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Young, Victor

From:
Sent:
To:
Subiject:

Google Forms <sfbdsupvrs@gmail.com>

Wednesday, April 26, 2017 1:57 PM

SOTF, (BOS)
New Response Complaint Form

Your form has a new entry.

Here are the results.

Complaint against
which Department
or Commission

Name of individual
contacted at
Department or
Commission

Alleged Violation

Date of public
meeting (if checked)

Please describe
alleged violation

San Francisco Public Finance Authority

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

Public Records
Public Meeting

It did not hold any since 1994

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

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

Date 04/24/17

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

Zip _ 94114

Telephone 4152445072

Email | tibussesf@gmail.com

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

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

From: Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>

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

To: SOTF, (BOS)

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS)

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

Flag Status: Flagged

Thank you Ms. Wolfe:

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

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

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

I have two questions:

1) Does the San Francisco Public Finance Authority Exist

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

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

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

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

The Sunshine Ordinance Task Force (SOTF) is in receipt of your complaint and 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:sfhdsupvrs@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 26, 2017 1:57 PM

To: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org>

Subject: New Response Complaint Form

Your form has a new entry.

Here are the results.

Complaint against
which Department San Francisco Public Finance Authority
or Commission

Name of individual
contacted at
Department or
Comumission

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

Public Records

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

Please describe
alleged violation

Date

It did not hold any since 1994

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

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

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

Zip 94114

Telephone 4152445 072

Enﬁail tibussesf(@gmail.com

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

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

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

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

COMPLAINANT FILES THIS COMPLAINT

On April 26, 2017, Complainant filed this complainant w1th the Task Force regarding his
questions about SFPFA.

JURISDICTION

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

APPLICABLE STATUTORY SECTION(S)
Section 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code:
» Section 67.21 governs responses to requests for public records.
e Section 67.25 governs immediacy of response.
Section 6250 et seq. of the Cal. Gov't Code (“CPRA”)
s 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\9600241101193621.doc
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CiTY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

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

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

QUESTIONS THAT MIGHT ASSIST IN DETERMINING FACTS

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

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

LEGAL ISSUES/LEGAL DETERMINATIONS .
e 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:\codenflas201419600241101193621.doc

P197



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

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

CONCLUSION
THE TASK FORCE FINDS THE FOLLOWING FACTS TO BE TRUE:

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

® %k 3k

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

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

CHAPTER 67, SAN FRANCISCO ADMINISTRATIVE CODE (SUNSHINE
ORDINANCE) :

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

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

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

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

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

SEC. 67.25. IMMEDIACY OF RESPONSE

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

ni\codenflas201419600241\01193621.doc
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CitY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

n:\codenflas2014\9600241101193621.doc

P200



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

MEMORANDUM
3
TO: Sunshine Ordinance Task Force
DATE: May 19,2017
PAGE: 8 ~
RE: Complaint No. 17039 — Busse v. San Francisco Public Finance Authority

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

ni\codenflas2014\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 informatién (Complainant information listed first):

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

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

Notes provided by Chair Bruce Wolfe:

Pt ot Pt P ot Pt o Pt

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

Section 7286.2 describes the procedure for creating SFEFA.

As follows, ,

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

SF Public Finance Authority was created by state law by virtue of intent as it has a multi-

membership consisting of the Board of Supervisors and school districts (herein, SFUSD &

SFCCD). The governing law is found in Revenue and Tax Code Section 7288 et al:

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayText.xhtml?lawCode=RTCé&division=2.&ti
tle=&part=1.7. &chapter=3.5.&article=
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Thomas J. Busse

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

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force
City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

Attn: Victor Young, Administrator

Re:  Sunshine Ordinance Complaint No. 17039
San Francisco PublicFinance Authority (PFA)
Complainant's Answer to Response of Angela Calvillo 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 Autharity does not meet, and | stipulate to the same. Ms.
Calvillo is incorrect when she falsely asserts the PFA “had no reason to meet again as state law does not prescribe
any.additional function for the governing board,” State law prescribes many functions for the governing board of
any corporate body — public or private — namely, to govern, As the SOTF Complaint Committee has found
jurisdiction, local law prescribes additional functions as well, and these functions go to the substantial core of the
" Ralph M. Brown Act,* the San Frangisco Sunshine Ordinatice? and the State and Federal® Constitutions. in this, Ms.
Both respondants fault: the decision not tg govern and provide basic oversight of an unpublished ordinance
millions prescribing criminal fines and even jail time for its violation in and of itself constitutes an illegal public act
made in secrecy! and an abominable proscription of essential civil rights undermining the very legitimacy of
government. They have deprived me of my essential ¢ivil right to petition.for redress of grievances,

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

1t Govt Code §54950: “The people insist on remaining informed so they may retain control over the instruments they have
created”

2 Sunshine Ordinance (S0):67.1{d}): “The right of the people to know what their goverhment and those acting onbehalf of
their government are doing is fundamental to democracy, and with very few exceptions, that right supersedes any other
policy interest government officials may use to prevent public access ta information.”

3 Baca v. Morene Valley Unified School Dist., 936 F, Supp 719 (C.D. Cal. 1996); Leventhal v. Vista Unified School District,, 973
F. Supp 951 (8.D. Cal. 1997): The ability 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 Fourtéenth Amendment.

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

The PFAis.the creation of the Board of Supervisors who refuse to do their job of supervising.

Lie: “The.BOE remits the SFPF tax proceeds to a bank account following instructions given to the BOE by staff at
the SFUSD who are speaking on behalf of 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 documents of the PFA
stating, “The San Francisco Unified School District has no connection with, or jurisdiction over, the San Francisco
Public Finance Authority. Therefore, we are unable to respond to your request for information regarding this
entity.” | attach this as rebuttal evidence. [Exhibit A]

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

On June 7, 2017 SFUSD Respondent Tammy Wong sent me a letter stating this document was “executed and filed
in error by Mr. Grazioll. 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, | 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 legally allowed to have a bank account because it is an involuntary participant in the County’s
Treasury Ihvestment pool and must deposit all receipts and collections of monies with San Francisco County
Treasurer Cisneros {Education Code §41001). This is disclosed on page 39 of the SFUSD’s audited financial
statements, which | attach as rebuttal evidence [Exhibit D] (The cash in banks may be for the SFUSD’s. Mello Roos
district CFD 90-1, but they refuse to provide me information about that entity as well). My earlier evidence
includes nonresponsive requests sent to the County Treasurer for statements or fund ledgers for the PFA which
were not acknowledged.

In an e-mail dated April 24, 2017, CFO Madhavan stated “The School District receives our share of the sales tax
revenue directly from the city Controller’s Office. You will need to contact the City Controller’s Office for the
financial audit of the sales tax revenue.” This e-mail is attached as rebuttal evidence [Exhibit E] It was unclear in
her response if the Controller allocates the tax revenue, and she did not respond to my request for the allocation
waorkpapers sent on May 5, 2017 by both e-mail and certified mail.

Although it is hearsay, | 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 | received from the City and County Controller’s office on May 3¢ that Ms, Madhavan oversees the
accounting and audit records related to “all sources and uses of funds accruing to their respective districts.”
[Exhibit G]. This is also a lie because the SFUSD’s audited financial statements disclose the Controller, not the
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SFUSD, oversees the Bond Interest and Redemption Fund (in other words, the County Controller is responsible
for overseeing the property tax override funds accruing to the SFUSD for purposes of Prop 39 bond service). This
also means the Controller’s office is able to log in and administer the SFUSD’s California Department of
Education-mandated SACS accaunting system and should be able to just look up the sales tax accounting, | tried
to Jearn more about the exact relationship between the Controller and the SFUSD by making a Sunshine
Ordinance request of the City Attorney on June 2 for a copy of the public legal memorandum “Controller’s
Authority of School District Funds” from 11/20/91.5 The link on City Attorney’s Website is broken, and my
‘response was not answered. | sent.a follow-up request on 7/18/17 and-am.awaiting reply.

In evidence previously submitted, On Aprif 25* | made a public records request of the Controller in person for
information about the PFA. Hearing nothing, | returned the next day and made an immediate disclosure request.
spoke to Executive Assistant. Maura Lahe who stated to me, “you know, there have been six people working on
how to answer your request,” Exhibit G from the Controller was the responsive result of six people over the
course of a week suggesting | learivhow to use CTRL+F and search for Sales Tax in the SFUSD’s financial reports.

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

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

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

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

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

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

¢ The PFA does not impose a sales tax. It imposes a local transactions and use tax. Other local district transactions and use
taxes include those of the San Francisco County Transportation Authority and the Bay Area Rapid Transit District. The
distinction between the two taxes is significant, as can be discovered by comparing the half cent SFCTA “sales tax” revenue
line in the SFCTA financial statements to.the one cent Bradley Burns Uniform Sales Tax revenue line in the CCSF financial
statements (1%.-of the statewide sales and use tax goes back to cities and counties for general purposes). If the two taxes
were identical, dividing the CCSF sales tax revenue in half should equal the SFCTA tax revenue exactly. It is considerably
lower because the two tax different things. The 2015 report Understanding California’s Sales Tax by the State Legislative
Analyst pravides an excellent explanation: http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2015/finance/sales-tax/understanding-sales-tax-
050615.pdf
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Critical is this is a legally binding contract between two governmental entities, and like all contracts, it has more
than one pafty and each party must meet its contractual obligations or be subject to civil action. In 1993,
Members of the PFA knew this quite well because in 1991, the SFUSD and the SFCCD formed the “San Francisco
Educational Finance Authority” (EFA)". 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 twe districts from the EFA. The measure passed with a majority but. less than 2/3
supermajority, meaning it did not pass-under the Supermajority requirements for special taxes under article XIl|
‘of the State Constitution.added by Propasition 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. ) i

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

One example was the establishment of the 1987 San Diego County Regional Justice Facility Financing Agency (The
SDCRIFFA) levying general taxes for its special purposes of rebuilding a county jail, which was traditionally
financed out of county general obligation bonds. The governing bodies were just different enough the SDCRIFFA
could not be 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 spirit
of public education, thought it could lower the bar for passage®.

Mayor Jordan expressed concern in his signing statement dated February 11, 1993 to the BOS resolution -
establishing the PFA in lanuary 1993 that the Board of Supervisors-could not completely control future actions of
the newly established special district including additional increases in the sales [Exhibit }] He directed the City
Attorney’s office to draft a policy statement on this matter. | submitted a Sunshine Ordinance request to the City
Attorney’s office for this policy statement and | included the Mayor’s memo. On May 1+, | received a response
from the City Attorney’s office | have previously submitted with the evidence supporting my SOTF complaint it
had no 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 [which | had contacted in April and never

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

7 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 AR 17X adding identical copies of §7288 to the Revenue and Taxation Code outlining this scheme were.
authored by Willie Brown, The legisiature 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
procaedings 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 basis and AB'1930
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in any event, The PFA was clearly understood to be an independent special district and not just some allocative
pass through paper entity?, The case law on this is clear, specifically Rider v. County of San Diego (1991) and
especially Hoogasian Flowers v, State Board of Equalization, both of which found entities such the PFA to be
“Special Districts.” In my original complaint evidence, 1 included excerpts from these cases holding they are
unambiguously special districts. | urge the SOTF, City Attorney, and Respondents to review these cases at length.

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

The Special District gimmick has consequences the Respondents improperly deny, The PFA must do everything
Special Districts do under the Government Code, including holding board meetings and reviewing financial
statements, and becoming subject of John Oliver segments®. in the State of Kentucky, 40% of special districts did
not file budgets they are legally required to, characterized by the state auditor as a $2.7 Billion Dollar “Ghost
Government.” 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 heed to introduce open
government and sunshine in the SFCCD and SFUSD. Respondent Wong asserts a strict construction, but the
Sunshine Ordiriance is to be construed liberally, Furthermore, the SFUSD is actually two districts: the SFUSD and
the County Office of Education. The COE budget is passed by the Board of Supervisors even though it delegates
the management of the COE to the Board of Education. Therefore; the BOS has a slight majority of the
governance function of the PFA. '

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

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

Codification of Governmental Accounting and Financial Reporting Standards, Section 2100 define a “reporting
entity” as the leve| of government which has governance responsibilities over all activities of a district. In the case
of the PFA, those duties mean contracting with the BOE, allocating tax revenue according to prescribed formulas,
and containing its own Article XIlIB Appropriations limiti2, Neither CCSF, the SFCCD nor the SFUSD/COE fulfill this

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

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

" “Ghost Government: A Report on Special Districts in Kentucky” Kentucky Auditor of Public Accounts, November 14, 2012.
2 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 cbvious Gann limit problem. In the 1986 Gann limit base year, the SFUSD had 64,000 students. Today, it
has 52,000, The AB8 formula locks the SFUSD's property tax allocation in at 7.8% of the County’s Proposition 13 1% base,
compared to 1.4% for SFCCD. The Gann limit for schools adjusts with enroliment (“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 Schools and the Chancellor of the Community College District have equal
executive function and no governance function. This makes the PFA the.equivalent of a Joint Powers Authority
under GASB; thus, it needs its own independent audit.

The Audited Financial Statements of CCSF, SFCCD, and the SFUSD/COE do not reference the PFA as a
nondisclosed organization.

The PFA’s Juné 1993 ordihance establishes an Appropriations Limit, which are not the same thing as
expenditures®, Although it specifies the formula, Government Code section 7910 specifies-specific actions the
governing body of an-entity must take on an annual basis-regarding its Appropriations Jimit. Because of this,
paper government-entities 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 share of the PFA’s financial resources.

Untruth; State law does not prescribe ahy additional function far the governing board

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

On June 8%, | had a personal conversation with Controller Ben Rosenfeld in the BOS chambers followinhg a
meeting of the Budget and Finance Subcomittee, | related to Mr. Rosenfeld, and he agreed with me
(enthusiastically) that the PFA’s-governing board can put restrictions on PFA funds allocated to the County’s K-14
districts. [n my view, thisis the bést way 16 provide stable funding for the “Free” City College Program, especially
as the CCSFD Trustees had a goor track record of financial stewardship®. It is als6 a means to protect SEUSD's
cash reserve or key programs such as gifted and talented education fram the pressure to make unsustainable
fabor concessions given the undue special interest influence over that Board of Education.

