension of the sc~hobls sales tax, which 
still ·stands at 8 .5 percent, but thlS time they did it with more than two-thirds of the vote, so it is not likely to be leg a Hy 
challenged. 

She said she coiild not immediately eomrnent on the effe:ct of yesti.frday's i:ourt decisiot_l. 

Four San Francisco retailers -· a flower shop, a c!othihg boutique and two pharmacies - had sued. in Sacramento, 
chalhmging imposition of the tax. 

Last May, a S4perior court.judge found the taxlnvalfd, a ruling upheld yesterday 011 a 3-tci-O decis.iof\ by a slate appe!'ll 
court. 

In an opinion J)y.Justice Richard. Sims, ihe appellate court said the tax agency controlled by the San Francisco Unified 
School District and the community c.ollege .board was covered by the tWo~ thirds Vote req1,1irement of ProP.ositiori 13', .tbe 
1978 property-taxslashinl;J measure .• 

Ruling Final On lnv~lid School 

Tux., S.F. consumers:., 

fighti.ng .i;m ·A legal°rumil)al}' 

take$ up 1he case of... 

S.F. Sales Tax Ruled lnvaiid • ... .. . . . 
$23 million .collected •• , 

PROPERTY-TAX ALLOCATlON 

FORMVL.A ORDERED 
CHANGED 

··rax Ruling a Windfall fifr.RF, 
Schools - Official ... 

County sues state· over shift in 

funding ' Moving of... . 

Property Tax Rultng Could Be 

C0 sUy to S.F.- Allocatl.on ••.. 

s)=, s·chools, City CoHe-ge .Act . 

on Sales·iax Funds 

oc iii a winner in ruling pri 
taxes ·Judge 1RV<'!Jidales, .• 

Add-on property tax surv)ves 

<ittacks in Le.gislalunL. 

The ruling js the third by an appeal court since the state Supreme Courtniled in a San Diego case that local taxes must I . . . 
be approved by a ty,to-thirds vote of the people. "T;he ru.ling in the San Diegq case.came a week after' San Francisco voters Quick Lmk~ 
passed the .sales tax in December 1991, with 55 percent ofthe vote. Find more art1cies by Ken 

I Hoover, Chronicle.Staff Writer 

Sims said.it did not matter tha( the San Francisco tax was passed a week before the Supreme Court rufjng. Find TTIPfe articles on page 

Proposition A on the bee. 10, 1°991, baUotraised the city sales ta~ fro111 8.25 percent to B:5 percent.Tbe San Franc;iSco 
Unifi.ed School District received about $15 million. from the tax, and about $.8 million we.rit to City college of San Francisco. 

Ev~rdhough the tax was the subject offegal challenge, !he school disfriCt board and the community college board decided 
to .spend the money anyway to prevent the lay()ff of hundreps of teachers and other employees. in the faoe ofa cash 
sl)ortage. 

C~upal, the attorney for the Howard. Jarvis Taxpayers Association, which represehted the f0ur 111erchants; was 
unsuocessfu l. in obtaining a .court order. that Would have bloc_ked lrnpositi<;m of the tax. 

"It's very difficult in the are. a .of local sales tax to prevent locai government from successfully breaking the law -· tti:. t. J.~ 
exactly what happened here," .Coupal said. · . ·· 

Coupal said he Is studying ways to hold the school boards financl~lfy accountable; 

He Said he suspects that other businesses may ~le c;la1msf6r refunds -of thi;i sales tax, :fo .which .they a~e legally entitled. 

··customers. think of themseiVe's as paying the tax because retailers generally pass the tr;ix:along,i' Coupai said, "But 
technically, it's Ille retailers who are responsible for the tax and who are required to fill out quarterly reporti> .. " 

Index terms: Proposition 1;J,· Proposifif}([ ,4; SF; SALES.. TAX; RULING; COURTS; EfJUCA TION; Ff NANCE.' VIOLA T!Of/S; ELECTIONS 1991 

Record; 10450 Copyright:' Copyriglll1994 San f(andsco Chron/cl<i. 
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Rider v@ County 'Of San Diego (1991) 

[No. 8017917. Dec 19, 1991.] 

RICHARD J. RIDER et aL, P1a1ntiffs and Respondents; v. COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO et 

al., Defendants and Appel1ants. 

(Superior Court of Riverside County, No.194690, Gordon R, Burkhart, Judge.) 
.• ' . 

(Opinion by Lucas, C~ J.1 with Arabian, Baxter ahd George, JJ.,. concurring. Separate 

c~mcurring opinion by George, J., with Panelli, J:., concurring. Separate dissenting 

opinions by Mosk and Kennard, JJ.) 

COUNSEL 

Lloyd M. B'armon, Jr;, C011nty Counsel, Daniel J, Walhice (!nd Diane Bardsley, Chief 

Deputy Colinty Counsel~ Bruce D. Macteish and Andrew J. Freeman; DeJ?ufy County 

Counsel, McDougal,- Love, _Eckis, Grindle & 0 1Cohnor, Lynn R. McDouga1 and Tamara 

A Smith for Defend~nts and Appellants. 

John K. Van de Kamp and Daniel K tungren; Attorneys. Gen.era}, JackT. Kerry and 

Edmond B. Mamer, Deputy Attorneys Ge11eral7 Kelvin iI. Booty; Jr;, Comity Counsel 

{Alameda), James F. May,,Assishuit County Counsei, SusanMiiiasian, County Counsel 

(Butte), Max E. Robillson, County Col!nsel {Fres110), John~. Slutter, Deputy County 
. . . 

Counsel, .James. P. Lough, County Counsel (Humboldt)/fhomas M'. Fries~ County 

Counsel (Imperial), Kevin E. Ready, Deputy County Couns.el, Bernard C~ Barmann, 

County Counsel (Kem), Stephen D. Schuett, Assistant County Counsel; Camemrr L. 
Reeves, County Counsel (Lak:e), De WittW~ Clinton; CoUll.fy Counsel (Los Ange1€s), 

David L. Muir,. Deputy County Counsel, Jeffrey L. Kuhn, County Counsel (Madera); 

Douglas J, Maloney, County Counsel {Marin),. Alien A. Haim1 Deputy County Counsel, 

j ames S. Reed, County Counsel (Mono)~ Ralph R Kuchler,. County Counsel (Monterey), 

Leroy W. Blankenship, Deputy Coullty Counsel, James A. Curtis, County Counsel 
. . 

(Nevada), Robett Shulman? Councy Counsel (Plum.as), William C. Katzen1?tein, (;ounty 

~ 
A .l . .,....L c_ Jl .. S \ ~i\R~l 
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now §.93, subd. (a); Carman v. Alvord (1982)31CaL3d 318, 331 [l.82 Cal. Rptr. 506, · 

644P .. 2d192].) In other words, as a practical matl;er, the proposed extension of 
Richmond to all districts, whenever created, which lack property·fa:x power wouldrea.d 

section 41s reference to "special districts" out of existence as applied to districts formed 

after 1978. 

As the plurality opinion in Richmond explained, section4 of Proposition 13 was 

interidedto restrict the ability of local governments to impose new taxes to replace 

property tax revenues losttmder the other provisions of that measure.- (See 31 CaL3d at 

p. 206.) '11,1is intent would be frustrated if cities and counties were nonetheless 

permitted to arrange forthe.formation oflocal taxing districts to finance municipal 

functions without securing the requisite two-thirds voter approval. 

Thus, we hold that "special di$frict" wquld include any lo~l taxing agency cre,ated to 

raise funds fqr city or county purpo:ses to replace reyen11es lost by reason of the 

restrictions of Proposition 13. 

· In the presen~ case, the evi4ence that the Agency was cr~at.ed to ra,ise fu11ds for c91111ty 

purposes and thereby circumvent Proposition 13 is strong. [3] In future cases, however, 

·~arshalling such evidence of intentional circumvention m:ay be difficult. Thus, we 
believe.thatcourts may infer such intent whenever the plaintiff has proved the new tax 

agency is essentially controlled by one or more cities or counties that otherwise would 

have had to comply with the supermajority provision of section 4. In determining [ 1 

Cal. 4th 12Jwhether such control e:Xists, a variety of considerations may be relevant, 

including the presence or absence of (1) substantial J.nunidpal control over agency 

operations; revenues or expenditures, (2) 1m:inicipal ownership or control over agency 

property or facilities7 (3) coterminous physical boundaries, (4) common or overlapping 

governing boards, (5} ]JlU.nicipal involvement in the creation ot formation of the agency, 

and ( 6). agency perfohilance of functions customarily or historic(lllypetformed by 

mµnicipalities and finaµc~d, tlirough levies ()f property truces .. 

The "essential contror' standard posited above is nofnecessarilythe functional 

eqliivaleiit ofthe "alter ego'' theory used to ;;pierce the eorporateveil" for purposes of 

impos~ng liability on the individual shareholders .. (See1 e.g., Mesler v. Bragg 

Management Co, (1985) :39 Cal. 3d 290, 300-301 [216 Cal .. Rptr. 443, 702 P.2d 601].) 

Rather than attempting to demonstrate that the subject agency'and.countyare identical 

entities, appiication of the "-essential controri test simply affords ground for reasonably 

inferring an intent to circumvent Proposition 13. 

·http://law.jl!Stia,comfcases/californialsuprerne-court/4thl1/1.htn:il 
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Vanoni v. County of Sonoma (1974)40 Cal App. 3d 743, 748..:751 [115 CaLRptr. 485], 

s.erves as an instructive analogous precedent, There, the- appellate court considered 

whether a water district should be deemed the alter ego of a c6unfy for purposes of 

applying the constitutional debt limitation applicable to Cities, col!nties and school 

districts, put noHo water districts~ (Cal. Const;, former art. :XIU, § 40; see id., art.:XVI, § 

18.) The courtobser\Ted that although the county and water district shared common 

the absence of a showing ,;tli en r su ~ect tot e imitation [i.e., the county] controlled 

the decision to incur the debt or levy the t<lX." (Id. at p. 750, italic~ added.) 