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

had over 98,000 students but it stubbornly refuses to reduce:overhead. Compounding the problem is the City’s increase in
Net Assessed Value. Stepping back, the SFUSD should have started issuing tax rebates years ago. Several school districts in
the Foothill cities in.Southern California have similar challenges. The real problem here is the frozen allocation formula
because SFCCD enrollment has increased, Because the PFA’s appropriations limit has not been contained, | 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
2003 established a CCSF rainy day fund established by the county. In this case, CCSF miscalculates its appropriations limit
because the appropriation needs to fall under the SFUSD's limit. This is one way the City avoids forcing the SFUSD to reduce
overhead. If the SFUSD even banked property into 100-year leases to develop teacher housing, the possessory interest
assessments would increase its own tax revenue and pay for itself.

“ 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 histor.y of leveraging the BOS's authority to put restrictions on funds going to the SFUSD
anyway, so his own-actions reinforce the County's belief the PFA’s governing board to direct expenditures
(although, to be fair, this'would not be properfor the SFCCD due to the independence requirements of the
Accreditation Commission). As Budget Director to Mayor Newsom,; Rosenfeld implemented the creation of the
Public Education Special Fund, which evalved into.the Public Education Enrichment Fund (PEEF, March 2004
Proposition H). To be clear: PEEF does not transfer any new money from CCSF to the SFUSD. It’s a clever
accounting trick to put restrictions on ERAF, which is money the state allocates to the SFUSD anyway as part of its
Praposition 98 obligation. This is'probably a good thing'in SFUSD’s case because it protects certain programs
(athletics, arts, equity initiatives, etc) from the Board's tendency to make unsustainable labor concessions and
fong history of fmanqal mismanagement®.

The SFUSD and SFCED Lack Cred|bihty in Financial Administration and Transparency and the SFUSD's Response
should be Disregarded

The decision to shitk their duty and hand the sales tax overto Evan S. Dobelle and Bernatd Rojas is a cause to
petition for grievance. By failing to execute their positions of Public Trust, the members of the PFA in 1993
allowed publnc funds to be used for personal galn,

in hmdsaght SFCCD Chancellor Evan S. Dobelle put into place the management changes eventually leading to
SFCCD’s-Accreditation crisis®s. This occurred the day following the Election when he restructured the staff,
eliminating its experienced financial administrators. This removed experienced oversight of his actions, which
allowed him to-use.College resources:for his personal enjoyment, such as lavish foreign trips and extended leave
of absences for fundraising purposes, but were actually personal vacations, often at the Bohemian Grove. He
almost pushed the College to the pointof strike in September 1993 in order+to put its classified employees on
semester work agreements, which, in retrospect, was only 1o benefit himself because it would remove
observation of his excessive vacations made using College funds, often funding an entourage of his Bohemian
Club Chums, including PFA member Bob Varni® as late as 2007,

Later, Dobelle became Chancellor of the Uhiversity of Hawali, where he repeatedly lied to the board about
financial matters. The issue went all the way to thie Hawaii Senate in 2004 and lead to a statewide referendum to
restructure the Board of Regents because of their inability to oversee Dobelle’s mismanagement®. When he was
put on leave of ahsence, the staff found him ungualified to teach. The full extent of Dobelle’s pathological abuse
of public funds is found in the $1:3M report commissioned by the Investigator General of Massachussets after he
was forced to resign as President of Westfield State University in 2014, The report catalogs lavish vacations
using public:funds and tens of thousands of personal purchases put on the company credit card, but Dobelle’s
unaccountability best comes out in this passage:

Another example of Dobelle’s unbudgeted and unauthorized expenditure of Feundatian funds is the
cammissioning of a portrait of himself. in 2013, Dobelle personally-contacted a local artist and requested that she
paint a portrait.of him. In total, the portrait 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 OIG that Foundation officials felt obligated to pay the bill since the work had already been done, even

% In the Unaudited Financials for 2016, this shows up in the-General Fund (Form 01) abject 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 Revenue.”

“Correy

7 Office of the Inspector General, Commonwealth of Massachussets, “Review of Spending Practices by Former Westfield
State University President Evan.S. Dobelle.” luly 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 bélieved
that the portrait was going to be a part of a series one of past presidents of the University. However, Dobelle took
ne action to commission 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- 175% anniversary of the University. Following
Dobelle’s resignation, University staff sent Dobelle the portrait with his personal effects because University and
Foundation officials determined they no longer wanted the painting.»

The SF BOS itself has censured SFUSD Superintendant Bill Rojas for financial crimes and mismanagement?. PFA
oversight could have prevented the loss of $30M in Public Funds, which the Controller’s office found simply
disappeared?. 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 groundskeeber‘s“. Thie accounting for the 1993 sales tax was implemented by SFUSD CFO William
Frederick Coleman oversaw the SFUSD at the time of the E-rate Scandal* and wh followed Rojas to the Dallas
independent School District where he oversaw a kickback scheme that was the exact replica of the SFUSD's E-rate
sténdal'(one so bad, City Attorney Louise Renne had to testify before Congress). Coleman pleaded guilty to felony
obstruction of justice charges in 2008,

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

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

Lie: On March 11, 1998, the SFPF governing hody fulfilied the body’s primary function and voted 8-0 to submit
a ballot measure to the voters

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

| perused mlcnoﬁ.lmed copies of the San Francisco Examiner, the City’s Official Newspaper, for public notice of
meetings of the PFA. The resolution to call the Special Election had to take place between March 8 and March
15%, because the Proceedings of the Board of Supervisors# indicate the BOS resolution was added to the
Immediate Adoption Calendar. No puhblicnotices of PFA meetings-appear during this time. By placing the item on
the BOS Immediate 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 avold notice to any opponents of the sales tax the Supervisors would call the election (In

® OIG Report, pg. 49

# Resolution 427-01 _ )

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

= “Signs of Trouble: SF School Officials Overloaked Indications of Missspent Milllons” SF Chronicle, November 12, 2001.

 SF Chronlcle November 17, 2001 “Suit alleges SF-Schools’ kickbacks It Claims money was steered to district officials”

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

%\ol 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
was the Deputy City Attorney who recommended the meeting be continued to March 17" where the supervisors
called the election and put the proposition on the ballot in a meeting lasting twelve minutes, :

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

Deception: The SF Public Finarice A’uth‘oritv'AM,et at City Hall on September 20, 1993.

The documents provided bv'the SFUSD-signed by Carole Migden, as well as those on file with the BOE have
evidence of Fabrication, and the secretary’s signature is forged.

As-evidence, | provide EFA Resolutions 91-1, 91-2, arid 913 from 1991 [Exhibit L]. The secretary (who continues
to hold this position) was Esther V. Casco. Resolutions take the form YY-Ordinal, The secretary indicates who
voted and how. This was and is standard practice for public bodies. In the PFA’s September 20 1993 resolutions
[Exhibit M], there is no recordation of who voted which.way. If any members of the PFA thought they missed a
meeting and then came across these documents, they could assume they were one.of the absentees.

" The hand behind Esther Casco’s 1991"sign'at'ure is not'the same as the hand behind Esther Casco’s 1993 signature.
On the EFA documents, it shows a longtail on the final “0.” The “V” middle initial is completely different, most
notably in the absence of an initial “boat.” Following that, the direction of the period tic changes from downward
" to upward, and freedom of the first s coming out of the characteristic uppercase “E” is a deliberative stroke
rather than a quick swipe; in other words, the forger made sure to copy the characteristic E and then stopped at
the peak of the lowercase s for corivenience before regrouping and continuing on with the rest of the signature
rather than freely prolating downward into the s with the ease of familiarity.

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

In theit response, the SFUSD provides minutes of the PFA on 9/20/93 at 1:00 PM in room 228 of City Hall, It lists
only 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, | believe this was the chambers of the Board of Education. This meeting was
back to.back with the San Francisco Board of Supervisors meeting on September 20, 1993 [Exhibit N], which
started at 2:00 and called to order at 2:05. Supervisors Migden, Kennedy, and Shelley were present, however
Supervisor Alioto and Kaufman were excused on an official leave of absence approved September 7%, Therefore
they could not have been at the 9/20/93 PFA meeting. How did they manage to vote Yes on resolution 3 when
there were no absences? How did ten members manage to vote yes when there were only nine members of the
PFA on the official minutes? Although this could be a 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 | will elaborate. On July 28, 1993,
Chancellor Dobelle announced a $2,100 yearly bonus to every SFCCD administrator and classified employee.? Just

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

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

The ballot handbook:specifies in 1991, Ms. Casco misspelled Bob Varni’s hame as Varney (resolution 91-1}. This
misspelling even made it into the December 1991 Voter guide because the City Attorney (without the ballot
simplification committee) likely copied the EFA’s resolutions verbatim. It is impossible to determine who wrote
the description “How ‘A’ Got on the Ballot for either voter guide; however, Varnl’s name was corrected by June
1993, inditating 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 ﬁave been caught dead alive inside City hali on September 20, 1993. The Board of Supervisors
agenda at 2:00 indicated the SFCCD salary ordinance was tabled without discussion because the classified
employees were on the verge of strike due to Dobelle’s self-serving restructuring.

Dobelle signs the contract with the BOE in the middle, and Rojas has to squeeze his signature off to the side
[Exhibit P]. In the scan, Dobelle’s signature is faint and inthe center of the line hecause 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 Dobelle 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, * The BOE needed a new contract, which it executed with Dobelle.

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

In other words, the Contract with the BOE was not jointly executed by the Superintendant of Schools and the
Chancellor-of the Community College, contrary to the assertions of Responderits and the purported resolutions of
the PFA. The Sales Tax is not jointly administered. Dabelle 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 Varniand Paul Pelosi in one of the Bohemian Talent Shows at the annual July Encampment, so nobody
at SFCCD noticed or cared. ' A

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 include withholding the allocation to SFCCD and redirecting it to the SFUSD.

In 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.

» 5F Chronicle "’S.F City College Freezes Spending — school may be forced to use emergency funds to offset budget cut”
January 20,1993 C ‘

® The funds from the 1991 tax were used to pay the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers’ Association’s attorney fees and
were not settled until 2003,
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This would be a criminal violation of the ordinance of the PEA, but the budget information in BOS File 030354

* Adding Administrative Code 10.100-367 and prepared by then Mayor’s Budget Director Rosenfeld and now the
County Controller indicates 100% of the PFA sales tax was being given to the SFUSD at that time [Exhibit R].
Because the City Attorney’s office has input into the Ballot Simplification process and had to sign off onto the
change tothe Administrative code, | believe the omission of the SFCCD in the 2004 Ballot Handbook’s was not'an
oversight but was a statement of fact. o :

| have spent hundreds of hours to research this sales tax, so | am not lightly asserting a suspicion 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 fund diversion over
the years and if some of it took place within the Statute of Limitations, and ] urge the commissioning of a full
audit of the PFA's financial history, ordering the PFA funds to accrue to escrow, referring the matter to the Office
of the State Auditor to do her work while drawing on the funds which shall be released only on the
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 is the Successor éntity for the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission {LATC), which appears on
BOE publication 105. That ordinance {No..16) passed by the Los Angeles County voters in 1980 specified an
allocation among various Los Angeles County entities including the Southern California Rapid Transit District (The
LATC built the Blue Line and the RTD built the Red Line, which is why they are completely different systems).

The Legislature merged the LATC and the RTD in 1992 into the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Anthority (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 passed by thevoters®, Secand, its audited financial statements clearly show the income and
experiditures of this Special Taxing Measure. Finally, the revenues accrued to the LATC which had a board that did
board things such as build subways and have accounting, just like LA Metro, which even maintains a pretty
website to communicate things to the taxpayers®. The PFA provides Tammy Wong, who lies, fibs, obfuscates,
tells untruths, deflects, and is generally mendacious, misleading, unhelpful, and smug.

Could the PFA at least have a webpage, perhaps with a smiling photograph of Carole Migden in 19937 The fact it
wouldn’t be on the CCSF, SFUSD, or the SFCCD 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 should 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
evidence in support of my Complaint :

On June 23, | received correspéndence from SOTF Administrator this Complaint was continued from the June
27* Complaint Committee hearing because Ms. Calvillo needed time to study the issue. She consulted with the
City Attorney who denied the PFA’s existence to me and the Controller who told me to go elsewhere.

This Is not the first tiie a Clerk in the Board of Supervisors office has needed to the consult the Controller about
the PFA. On October 30, 2002, ah-Assistant Clerk of the BOS requested information from Controller Ed Harrington
about the PFA. The Controller did not respond until November 20, 2002 [Exhibit 8] stating he had never been
involved with the PFA and did not want to be listed as a contact and suggested contacting the City Attorney.

e http://libra'ryarc’hiveé.metro.net/DPGTL/legislation/1980_proposit'ion_a_ordinance.pdf
z https://www,metro.net/about/financebudget/taxes/
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That Clerk was SOTF Adiministrator Victor Young.

In early May, 2017, | called the SOTF’s puhlished number and spoke to SOTF Administrator Young who stated he
had never heard of the Public Finafice’ Authotity.

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

Respondant abuses its “Paper Entity” to misinform the Voters

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

San Francisco now has an 8.5% sales tax with two main
parts: _ '

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

* 1.25% in special district taxes that fund the Bay Area
Rapid Transit District (BART}, the San Frantcisco
Unified School District, the San Francisco
Community Callege District, and the 'San Francisco
County Transportation Authority.