AsVanoni concluded, ".Although the Sonoma Water District may be performing 

functions traditionallyperforined by counties, appellants have offered no evfrlence, 
. . 

beyond the fact that the same individuals sit on the governing boards of both the county 

and the water diStrict, that Sonoma County exercises actual control over the actions of 

the district. The fa<;:t that the same individuals are members of both boards is not 

sufficient to establish that control. [Citation;]'' (Vanoni v. County of Sonoma~ supra, 40 

CaLApp.3dat pp. 750-751, italics added.) We agree with Vanoni that common governi11g 

boards do notinyariably indicate county control, but certainly that fact is relevant to. the 

inquiry. The determination whether a city or county essentially ccintr:ols a taxing agency 

is one that necessarily must be made on a case-by-case basis, using the criteria 

suggested above. [1 Cal. 4t:J:i 13] 

We are unconvin.ced that aP.plicatio11. of the "essential control" standard Would 

necessarily jeopardize all taxing:agencies created since 1978. As plaintiffs observe, the 

statutes establishing such agencies and providing for the adoption of tax ordinances 

typic.ally contain strict time limitations governing commencement ofliti~ation 

challenging their validity_ (See, e~g., Gov. Code, § 26282 [pertaining to the San Diego· 

County agency iilvolVedherein]; Code Civ. Proc.,§§ 860 [in rein validation procedure], 

863 [ 60-ciay sta,h1te oflimitations for challenging validity of ag~ncy action}) Unlike 

curative acts, which generally are unable to cµre constitutional defects (see Hoffman v. 

City of Red Bluff (1965) 63 Cal. 2d584, 592 [47 Cal. Rptr. 553; 407 P.2d 857]: 

Aughenbaugh v. Board Of Supervisors (i983) 139 Cal.App. 3d 83, 90-91' [188 Cal.;R.ptr. 

523]); such statutes of limitations are deemed V1rithi11 legislative p·ower to provide a 

prompt validating procedure for asserting such challen~es (see Rand v. Bossen (1945) 

27 Cal. 2d 61, 64- 67 [162 J>.2d 457 ]; Graydon v. Pasadeiia RecievelopmentAgency 

http://law.j1Jstia.com/eases/californlatsupreme-courit4th/1t1.html 
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Membe( 

_,_ 
. Board of Supervisors 

City and Countjr of San Francisca 

M~rch J..5, 1993 

'l'O: Hori. Members of the Board 

FR• Supervisor Carole Migden 

RE: rmniediate Adoption Item 
Declaring a June 15, 1993 Special EJection 

A/ul- e._ -_:3 _, oi:> 

..a/;7 

On Roll Call ,today, I will ask that the attached motion be 
approved cin: the Immediate )\.dopt].on Calendar. - The motion would 
declar1? a S:E,>ecial Election t.o be held on June 15, 1993. 

You wi1l recall that the Board authorized creation of a 
Joint Finance A1li:hor;ity to determine whether San F.rancisco 
voters should be asked to extend all or some portion of one 
half-cent of sales tax should it expire a_s scheduled on i;Tune 30. 

The Authority has decided that the -voters should be asked 
to. extend one-quarter cent of the sales tax to flmd the Scho_ol 
District and Community College District. This extension would 
have the effect of replacing the one...:.g:uarter cent sales ta.:x: 
currently collected by the Scb.:o_ols which also expires on 
June 30. -

The earliest.date on which a Special Election can now be 
called :is Ju,ne 15, 1993. That dat'e would be secured by our 
action toP,ay oeclaring ~he election, pursuant to. the action of 
the Joint Finance Authority. The .cost of the election will be 
approximately $60.0, OOO. The entire cost _will be paid by the 
Schqo.l District arid Community College District, as ma.de ciear 
in th~ motion declaring the election. · -

Please contact my offic~ if you have any questions in 
adva_nce of today's Bq~rd meE!ting. 

Thank you for your donsider.ation.: 

Room235 " CityBaU a SanFrJ?c.3~,fealifornia94102 a (415)554-4033 
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FILE NO 101-92-66. 2 

{Gov~rnment Funding) 

j ! 

' . 

OIIDINANCB t:soL_5.2-
R0#92246 SA#118 

.1 APPROPRIATING 120,000 FOR PROGRAM PROJECT BUD.GET (SPECIAL ELECTION 
2 FUND), REGISTRAR OF VOTERS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1992 b 93. 

: I sett ordained by the people <if the City and County of San Francisco: 

5 Seetion 1. FUNDS ARE HEREBYAPPROPRIATED FOR FY 199~-:93 .AS FOLLOWS: 

6 Department 
and NumllQr 

Source. of Fun(is and 
Purpose of Appropriation 

7 
101.4 001 

8 
Ge11eral Fund 

99-bo~oo 9 General Fund Unallocated 

10 GL 155 (1 19990) lnterfund ReceiVable 

11 Subsfdiafy 000078 SFU$D ~ Special Electlqn Advance 

12 ao~oo-oo · Registrar of Voters 

13 
Project 037 - 01 . Spedal Election Fund 

14 
20-2010 (430025). Program Project Budget 

15 

16 

17 

18 PPROVED AS TO FORM: 
LOUISE ·H. RtNNE, CITY ATTORNEY 

19 

20 y, ~ 
l~~_a.-"=~.<--'---1.o.4~~ 

21 DEPUTY CJY' AJf~RNEY. 

22 

23 

?4 

25 I 
1J ! flOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

1l P339 

Amount 
Debit Credit 

$120,000 

$120,000 

FUNDS AVAILABLE: 

~LM_ 
·~OLLER . · .. ·• 



' ' 

. :Monday, M~Y HJ, J,993 

" . . ... 

.[Metered.. Yellow' Zone, Oown'towrl Corer . . ... 
Resolution µrging. the: ?1ayo.r to. u.rge. ·the l?arkinq ·aml Traffic . 
commission· to ·expand metered yellow zones in the Downtown Cote to. 
\Tan Ness and South. of ·Market and to urge .the Parking an.d' .Traffic 
Commission and the· Poli.ea .Commission vigorously· to cite · . 
non-commerCial vehicles·illegally parked in yellow zones as well as 
commercial vehicles' parked. illegally in yellow zones all day,. ... 
(Supervisor Maher. pr9Sj:lnted.} R9fe.rred to Housing and .Land Ui;e 
Committee wi.th request it. be considered at the May 20, 1993 meeting,.. 

File: .1.90·..,93:::4 

[Manual Traffic Control] 
Resolutio,n declaring the ·policy of the City iin\1 County that it is 
essential to San Francisco's tran'sit plan ·to 'h<1Ve manual traffic 
control in the city's 'busie~t intersections in the Down town .Cor'e of 
the City 'dudng periods of peak evening traffic. (Supervisor Maher 
presented.) .Referred to.Housing and Land Use Co1nmittee .with request 
it be considered at the May 20, .) .. 9.~3 meetii:tg. ' ··· 

File l.90-93-5 

[Manual Traffic: Control Staff) .. 
'"O Resolution urging th.e Mayor to urge the P.arking and Traf.fic 
00 Commission to t<ikeall steps·riecessary to hire twenty-.four to 
~ thirty-six additional 'parking. control officers whose p'rimaxy · 
0 functi.on would be. the ocontrol of traffic in hea.,,ily used . · .. 

intersections ·in .. the. city during periods of 'peak evening "traffic. 
(Super.visor Maher. pres13nted: ). Referred to H0:using and Land Use. 

·Committee. with request it be con.sidered at the May 20, 1993 meeting. 

File 190-93-5.1 

· [DoUbl~ P.ax:king;B·afl, 'In.crease t0: $100] · . . 
Resol:i.!Hon urgi'ng the Municipal Court to increase the·bail for 
double parking violations from $4j 'and $50.to.$100 a~d urging the 
Parking and. ·Traffic Commission and the Police Commission to place a· 
high priority' on vigorously citing violators of double parking 
prohibi tioris, especially during periods of· peak evening traffic. 
(Supervisor Maher presented.) · Refer.r.ed' 'to Ho.using .and Land Use . 
Committee· with ·request it be consider'!!d lit the May 20, 1993. !"eeth1g. 

File 237.-93-2 

(Bailot.Measure] . .. . . 
Charter amendment (First Draft) amending· Section 7.309 reilatinif to 
financing con~ttuction or.improvement of capital facilities ~r .. 
purchase of equipment, (Supervisor Hsieh presented.} Referred to 
Rules committee. 

File 24.0-,93-i 

-462-

1 

Mbnday, Majr .lCL .1993 

[Bal.lot Measure) · · . ·' · · . · 
· · cha:rt.ei amendment (Rough Draft) amending Section .3. 543 'relating to 

Deputy Chiefs, Fire ·Department, 'to allow .the Fir.a Chief to· appoint 
two Deputy Chiefs from uniformed· officers holding· i;:ank of Battalion. 
'Chief or Assistant Chief. (Supervisor Hs.ieh presented.) Referred 
to ·Rules Committee. · · · · 
. . . . 
'Fil~ 24 i.:.93.'..1 

[.Ballot 'Measure)' .. 
Charter amendment' (First 'Draft) ~mending Section 6. 203 .to require 
the mayo11 to transmit to the b.oard of supervisors the, proposed· . 
budget .. for the ensuing fiscal yeai: by the first day of May· of ·each· 
year. (Supervisor Migden presented.)· Referred to Rules Committee. 

File 242-93.-1 

[Ba1ioi: Measure) . . ·· ·· ' · . · . • · 
Charter. amendment (First Draft) amending Section "7', 309 .relating tci 
the financing of the acquisition. of equipment by increasing thefo. 
obligations' or evidence of indebtedness from $20 to $40 mil'liqn. 
(Supervisor Shelley presented.) Referred t.o Rul.es Comm1tte.e, · 

Fpe 243,..9:3:-l 

[B~llot.Measure]. .· . . . . .. 
Charter amel'.ldmE!nt (Rougll J:lraft)' ·amending Section 3; 670 ·rehting to., 
the compo·sition of" the .Retirement Board of the. City and· County. 
Empioyees• Retirement System by adding a .retired 'person to the 

. Board. (Supervisor 'shelley presented.} Referred to Rules. Cdll\l11itt.ee. 

File 245-93-1 

"Raf'erred to Board . 
' ' 

[Reques~l . . . . · . 
Report by Registrar of Voters on the proposed cuts in the .1993-94 
budget eliminating .oc restricting the availabilit~ of absentee 
ballots and budget cuts ~tfecting access to pollin~ places. · 
.(Superviso'r .Conroy· presented.) At the direct.ion· ·of the President, 
scheduled for consideration by the Board on May 17, 1993. 

·Fi.le ioo~93-7 

Reguests for Hearinq§.i.. 

File 3o-93~9, By supervj,sor Sh~iley: · To consid.~t the '.f.~sue of . 
electro magnetic. fields .and potential impacts to· residents ;Living. 
near· such. fields', Referred to Health, Public Safety and· Env.ironment 
Committee. 

-463..:. 



Morida·y, M.a.r· 3, 1993 

. .. .. ... . 

Ordin .. ~nce. appro.pd.a.ting $120, OOO·;. R. e. gi sfrar of ·Voter. s, ··.ior ·• progr.Jm·:.. . · . project budget· (Sp~cial Election Fund). (Supervisor Migderi · 
presented . .) .Referred to· Budge.1: ·committee wi.th request it• be 
considered· .at· the May 5, 1993 meeting. . · •· • · · • 

.. . . 

File 1.01:-092-66.2 . .. . : '? . . .. . ~~IC\;)_. . .... 
[Surplus Property] · . . . .. . . 
Ordinance repealing ·ordinaries No. 100-93'.wh'iCh ·authorized anii 
directed the sale of surplus city..:owned property known as: a .po.rtiol) 
of Water Department Parcel 55 located. at Lake Merced Bouleva~d and 
John ~uir Drive, which proper~Y is currently being leased to th~ 
Olympic Club.. (Supervisor Hallinan presented . ..) Refer.red to Budget 
Committee. 

JJ !, 1r1~~ .c._· c,\wo\ . 
File· 96-93-1.1 ., nect"'-'""'U ~. · .. -

. . . Cl R c.u_tY\.i~,,,f f\:£> 8 - S~oJ!..+ b{ A.~ 
(P.roperty Tax ·Alloca_tion] · J Q' .· • .. 11 
Ordin.ance .. ·am.ending A.dmini.· strative" Code by. addil)g Sectio.ns 10. 7-2. l.""-~. 
through, ·10'. 7-2.3 to r'eq.uire the· Conttol·le·r. to .allocat·e property · f':.. 
taxe.s collected in the C.i ty and County in acco.rd;mce .with the laws· ·1--\<.0f.I\ 
governing apportio'nment· during "fiscal year. '1:992-93" .(Supervisor · 
Shelley presented .. )· Referred ·to Budget Committee. · <.. ~ 

. . . J, \ " 
File 97-93-25 

[Rent· Fee] . . . . 
O'Dinance amending Administrative ·code .bY amending .,section 37A. 2 (d) . 
~increase· the .Res identi a 1 Rent Stabilization and Arbitration· Fee 
f~m· eight to ten dollars. ·(Supervisor Migden presented.) Referred 
~Budget to.mmi tl:ee. 

n re 97..,,93:...26. 

[Cafe Tables and Chalrs] ... 
Ordinance· amending Public. Works Code, Ar~ic.le .5. 2" by. P,ele.tJng 
Section,s · .176. thro1.igh 182 incllisi.ve, by adding new. Sections 17.6 
throUgh'.185 thereto, authorizing the Diiector;bf t~e Department o! 

'Publi'c Works· t.o issue c.afe tables·' and chairs permits: requiring 
owners or operators of bus:l.ness establishment,s seeking .. t.o occupy a. 
portion of a public sidewalk, court, alley or street w'ith cafe 
·tables and chairs to obtain a .cafe tables and chairs per~it;. · 
·authorizing the Director of. the Department of Pu.blic· Wo.rks to 
est.ablilih guidelines. for cafe tables and .chairs;. requiring permit 
applicants to po•t notice of intent on the business premises; 
e:;tablishirig process for protest- .and appeal of denial of permit;, 
·setting conditions and restrictipn>;;. on permits; providing for· · 
suspen5.ion or revocation of perll\i'ts; establishing penalties aryd 
remedies for failure to comply with said Article. (Supervisor 
Alioto presented,)' Referred .to Housing and Land Use· Committe.e with 
request it be considered at the May 6, 1993 ·me~ting. 

File 12.3-93-L 

-.434-

j\lomiay, May 3, 1993 

LI pegal Dumping Ei~el · . . . ·· • .... · ... · • ... : • ·· ··. · .·• .. ·· .•. 
· Supstitute resolut.ion urging the. Municipal Court to increase the: 
·bail Eor illegal dumping of refuse from $30 to $300. (Supervis()r 
.Sh,elley presented,) Referred to Health and Public Safety Committee. 

Fil~ 237-9l:..l . 

Referred to Board 
. . ' . . . . 

[Proclamation} . · . · "·· .. ••· . .. 
Resolution commending Chancellor Julius R .. Krevans',. 'HD, on his 
retirernent. for h.is outstand,i11g contribution to !:he· people of t.h.e 
City and CoUrit'.I' of .Sari Francisco fcir over two decades an.a. urgin.g his . 
Honor; the Mayor, to declare May 19; 1993 as "Julius R. Krevans.; MD 
Day" i.n San :Francisco. -(Supervisor M.aher presented.) Ref·e·rred 'to· .. 
Board May lo,, 1993 For Adoption Without Committee.Reference Calendar.,· 

Fil.e 4-93-18 

Called from Committee 

[Water • Depa rtm~n·t l 
- . Resolution urging the Mayor to u'rge.'the Public Utilities ·.Cot111t1i.ssion 

to eliminate all of the temporary positions added to the Water 
Dep.artmeilt fbi: the drought. Called from Budget Committee• by 
Sapervisot Hallinan;· scih•duled·fot consideration by'the Board.an HDY 
10, 1993. . . 

. . F.ile 1.88-93-2 

Requests for Hear~ 

File 2.01-,93-5 ;2, By Supervisor Co~r.oy:. To consider the increase in 
crimes 'Committed by youth. Ref.erred 'to Health and .Public Safety 
Committee .. ' · 

·File 207'-93-lB, liy Supervisor Shelley: "ro ccmsider· the issues of 
public safety and enforcement, .graffiti and litter problems and· 
adequate .youth activities in the Sunset District. Referred· to·· 
tt'ealth and .Public. Safety Committee. · 

. Motions• 

Referted to Board 

[Needle· Ex~hange} 
Motion ·concurring in the determination of the· Mayor '·fo.r the·. 
continued· need for the declaration of emergenc1• in connection 
.the Needle~ Exchange Program~ (Supervisor Alioto presented.) 
Referred to Board May 10, 1993.For Adoption Without Committee 
Reference Calendar. · 

File 30-93-5.4 
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LEG 1 SLAT n;E;:>in s'roRY. SHEET 

~ 10d-93-7. 
F~ le No. __________ _ 

t 
Request 

Ordinance, Resolution, e c. . 

Subject: 
[Request] . . 
Report by Registrar qf Voters on th.e proposed cuts in the l.993-94 budget· 
eliminating or restricting the availability of aJ:;:isentee ballots and budget 
cuts affecting access to polling places. 

=====:=;.=:::=============·==:;::==.=====::;==-=====··===-=====-:;:=========·========:;::===· 
(1) 

(2) 

. . . Supervisor Conroy in Bd. 
Initially i'r'ltroduced by or received from: ________ -'-----'-

t 
5/10/93 Dae: ·.· --------'-------

R~ fer red by President to Commit tee o.n: 
----,----------~-~ 

Date;_--"---------~-

{3) Other Disposftion: 

On Board Immediate Adoption caiendar of _____ _ 

On Board Emergency Calendar of_...__~------'----'-

Schedv led for public hearing on ________ _ 

=::;===·=;;===============-===========================-==~~==_;.=·=-=--=-===--=-

Record. of._Board and Committee Actions: 
May 10 1 1.9!33. - At the direction of the Pres:ident1 scheduled for 

HAY t 7 !~:S arar:::: =~~ard on Ma¥ 11, 199:L 

. . .. , . I 
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ACCESS FOR THE DISABLED VOTER 
by.. the Ballot SlmplHicatlon C0mmlttee 

BEFOREELECTION DAY: 

VO'l'E~BYQMAIL--Absentce ballots for lhe June lS, "1993 
elet:tion will be mililed between May 17 and June 7. Ballots are 
moiled within 3 days after ~eipl of each request. lf you do not 
receive your ballot within 10 ~ays aflCr· you hav~ sent in your 
request, pi~ call tlie Registrar of Voter$ at 554-4315. 