Was “simplified” to this'text (2016):
- The Way It Is Now:'San Francisco has an 8.75% sales fax, with fwo pafts:
o 7.5% in State taxes, of which the City receives 1.25%; and

o 1.25% In local sales taxes that fund'the Bay. Area Rapid Transit District (BART), the San Francisco County
“Transporlation Authority and the San Frangisco 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 membérs of the Committee appointed by the Superintendent of Schools:as:an “expert in
educational reading,” Ann Jorgenson, was a teacher at Lincoln High School in 18993 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 Bay Area Rapid Transit District. | guess he assumed everyone knew what the San Francisco County Public
Finance Authority was.

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

This s 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 in the Board
of Supervisor's files. Wilsan Ng was unable to produce it but referred me to a statement of vote bound in the SF
Public Library, which | reviewed, but the Registrar of Voters neither put her name to nor endorsed this statement
of vote, as is the case with every other bound statement of vote at the San Francisco Public Library.

| obtained from the BOE an unsigned certification of vote by Germaine Wong, then Registrar of Voters. This
accompanied the Resolutions cantaining 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 meticulous and rana tight shop This “certification” [Exhibit U] contains glaring-errors completely out of
character;

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

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

e 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.. ‘

e Ms. Wong certifies she commenced the canvas of the election on Tuesday evening, June 15, 1992, which

~ wasa Monday and a full year before the June 15, 1993 Special Election. There was an election on June 2,
1992, but that was a Consolidated Primary Election,

e Proposltion 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 forpassage and the actual Consolidated Presidential Election on November
3, 1892,

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

~ used to conduct al! future General district elections?”

¢ The Consolidated Presidential Election on November 3, 1992 was the very first time voters in the State of
California were allowed to épply for no-fault permanent absentee status. This was a Presidential election
‘with.very large turnout. The June 15, 1993 Special Election was the very first time these new permanent
dbsentee voters would have received their ballots in the mail-automatically; however, the statement of
vote at the public library indicates the same number of registrations in the permanent absentee precincts

_inJune 1993 as in November 1992,

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

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

There were many other iimproprieties in this election, and | believe the odd certification document indicates the
Registrar was coerced or pressured to certifying a canvass she should not support, | have been trying to obtain a
copy of a repart 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
thts

In the 1992/93 budget deal, the State suspended subventions for election mandates in order to confront its
- overwhelming débt, 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 Chinése 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 maney laundering scheme for Chinatown real
astate interests which benefitted from ”neighborhbod 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 | § 9 requires Congress to publish a Statement of Account of Income and Expenditures.
The State of California, by mandating an audit of all public entities {paper or otherwise) according to Generally
Accepted Accounting Principles, has embraced this mandate because, as James Madison argued, “A popular
government, without Popularinformation, 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 became enslaved to the tools:of their creation.

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

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

Fﬂaiﬁ ' : ‘ “Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>

9

Re: California Pubic Records Request
1 message

Madhavan, Reeta <madhavanr@sfusd.edu>- Tue, May 16, 2017 at 2:41 PM
To: Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>

Cc: Paulette G Terrell <TerreliP@sfusd.edu>, “Houck Danielle" <daniellehouck@sfusd,edu>, "Blythe, Gentle”
<blytheg@sfusd.edu>

Dear Mr. Busse,

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

As I have explained in my response to your earlier emaif 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

'2\‘ A

SFUSD

SAN FRANCISEO

WWW.SFUSD.EDU | o \\W/ /

Reeta Madhavan

Chief Financial Officer

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

T 415-241-6542

F 415-241-6482
madhavanr@sfusd.edu

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

Pursuant to the California Public Records Act, | wish to request the following Documents:

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

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

3, All Letters of Designation of the 8an Francisco Public Finance Authority.

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

5. All Board Minutes of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority from 2015 to the present day
8. The Current Amended Bylaws of the San Francisco Public Finance Autharity

7. The most recent unaudited F'inan_cial Statements of the San Francisco Public Finance Authotity

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,

https://mail.gooqle.com/mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=04b5b6c999&jsveFVKGEQZhTK\Bf.an&ziew=pt&q=madhavan&qs=true&seafch=query&th=1 5¢13365a0dce...
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7/20/2017 Gmail - Re: California Pubic Records Request

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 Authorlty 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 8an Francisco Public Finance Authotity 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 o 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; \

& \rwl‘ Jr/% 2

https://mail.gopgle com/mail/ u/O/?ui=2‘&ik=04b‘5b60999&jsvef=VK6E92h7KLB‘Zn‘!&giew:pt&q=madhavan&_qs=true&_search=query&th=1 5c13365a0dce... 2/2



JURISDICTION CONTACT FOR TRANSACTION AND USE TAX
NOTIFICATIONS & APPEALS

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY PUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY
Tax Area Code: 051

‘We send a notification letter to the contict position shown below when a positive adjustmem of greater than $5, 000.00 or negative
redistribution of greater than 5% of the district’s average quarterly revenue or $50,000.00, whichever is loss, is processed as provided in
Regulation 1828, Process for Rewewmg ’I‘mnsncnons and Usc Tax dtsmbunon mqumes

Primary Coritact

Joseph C. Grazioli, Chicf Finangial Officer

Autherized Position Title from Resolution

Joseph C. Grazioli, chief Financial Officer

Name of Individual Currently Holding Authiorized Position

135 Van Ness Avenue 3™ Floor, San Francisco, CA
94102

Mailing Address Line [

Mailing Address Line2

City, State, Zip

Email

Secondary Contact

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

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

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

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

" Mailing Address Line 1

Mailing Address Line 2

City, State, Zip

Phone

Fax

T'—Cwqo( P(G) Fuep | & D

Email

STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION
LOCAL REVENUE ALLOCATION SECTION, MIC; 27

POBOX 942879

SACRAMENTO, CA 94279-0027
FAX: 916-324-8117

QUESTIONS: CALL JULIE ROBERTS (916) 324-1386




Q@%W% San Francisco Unified School District Dr. Vincent Matthews
e %s

&) Superintendent of Schools

A4S LEGAL DEPARTMENT Danielle Houck

e gmmna 555 Franklin Street, 3™ Floor, San Francisco, CA 94102 General Counsel
Telephone (415) 241-6054 * Facsimile (415) 241-6371 Tammi Wong

S F U s D , Sr, Deputy General Counsel

June 7, 2017 —

Bt 2

-/

TRANSMITTED VIA EMAIL TO:

S

Thomas Busse
Emiail: tjbussesf@gmail.com

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

Dear Mr. Busse:

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

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

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

The District’s actual financing corporation is the San Francisco Unified School District Financing

Corporation (“Corporation™). As a courtesy, records and bylaws of the Corporation are enclosed
with this letter.

Sincerely,

SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Tammi Wong

Sr. Deputy General Counsel
Enclosure
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42712017 , Board of Equalization - State of California

Local Jurisdiction Statement of Tax Distribution

051 Date: For the pericds shown below

04/12/2017

Payee: SF COUNTY PUBLIC FINANGE AUTH/DIRECTOR OF
FISCAL SERVICES

CurrentAdvance  Feb 2017 3,201,400.00
‘Priar Credits ' 0.00

Total Payment (by EFT) 3,201,400.00

If you have questions regarding this statement, please contact
BOE-Local Revenue and Allocation Unit at 916-324-3000.
Back to Query Page (/boewebservicesllocalJur.jsp)

httpé:/leﬁIe.boe,ca.gov/boewebservices/LocaIJur.do P221



SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
JUNE 30, 2016

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

NOTE 2 - DEPOSITS AND INVESTMENTS
Summary of Deposits and Investments

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

Governmental funds $ 482,243,222

Less: deficit cash (overdraft) (5,392,893)

Total governmental funds $ 476,850,329
Self insurance fund ‘ 64,217,849
‘Fiduciary funds 4,649,658
Total Deposits and Investments $ 545,717,836

Deposits and in’?estments as of June 30, 2016, consist of the following:

Cash on hand and in banks b3 5,374,925
Depasits with county treasurer 545,735,804
Less; deficit cash (overdraft) \3 \l( (5,392,893)

Total deposits with county treasurer 92‘\\"\

Total Deposits and Investments D

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

540,342,911
$ 545,717,836

Policies and Practices

Investment in County Treasury - The District is 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 District's investment in the pool is reported in
the accounting financial statements at amounts based upon the District’s pro-rata share of amortized cost which
approximately fair value provided by the County Treasurer for the entire portfolio (in relation to the amortized
cost of that portfolio). The balance available for withdrawal is based on the accounting records maintained by the
County Treasurer, which is recorded on the amortized cost basis.

39P222



7120/2017 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> Mon, Apr 24, 2017 at 10:18 AM
To: Thomas Busse <{jbussesf@gmail.com>
Ce: Thu Cung <cungt@sfusd.edu>

Hello Mr. Busse,

. The school district receives our share of the sales tax revenue directly from the city's Controller's Office. You will need to
contact the city's Controller's Office for the financial audit of sales tax revenue.
This revenue is included on page 87 of the school district's 2015-16 audit report in the $52,614,948 total of "Local
Revenue" in the Unrestricted General Fund column. You are correct in that the audit report does not provide a
breakdown of all our revenue sources, and 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 fist them all in detail.
The detailed revenue breakdown Is included in our Unaudited Actuals report that is submitted to the state annually and
forms the basis of our audited financials. This report is posted on our district web site here.
Please let me know if you have any additional questions.
Thank you,
Reeta

‘ "I' '" |

O I TR . r
SFUSD g 7/*‘“ -
$AN FRANCISCO
PUALIC SCHDOLS ( / !

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 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 for the

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

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

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

https://mail.google‘com/mailIulOl?ujr—.Q&ik:04b5b6c999&jsver=vK6E92h7KLB.Z*\&aew=pt&q=madhavan&qs=true&search=query&th=15ba0f9928c10..‘ 112



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

Eﬂ%”y E G;;”ﬂ agﬂ Thomas Busse <t}bussesf@gmai¥.com>

Fwd: [SPAM?] Re: [SPAM?] Re: Follow Up on Meeting Today

1 message

Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> _ Thu, Jul 20, 2017 at 7:14 PM
To: SF Kelvin <tjbussesf@gmail.com>

--------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Timothy Bittle <tim@hjta.org>

Date: Mon, May 1, 2017 at 12:02 PM

Subject: Re: [SPAM7?] Re: [SPAM?] Re: Follow Up on Meeting Today
To: Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>

Dear Mr. Busse,

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

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

&AN%HT F |

hitps:/fmail ,google‘com/mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=04b5b6c999&jsver=VK6E92h7Ktﬁ.&%&ewmt&seamh——-inbox&th=1 5d62ecd5eelBa8b&siml=15d62¢ecd5e...  1/1



712012017 ' ) Gmail - RE: Sunshine Request - SF Public Finance Authority

o .
“*%&E @rﬂa ;E ' Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>

RE: Sunshine Request - SF Public Finance Authority

1 message ‘

CON, Controller (CON) <controller.con@sfgov.org> Wed, May 3, 2017 at 10:31 AM
To: Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>
Cc: "CON, Controller (CON)" <controller.con@sfgov.org>

Dear Mr. Busse,

Based on the specific information you requested, we respectfully refer you to contact Reeta Madhavan, the CFO at the
SF Unified School District (SFUSD, (415) 241-6542 x1617, MadhavanR@sfusd.edu) and Ron Gerhart, the Vice
Chancellor of Finance & Administration at the 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
aceruing 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 appottionment of sales tax allocations by taxing entity, for
the City and County of San Francisco at http://www.boe.ca.gov/pdffboe105.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”,
I &1
67<1\ \\9 \ ’

We hope this is of help to you.

Best,

Office of the Controller

From: CON, Controller (CON)

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

To: Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>

Cc: CON, Controller (CON) <controlier.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.google .comlmail/u/O/’?ui=2&ik=O4b5b60999&]sver=VK6E92h7KUE.«21%g?ew:pt&q:CON&qs=true&search=query&th=1 Sbef5dfabaab032&si,.. 1/2
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1008 - 0150~ OC0) o

San Francisco, CA 94114

o 7 415-244-5072
O E) 1 L} 7 tjibussesf@gmail.com

May 5, 2017

Mr. Ron Gerhard
- Vicé Chancellor of Finance and Admlmstrat:on
33 Gough Street

San Francisco, CA 94103 .
FAX: 415-241-2344 ‘

Public Records Request -

Dear Mr. Gerhard:.

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

Most current financial statements of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority

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

Current amended bylaws of the San Francisco Public Finance Authority.

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

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

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

" the City Attorney appointee).

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

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

Very truly yeGrs,

). Busse

P226



712012017 Gmail - Request

g“‘@“% Grﬂa}ﬁ Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>
Request

1 message

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

To: "Tibussesf@gmail.com" <Tjhussesf@gmail.com>
Cc: Steven Bruckman <sbruckman@cesf.edu>

Good afternoon Thomas. | hope this finds you well. | want to provide a status update on your information request.
Unfortunately we have very little information/documentation on the 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_!ink. :

https://sfpl.bibliocommons.com/search?t=smart&search_category=keyword&commit=8earch&q=san+francisco+pu blic+
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 San Francisco

Office - (415) 241-2229

https://mail.google.com/maillu/O/?ui=2&ik=04b5b6c999&jsver=VK6EQZh?KUE.Z'V%Jewwt&q:gerhard&qs=true&search=query&th=1504171c09ab283... 11
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Office of the Mayor
SAN FRrAnCIsCO

FRANK M. JORDAN

February 11, 1993 /’\
Honorable Angela Alioto, President Y)
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
. Room 235 - City Hall
San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Supervisor Alioto:

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

As you know, the Public Finance Authority would be governed by a
l10-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 lts eleven members to serve on the Board of
Directors.