Voters with specific disabilitiesmay applifor Pertnanent Abseniee 
Vciler. status. See Page 15 for infonnation. Jf you me ll Pennanent 
Absenwe· Voter, an absentee batloi will be mailed U> you au!Omati­
cally for all fliture elections, uni~ you move, or ~~gister. Then 
yoo would l)®d tote-apply to be a Permanetit AbSc.nte.e.: Vote.r. 

TAPE RECORDINGS ......., The.San Francisco Public Library for 
the Blhtd and Print Handi~~pped at 3150 Socr~ento Sireet pro. 
·duce~·anddistributes tapc-reeorded copies o(the Voter: Infonna· 
tion Pamphlet for ysc_ by visut\lly impaired voters. The telephone 
numbeds 292·2022. · ·· · 

T,D.D. ('l'ELECOMMUNICATIONS DEVICE FOR THE 
DEAF)--: Hearing-impair~ ol'. specch.·impafrcd voters whp have 
a TDD mny ~ommunicntc w~Lh I.he S,lili F.rant:isco Registtllr of 
Volcr$' office by calling 554:4386. · 

' ONELECTIONDAY: 

ASSISTANCE-Voters unable to made their ballot may bring 
one or two persons with !hem into !he voting bootll to assist them, 

' or they may Mk poll wor~rs to provide needed assistanee. 
CVRBSlDE VOTiNG - If architeclUiat balriers p.revent a voter 

from entering the polling placC, poll workers will bring lheneees.my 
vol.iiig mat.erials io the voler in front of the polling place. 

J»ARKING-If their polling place is in a residential garage, 
elderlf·and handicapped vote.rS may part in lhe drlvew11y while 
voling, provided they d.onot blockiraffic. . 

READING ToOLS-£vcry polling place has iarge-prlnt in· 
slilictions on how Uivoteandspccial sheets to magnify the type on 
the batlor... > 

SEAT~D VOTING- Every polling place Ji~ at least one 
Vo~ng booth which allows voters to vote while sitting in a chair or 
a wheelchair. 

VOTING, TOOL.S....,. Every polllng place ha$ an easy-grip pen 
for signing ihe toSlet and an easy-grip tool fol." punching the ballot. 

IMPORTANT:NOTICE. 
There 'ar(} many poiling place chnngcSfor this elect.ion. Pl~se checktbe palliog place 11ddres5 on the label on the ba~kcover of your 

voter handbook. You,may .find it.more .convenient i() vote by moil (see page 15) or to _v9tc at City Hall between Mny 17 and June 15. 
Voting hotil'S in City Hall iirc 8i30 n.m, to4:00p.m., Mon~ay through Friday. On $aturday and Sunday; June 12 and 13, you may vote in 
City Hull ooiween 10 a.% and 3 p.m~ On ~cclio~ Day yoµ may vo~ in City aa11 between 7:00 a;m. and 8:00 p.m. 

6 

If you desire .a copy of the: proposed ordinance for Proposition A, 
please call the Registrar's Office at (415) 554-4375 and a 

copy will be mailed at no cost to you. · 

l , 

. ---. J\J 0 r 

L\~Prl 
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OFFICE OF THE REGISTRAR OF VOTERS r (_ ___ c.7;' a L .RAr 
City andcounty ofSanFranc(s<:o . \· .J · u.s. P.OSTA.Ge 
Room·· 158 City Hall · . f\Jti,.t . -rrp· ; c r \ ~,., PAID 
400 Van Ness Avenue ,, . - . ' •.' I j:U U'· ch-1\:::.\<..__ Sacna·F,"'1~omcllscoa ·' 
San Francisco, CA 94102.;4691 5 17. 93. .. PerinllNo.2750 
{415) ~54_ .. 4375 . CAR-RT sORT 

,_ .. . ' 

I . '" . . . . ·. 
Voter, please bring this entire back page with you to the polllng place. The focatfon of ypur polDng 
place is shown on the label below. Please DO NOTremove the label from the application below. 
lll8! • i!HUIM~d1flrqJlltf:iLm:tR 0 1$'1~111Kliib1.i'Ellr£Fiiill•J: JI l*e'l.J8MTIU$1*1fl:&gl!l!JfMil 0 

;. YES o~ NO I O.J 
Is Poll Location 
Handicapped 
Accessible? 
til#t!!~~fi 

/J'{l1!~1'A±Wl!i 

fltlllRlifl!llrl:tSUlt$Si~-1993!F6f.l 1S a .#1}Jtlj!$m:B;Pt*lnli~fi:S:M!1tl99~~fj8 s W~ffilm.13!atlilt'lir 0 

ABSENTEE BALLOT (Vote·BY·Mall) APPLICATION-June 15, 1·993 Speclai i.:tection . 
Sign thi.s;application and return it. Registrar must receive application by June.&, ·1993. 

Check .one: 117JtEl3-JJlfl:.IM: · · · Ctiack Here If Appropriate: :Mff!A\Rlmlltfl:./M: 

0 $.~rid my· ballot to the ·address on the label above. o· • have moved since. I last·reglstei'ed t.o. vofe. . . 
lll'l!l!!~1¥Jmir1n:fllltl..l:.jlii•~mmll!!l.!I: • MY new addre5S ls printed below. .. 

D ··. 
11

. · ·h ·· rl ·· · (ResldenoeAddressONLY.)13.l:>.){ltiffl.l!f1liZ4iftE! 
J want my b~ ot se~t tot. e address p nted .below... •81:. t\\l'tCJTrJJl:~IUr:a:rliil • c.RRJ;IJ'Oiftltjjktl: • ) J! 
lll'!lt:!t\\~m1"!%1fJl!J"f JJ1: • . . . . .. ·. · · . . . . . · . 

I I I I l 1.1 I. I I I I I I l L I I L I 11 I l I 11· I I I I I I I I I I I I J l I I I ·, 
P.O,lJ~C1rStreq1Aifdr111 -*1!JJ!tl'1Jltl"Jl\!!l N11mbe~andStrect".Jat11<1 r~fl"l.~tfi:ti . . . '~1l&W"Ap~~o. l· 
11111·r 1··11111.l IEDI 11111 sANFRANc1sco,cA 1s1411.11 I 
City if1 , . Stote/H Z~CC!de!Jlll:ttl\1 1J0fflfilfitlJ Z/pC/llie §l!IQ!il 

1

1 
Check J>elow all that apply, then ~lgn your name: Rf£FlllfOMtMtF.rtd!llO:lfti: , 

D I llJ!Phi for an Ab5'ntee Ballot for Jtlne 15, 1993; l ha\I~ not and i\111 ·o· I app~ to be a PERMANENT A~SENTEE VOTER; l ineet the \ 
no! apply for ar111bse11tee baKol by any olhflf means. ~itiliflt9!13"1!6/l qvallflcQIJon.aexplalned on page 15. ~lfttmluk~~ltm~: "f\11'1' , 
i!iSll!lln!iM.fllm: $&:Ufil;f-6'P..(tffill' 1tf!l!-'¥1iitif!W~llll- ~ f!J:ti:Jll1sJ{~j:k9.~llWm~•-M. . 

You MUST SIGN oere, to receive a ballot. ~l&~tlfA1''HIJt1~MJ!:t£Jltl!i~ • 

~ . . ·.. . . .. . . rnrnrn ITJJI J l 1 I DJJI 11 JI 
Your signature ·DO NOT PRINT ~~M!~:t'r·;_'f'Jl!'1'1ll'f Datf!_ Signed it.t; am Day .Tlnie Phoni? ,J:11Ulfit~ Even;ng Phone IN!Fdfit~ 
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'' 5{7/2017 Oocument:.Stunnirig \iicjory of Prop; A.Has lmpffcatf<irls Beyond S.F. c Amenca's N~s ,.-1-fistorical and Current 
., . ·. . . 
. .. . . . . . . 

Other Produpls \oew History My Collectlbrr • lo9'n ,Ho.IP .ccinlactcustornefservfce ~lir1•01· .,Tell mi.what you: think of oudnteiface! 
.. ·. . . . . . . . 

America ~NeW.S _:.Historical and Current (New Search) 

• ;tunning Victory of Prop. A Has lmplicatii:>ns Beyond S.E Htd• ootails 

San Francisco Chronicle (CA) (Published as .THE SAN fRANCISCO Cf-/ROMCLE) • J(fne i9, 1993 Browse lss~es 
AuthorllJyline: JERRY ROBERTS. Edition,- FINAL Section: NEWS Page: A4 · Columnf JERRY ROBERTS ON POLITICS 

Readability: >12 grade level(Lexile; !340} 
. . . . . . . . 

for John Whitehurst, the am('lring spectacle wherein San. Fran~isco voter~ overwhel~ingly v~lunteered this "'~ek to raise 
'their ciwn taxes forever was a rnatter of eleganttactics arid simple s!raie-gy. 

' ' 

:·,we created a very select universe of voters," said veteran focal eampaign consultant Whitehurst. ''Then we just 
pounded the P·-'- out of them." · ' 

Arriid re.cord low turnout. San Franciscans on Tuesday passed Proposition A, a permanent extension of a "temporary" 
one-quarter cent sales tax_ earmarked for schools. · · . . · 

· .The pro-t~ers won 7 4 percent, a stunning result with statewide policy .and politieal reverberations. 
. . . . . . . . . . . 

As a matter of strategy, the $150,000 pro-Proposition A effort was a case study of how to win a high-impact, low-profile, 

special interest election. i::.:le... l O I _ C\ 'l.. .:_ f,(.; 
1 

J_ 
"We stayed under 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 . 

Off-year specialelections always have very JoW turnouts, and this one buried the needle. Drawing jlist20 percent of 
voters, it beat the previous modern low of 25 percent for a ho-hum 1S81 city race. . 