Because San Francisco is the only City and County in the State and
the only Board of Supervisors with eleven 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.
Slncerely, éﬂéziu/

rank M. Jorda
Mayor

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

200 CITY HALL, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102

ws $1448



7/20/2017 Gmail - Re: Records Request

Re: Records Request
1 message

»‘“‘“ﬁtﬂ*ﬁ(@ G'ﬂ"] aéﬁ v | Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>

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

To: tibussesf@gmail.com

Mr., Thomas J. Busse,

Thank for your request dated April 28, 2017 concerning the "San Francisco County Public Finance Authority” and the

"San Francisco County Educational Finance Authority," We have no responsive documents and we believe those entities

do not actually exist. Perhaps you are thinking of the California Public Finance Authority, the Office of Public Finance
within the Controller's Office here in San Francisco, and/or the San Francisco Unified Scheol District. Jfyou wish to
request public records from any those entities you should contact them directly.

Best, A / \\

Andrea Guzman

Responding for cityattorney@sfgov.org
OFFICE OF CITY ATTORNEY DENNIS HERRERA },, ’}/
San Fraricisco City Hall, Room 234 % 74/\

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, California 94102-4682

(415) 554-4710 Direct .
(415) 554-4700 Reception
{415) 554-4715 Facsimile
(415) 554-6770 TTY

Subscribe ta néws and updates from the S.F. City Attorney's Office at hitp://www.sfcityattorney.org

hitps://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/7ui=28k=04b5h6ca99&jsver=VK6E92h7TKU PR &Bw=ptég=cityatiorney&qs=true&search=query&th=15bc6316275c. .
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Resoclution No. 91-1

AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF AN AG?EEMENT BETWEEN THE SAN
FRANCISCO EDUCATIONAL FINANCING AUTHORITY AND THE STATE BOARD OF
EQUALIZATION FOR PREPARATIORN TO ADMINISTER AND OPERATE THE-

AUTHORITY'S TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAX ORDINANCE.

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco‘Educational-Financing.
Authority authorizes the execution of an agreement with the State
‘Board of Equaiization to implement the provisions of Part 1.6 of
Division 2 of the California Revenue and Taxation Code, for the
purpose of preparing to administer and operate the San Francisco%
Educational Financing Authority transactions and use tax
ordinance; and therefore be it

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

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Chairperson of the San Francisco
Educational Financing Authority is hereby authorized to enter |
into and sign the agreement fpf the Authority.
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| G%MDHL .

The foregoing Resolution was passed and adopted by the San
Francisco Educational Financing Authority at a meeting thereof,
this _2oth day of December, 1991 by the following vote, to wit:

Ayes:! BAmmiano, Kelly, Miller, Ayala, Burton, Marquis, Rodis, Varney, Wolfred,
and Teng
Absent: None

Chairperson

Nays: del Portillo, Denebeim, , . M/W -
’ Rodriguez, and Yee g

ATTEST: W/[f‘%

7 Acting Secretary

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

9753p
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E;ffLﬂl%’ L;/:% Resolution No. 91-2

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

AND USE TAXES.

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

purpose of administering and operating the San Francisco

Educational Financing Authority transactions and use tax

ordinance; and therefore be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this agreement shall continue in
effect until all the work necessary to administer the Authority's
transactions and use tax ordinance has been completed and the

State Board of Equalization has received and disbursed all

payments under said ordinance; and therefore be it

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

/77
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The foregoing Resolution was passed and adopted by the San
Francisco Educational Financing Authority at a meeting thereof,
this 20tn day of December, 1991 by the following vote, to wit:

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

and Teng
Absent: None

Nays: del Portillo, Denebeim, CQZ?~4L£L,/€77QL/éZKZQH
Rodriguez, and Yee .

a Chairperson
ATTEST: ﬁ%ﬁ/ // /4/2

Acting Secretary

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

9753P
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Resclution No. 91-3

AUTHORIZING THE CHAIRPERSON OF THE SAN FRANCISCO EDUCATIONAL
FINANCING AUTHORITY TO EXECUTE ALL NECESSARY DOCUMENTS WITH STATE
AND LOCAL AGENCIES IN ORDéR TO IMPLEMENT THE COLLECTION OF THE
AUTHORITY'S TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAXES AND TQ EFFECTUATE THE

ALLOCATION AND INVESTMENT OF THE PROCEEDS OF SAID TAXES.

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Educational Financing
Authority authorizes its Chairperson to execute all necessary
documents with state and local agencies in order implement the
collection of the Authority's transactions and use taxes and to.:
effectuate the allocation and investment of the proceeds of said

taxes.

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

Ayes: ammiano, Kelly, Miller, Ayala, Burton, Marguis, Rodis, Varney, Wolfred,
and Teng
Absent: None

NAYS: del portillo, Denebein,
Rodriguez, and Yee
Chalrperson
ATTEST: ﬁz‘%—"f/ 7 /

s

o Acting Secretary

Esther V. Casco, Executive Assistant
to the Board of Eeucation
9753Pp
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Resolution Mo._ !
R
(San‘Francisco Public Finance Authority)
AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF AN AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC
FINANCE AUTHORITY AND THE STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION FOR PREPARATION TO
ADMINISTER AND OPERATE THE AUTHORITY'S TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAX ORDINANCE.

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Public Finance Authority authorizes the
execution of an agreemert with the State Board of Equalization to implement
the provisions of Parts 1.6 and 1.7 6f Division 2 éf the California Revenue
and Tzxation Code, for the purpose of preparing to agminister and cperate the
San Francisco Public Finance Authority transactions and use tax ordinance: and
therefore be it | | o

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this agreement shall continue in effect until the
preparatery work necessary to administer the Authority's transactions and use
tax ordinance has been completed and the State Board of Eoualization has
reteived all payments due from the Authority; and therefore be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Superintendent of the San francisco Unified
School District and the Chanceilor of the San raqcisco Community College
District are hereby authorized to enter into and sign the sgreement for the
Authority. .

The Torgoing Resolufion was vassed and zdopted by the San Francisco
Public rinance Authority at & meeting thereof, this 0T day of September, 1993

by the following vote, to wit:

Ayes:  EIGHT RO:  ZERO :
Absent: WO : M /)/) /(

“CHairpefson ///
ATTEST: év%w V' Cusen

_ heting Secretary P235
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C;;ff‘ QV)QK/ Resoiution No. Z

¢S.F. Public Finance Authority and State Board of Equalization Agreement)
AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF AN AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC
FINANCE AUTHORITY AND THE STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION FOR STATE ADMINISTRATION

. OF AUTHORITY'S TRANSACTION AND USE TAXES.

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Public Finance Authority authorizes the
execution of an agreément 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, Tor the purpose of soministering and operating the San
Francisco Public Fimance Authority transactions and use tax ordinance; and
therefore be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this azgreement shail continue in effect until all
“he work necessary to administer the Authority's transactions aﬁd use tax
ordinance has been compieted and the State Board of Equé}ization has received
and disbursed all payments under said ordinance; znd therefore be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Superintendent of the San Francisco Unified

School District and the Chancellor of the San Francisco Community College

District are hereby auihorized to enter into and sign the égreement for the
Authority.

he foregoing Resclution was passed and sdopted by the San Francisco
Public Finance Authority at & meeting thereof, this 20mi day of September, 1993

by the following vote, to wit:

Ayes: EIGHT  NO: ZERO
Absent: mp -

‘ ‘(/thd$ﬁggggoan: \\\N_‘
ATTEST: % V. %36 | |

Acting Secretary
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Ayes:  EIGHT MO TWO
Absent: ZERO, ' ﬂ/)

,/ﬁ;zk Resolution No. 3
B} \\ﬂ“

(San Francisco County Superintendent and Community College Chancellor
Authorization)

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

RESOLVED, That the San francisco Public Finance Authority authorizes the
San Francisco Couniy Superintendent of Schools and the Chanceilor for the San
Francisco Community College District to jointly execute &1) necessary
documents with state and local zgencies in order o impiement the collection
bf the Authority's transaétions and use taxes and to effectuate the zllocation
and investment of the proceeds of said taxes. |

-The Toregoing Resoiution was passed and adopted by the San Francisco
Public finance Authority at a meeting thereof, this j@filday of September,

1993 by the foilowing vote, to wit:

v 1rp¥?son

ATTEST: éwu // 64/)0«)

Acting Secretary

6385¢
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ATTEST: ;ﬁ% V. CM—C&

-5 B
g/’/f{q i)} \f( /V\ Resolution No. _ i

(SFUSD and SFCCD Governing Board Approval of Expenditures)

AUTHORIZING THE GOVERﬁING BOARDS OF THE SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT -
AND THE SAN FRANCISCO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT TO JOINTLY APPROVE ALL
EXPENDITURES NECESSARY TO IMPLEMENT THE COLLECTION OF THE AUTHORITY'S
TRANSACTIONS 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 Beards of the San Francisco Unified School District and the San
Francisco Community College District to jointly approve all expenditures
necessary to implement the collection of the Authority's transactions &and use

taxes and to effectuate the allocation and investment of the proceeds of :aid

taxes.

The foregoing Resolution was cassed and zdopied by the San Francisco
Pubiic Finance Authority at & meeting thereo®, this 20TH gay of September,

1893 by the following voie, to wit:

fyes: EIGHT NO: ZERO

Absent: o

Acting Secretary

£

6385g
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o JOURNAL OF PROCEEDINGS

BOARD_OF SUPERVIBORS

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
following Supervisors were noted present:

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

Noted absent at first roll call:
'SuéerviSOrs 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.
Bupervisor Kaufman excused, on official leave of absence.

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

Election of President Pro Tempore

o ‘Following roll call of attendance by the Clerk, Supervisor
- "Maher, seconded by Supervisor Hsieh, moved that Supervisor Kennedy
- -, be appointed President Pro Tempore.

Motion adoéted by the following vote:

; Ayes: Supervisors Bierman, Codroy, 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

PROPOSITION A

Shall an ordinance of the San Erancisco Educational Financing Authority be adopted so

as to 1) approve a transactions and use tax of one quarter of one percent for a limited

term for the general purpose ot providing financlal assistance to the San Francisco YES -
Unifled School District and the San Francisco Community College District; 2) approve an NO -
Increase in the Callfornla Constitution Article XiliB appropriations limit for said districts

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

transactions and use tax for the same fiscal year?

Analy3|s
by City Attorney

THE WAY T IS NOW: The San Francisco Unmad School! District

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

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

. District and Community Collage District have formed an Educa-

tional Financing Authority and submitted to the voters an ordi-
nance authorlzing a one-quarter cent increase in the sales tax in
San Francisco for the gD eneral purpose of providing financlal
assistance tothe School Di

The current sales tax in San Francisco is 8-1/4¢,

The California Constitutionimposes annual spending limits on
local governments, including school districts. -

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition A is anordinanca that would increase
the sales tax In San Francisco by one-quarter cent to 8-1/2¢. The
tax would remain in effect until January 1, 1993 or until the

strict and Community Collegé District,

temporary sales tax imposed by the Legislature earlier this y
expires, The ravenues from this tax would be used for the gen:
purpose of prowdlng financial assistance to the School Dis
and Community College District. The division of the sales
revenues between the School District and Community Coll
District would depend on the average daily student 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
ravenues raceived by each district from the sales tax for that y(

A “YES” VOTE MEANS: It you vote yes, you want to authiorize

sales tax to provide financial assistance to the districts
incraase the spendlng limit of each district.

A “NO" VOTE MEANS: I you vote no, you do not want to autho
this tax,

Controller's Statement on ‘A’

City Contraller Edward Harringfon has issued the tollowing statement an
the fiscal impact of Proposition A

“Shou!d the proposed ordinance be adopted and implamemed in my
apinjon, revenues lor the Cammunity College and Unified School Districts
wnould 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
Appropriations Limits of the Districts established pursuant to Article XiliB

o the State Constituion (Gann Limit) in order to spend the increased ax |

‘evenues,”

How “A“ Got on the Ballot

As allowed by State law, the governing boards of the Unified Sct
District and the Community College District formed the San Franc
Educational Financing Authority. At a meeting on October 7, 1981,
Financing Authority vated 11-1 in favor of submitting to the voters
ordinance which is Proposition A.

The members of the governing board voted as follows:

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

NO: | Yee & Prusu
ABSENT: Denebeim, Kelly .~ pe . )

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

with Board costs incurred in making those refunds.

STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION-

W%«

, Executive Director

L _! PO

[ C Sun

(Dlstrlct)
SEP 24 1993 i /)/
\ .‘ ....,. M GTL YN By /7A ﬁ!/
BY um«v\Y FRARSY l Slgnature)
’ ;‘v.:s’t. ChlrfCemet |
T M‘ALDEMAR ROJAS ) EVAN S, DOBELLE
(Typed Name)
SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY CHANCELLOR, SAN FRANCISCO
SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISIRICT
(Title)

(5/92)
-10-~
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Dear Voter,

nm o

This is & copy of the legal text of Proposition A for the June 15, 1993 Special Elecnon wh:ch you requested

PROPOSITION A - SCHOOL SALES TAXZC!

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

- IMPOSITION OF A ONE QUARTER OF ONE
PERCENT TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAX
AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES,
CONDITIONED UPON THE PUBLIC FINANCE
AUTHORITY VOTING AGAIN, BY MAY 6,
1993, TO PLACE THIS PROPOSI’HON
BEFORE THE VOTERS, OR THE BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS SHALL CANCEL THE JUNE
15, 1993 SPECIAL ELECTION.

Be it ardained by the San Francisco County
Public Finance Authiority:
Section 1;

a)A speciaf clecuon a hereby requested.fo be
held-in the Cify and County of San Francisco on
Tuesday,: the lSth day of June, 1993-for the
purpose of submitting the following proposition:

Shal] en ordinance of the: San Franoisco
County Pyblic Finence Anthomy be adopted
s0°as to 1) epprove s transactions and use tax
-of one quarter of -one percent for the genml
purppse of providing financial assistance to
the SenFrancisco Unified School Distritt and
the San Frepeisco: Community College
District; 2) .approve an increase In the
Califoriiia  Constitution  Article.  XIIB
appropriations limit-for said districts in an
amount equal to the révenues derived by each
district from the transactions.and use tax for
the same fisca] year?