' ' _, 
·on that playing.field, the campaign identified a universe'ofpolential supporters consisting of75,000voters with a direct,\ 

.ersonai stake: district teachers, administrators and maintenance workers; pU~lic sch?ol parents and .City College Of S_:j 
francisco instructors and students. · .. " ? . · 

. fMrN \,.,/l\eJt.e.. 
Matching that group to corn uterized lists of peo le who voted in recent erections, 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 
figures; mt=i :;~oo of about 80,000 peop,le wh~ bothered to vote Tuesday favored the tax. · · ·• 

EXPANDING THE BASE . 

Ref;o .. ted Artic!es 

All About 1;1arin: Fairfax backed. 

Oba ma. with 88.3 percenL 

.Local campaigners prepare 
final push 

ABSENTEES, MAIL:INS.ARE 

CHALLENGE FOR 'SCHOOLS 

Voter turnout by countians 

could top 80% 

Romney pulls in majority of 

cash 

SR FIREWORKS FIGHT 

LIKELY SET MONEY MARK· 

MEASURE.,. 

School district may decide 

city/county issue • 

Traditionally.,, 

Diverse group· seeks 

judgeships. Twelve 
candidates .•. 

Poll: Voters \ea11ing against tax 

cutS 

·Poll: Voters leaning against tax 

cu.ts 

(luickUnks 
Ffnd more articles by"JERRY 

ROBERTS . 

Find more ;;rticles on pag'e 

A4 
Find all articles on June 19, 

1993 

The front committee of the winning campaign was financed ahd dominated by key labor unions that directly benefit from 1· · 
q_ ·the tax; the Uni!ed Educators of San Francisco. a local cnnalgam of the California Teachers Association and American 5. · .IO - eJe:e::fie"l c.11..flec{ 

·. p Federation of Teachers; Local 2121. of the Anjer_ican Federation of Teachers, which representS City. College instructors, 
-V and Local 790; representing janitors arid other nonclassroom workers. () -

f"ot" U\;t r\t~.;\\tt.:\ 1 ·. \:"vq\c.d, trO . . . . . . · · ··. .. . r~. let tJ.be5 o.· 4- ~dK. ; 
But the-campaign'flso garner~d early~ important endorse.ments on the opposite end oflhe spectrum,Jike Supervisors I () 

...., Annemarie Conroy and Tom Hsieh imd the city's Apartment Owners Association .. This provided cover for conservatives ()of- Cl) : ea.rJ.s+v ~. f -~ •.· 
~ . and isolated a few vocal critics, such as state Senator Quentin Kopp ahd the. GOP Central Commi!t_ee. _ . . . , . ~ 

~ ·. . \;I<!. £0._,q)-,. 3. /1:>-3/17 b~-l'\wr·o-"e... <11-s110:/____:,.._, o~. ~t not-,,, 
C- ABSENTEE-VOTE MANIA . . · . . · · _ · . . · · · I ' . · 4 1~ ~ . · · 
~ . . ··· tvHe-"Aiow \> SiA"'/htte:.. 1 ow a-~rt\V\.1- P~P~~c~0t- 1;i1u:} P"""phl-et, . 

Registrar .Germaine W. ong said trye Pro~~silion A campaign brok.e the ciij'. '' previous record fdr absentee ballo~st as a 

6
. 1.· · . . 

. .s: rercentage of turnout~- 40 ~ercent comp.a red to the previous high of 38 perc!;lnt in a 1987 special electi()n won by ' . ' g - ~~fee_ 
'i J3,epresentatlve Nanc·y···Pelost .. Ab${;11L{:k :fl \,Jf'rs <r..- Pol. l ~J-- { , ·~ 11-. L -- . ·.II • . .. ~ l 1 : · · I ~ 
i ' .· ' ' '. ~ne...) . ' '\' .Q.J. ~J(}{k... r .. ·lb /!\'! s~ de(.(Q\lri (; 
J> A huge majority of those voters ·f{lvored .the sales tax, as an aggressive absenteecvote effort by Propositidn A forces put · · 

c 23,000ballotsiathebankbeforeelectionday. -·F·L · foO-. ii'i_--t ~/II L. Lj·(· .L.·.b I f . +· rl 
. . 1 e. . 1..) ·' f1Pl{!,\f:l.e_ u:.t or vM.~r~ Oi,.l , The. 

MiXED MEDIA '. ' . • ' ' ' • ' : ' .· cti~~t pri;t eno°'\4h f ' '. : ·. l 1 
T. he campaign melded traditional tactics ~ith state~. of-the~ art communications techniques. A well-staffed phone banK 'aiid . "1 ~ U ~'\_b. 

round operation identffied and deiivere~ to the polls. 18, OOO known support~rs. . • · tr) ~ r1 
Added to. the absentee votes, this strong base meantthe campaign had to win less than 40 percent of all rernaihing votes 
cast: When the deal went down, they got more than half of tre balance, yielding the extraordinarily !;Jig vidoiy. 

The Proposition Aforces alsci blanketed potential backers with more modern salesmanship: prerecorded, targeted taped 

. http://infoweb,r\ewsbank.com .ezproxy.sfpl .orgiresources/docffJb/news/OEB4F sRi~98?p=AMN EWS 112 



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

5fl/2017 Document st~ning \ii~tory Of Prop, A Has lniplicatio~ l3~yond s,~;-America;s Ne\vs -Historical an.cl c u~rent · 
. . .. 

Oih~r Produ"\$ View 8isiory · MX collection . c Logfh · ·HeJP conlact Customer Servlc.e :Tell US What yoU think.of OU~ intelfacei r 

The tapes were prograinmed to deliver a 30~seeond spler'~ven rr contacfw~ ~~de on~ ~ith a phone answering 
machine, as many targeted vciters repeatedly discovered upon checking their messages aMr getting home from work. 

- - : : :. - --

. "'It wasn't brain surgery," Whitehwst modestly said of his textbook campaign, ~··1twasn't foo shabby, either," 
. . . . . 

In a broader ~ense, the result was key because.the b~dget bro·uhaha between state'~nd local governments. over. 
extending a separate, temporary half-cent sales.tax means voters throughout California face similar choices fn November. • 

. . . : . . . . . . . 

·The 7 4 percent of pro-tax voters in. San Francisco easily surpassed the normally tough-to" win two-thirds vote thai will · 
likely be required for many of those local increases. 

Coupled with uneX:pected pro-tax sentiment in local elections around the. state -- voters in honservatlve San sernardino . 
County, for example; narrowly missed the two-thirds hurdle for a specialtax this rrionth - It could harbinger an important 
swing in public Opinion. . . 

"The ronventional.Wisdom has <1lways been that in a low-turnout election, tax measures wlll go down to horrible 
defeats," said California Poll director Mervin Field. 

. . : . . 

"But after all the state budget ~rises and local scare stories, they are beginning to b~lieve that a lot ofthe fat in 
government has been fried. out." · 

IDdex terms: Proposition A; SF; ELECTIONS 1993; SALES 71\X,· SCHOOLS . Record; 11754 

Copyright: Copyright 1993 San Francisco Chronicle 
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Cc(\! +l1e_ Jcc~o0? 

(San franci sco Publlc finance Authority> 

Resolution No~ I ---

AUTHORIZING THE EXECUllON OF Al~ A(;REEP.ENT BE~WEER THE SAN FRANClSCO PU~LIC . 
FINANCE AUTHOR!TY AND THE STATE ~OARD Of EQUALIZATION fOR PREPARATION TO 

ADMINlST£R' ANO OPERATE THE AUTHORITY'S TRANSACTIONS I.ND USE TAX ORDINANCE,. 

RESOLVED, That the San Fr~l'ictsco Public Finance Authority authorizes the 

execution of an agreement; with the State Board of Eql1alt2ation to ~inplement 
•: . 

tile provisions of Parts L6 and 1.7 of Oiv1sjon 2 of the Callforn!a Revenue 

and Taxation Code, for the purpose of prepari n9 to acimi ni ster and oner ate the 

San Ftancisc;o Pu.blic Finance Authority transactions and use tax ordinance; and 

t.herefore be it 

FU"RTHER RESOLVED. ihat this a~reement snal 1 continue in effect uhti1 the 

prepa.ratory work necessary to adm'iniSter the Autf1ority• s trai:i~actions and use 

tax ordinance has been comt:ileted and the State Soar.d 9f Eoualr2ation has 

r~~~ )ved .a 11 payments due from the Authority; and ther~fore be 1 t 

·FURTHER RESOLVED, ihat t!Je Superin't~ndent of the San Francisco Unified 

School Di stri et and the Cllam:eilor of the San Frand sco Community Colle~e 

Di strict ar~ he:reQy authorized to enter ~ntb and sign tnl!° agreement fof ttie 

Authority. 

· The forgoing R~solutfon r1a.s oassed. arro adopted by the San Frahd sea 

?ub1ic r1nanc.e Authority at a meetil'ig thereof, this WtH~ay of Sep.telJlber. i993 

by the following vote• to wit; 

ErGHl'. No; ZERO 

Absent.~ ma 

21 ATIEST~ b V' ~· 
28 Act\ns Secretary 
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' AGREEMENT FOR PREPARATION TO ADMINISTER I 
OPERA'l'E DISTRICT'S TRANSA<;:TIONS AND USE TAX ORD~NCE AND 

PnPr, 
Wf'lf1~ 

use In order to prepare to administer 

tax ordinanc~ a;aopted in .accora&nce with the 

(conunenclng with section 7251) of Division 2 of 

of :Part 1.6 

sAN FRANClSCO PuBLIC FINANCEAUIHORITY Taxation code1 the --,-----'-----'--...._ ____ _,...,..-·'-·-·""-· 1 hereinafter 

called "I>lstrict11 , and the STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION/ .hereinafter 

called .1fBoard11 , do agree as follows: 

l. The B.oard agrees to. enter into work to prepare to 

administer and operate a transactions and use tax in conformity 

with Part L 6 of Division 2 of the Revenue and Taxation Code which 

has been approved by a majority Of the electors· of the P,istrict 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 Jfoard' s costs for 

preparatory -wprk necessary to administer the District's 
. 

transactions and use tax ordinance. The Board's cost~ for 

t;:>reparatory work include costs of developing procedures / · 

progra.nrining for data processing, developing and adopting 

appropriate regulations, designing and. pr,inting forms, qeveloping 

instructions for the Board's staf.f and tor taxpayers, anO: other 

appropriate and necessary preparatory costs to administer a 

transactions and use tax ordinance.. Tqes~ costs sha;li .include both 

direct and indirect costs a.s specified in section 112!Hi of th~ 

Government Code. 
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' ' . . .. . 
: :: .:.. .· .. 

. . . . . 

3. :i;>reparatory (::osts. rriay be ~ccounted to~ in a· :manner 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . 

which conforms. to the internal a,ccounting and personnel r~cord$ 
.:.· ·. . . .. _: . . : :_ 

currently maintained by the Board. The k>illirigs :-f·o:r CQ!:;tS 11'iay be-' ~: 
. . ... 

. . .. . . .· .. 

presented in summary form. Detailed records of preparatoi:-y costs 

will be retained for audit and verification by the Distriqt. 

4. Any dispute as to .the axqount of preparatory.cost$· 

incurred by the Board shall be ref erred to the state Director of 

Finance for resohition, and the Director's decision shall be final. 

5.~ Preparatory costs 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 before the last day of the 
' . 

. riext. succeeding month following the month when the billing is.• 

received. 

6. .The maximum amount to be paid by District for the 
. . . 

. ' . 

Board's. preparatory costs shall not exceed one hundred seventy-fiv'e . 

. thousand dollars ($175,000) (Revenue and Taxation Code section 

7272). 

7. Communications·and notices may be sent.by first 

ciass United States mail. Com.munications and notices to be sent to 

the Board.Shall be addressed to: 

State Board of.Equali.zation 
P;.O. Box 942879 . 
Sacramento I caii,£ornia 94 279-0001 

Attent.ion: Executive Director 

-2-
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Dl'reJzer,~ 

Ttr"''k\ 
· :o~nications and notices to be. sent to District ~}l~ll 

be addressed t<>!\ 
Robed Gol ton 
San Francisco Pl,lblic. Finance Authority 
135 Van Ness Avenue, Room 215 
San Francisco, Ck 94102 

8. The date of this agreement is the date on which it 

is approved by the Department Of Ge!Jeral Servi_ces. This agreement 

shall .continue in effect unti_l th~ preparatory work necessary tC) 

administer District's transactions and use tax ordinahce has been 

completed and the Board has received all payments due from District 

under the terms of this ag_reement ~ 

l
~·",_j __ _,__ .. 

{.}_ F r:. --. : (. 

(-:,_ ' t ~- ·:. :~_: .:- . 

SEP 2 H 19.93 

\ 

Grtl{;·l~<};L S~·~~;"·fi:;~: t·);· 

. PY G/,'.':i:;i' 'H.l:~.S 

}.t~'L Cf:!:J (,:;:-~;·.;,;,~ 

(5/92) 

·1 
\ 
j 
j 
l 
! 
! 

l 
I 

STATE BOARD PF EQUALIZATION 

. (District} .. \/ 

By4~ 
· (Signature) 

WALDEKl;R ROJ.AS 

(Typed Name) 
SAN fR_t...~ClSCO COUNI'i 
Slll'ERTh'Kf\DEhT QF $CHOOLS 

(Title) .. 

E\'A.~ S. 00.B:El.Lt 

CHA.~CELLOR, SAN. FRA..~ClSG-0 
CO}M\mlTY ·cqLLEGL DISIRIC'. 



.• i JIJ~~ '15,1993.::, .... · 
L ~ ' 

: : iifu: is ihe F~ stat~mi:nr ofVot~ f~r tlie Jun~ is, i 99~ Sp~ial E!ection iii sa.n 

L· · . :t:z~~e~iric( iliere ·are• two .lines of mfonnat;on. ~1e firsrl~e mili • ~'O" -· ... 
·;.;~stered voterS ii the absentedot3!: The second liiie snows the totiil ~Umber'. o[i 

.•.. vqtlir~ iegist?red in.the'pn;cinct and the numbers of ~cites east at the polling pla;;e: c• < t):ie 1i=outfor eiichprecinct, ;ii a liuinber arid as a percentage, ls Only for !he votes. · .... 
·. · c,;Si at th~ polling place, and does notincl.ude the abseriteevotes.. The total tum()ii( > 
'• fo~fach precin~fcan be obtamed ~y adding the absentee.~nd precinct~cmt.s, ·. · · ·· · 

·There are two pages of simlinaiy infonnation at tlie end cifth~ precinct report. The. .•• . 
i . . ·neighborhood aria ~trict fotaJs and per~ntages hi~lude both !he absente~ and 

< · ltt~~:0::;. so~ed-llJ[Q th~ appro;rlate pr~cmct before . .. 

. Tiri.S. information is also availible on disk. . 

1fr011 h~ve ~Y qiie5~o~s, ple~e ~an Greg Rldetl~m'~t (415}5?4- . 
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f'.!;l:~~i~ii~~> . 
. -· · .• REGISTRAR-OF VOTERS 

Clry:iind COuhQi ~fsiJ~·l!'r~n~i:s~°.-~ _ 

·. : ', .•. P~E;i& ••. 
. Followk~ :is ili~'~ina1 ~~te!<le'rit ~f'.voi~~ c~t·in ili~ i-lo~~~ber 2,.1993 
Consolid:it~d General Ele2tion in San Francisco. · · · · · .· ' 

r-· . Th~r~ ,;,e iwo kfi;fo; ca~b prec~c~ 11i~fa~\~.i1s the number ofab~ente" \;~tes 
.- llnd the seeondliri~ is 1he number of polliiig place.votes~ 1n order to detemllrie the 

.•. •total turiiout for a precinct, yoii miist add. the absentee and precinct votes together; 
' Then.you can coinPare-fuat IlfunbeT VQt~S CaSt y;jtl{ the number ofregistered ''OlOrs 
· in the precliu:t tci determine the percentage tllpioirt. fqr the precine;L · · · 

. Jbere are thre~ m~~allotlirecmcts iii tills el;;;ticn{ .3142, 3 i~9,' and 3899: These 
. [lreciricts have .no poUing pface; and all voters received ballots in the mail. There 

· __ •· .. • iire also two line~ stmlll1ilrizillg the unsorted type l ballots'(12ih ASsembly Disfrict) 
. . ~ii lm:~ort~ type 2 ball<its (13th ASse.'nbly DiStrict):These are bal!cits which were < 

. eou'nted,but not sorted into precinctS before counting: These primarily represent 
.absentee ballots 'which were tmned in at polling places.on election day and counted . 

• after ihe precinct ballots, and provisional baJlots .which were counted after election ,day. . .• ... ·.. . ... ·· . . . ·, .... · .. · .. -

Incltid~d irJ this. d~ciunent is a S~; R~port, which follows the Staiement of 
· V()tes. Also included is a list of neighbofhoods anu districts by precinct for this . 

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

. ·• for additio~~ mioiIIianon reg~g electiiin re~uits, and for coplesJifdtls report on . 
· · diskette; please contaCt Giegory Ridenour, Aclri:iinistratiye Manager, at ( 415) . · · 

554-4382. •· . .. . . . . . . ·. . . .· 

_ Th~ ;ou for your ~~er~~( in~urel~tion: •·We hope~~ thls docUffientis hel~ful · • • ·. 
•. to'you:•. If you have any suggestions for improving our format .for future elections, 
.- please Jet us kiiow, :: · · · · · · · · ·· · 
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OFFICE OF THE REGISTRAR OF VOTERS. 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

158 CITY HAL4 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94IoZ . 
IDD: 415; 554. 4386 · Voice: 415 •. 5$4. 4375 

Gennaine QWong, llegistrarofVoters 
. Fax: 415. 554. 7344 

Certification of Election Results 

Honorable Boa(d of Supervisors·• 
City and County of Sim Francisco 
Room 235 City Hall 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

18June 1993 .Sho:.tl'-~ be , 
Jr1~1 <;f e~"" \ 

I. Germaine QWong, Registrar ofVotexs of the CityandCounty-0f5anFran~~ 
puratia:nt to and in1he manner required by Jaw, I have canvasseQ. the vot~ ~· ai:tl\e Consolidated General ) 

Tu \G\CJS . Etectfon held on rue.my, the Fdleenth day of June 1993 in said Crty an~ County.'- _ ~- " 

u . - G.Jre I J certify that I co_ nimenced 1he canvass of sai .. _· d el~. on -m.-~evening. .Jline I ~)d that the. 
··H)('._\Q., ~11' v auwass was conducted in the~~ l\Y J)Msion 12 9'the CalifurniaEI~~-

t,J O D1v \d-· . . . . . . . · -~ · · · · · 
_ / · As a, resql.t of such official amvass and tabulation of all votes recorded, I herewith present a romptete record 

as set furth iii fun 1n the volwne entitled "Statement ofVoteS, F'mal Statement of Votes, June 15; i 993 
SpeclaIEleCtion,'' andthatthe.Iltll11berofball9tsa\St-. ~saidelectio_nw;i584.· ,786. ~ M ls51·'1j shl lit,Zj" fe..,, 

. . .. . . 1 (}J,J.(c\ bJ.1 k'. 
·I certify that the ordi.naneefor the.Sch6ol SaleS Tax, designated as Proposition A, received an affirmative io l.J ' 

voteof73.~/~ (i.e. Yes: 59,~74 andNo:21,J08) of the votes ~.thereon. 