Section 2. This request -for the holding of »
speoia] election i§ conditioned upon the Public
Finaries Authority mecting on at least one
vccssion between May 1, 1993, and May 6, 1993,
and voting, agein, .to Submit. this proposition fo
the voters, Failure on the part of ‘the Public
Finance Authority to comply with this condition
shall autometically be deemed & decision of the

Authority not to procecd with the special election;

and the Board of Supervisors of the City and
Gounty of Sen Francisco shall then order the
rescission of the submigsion of the proposition to
the voters, and shall cancel t.hc June 15, 1993
special- eicctlon

Section 3. At the special clection called by
Section 1 hercin an ordinence of the Sam
Francisco County Public Finance Authority.
(commencing with Sectioh 101) is heréby
submitted to the electorate as follbws:

SEC. 101, TITLE. This ordinance shall be
known ss the "San Francizco County Public
Findnce Authority Transactions and Use Tax”
which establishes and implements a transactions
and use tax,

SEC. i02. DEFLNTIIONS; For puposes. of

‘this ordinance the following words shall have the,

mieanings ascribed to them by this section,

“Authority® shail meen the San Francisco
Courity Public Finance Authority.

“Community College District” shall mean the
Sap Francisco Community College District,

“District” shall mean the-City and County of
San Francisco.

*Operative date® shall mean the first day.of the
first ¢slendar quarter commencing more than 90
days aller the election results are certified by the
County Registrer provided that California
Revenue and Taxation Code Sections 6051.5 and
6201.5 which impose a statewide tax cense {o be

San FrancngcmREg}strar of Voters

TEXT OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE

operative plirsuant to those sections, .In the cvent
the state legislature amends state law such that
the statewide lax xmposed pursuant t6 the
above-mennuned sections is extended or does not
expire and the transactions and use tax imposed

by this ordinance is allowed 1o become affective, -
then the “Qperiitive Date* shall mean the first day-

of the first caleidar quarler commencing more
than 90 days afier the election results are certified
by the County Registrar.

*Bffective date* shall mean the date of
adoption of this ordinance which shall take effect
8t the-close of the polls on the day of election at
which the proposition is adopted by. the. legally
required percentage of qualified voters voting on
the measure.

"School District” shall mean the Sin Francisco
Unified School District,

SEC. 103, PURPOSE. This ordinance-should
be interpreted so as to achieve the purposes set
forth herein:

(a) to impose- & iransncions atd -use tax in.

accordance with the provisions of Part: 1.6
(commencing with Section 7251) and Part 1.7
{commencing with Section 7288.1) of Division 2
of the California Revenue and Taxation Code,

(b) to incorporate provisions identical to those
of the Sales and Use Tax Law of the State of

Cadlifornia insofer as those provisions are not.

inconsistent with the requirements and limitations
contained [n Part 1.6 of Division 2 of the Revenue
and Taxation Cade,

(c) to. xmpose & transactions apnd use tax and
provide s measure therefor that can be

-administered and collected by the State Board of -

Equalization in & munner that adapts itself as
fully as practicable to, and requires the lcast
possible deviation from, the existing statutory and
administrative procedures followed by the State
Boord of Equalization in administering and
collecting the Californiia State Sales and Use Tax.

(d) to authorize administration of a
transections and use tax in 2 manner that wil}, te
the 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 {he transactions and use taxes and at
the same fime minimize the burden of

dkeeping upon p bject 1o taxation
under the provisions of this ordinance,

(¢) to previde fnancial assistance for the
general public education purpases of the School
District and the Coramunity College District by
allocating the revenues derived from the tax to
said districts-on the basis of an equal amount for
eurh #nit of nverage daiiy atiengance ns defined
by law.

(0 to increase :the California Constitution
Article XHIB expenditure limit for the School
District and the Community College District by
an amount equal to the revenues derived by each
districi from ihe transactions and use tax for the
same fiscal year.

SEC, 104, AUTHORITY. Upon the effective
date of this ordinance, the Authority shalf
enercise. all powers nece to perform
collection, administration, and allocation duties

with respect to the fransactions and yse tex, in 4.

manner consistent with Part 1.6 (commeucmg
with Section 7251) and Part 1.7 (commencing
witl 7288,1) of Division 2 of the Revenue and.
Taxation Code.

SEC. 105. CONTRACT WITH STATE. Prior
to the operative date of this ordinance, the
Authority shell coptrac with the State Board of
Equalization to perform all functions incident to
the administration -and operation of this
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twmcx"’"”d“usc X, providéd” that, if the
Authority shall not have contracted with the State
Board of Equalization prior to the operative date,
it shall nevertheless so contract and in such & case
the operative date shall be the first day of the first

-calendar quarter following the-execution of such a

contract,

SEC. 106, TRANSACTIONS TAX AND
RATE OF ONE QUARTER OF ONE PERCENT.
For the privilege of selling tangible ‘personal
property atretail, a tax is hereby imposed upon all
retailers in this District st the rate of ane-quarter
of one percent of the gross receipts of any retsiler
from the- sale of ol tangible personal property
sold at retail in this District on and after the
operative date,

SEC. 107. 'PLACE OF SALE, For the
purposes of this ordinance, all retail safes are
consummated at the place of business of the
retailer unless the tangible personal property sald
is delivered by the retailér or his agent to an
ouf-of=state destination-or to a comman carrier for
delivery to an out-of-state destination. The pross
réceipts from such sales shall include delivery
charges, when such charges ere subject to the
state 8slés and hise tax, regardless of the place to
which delivery is made. In the event = retailer
has ni per t place of business in the state or
has more than one-place of business, the place or
places at which the retail sales are consummeted
shall be determined under rules and regulations to
be preseribed and adopted by the State Board of
Equalization,

SEC. 108, USE TAX AND RATE OF
ONE-QUARTER OF ONE PERCENT. An
&xcise tax is hereby imposed on the storage, use
or ‘other consumption in this District of tangible

personal. property purch‘asc‘s from any retailer on
und afler the opemnve date for storage, use or
other consumption in this District at the rate of
one-quarter of one perccnt of the sales price of the
property. The sales price shall include delivery
when such charges are subject to state sales or
tise tax regardiess of the place to which delivery
is made.

SEC. 109. ADOPTION OF PROVISIONS OF
STATE LAW, Except as otheriwise provided in
this ordinance and except insofar as they are
inconsistent with the provisions of Part 1.6 of
Division 2 of the Revenue and Taxation Code, alf
of the provisions of Part | of Division 2 of the
Revenue snd Taxation Code (commencing with
Section 6001) aré hereby adopted and meade a part
of this ordinance as though fully set forth hersin.

SEC. 110, LIMITATIONS ON ADQPTION
OF PROVISIONS OF STATE LAW AND

COLLECTION OF USE TAXES. In adopting the.

provigions of Part ] of Division 2 of the Revenue
and -Taxalion Code, .wherever the State of
California is named or referved to as the taxing
agency, the name of the Authority shall be
substituted therefor, The substitution, however,
shall not be made when the word "State” is used
as part of the title of the State Controller, the
State Treasurer, the State Board of Control, the
State Board of Equalization, the State Treasury,
or the Constitution of the State of Californis, the
substitution would require action to be taken by
or against the Authority or any agency, officer or
employse thereof rather than by or against the
State Board -of Equalization, An performing the
functions .incident to the' administration or
operation of this ordinance; the substitution shall
not be made in those sections, including, but not
necessarily limited to, sections referring to the
exterior boundaries of the State of California,
where the resilt of the substitution would be to
provide an exemplion. from this tax with respect

to certain sales, storage, use or other consumplion
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of tangible personal property which would not
otherwise be exempt from this tax while such

1) the gross receipts from the sale of which
have been subjcct to & transactions tax under any
state-admi ed transactions and use tax

:sales; storage, use or other consumption i
subjest to tgx by the state under the said
pxovlsmns of that code; the substitution shall ot
be made in sections 6701, 6702 (except in the. lnst
séntence thereof), 6711, 6715, 6737, 6797 o
6828 of the Revenue and Tnxmion Code, The
name of the Distriet shal} be substituted for the
word "state” in the phrasc *retailer :ngaged in
business in this state® in Section 6203 and in the
definition of that phrase in Section 6203,

SEC, 111, PERMIT NOT REQUIRED. Ifa
seller's permil has been ssued to & refailer under
Section. 6067 of the:Revenue and Texation Code,
an additional transactors penmit shall -not be
required by this grdinance.

SEC. 112. EXEMPTIONS, EXCLUSIONS
AND CREDITS.

(a) There shall be excluded from hie mesure
‘of the fransactions tax and the us¢ tax the gmating
of any sales tax or use tax 1rnpnscd by the State of
Culifornis or by any city, ity and county, or
county pursuant. to the .Bradley-Bums Uniform
Local Sales and Use Tax Law or the amount of
any state-administerad-transacfidns or ise tax,

(b) Thére. are exemjited fronv the computation
4f the amount of transactions tax gross receipts
when: they are from:

(1) Sales of tangible personal property fo
opermors of gireraft to be used or consumed
principally outside of the City and County of San
Francisco and directly and :xcluswely in the use
of such aircralt s common corriers of persons or
property under the authority of the laws of this
state, the United -States, or any foreign
governmen.

(2) Salés of properly to be -ised outside the
Ristrict which is shipped to a point ‘outside the
District, pursuant to the contract of sale; by
delivery to such point by thereteiler or his agent,
or by delivery by {he retailer to = carrier for
shipment to a consignee st such point, rFor the
purpdses of this paragraph, delivery to g point
outside the District shall be satisfied:

i), with respect 10 vehicles (othér than
commercial  vehicles) subject o registration
pursuant to Chapter 1 (commencing with Section
4000) of Division 3 of the Vehicle Code, aircraft
licensed in compliange with Section 21411 of the
Public Utilities Code, and undocumented vessels
registeréd under Chapter 2 of Division 3.4
{commencing with Section 9850) of the Vehicle
Code by registration (o an out-0f-District address.
and. by & declaration under penalty of penury,
signed by the ‘buyer, stating that such address is,
in fuct, his principal place of residente.

il) with respeet to-commercial vehicles. by
registration to a place of business out-of-District,
and derlaration under penalty of perjury, signed
by the buyer,.that the vehicle will be operated
from that address.

(3)the sale of tangible personal property if the
Seller is obligated to' furnish the property for a
fixed -price pursusnt 10 a coniract entered into
prior to the operative date of this ordinance.

(4) & lease of tangible persanal property which
is a_continuing sale of such property for any
period of time for which the fessor is obligated to
lease the property for an amoumit fixed by the
lease prior lo the operative date of this ordinance,

(5) for the purposes-of subsections.{4) and (5),
the sale or lemse of tangihle personal property
shall-be deemed not to-be obligated pursuant to a
contract or lease for any period of time for which
any party to the contract or lease has the
unconditional right to terminate the cantract upoen
notice, whether or not such right is exercised,

(¢) There is exempted from the use tax
friposed by this ordinance the storsge, use or
other donsumption .in this District of tangible
personal property:

ardinance,

2) purchased by operators of aircrall and uscd
or consumed sush operators. directly: and
exclusively in the use of such ajreraft as common
carviers of persons or property for hire of
tompensetion undér a certificale of public
convenlence and niecessity issued pursuant to the
laws of this state, the United States, or any
foreign govemment.  This exempt\on is in
addition to the exemption provided in Sections
6366 dnd 6366} of tie Revenve and Texetion
Code of the State of Califoinia.

3}l the purchaser is obhgmcd to purchase the
property for a fixed price pu(suam to. Gontract
entered into. prior to the operative date of this
ordinance.

4) or the possessipri of, or the exercise of any
right or power over, tanglble personal propérty
under a lease which is a contmumg purchase of
such property for uny period of time for which the
lessee {5 obligated to lease the property for an
amount fi xed by & lease prior 1o the ‘operative date
of this ordinance.

5) for the purposes of subsections (3) and (4),
starage, use or pther consumption, or possession,
or excrcise of any right to power over, tangible
personal propery shall- be -deemed not to be
abligated pursuant to & contract or lease. for any
petiod of lime during which any party to the
contract or lease has the unconditional right 1o
terminate the contract or lease upon natice,
whether or not such right is exercised,

6) Except as pravided in subparagraph (7), a
retailer engaged in business in the Dislrict shall

not be required to collect use tax from the

purchaser of tangible personal property, unless
‘thie-retailer ships or delivers the property into the
District or participates within- the District in

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

limited to, saliciting or receiving the order, either
directly or indirectly, at a place of business of the
canvasser, solicitor, subsidiary, or person in the
District wrider.the authority of the retailer,

7) "A tctailer engaged in business in the
District* shall also include any retailer of any of
the following: veliicles subject to registration

pursuant {o Chapter ] {commencing with Section
-4000) of Division 3 of the Vehicle Code, aircraft

licensed in camplisnce with Section 21411 of the
Public Utilities Code, eor undocumented vessels
registered under Chapter 2 of Division 3.5
{commencing with Section 9850) of the Vehicle
Cade. Thet retailer shall be required to collect
use tax from any. purchaser who registers or

-licenses the vehicle, vessel, or aireral at an
address in the District,

{d)- Any person subject t6 use tax under this
ordinance’ mey credit apainst thet tax any
transactions tax or reimbursement for trasisactions.
tax paid to » district or reteiler {mposing &
transactions tux pursuant to part 1.6 of Division 2
of the Reveniie and Texation Code with reapect to
the sale 10 the person of the property, the storage,
‘us¢ or other consumption of which is subject to
the use 1aX,

SEC. 113, EXPENDITURE LIMIT. The
California Constitution Anticle XMIB expenditure
limit for the School District and the Community

‘College District for each fiscal year of the tax

shall increase in an amount &qual to the revepues
derived by each distriet'from the transactions and
use tax for the.same year,

SEC. 114, COST OF ELECTION, If the tex
imposed by: this ordinance js approved by the
legally required percentage of electors voting on
the measure, all costs of conducting the clection
shall be reimbursed ta the City aind County of San
Francisco by the Authority from the revenues
derived from the trensactions and use tax imposed
by this ordinance.
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SEC. 115, CHANGE IN STATE LAW. At
the time this ordinance wes adopted by the
governing board of this Authority, state law both
authorized and limited the amount of sales tax
that could be imposed by sithorities created
pursusnt‘to California Revenue & Taxation Code
Section 7288.1, Under the aforementioned state
law, the transactions and use tax imposed by this
ordinance could only become effective upon the
expiration of 2 statewide tax imposed pursuant fo
Revenue and Taxation Code Sections 6051.5 and
6201.5.