Jn witness v.liereofl hereby affix my- ilnd seal this eight<enlh daye 
µo+- ~~-. --:> 
No Si€cd 

"'' 

~QWong 
Registrar ofVoters 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

July13,2017 

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 governing body of the SFPF met to adopt 
resolutions regarding execution of the agreement between the SFPF and the 
BOE to administer the tax; authorize the Superintendent of the SFUSD and 
the Chancellor of the CCSF to jointly execute all necessary documents in 
order to implement collection of the SFPF's tax revenue and allocation of the 
tax; and authorize the boards of SFUSD and CCSF to jointly approve all 
expenditures. 

• 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, 

~~Q.Cv~ 
Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
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July 19, 2017 

San Francisco Unified School District 
LEGAL DEPARTMENT 
555 Franklin Street, 3rd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94102 
Telephone (415) 241-6216 Fax (415) 241-6371 

Victor Young 
Administrator 
Sunshine Ordinance Task Force. 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: SOTF File 170-39 

Dear Mr. Young: 

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 Educational Finance Authority is a 
separate entity that ceased to exist by the expiration of the temporary sales tax that was in effect 
between February 1, 1992 to August 1, 1993. 

As stated by the Clerk of the Board in its July 13, 2017 letter to the Task Force, the SFPF A 
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 AUTHORlTY 
of the San Francisco Board of supervisors 

an~ San Francisco Bo5rd of Education 

Members: 
Supervisor Carole MigOen, Chair 

supervisor Ari.qela Alioto 
Supervisor Willie B. Kennedy 

Supervisor Kevin Shelley 
Commissioner Tom Ammiano 

Commissioner Angie Fa 
comraissioner Jill W;tnns 
Trustee Robert Burton 
Trustee Marin Monet 

MonOey, September 20, 1993 
l:OO P.M. 

City Hall, Room 228, San Francisco 

l. Resolution Authoridng the Execution of an Agreement 
Between the San Francisco Public ~inance Authority and the 
State Board of Equalization 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 Equali~ation for State Administiation of the 
Authority's Transaction and Use Ta~ 

3. Resolution Authorizing the San Francisco County 
Superintendent 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 Proceeas of Baio Taxes. 

4. Resolution Authorizing the Governing aoards of the San 
Francisco Unified School District and the San Francisco 
Convnunity College Di5trict to Jointly Approve All Expenaitures 
Necessery to Implement the Collection of the Authority•s 
Transactions ana Use Taxes ano to Effectuate the Allocation ~n~· 
Investment of the Proceeds of Said Texes 

5. Additional Business 

6. Adjournment 
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Res o 1 u t ion No. I ---

<San Francisco Public finance Authority> 

AUTHORlZlNG THE EXECUllON Of AN AGREEMENT BET~EEN THE SAN fRANClSCO PUBLIC 

FINANCE AUTHORITY AND THE STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION FOR PREPARATION TO 

ADMINISTER ANO OPERATE THE AUTHORITY'S lRANSACTIONS AND USE TAX ORDINANCE. 

RESOLVED. That the San Francisco Public Finance Authority authorizes the 

e)(ecution of an agreement with the State Soard of Equa1ization ·to lmplernent 

the provisions of Parts 1.6 and 1.7 of Division 2 of the California Revenue 

and Taxation Code. for the purpose of prfparing to &ominis~er and Ojerate the 

San Francisco Public Finance Author1ty transactions and use tax ordinance; and 

therefore be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED. That th1s agreement shall continue in effect until the 

preparatory ~ork necessary to ~dminister the Authority's transactions and use 

tax ordinance has been completed and the State Soard of Eoua 1i zation nas 

recei~ed all payments due from the Authority; ~nd therefor• be it 
15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

FURTHER RESOLVED. That the Superintendent of the San Francisco Unified 

Scheel District and the.Chancei1or of the San Francisco Community College 

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

Authority. 

~he forgoing Resolution ~as 'assed and adopted by the San Frsncisco 

Public Finance A1Jthority at a meeting thereof, thfs 2~day of September, 1993 

by the following vote. to Mit: 

A.ye 5 : E.lGHI NO: ZERO 

Absent: ~ .r 
,r· 

ATIEST: bv.~ 
Acting Secretary p359 
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··· AGRED'...E!~T FOR PREPARATION TO l:.DMilUSTER 
~.ND OPERATE DISTRICT'S T?.J...NS~CTIONS AND USE TAX ORD!N}.NCE . 

. -
In order to prepare to ~dminister a transcctions and use 

tax ordinance adopted in accordcnce with the provisions of Part 1.6 

{comroencing with Section 7251) of Division 2 of the Revenue and 

Taxation Code, the ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~' hereinafter 

called 11 District11 , and the·STATE BOARD OF EQUA!,IZATION~'hereinafter 

called "Board", do agree as follows: 

l. The Board agrees to enter into work te prepare to 

ad.minister and operate a transactions and use tax in conformity 

with Part l.6 of Division 2 of the Revenue and Taxation Code which 

has been approved by a majority of the electors of the District and 

~hose ordinance has been adopted by the District. 

2. District agrees to pay to the Board at the ti1:1es and 

in the a:mounts hereinafter specified all of the Beard's costs for 

preparatory ~ork necessary to administer the District's 
-

transactions and use tax ordinance. The Board 1 s costs for 

preparatory work include costs of developing procedures, 

programming !or 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 

Goverrunant Code. 
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.·· 3. Preparatory costs may be accounted for in a ~anner 

• which confonns to the internal accounting and personnel records 

currently tr.aintained by the Board. The billings for costs may be 

presented in SU?ri!i'lary fonn. 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 Bccrrd shall be 

.billed by the Beard periodically, with the final billing :30 days 

after the operative date of the ordinance. District shall pay to. 

the Soard the amount of such costs on or before the last day of the 

next succeedin9 month following the month when the billing is 

received. 

6. The maximum a~ount to be paid 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. Communications and notices ~ay be sent by first 

class United States Dail. Co!nlllunications and notices to be sent to 

the Board Shall be addressed to: 

state Board of Equalization 
P.O •. Box 942879 
Sacramento, California 94279-0001 

Attention: Executive Director 

-2-
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. .. 
communications and notices to be sent to District shall 

be addressed to: 

8. The date of this agreement is the date on ~hich it 

is approved by the Oepar'"....ment of General Services. This agreement 

shall continue in effect until the preparatory work necessary to 

administer District's transactions and use tax ordinance has been 

completed and the Board has received all paYJ:llents due from District 

under the ter.ms of this agreement. 

STATE SCA.RD OF EQUALIZATION 

BY.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-
Executi ve Director 

(District) 

{Typed Name) 

(Title) 

(5/92) P3G32-
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Resolution No. Z... 

<S.F. Public Finance A~thority and State Soard of Equalization Agre~~ent> 

AUTHORlZING THE EXECUTiON OF AN AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC 

FINANCE AUTHORITY AND THE STATE BOARD OF £QUALlZATION FOR STATE ADMINlSTRATION 

OF AUTHORITY'S TRANSACTION AND USE TAXES. 

RESOLVED. That the San Francisco Public Finance Authority authorizes the 

execution of an agreement with the State Board of Equalization to implement 

the provisions of Parts 1.6 and 1.7 of Dlvision 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 

1herefore be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED. ihat this cgreement shall continue in effect until all 

the work. necessary to administer the Authority's transactions and use tax 

ordinance has been completed and the State Soard of faualization has received 
~ . 

and disbursed all payments unoer said orci1n=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 

Distr,ct are hereby authorized 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 a meeting thereof. this~ day of September, 1993 

by the fo11o~ing vote. to wit: 

Aye S: EIGHJ: NO: ZERO 

Absent: l'WO 

ATTEST:_~ ____ v_'-~-363 
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AGREEMENT FOR STATE ADMINISTRATION 

OF D!STRICT TP.J..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 

"Beard", 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 mean the transactions and use 

taxes, penalties, and interest imposed under an ordinance which 

complies with Part 1.6, Division 2 of the Revenue and Taxation 

Code. 

2. "District -Ordinance" shall Jnean the District•!{­

Transactions and Use Tax Ordinance attached hereto, as amended from 

time to time, or as deemed to be amended from time to time pursuant 

to Revenue and Taxation Code see£~~ 7262.2. 
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ARTICLE II 

AOMINlSTP..ATION ~..ND COLLECTION 

OF DISTRICT TAXES 

A. bd~inistration. 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 aooliccble la~s. District agrees that all 

provisions of law applicable 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 iefunds,-"":"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 

-2-

P365 



......... - '""'--~- ... ---" ~....;,..,....<-·• • .,.. ...... --. , 

District ordinance shall be trahsmitted to District periodically as 

promptly as feasible but not less often than twice in each calendar 

quarter. Transmittals may be ~ade by mail or·bY deposit to the 

account of District in a bank in Sacramento designa.tecf by 

District. A statement shall be furnished at least qucrterly 

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 judqrnent are necessary or desirable 

for the administration and operation of the District Ordinance and 

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 ~onies collected·to the satisfaction of the claims of the 

State, cities, counties, cities and counties, redevelopment 

agencies, other districts, and District as their interests appear. 

F. Security. The Board 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 ."iiil 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 tenns of any securitY ·now heid by· it" and 

District shall not participate in any security now held by the 

Board. 