Tt is possible that the legislature will amend
state law to authoriz¢ voter approved imposition
of sales taxes by this Authority even if the
aforementioned statewide sales tax is extended or
does riot expire, In anticipation that the
legisiature may amend state law to authorize
voter approved imposition of sales taxes by this
Authority even if the aforementioned statewide
shles tax is extended or does mot expire, the
volers hereby consent to and by this vote
authorize the impositiun of the 1/4¢ transactions
and use tax authorized by this ordinance ejther
under the Jimits imposed by Revepue and
Taxation Code Sections 6051,5 end 6201.5 or
underamended  state law that removes limits
imposed by those sections on the authority of this
authority to inipose voter approved transactions
and use taxes,

8EC. 116, AMENDMENTS. All amendments
to Part 1 of Division 2 of the Revepue and
Tayation Code made subsequent to the effective
date of this ordinarice which relate to sales and
use taxes and which are not inconsistent with Part
1.6 of Division'2 of the Revenue and Texation
Code and all amendments to Part 1.6 of Division
2 of the Revenue and Taxation Code, and all
amendments to part 1.6 of Division 2 of the
Revenue and Taxation Code, shall automatically
become a parl of this ordinance; provided,
however, that no such amendment shall operate
so as to affect the rate of tax imposed by this
ordinance.

SEC. 117. PENALTIES. Any person vielating
any of the provisions of this ordinance shall be
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon
conviction thereof shall be punishable by a fine of
not more than five hundred doliars ($500,00) or
by imprisonment for aperiod-of not more than six
months, or by both such fine and imprisonment,
SEC. 117. SEVERABILITY. If any provision
of this ordinence or the application thereof to any
person or circumstancc is held invalid, the
and the npplmatmn of
such provision to-other persons or. circumstances
shall not be affected thereby.




CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER

MEMORANDUM

TO: Victor Young, Assistant Clerk of the Board

FROM: Ed Harringto/n% ,

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
Franc¢isco Public Finance Authority.

First, '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 existence to allow the City to impose a .25 % transactions and use tax
for the School District which we have done. It’s not clear to me that it needs to continue. You
may want to check with the City Attorney on this matter,

If it needs to continue, the appointments would need to be made by the President of the Board
and the some combination of the Unified School District and Community College Boards.

T
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OFFICE OF THE REGISTRAR OF VOTERS

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

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

Certification of Election Results

18 June 1993

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

-San Francisco, CA 94102

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

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

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

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

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

R S et e

, GEED 0 OE A L 2 Y
Germaine QWong - uc ORVAPAE LIS S LlvE ©
Registrar of Voters , '
| SEP 224 93
TICIETRAR OF VT Z0
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| LEGISLATIVE HISTORY SHEET “ \O%{ Q
‘ \V\\
100-93-7. ' <57;f

Request

' Flile No.

ordinance, Resolution, etc.

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.

Supervisor Conroy in Bd.

(1) Initially introduced by or received from:

5/10/93
Date: 10/

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

(3) Other Disposition:

On Board Immediate Adoption Calendar of

On Board Emergency Calendar of

Scheduled for public hearing on

Record of Board and Committee Actions:
May 10, 1993 - At the direction of the President, scheduled for
-canfg~#\ ion b he Board on May 17, 1993,

ey 17993 )
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"7288.1. A local public finance authority shall be established for the purpose of financing drug

abuse prevention, crime prevention, health care services, and public education in any county if

either, or both, of the following occur:

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

(b) The county superintendent of schools receives resolutions from a majority of the governing

boards of the school districts in the county declaring their intent to propose an increase in the

transactions and use tax in the county pursuant to this chapter."

"7288.2.

The local public finance authority shall be governed by a board of directors. The board of
directors shall consist of the following members:

(a) Five members of the county boards of supervisors.

(b) Five members of governing boards of school districts in the county.

(1) Governing board members shall be selected in a manner determined by the county board of
education, provided that: |

(A) If there are five or more school districts in the county, no school district shall have more than
one member on the board of directors.

(B) If there are fewer than five school districts in the county, each school district shall have at
least one member on the board of directors.

(2) For purposes of this subd1v131on, the county office of educatlon shall be deemed to be a
school district." ‘

[ )

The best I can ascertain from the above is both the SFEFA & SFPFA are local agencies
under. the jurisdiction of the Sunshine Ordinance. The sticky part is while both the C&CSF
and SFUSD/SFCCD are to comply with CPRA and Brown Act, only C&CSF is bound by
the Sunshine Ordinance. But, in my opinion, since the imposition of a tax would be on the
residents of the C&CSF and the administration and burden of the ballot initiative also

-under the jurisdiction of C&CSF (thus, the taxpayers) there appears to be a preponderance
and gravity towards the C&CSF that more weight be given in the best interest of the public
for these bodies to come under compliance of the Sunshine Ordinance.

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

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

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

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

1"

(e) In the case of any claim for refund of the transactions and use tax imposed by the San
Francisco Educational Financing Authority, which was determined to be unconstitutional by the
court in Hoogasian Flowers, Inc. v. State Bd. of Equalization, 23 Cal. App. 4th 1264, payment of
any of those claims for refund shall be made from the revenues derived from the unconstitutional
transactions and use tax collected by and in the possession of the board. When those funds and
any other revenues derived from the unconstitutional tax still in the possession of the San
Francisco Educational Financing Authority, the City and County of San Francisco, the San
Francisco Unified School District, or the San Francisco Community College District are
exhausted, any remaining payments of those claims for refund shall be paid from funds of the
San Francisco Unified School District and the San Francisco Community College District which
benefited from the illegal tax. The remaining payments shall be based on the method by which
the San Francisco Educational Financing Authority distributed the proceeds of the tax to the San
Francisco Unified School District and the San Francisco Community College District.

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

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

oeneral-sales-tax

'Clty:mcrease its sales tax by 0:

Digest by the Ballot Simplification Committee

The Way It Is Now: San Francisco has an 8.75% sales tax, with two parts
» 7.5% in State taxes, of which the City receives 1.25%; and
* 1.25% in local sales taxes that fund the Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), the San
Francisco County Transportation Authority and the San Francisco County Public Finance

Authorljc_v_

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 Code it is not found here nor in its usual place in the California Codes of Regulations.

- Complaint Attached.
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Amendment of the wholei As amended in Board 2/1/93
1/27/93.

mEeno L2S -9 3! RESOLUTION NO%"‘ A5

[LOCAL PUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY]

DECLARING THE INTENT OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO TO PROPOSE AN INCREASE IN THE TRANSACTIONS
AND USE TAX IN THE CITY AND COUNTY PURSUANT TO CHAPTER 3.5 OF THE
REVENUE AND TAXATION CODE, AND ESTABLISHING THE SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY
PUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY.

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

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

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

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

a4

SUPERVISOR MIGDEN:, BIERMAN , ALIOTO PAGE NO. 1
4452g 01/19/93
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

19

20
21
22
23
24
25

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

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

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

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

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

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

and, be it
%gg@%y;ﬁg%&ggwm PAGE NO. 2
RS 01/19/93
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10
11
12
13
14
15

16

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors, in

approving this measure, expresses its strong view that the Authority

shall mnot approve any sales t&aX meastureée thaft would place the

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

SUPERVISORS MIGDEN, BIERMAN, ALIOIO
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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Adopted - Board of Supervisors, San Francisco February 1. 1993
Ayes: Supervisors Achtenberg Alioto Bierman Conroy Hallinan Kaufman
Migden Shelley
Noes: Supervisors Hgieh Maher
Absent: Supervisor Kennedy
I hereby certify that the foregoing resoclution
was adopted by the Board of Supervisors

of the City and County of San Frangisco

T

: _ ‘ ,/ Cf?é}i//,
"i%‘jglgg-l FEB 11 1993 g 7 /{/@//%EZJ

Date Approved Mdyor
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Partl

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

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

Code Chapter 5 Section 5.190 et seq.

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

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

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

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY PUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY
Authority: Resolution No. 48-93; Revenue and Taxation Code 7288.1 et seq.

Contact:

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

December 30, 2013

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

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

Reports: None Referenced
Sunset Date: None Referenced

el

6 . "R Detail -~ Boards"

P254



Young, Victor

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

To: Records, Supervisor (CAT)

Cec: SOTF, (BOS)

Subject: Re: Petition to the City Aftorney's Office

Thank you for getting back to me, Brad.

The Controller's response (below) is wholly unsatisfactory for the followmg reasons (among others not listed
here):

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

2. Publication BOE 105 page 6 (April 2017) is the very thing that caused me to start asking what the San
Francisco Public Finance Authority was in the first place. The very first contact I made in this regard was
Angela Whittaker as well as the general e-mail of the Office of Public Finance (also below). That was on April
18th, and I received no response from her or them.

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

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

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

Cordially,
Thomas J. Busse

----Forwarded Info----

Dear Mr. Busse,

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

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 addltnonal questlons

Thank you,
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Reeta

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

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

Mr. Thomas J. Busse,

Thank for your request dated April 28, 2017 concerning the "San Francisco County Public Finance Authority” and the "¢
those entities do not actually exist. Perhaps you are thinking of the California Public Finance Authority, the Office of Pu
District. If 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.
GE.

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? [ 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).
would like to read its charter.

Yours truly,
Thomas J. Busse

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

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

Best,

Brad Russi
Deputy City Attorney

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

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

From: Thomas Busse <tjbussesfi@)gmail.com>

Date: 04/27/2017 08:56PM

Subject: Petition to the City Attorney's Office

Petition to the City Attorney:

Pursuant to The San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance, On April 26 2017 at 12:35 PM I submitted an Immediate
P258



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

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

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

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

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

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

584 Castro Street #388
San Francisco, CA 94114

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

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

Best,

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

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

From: Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>

Date: 04/27/2017 08:56PM

Subject: Petition to the City Attorney's Office

Petition to the City Attorney:

Pursuant to The San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance, On April 26 2017 at 12:35 PM I submitted an Immediate
| 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 théy were Working on my request, but 24 hours has passed by and I
have not seen any documents.

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

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

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

Very truly yours,

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

From: SOTF, (BOS)

Sent: Monday, May 08, 2017 2:41 PM

To: 'dratler@sonic.net’; Lediju, Tonia (CON); Wiggins, Matthew (CON); 'James Russel'; Brask,
Anne (CPC); Silva, Christine (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); 'atreboux10@aol.com’; Nicco, Mark
(SHF); San Francisco Sheriff's Department (SHF); 'Greg Berlin'; Lew, Debra (TTX)

Cc: 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 if the Task Force has jurisdiction; 2)
review the metits of the complaints; and/or 3) issue a report and/or recommendation to the Task Force.

Date:

May 23, 2017

Location: City Hall, Room 408

Time:

5:30 p.m.

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

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

Complaints:

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

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

File No. 17031: Complaint filed by Ann Treboux against the Sheriff’s Department for allegedly
violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section 67.25, by falhng to respond to an
Immediate Disclosure Request in a tlmely 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. Cariton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall., Room 244
San Francisco CA 94102

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

&% Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form,

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998,

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California
Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted, Members of the public are
not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk’s Office regarding pending legisiation or heariﬁgs 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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D igest bythe Ballot Simplification Committee

Controi ler's Statement on “K”

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

tax; with two parts:

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

* 1,26%.in local sales taxes that fund.the Bay Area-

Rapid Transit District {BART), the San Francisco ]

:County-Transportation Authority and'the San
Francisco County Public- Finance Authority.
iSdisisl i Al A3

: Aﬁter December 31 2016, the overall sales tax in San
Francisco will be red.;ced to 8 5%

State law allows the.City to increase the local sales tax

up to an additional 0.75%, with voter apptoval.

State law limits.thé amount of revenue, including tax
reVeriue; the City can spend each year. Under State
lavv, San Francisco voters can approve incregases to
this limit for a maximum.of four years,

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

If voters approve this proposition, the increase would
“start on April 1, 2017 The salés tax increase would
expire after 25 years.

Proposition. K'would also increase the State’s limit on
the City’s annual tax revenue spendmg by the amodnt
-of additional taxes collected under the proposed rate
increase. The increased limit would last for four years.

A "YES" Vote Means: 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..

Clty Controller Ben Rosenfield has issued the follow-
ing statement on-the fiscal impact of Proposmon K:

Should this ordinance be approved, in my opinion, it
would result m an annual tax revenue mcrease to the.
2016—2017 and $155 1 mtlhon in FY 2017—*18 The tax is
a genéral tax and proceeds would be depostted into-
the General Fund.

The measure would amend the City’s Business Tax and
Regulatlons Code to increase the local sales tax ratg
by 0.75% {three-quarters of one percent) as of April
2017, for a period of twenty-five years.

wa K Get on the Ballot

On July 26, 2016, the Board of Superv:sors voted 8to
3 ta place Proposition K on the ballot The Supervisors
voted as follows: '

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

No: Kif, Peskin, Yee.

This measure requires 50%-+1 affirmative votes to pass.

The abu\le statement is-an impartial analysis of this measure. Arguments for and | against this measure immediately follow.
_The full text begins on page. 274. Some of the words used in the ballot digest are explained starting on page 58.
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Member, Board of’ Supervisors:

Disirict 8 - City and County of San Francisco
SCOTT WIENER
August 8, 2016
Barbara Carr

‘Vc‘)ter Ihforméﬁo’n Division, Publicatioris

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

1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

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

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

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

» 1.25% in local sales taxes that fund the Bay Area Rapid “Transit District (BART) ihe
San Francisco County Transportation Authority; and the San Franclsco County Public:

Finance Authonty
————=

‘State law allows thie City to i uncrease its share of the sales tax up to-an additiohal 0.75%, WIth

" voter approval, 4 WHAT?

i

0.25% of the 7.5% State tax rate will explre on December 31 20186, reducing the overall taxrate
in San Francisco to 8.5%.

State faw limits the amount of tax revenue the City can spend- each year. State law authorizes’
San Francisco voters to approve mcreases to this limit for a maximum of four years.

Ctty Hall'« T Dr. Carlton B, Goodlett Flace » Room 244 » San Francisco; California 94102-4689 e (4 15) 554-6968
Fax (415) 554-6909 o TDDVTTY (415) 554-5227 o E-mail: Scott.Wiener@sfgov.org’
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S | .TO:;; - Vlctor Young, Assmtant Clerk of the Board

FROM: Ed Hamng% .

DATE; November 20, 2002

SUBJECT: - SonFanio Pubic inance Autorty

- On October 30, 2002 you sent mea nouﬁca'uon requestmg mformahon on the makeup of the San
~Franc1sco Pubhc Fmance Authonty : : L

First, I’m not sure why I am listed as the contact because I have never been mvolved W1th th1s
agency.. Please correct the contact hstmg ;

Second, my read of the State Law under Wthh this Authonty was formed (copy attached)
indicates it needed to be in existence to allow the City to impose & 25 % transactions and use tax
for the School District which we have done. It’s not clear to me that it needs to contmue You
may want to check Wlth the C1ty Attomey on thlS matter ' : » :

If it needs to continue, the appomtments Would need fo be made by the Presuient of the Boar_d
and the some combmatlon of the Umﬁed School Dlstnct and Commumty College Boards '
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'BOE-105 REV. 8 (4-17)

Di's'tri,c‘t; 'Taxé's-,- R:a,tés;j an:a Eff§ciiyé, Dates -

A A'-[axAréa;w

Drstnct Name and Acronym TR

Rate:‘

Effective. |
- Date

‘End Date

Riverside County .

07-01-89. |

' Cathedral City (City) .~

?Cl’cy of Cathedrai Clty Transactlons and Use Tax (CCGT) o

40-01-10°, |

Coachelia (Cityy,

City ¢ of Coachella Transactsons and’ Use Teix. (COAC) LT

“odo1s |

. Hemet(City) -

; ‘City of Hemet Transactions and Use Tax (HMGET) -

| 100%

C04-01:47. |

* Indio (City)

Gty of Indio Transacions and Use Tax (INGT), ' -

i '1..00%

040117 |

~La Quinta (City)

| City of La Quinta Transactions and-Use Tax (LQUG) " -

| 100% -

50417 e

Menifee {City)

City of Menifee Trafisactions and Use Tax (MENG)

1.00%

© 04-01-17

", Palm Springs (Gity) -

| City-of Paim Springs Transactions and Uég,Taxv(PSGT) b

L f.jaoo%

. 04-01-12:

Riverside {City)

| City of Riverside Transactions and Use Tax (RIVG)

11.00%

04-01-17 -

:I'emeqixla (City) . City of Temecula Transactlons ‘and Usé Tax’ (Tl EMG) " 1.00% - ':04;0111 7:
Sacramento Coum‘.‘y Sacramento Transportation Authonty (STA'D ] . e ';O.5Q% A r_04—011.-89
Galt (City) City of Galt PUblic Safety Transactions and Use Tax (GLTS) o o.‘s‘q%“ | 04-01-09°

7 Isleton (City)

City-of Isleton General Transactlons and. Use Tax lSGT)

{ 0.50%:

040117

+. Isleton {City) :

1 City of Isleton Special Tranjajactsonsv_apd Us,e Tax. {ISLS} u:*'.: -

‘| 6:50%

100116 |

Rancho Cordova (City)

City‘of Rancho Cordova Transaéﬁon‘éfand Use Tax (RI'-.!CG)V o

| 0.50%

04-01-15 |

‘ Sactamento (City) | City of Sacramento Transactions and-Use Tax (_'SACC-:{)j *0.50% "'04-’01-1'3';' o
- SanBentoCounty -~ . - - A SR R
: '_qu'ster (City).. T ity of Hollister Transactions ahd Use Tax {HLST): 1.00% |- 04-01-08""
' San Juarn Badtista city) | City of San Juan Bautista Transactions and Use Tax SJBG) 0.75% |, -04-01-05°
"Sah Bernardino Cpunfcy San Bernardmo Gounty Transportation Authonty (SBER) 0.50% '»vQAiOI"SO NS
- be\f;ﬁ]éi(‘ (City) ';.:., ' City of Montclair Transactxons and Use Tax’ (MTGR) L "D.26%. | ::’04—01 %05'*
" San Bernardino (City) City of San Bernardino Transacnons and Use Tax (S._BBAN)’“,;: e 025% 04-01-07 4

.. Yucea Valley (l'an)

Town of Yucca Valley Eééeriti‘al Sérvit:'e§ Traﬁsactioﬁé~ and Use 'Tai‘ (YUCG) i

| 0.50%

04017 |

= quvc'ca'S/a_l_le)v/’(ToWﬁ)’f

Town of Yucca, Valley: Sewer lmprovement & Assessment Transactsons
and Use Tax (YCsT) :

L 0.50%

040117 |

.. Sah Diégo County -

San Dlego County Reg;onal Transportatxon Comm:ssron (SDTC)

|- .50%

So4-01-88. |

 Chula Vista (Gity)

| 0.50%

04:01-17 |

- Del Mar (Gity)

' ,Cuty of Del Mar Transactlons and Use Tax (DELG)

Gnty of Chula Vista Temporary Transactions and Usé Tax. (CVGT)

li1.00%

040117

. EiCajon (City} " © .| City.of EI Cajon Public Safety Facilities Transactions and Use Tax ECPS)"';f'.l;‘A‘. D.50%. | 04-01-05 | 0331-15 .
ElCajon (City) - | ity of Ef C'ag.on Seniice PreserVation-Transactions and U§e Ta)§ (ECGF):- Lo {0,'.56‘%,';: :_04401:09 |
La Mesa (City) ity of La Mesa Transzctions and Use Tax (LMSA) 170 : 0.75% | 04-01-09.F

'f’Nataona[ City' {Clty) : _Cxty of Nanonai City Transactlons ar\d Use Tax (NCGU 1,00%. | v‘10'—:0:‘1 06
i Vista (C|ty) ' | Cityof \/lsta Transactlons and Use Tax- (VSTA) U R '0.50% | .04-01-07:

J San Franclsco.f: ‘ty

: Bay Area Rapxd Tfaﬂsut Dlstnct (BART}

704-01-70 -
B ——— =

San Franmsco County Pubfic Fmance Authonty (SFPF)T“"

| o2s%.

I j N
10:01-93
: A

i ' and County ' t??

" 0.50%.

San Francisco County Transportaﬂon Authorlty‘ (SFTA) - *;*:

Page 6, -
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Cogeotz - T+ Gmail- Question regarding Office of Public Finahce

PAGMall - T et

Questlon regardmg Oﬁ‘lce of Pubhc Fmance
1 message

Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail. com> D R S Tue, Apr 18, 2017 at 2:13 PM -
To Angelathttaker@sfgovorg : » , SRR : Lo

o Dear Ms. Wh;ttaker

-1 was perousing the dlSﬂ‘lCt tax breakdown in the records of the Board of Equahzatlon and it noted San Francusco has a

" permanent .25% sales tax for a special district called the "San Francisco County Public. Finance Authonty" approved by

" the voters in 1993, Is that the same as your department the Office of- Pubhc Finance? | would assume the special :

~ district would float sales tax bonds, but what is unclear to me is why it is set up as a special district (and how it was set
iup, ngen San Franmsco did not have a Locai Agency Forrnmg Commlssxon in 1993) I would like to read its charter.

3 Yours truly, o
- Thomas J: Busse . -

: ht_tpé%//rjxai!.google.com/maiAI/UIO/?ui'zz&ik;—-04b5b60999&view=pt&q=whi tték}er&‘xs?rﬁ%seairchwﬂery&th:15b82eé0cqfd9046&siml_=‘ 15b82ea0§6fd9c46 "o



ALPHABETICAL LISTING OF JURISDICTION CODES NEEDED To Vle SPECIFIC
PAYMENTS ON THE LOCAL JURISDICTION STATEMENT OF TAX DISTRIBUTION

JURISDICTION DISTRICT ADD-ON TAXES
CODES L i(3DIg|ts) :

213 OXNARD (CITY) VITAL SERVICES TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX

184 . PACIFIC GROVE (CITY) TRANSAGTIONS & USE TAx
274, PALMSPRINGS (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX:

- PARADISE {TOWN) TEMPORARY TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX _'
2 PASO ROBLES (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX L _‘ RN
- . PICO RIVERA (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX" .
. PINOLE (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USETAX .
.- PINOLE (CITY) 2015 TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX -
- PISMO BEACH (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
~"PITTSBURG (CITY) TRANSACTIONS &USE TAX - . :
~ PLACERVILLE (CITY) PUBLIC SAFETY TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
PLACERVILLE (CITY) SPECIAL TRANSACTIONS &USE TAX B
POINT ARENA (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
" PORT HUENEME (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX" L L
PPORTERVILLE (CITY) PUBLIC SAFETY, POLICE & FIRE PROT T8U TAX :
* RANCHO CORDOVA (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX :
© REDBLUFF (CITY) 2014 TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX .
. REEDLEY (CITY) PUBLIC SAFETY TRANSACTIONS &: USE TAX
~ -RICHMOND (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX .-
© RICHMOND (CITY) 2014 TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
RIDGECREST (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX '
RIO.DELL (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
" RIO VISTA (CITY) GENERAL TRANA\.,TIONS & USE: TAX
RIVERSIDE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
- ROHNERT PARK (CITY) TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAX
- SACRAMENTO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
" SACRAMENTO (CITY) TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAX
SALINAS (CITY) TEMPORARY TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
SALINAS (CITY) MEASURE G TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX -
“SAN ANSELMO (TOWN) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX .
" SAN BENITO COUNTY GEN FUND AUGMENTATION
" "SAN BENITO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
SAN BERNARDINO (CITY) TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORI"IY
~ SAN DIEGO COUNTY REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION . COMMISSION -
. SAN FERNANDO (CITY) TEMPORARY TRANSACTIONS & USE TAX
SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY PUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY.
- SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY -
SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY .' )
~ SAN JOSE (CITY) TRANSACTIONS BUSETAX

R (Do not use the Junsdlchon codes listed in this ﬁle fo complete your ‘Sales’ and Use Taxreturn or for any other purpose ) :
Effecnve e ' : :

21 0f24
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:7'4‘/,25/'2@1:7 ' i L ) -.Boar:dof}Eq:ua.llizat_lion;'Staféngé]ifQana' '
Local Jurlsdlctwn Statement of T aX Dlstmbutlon

051 baté: Foftﬁé‘béﬁoﬂs shown beldw . e i:.I \]J\/‘é) '

. .08/12/2017 - /
: 'Payee SF COUNTY PUBLIC FlNANCE AUTH/DIRECTOR oF

FISCAL SERVICES . o
. CumentAdvance ~ Feb2017 3,201,460.00'
S ~Pnor Credits S B S Yo
- Totai Payment (byEFT) © 320140000

‘If"yoﬁv have questioris regarding thislstate?nent’, please contact:
BOE-Local Revente and Allocation Unit at 916-324-3000.
Back tQ‘OQuery Page (/boewebseNipes/localJur’.jsp‘)‘

' https:’//eﬁié.boé.ca.gov/bdewebser\gices[L'ocaUuf,do;];sessToriid=51Z4C406F:16]401305(2}7:16‘05,100053%4.';)2

o



LL2d

e e e e e T A BOARD OF EQUALIZATION -

FUWRP6M1 I IR T . FUND-DISTRIBUTION SUBSYSTEM .0~ . 7 oo e 03/04/2017
EUWRPGPL. ‘ o QUARTERLY DISTRIBUTION.OF -ADD-ON.TAX' - . -7 - . 7. . ‘ PAGE .-, - :1°
e "ALLOCATION PERIOD: Fourth Quarter 2016 ' '
CADR-ONG oo Grosg oo U ADM: COST ‘NET AMOUNT
002 . o o 22,661,606.82 T 231,478.00 22,430,136.82
003 - . 56,526,210.58 L. 837, 040200 55,889, 170.58"
004 ©o. 0 5,295,667.57 59,580,00 5,236,087.57
005. ¢ © 210,659,143,38 2,297,640.00 ©208,361,503.38
006 . 237.00. s 0,00 - 23%.00
oo8 66,978,247.88 139,390.00 . 66,238,857, 88
009 e 22,;325,861.00 »246,470.00 22,079,:391.00
010 : . 1,376:39 0.00. L ‘1,376.39
o1z U 18,309,352:35 ’ : 216,520, 00 18,092, 832.35/
013 : 76,476,071,75 - _ 825,250.00 75, 650,821.79
014 . 592,836.98 5,460.00 - . 587,376.98:
015 : 59,03~ 0.00 ., . © 59,03~ -
016, _ 0..00. - 0.00: : S 000
018 ) :22,660,971.63 ° 231,410,00 R -‘22 429, 561 .63
020 S 0,00 I 0,00 R SRR I+ 1/
021 i - 000, 0.00. . 0.00
022’ o SLe0,000 : 0.00 - ) ’ .00,
L0230 730,613, 614561 339,880,000 . B0,273;734v6l-
.024 23,311,688.99: - 254,570,000 7 Y 23,057, 118:89 - - .
026 . . i 46,654,851.24 7. ¢ 0 507,3400.00 . L d6,147,211.28 0
027 .- 27,737,986 8Y 7T 0 0313, 320L00 . 0 527}424,666;31 L
1029 . . 3,876,164;16 . 31,500.00 . 3,/844,664.160 -
030", : '9,906,567.07 ‘ 107, 840.00° 9,798,727.07 ..
031 - . 42,'874,616.85: . . $00,740:00 42,373, 876:85 "
032 : 0.00 0.00 S I« o+ I
034 ’ 268.93 . 0.00 o 268.93 -
038 210,665,499.13 2,29%,400.00 " 208,368,099.13
037 - - -7 .81,870,661.94 903,150.00 80,967,511:94
038 T l14,607,175,16 : 162,140.00 14,445,035.16+
039 . 11,262.29. ool 11,262.29 .7
040 : : ,645 36 000 645.36 -
‘043 : 0.00 0500 0.00 ;-
0457 168.75 0. 00 166.75
047 , S, b.oo 0.00 - 0.00
048 . 0,00 .- : 0,00 : SO0 T
5051 . ..13,865,808.69 ;13 300:00: ) 13 556, 508., 69 Lot
© €953 0,00 ' . 70400 : .70.00 o
.058 - 247,177.27" 2,980.00 -+ ce 244187007
- 059 .+ 2,B15,253.,93 121,910.00 ‘ 2,693,343.93
060 Sio3.087 0.00 3,87
061 9,645;865.16 59,620,00 © . 2,587,245.,16
063" . ‘ 9,456.73 N T 0.00 ©9,456.73
085 4,948,096.45 ) 54,360.00. . - - 4,893,736.45
066 . 2,347,228.48 105,620.00 - 2,241,608.48 7 .
067 T 513,605.95 23,280.00 ° 490,325.95" :
068 .. 606,801.42. £,7170.00 - '600,031.42 e
070 ‘ 2774925.23 . - . 5,290.00" 272,635.23 . .
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- 051 . SEPF-San Francisdo Catinty Public " |