G. Records of the Board. When requested by resolution 

of the board of directors of District under Section 7056 of the 

Revenue and Taxation Code, the Board agrees to permit authorized 

personnel of District to examine the records and procedures of the 

Board concerning taxpayers subject to the District Ordinance. 

Information obtained by the Districtirorn examination of the 

Board's records shall be used by the District only for purposes 

related to the collection of transaction5 and use taxes by the 

Board·· pursuant to this Agree: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 

co?IllDences 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 every 

street or road crossing the boundary. 

1'.RTICLE 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 comply with Part 1.6 of 

Division 2 of the Revenue and Taxation Code: 

(1) Any payment 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 

detenninations or billings made by the Board, and all amounts 

refunded or credited may be distributed or charged 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. 
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B. Vehicles, Vessels. and_Aircraft. For the purpose of 

allocating use tax with respect to vehicles, vessels, or aircraft, 

the address of the registered owner appearing on the application-.,· 

for registration or on the certificate of ownership may be used by 

the Board in determining the place of use. 

ARTICLE IV 

COl"'..PEN SATI ON 

The District agrees to pay to the Board as the Board's 

cost of administering the District Ordinance such a~ount as is 

provided for by law. such amounts shall be deducted from the taxes 

collected by the Board for the District • 

.h.RT!CLE V 

MISCELIANEOUS PROVISIONS 

A. Communications. Communications and notices may be 

sent by first class United States mail to the addresses listed 

below or to such other addresses as the parties may from time to 

tilne designate. A notification is complete when deposited in the 

1D21.il. 

.... -6-
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co:mmunications and notices to be sent to the Board shall be 
addressed to: 

State Board of Equalization 
P.O. Sox 942879 
Sacr~rnento, California 94279-0001 
Attention: Executive Director 

Conununications and notices to be sent to District shall 

be addressed to: 

B. T..5.Dn· The date of this Agreement is the date on 

which it is approved by the Department of General Services. The 

Aqreement shall take effect on ~~~~~~~~' but no earlier 

than !he first day of the first calendar quarter commencing after 

such app~oval. This ~qreement shall continue until Decelil.ber 31 

next following the operative date of the District ordinance, and 

shall thereafter be renewed auto~atically 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 that Ordinance. 

c. Hotice of Bepenl of Ordinance. District shall give 

Board written notice of the repeal of the District Ordinance not 

less tbi!l.ll 110 days prior to the operative date of the repeal. 



ARTICLE VI 

REFUND OF '!·AXES 

IF ORDINANCE IS FOUND TO BE IN'V."h.LID 

Should a final judgrnent 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 hgree~ent, the parties mutually 

agree that: 

1. Board may retain all payr.H:nts :made by District to 

Board to prepare to administer the District ordinance. 

2. District will pay to Board and allow Board.to retain 

Board's cost of administerin9 the District Ordinance in the amounts 

set forth in Article IV of this Agreement. 

3. District will pay to Board or to the State of 

California the amount of any taxes plus interest and penalties, if 

any, that Board or the state of California may be required to 

rebate or refund to taxpayers. 

-s-
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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 fonns, 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 cs specified by Section 

11256 of the Government code. 

5. Costs may be accounted for in a manner which 

conf onns to the internal accounting and personnel records currently 

maintained by Board. The billings for such costs ~ay be presented 

in summary form. Detailed records will be retained for audit and 

verification by District. 

6. Any dispute as to the amount of costs incurred ·by 

Board in refunding taxes shall be referred to the state Director of 

Finance for resolution and the Director•s decision shall be final. 

7. Costs incurred by Board in connection with such 

refunds shall be billed by Board on or before the 25th day of the 

second month following the month in which the judgment of a court 

of the state of califbrnia holding Pistrict•s ordinance to be ,..._ 

invalid or void becomes final. Thereafter Board shall bill 

-9-
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District on er before the 25th of each month for all costs incurred 

by Board for the preceding calendar month. District shall pay to 

Board the amount of such costs on or before the last day of the 

suceeeding ~onth and shall pay to Board the total amount of taxes, 

interest, ~nd penalties refunded or paid to taxpayers, together 

~ith Board costs incurred in making those refunds. 

STATE BO~.RD OF EQU~..LIZATION 

(District) 

(Typed Name) 

(Title) 

(5/92) 
-10-
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Resolution No. J ---
l 

2 <San Francisco County Superintendent and Community College Chancellor 
Authorization> 

3 

4 

s 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

AUTHORIZING THE SAN FRANCISCO COUNiY SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS AND TH! ·.· 
....... -

',... .... 

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 ANO TO. EFFECTUATE 

THE ALLOCATION AND INVESTMENT OF THE PROCEEDS OF SAID JAXES. 

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Public Finance Authority authorizes the 

San Francisco County Superfntendent of Schools and the Chancei1or for the San 

Francisco Community College District to jointly e)ecute all necessary 

documents with state and local agencies in order to implement the collection 

of the Authority's transactions and use taxes and to effectuate the allocation 

and inves~ment of the proceeds of said taxes. 

ihe foregoing Resoiut1on was passed and adopted by the San Francisco 

Public Finance Authority at a meet1ng thereof. thfs ~day of SeDtember. 

1993 by the foilowing vote. to wit: 

Ayes: EIGHT NO: l'WO 

Absent: Z£RO 

ATTEST: ~v.~ 
Acting Secretary 

638Sg 
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Resolution No. if-

1 

2 . CSFUSD and SFCCO Governing Board Approval of E>penditur~s> 

3 AUTHORIZING THE GOVERNING BOARDS OF THE SAN FRANClSCO UNIFIED-SCHOOL DISTRICT· 

4 ANO THE SAN FRANClSCO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 10 JOINTLY APPROVE ALL 

5 EXPENDITURES NECESSARY iO IMPLEMENT THE COLLECTION OF THE AUTHORITY'S 

6 TRANSACTIONS ANO USE TAXES AND TO EFFECTUATE THE-~ALLOCAHON AND INVESTMENT OF 

7 THE PROCEEDS OF SAID TAXES. 

a RESOLVED. That the San Francisco Public Finance Authority authorizes the 

9 Governing Beards of the San Francisco Unified Schoo1 District arid the San 

10 Francisco Community College District to jointly approve all e~penoitures 

11 necessary to implement the collection of the Authority's transactions and ~se 

12 taxes and to effectuate the allocatton and investment of the proceeos of" said 

13 taxes. 

14 The for&going Resolution ~as passed and adopted by the San Francisco 

15 Pubiic Finance Authority at a meeting thereof. this~ cay of Sept~mber. 

16 1993 by the following vote. to wit: 

17 

18 A r.yes: EIGHI NO: ZERO 

19 Absent: IWO 

20 

21 

22 ATTEST: bv·~ 
23 

24 

25 

.26 

27 

28 

Acting Secretary 

6385g 
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Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

SOTF, (BOS) 
Wednesday, August 23, 2017 1 :58 PM 
'Laura Clark'; Blome, Jessica (ETH); Pelham, Leeann (ETH); 'mpetrelis@aol.com'; Sheehy, 
Jeff (BOS); 'Thomas Busse'; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); 'Tamera Wong'; 'Ray'; Herrera, Luis 
(LIB); Blackman, Sue (LIB); Updike, John; Venegas, Claudine 
Colla, Nicholas (CAT); 'Bob Planthold'; Barnes, Bill (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Calvillo, Angela 
(BOS) . 

Subject: SOTF - Notice of Hearing- Sunshine Ordinance Task Force - September 6, 2017 

Good Afternoon, 

You are receiving this notice because you are named as a Complainant or Respondent in one of the 
following complaints scheduled before the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force to: 1) hear the merits of 
the complaint; 2) issue a determination; and/or 3) consider referral,s from a Task Force Committee. 

Date: September 6, 2017 

Location: City Hall, Room 408 

Time: 4:00 p.m. 

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

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

Complaints -
·File No. 17044: Complaint filed by Laura Clark against the Ethics Commission for allegedly violating 
Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Sections 67.7(d}, by acting or conduction.discussions on an 
item not appearing on the posted agenda (Ethics Commission April 24, 2017, meeting). 

File No. 17071: Complaint filed by Michael Petrelis against Supervisor Jeff Sheehy, Board of 
Supervisors, for allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section 67.25, by 
failing to respond to an Immediate Disclosure Request in a timely and comple~ manner. 

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

SPECIAL ORDER 

The hearings on File Nos. 17084, 17085 and 16117 will not begin earlier than 5:30 p.m. 

File No. 17084: Complaint filed by Ray Hartz against John Updike and the Department of Real Estate 
for allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Sections 67 .21 ( e ), 67.25 and 
67.29(a)(c), by failing to respond to an Immediate Disclosure Request in a complete manner or failing to 
maintain required records. 



File No. 17085: Complaint filed by Ray Hartz against Luis Herrera and the Public Library for allegedly 
violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Sections 67.21(e), 67.25 and 67.29(a)(c), by 
failing to respond to an Immediate Disclosure Request in a complete manner or failing to maintain 
required records. 

File No. 16117: Complaint filed by Ray Hartz against City Librarian Luis Herrera and the Public 
Library for violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section 67.29-6, by failing to maintain 
a written agreement with entities collecting/maintaining funds for the purpose of carry out or assisting 
any city function to abide by the Sunshine Ordinance. 

Documentation {evidence supporting/disputing complaint) 

For a document to be considered, it must be received at least five (5) working days before the 
hearing (see attached Public Complaint Procedure). 

For inclusion in the agenda packet, supplemental/supporting documents must be received by 5:00 
pm, August 29, 2017. 

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

• ICO Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California 
Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance, Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are 
not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written 
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available 
to all members of the public for inspection and copying, The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This 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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