- Finance Autharity

" PAYMENTS.TO SPECIAL DISTRIGTS FROM - -7 oo i
THE TRANSACTIONS (SALES)AND.USETAX, ... L0

T Yearts
- Prior-year.

date

% chg

423

“JULY 2007 T AUG 2007 . SEP 2007

-:0CT 2007 . - 'NOV 2007 ' DEC2007 . %

~2.520,700,00.

3.905,036.19

.2/620,600.00.

+3,494,100.00

3,635,070.18

LTt
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""" PAYMENTSTO SPECIAL DISTRICTS FROM .
- | *THE TRANSAGTIONS (SALES) AND USE TAX

Yéardo' " . Yfto'Yr- DISTRIBUTED DISTRIBUTED 'DISTRIBUTED ‘DISTRIBUTED DISTRIBUTED DISTRIBUTED "
-date %ochg' “JAN2008  FEB2008 -  MAR2008. - APR2008'. . MAY2008 = -JUN2008. ;"

051 SFPF,SanCFrahcl"scd CountyPublIc ST

‘ ‘ -.4.93[ " 2,897,600.00 | '3,855,500,00 | 3,082,887.01] 2,415.200.00 | 322020000 | 3.859.337.02] .-
* Finance Authorlty- L : B R : : SR X R THREEIA L

ity

S
;T-);:;
o
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A | SChOO! Sales Tax

PHOPOSITION A
Shall en ordinance of the San Francisco County Bublic Finence Authority be sdopted so as to 1) approve a fransactions

‘and use tax of one quarter of onie parcent for the general purpose of providing financial asslstance to the San Francleco
‘Unilied School District and the San Frencisce Community Collsge Disirict; 2) approve an Inereass In the Callfornla

Conetitution Arilels XIIB appropriations imit for esld diatricta In an amount equel to the revenuee derived by sach district

" from the tmnsaellons and use tax for the seme fiscal yaar?

A_nal_ysis

L NET NOYAN (T

by the Git'y Attorney (with recommendations by the Ballot Simplification Committes)
THE WAY IT IS NOW: There Is an 814 percent sales tax in

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

percent school district sales tax, Both taxes.are scheduled. -

10 expire-on June 30, 1993. This woould makae the sales tax
In San Francisco 7% percant,

Curient state law allows school districts and boards of
‘supervisors fo form a counly publlc finance authority and -

submit an ordinance to the voters Imposing a new sales

tax 10, assist schoo districts when the state supplemental

fax ot%percanl explresonduneao 1993. Theleglslature~

is considering:a change in the Taw to exiend the state
supplemental tax and stil allow the new local sales tax to
take effect.

THE PROPOSAL- Proposition A Is an ordinance that would

comlnua the lundlng of the Sdn Franclsco Unified School
Dlstrlcl and the San Fraricisco Oommunny College Dls!rlci

through a perinanent 14 percent local sales tax. If this
Proposition is adopted and state faw.is not chianged, the
{otal overall sales tax In San Francisco will bacome 8
percent. if this. Proposition Is adopled and state law Is
changed to authorize both this tax and the extension of the
stale supplemental tax of 1% percent, the overall sales tax
in San Francisco will remain 82 percant.

‘Proposition A also would increase the spending limits
of the districts each year in an amount equal fo the reve--
nues recelved by each district from the sales tax for that
year.

A “YES" VOTE MEANS: If you vote yas, you want fo autho-
rize thistax to continue to assist the pubﬂc schools and the
Community College.

A “NO” YOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not want to
authorize this tax to continue 1o assist the public schools
_ and the C:ommunlly Collage(

Controner 's Statement on “A"

ACity Controller Edward Harrington has issued the follow-

Ing’ statement on fRé Tiscal Tmpact. of Proposition A:

Should the proposed-ordinance be adopled and im-

plemented Inmy opinion; revenues for the COmmunlty
College and Unifled School Districts would Increase by

‘approximately$15 9 milifonin fiscal year 1993-94and$21.2

million in fiscal year 1994-95, increasing thereafter with lhe
ratgof inflation pntil expiration of the tax. The Ordinancé also
permits an increase In the Appropriations. Limlts of the
Districts established pursuant to Anrticle XHIB of the State-
Constitution {(GannLimit) In order to spend the increasediax
revenues." -

4
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;ff[LOCAL PUBLIC.FINANCE AUTHORITY] . .
QQDECLARING THE INTENT OF THE. BOARD OF‘SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND -
'?jCOUNTY os SAN FRANCISCO TO PROPOSE AN INCREASE IN THE TRANSACTIONS 4;i{t

}»AND USE max IN THE CITY AND COUNTY PURSUANT TO CHAPTER 3.5 OF THE
.ifPUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY

jtrevenue to the C1ty and County of San Fran01sco, the ab111ty to

'malntaln publlc serv1ces and programs has been greatly hampered and

feducatlonal serv1ces 1n thelr communltles by enactlng Assembly Bill

s wbygef AB T

[ =

ot
-]

N p—-

N
. .~4

o / ’ | | e
SUBERVTSOR MIGDENV BIERMAN , ALIOTO . PAGE NO. 1
44529 s S 01/19/93

BOARD ot SupeRvISORS B ' :

Amendment of the whole As arrended in, Board 2/1/ 93

1/27/93
S Rssomowso%t 95

v;REVENUE AND TAXATION CODn, AND ESTABLISHING THE SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY | =

WHEREAS Due  to cutbacks 1n state funds and other sources of

WHEREAS The Callfornla Leglslature has recognlzed the need
jfor local governments and school dlstrlots to address the budgetary

;problems and meet the needs for health orlme preventlon, and

. WHEREAS Assembly Blll 1930 allows for the creatlon of a 1ocal
‘publlc Flnance authorlty for the purpose of flnanC1ng drug abuse
'preventlon,»crlme preventlon, health serv1ces, and publlc educatlon,
:and to authorlze sald Authorlty, upon voter approval to 1mpose a
ltransactlons and use tax rate of 25 _or1015a_for.the Authoritv‘s

~genera1 purposes, and

WhEREAS, rFhe Board of Superv1sors of the Clty and County of .

San Franc1sco flnds that 1t is crltlcal to contlnue the provwslon of E

health and crime preventlon serv1ces ‘and that revenues generated by

an addltlonal tax are necessary,, now, therefore, be 1t
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O B W R = O B N oo & W N O

W W N o m s Ww N

pursuant to California Revenue and Taxation Code Section 7288.1 for

the general purposes of financing drug abuge prevention, crime

RESQLVED, The Board of Supervisorg of the City and County of
San Francisco déclares its intent to propose an increase in the

‘transactions. and use tax in the City and County pursuant to Chapter
- 3.5 {commencing ‘with Section 7288.1) of Part 1,7 of Division 2 of

the California Revenue and Taxation Code; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, ‘That upon adoptign of this resolution by the

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

San Francisco County Public Finance Authority is hereby established

prevention, health services, and public education; and, be it
FURTHER RESOLVED, That said Authority shall be governed by a

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

Francigca Board of Snpetvisors and five members of thé governing

boards of school diéfricts~invthé?city and County as provided in
Revenue and Taxation Code, Section 7288.2; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the President of the Board of

supervisors shall appoint five members of that body to serve on the .

board of diredtors of the San Erancisgo»county-PublicAFinance[

i Authority; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That in the évent said transactions and usée

‘tax is imposed, said Authority may exercise all powers necessary to
‘perform the collection, administration and allocation duties with
:resyeCt to said tax in a manner c¢omsistent with Part 1.6 of the

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

PR OR. NIGDEN PAGE NO. 2
ﬁg@%ﬂﬁgﬁwﬁgg 01/1 93 93
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FUR’I‘HER RESOINED That the Boazd of:: Supe:v:.sors,

SUEEWT&XB ‘MIGDEN, BDHWEN,ALHﬂD
* BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

P2717

.';Shall not“aPPIUVE BHY sales tax"méaEﬁfé”Ehat wouIH”Place the"*f”

'composlte sales tax rate above the current rate of " 8 .5%.

lD.

-'apm:ov1ng thI.S measure, expresses 1ts strong v1ew that the Author:lty




Adopted _ Board of'SQ§e£vie6;s. San.?taneisco Febfﬂaryfi.ei993
Ayes:rlusupeIV1sors Achtenberg Alloto B1erman Conroy Halllnan Kaufman,
' : Mlgden Shelley ' : .

Noes: eSuperv1sors Hsieh Maher-#y,“

\mi 3 Is m@

'Absent:ASuperv1sor Kennedy

I hereby certlfy £hat the foreg01ng rosolutlen?
. was adopted by the Board of SuperV1sors '
: of the Clty and County of sSan Frangeisco

Filewo. . FEB {3

175-93-1.

Date Approved
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCIScO  SFCARR

Notes to Basic Financial Statements N
June 30,2016 R0
‘(Dollars in Thousands)

(1) THE FINANGIAL REPORTING ENTITY

il

9P i

Shoddh - )

No

San Francisco is a city and county chartered by the State of California and-as such can exercise the.
powers as both a city and.a county under state law. As required by generally accepted accounting
principles, the accompanying financial statements present the City and Céunty of San Francisco (the:
City or pnmary government) and its component units. The: component units diseussed below are’
included in the City’s reporting -entity because of the significance of their operations or financial
relationships with the City.

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

franchise taxes..

Blended Component Units

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

San Francisco County Transportation Authority (Tranisportation Authority) — The Voters of the City
created the Transportation Authority in 1989 to impese voter-approved sales and use tax of one-half of
one percent, for a period not to exceed 20 years, to fund éssential traffic and transportation projects. In
2003, the voters approved Proposition K, extending the city-wide one-half of one pércent sales tax with’
a new 30-year plah. A board consisting of the eleven membeérs; of thé City's Board of Supervisors
serving ex officio govemns the Transportation Authority: The Transportation Authority is reported i a
special revenue fund in the City's basic. financial statements, Finaticial statéments for the
Transportation Authority can be obtained from their finance and administrative offices at 1455 Market

‘Street, 22 Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103..

San Francisco City and County Finance. Corporation (Finarice Corporatlon) The Finance Corporatlon
was created in. 1990 by a vote of the electorate 1o allow the City to lease-purchase $20 miillion (plus 5%
per-year growth) of eqmpment using tax-exempt obligations. Although legally separate from the City,
the Finance Corporation is repoded as if it were part of the primary government because its sole
purpose is to provide lease. fi inancing fo the City. The Finance Corporation is QOVerned by a three-
member board of directors -approved by the Mayor and thé Board of _Supervisors.. The Finance
Corporation is reporteéd:as an infernal service fund. Financial statements for the Finance Corporahon
can be obtained from their administrative. offices at. City Hall, Room 336, 1 Dr. Carlton B: Goodlett
Place, San Francisco, CA 94102.

San. Francisce Parking Authority {The Parking Authority) — The Parking Authority was created in
October 1948 fo provide services exclusively to the City. In accordance with Proposition D authorized
by the City's eléctorate in November 1988, a City Charter amendment created the Parklng and Traffic.
Commission (PTC). The PTC consists of fivé commissioners appointed by the Mayor. Upon creation
of the PTC, the responsibility to oversee the City's off-sireet parking operations was transferred from
the Parkmg Authority to the PTC. The staff and fiscal operations of the' Parking Authonty were- also
incorporated inte the PTC. Beginning on July 1, 2002, the’ responsibility for overseeing the operatlons
of the PTC became the responsubmty of the Mumc&pal Transportafion. Agency: (SFMTA) pursuant to
Proposition E, which was passed by the-voters in November 1999. Separate financial statements are
not prépared for the Parking Althority. Furthér information about the Parking Authority can be obtained
from the SFMTA Chief Financial Officerat 1 South’ Vari Ness Avenug, ‘8t Floor,; San Franmsco CA

h

94102,

IJE‘ ' Cﬂ.l%é‘x’ﬂg - should Aﬁf@u’l }?k@ ]@”’5
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO' §FC-4F!3

Notes'to Bas:c Financial Statements {(Continued) AL g
June 30,2016 2816
{Dollars in Thousands) i

Discretely Presented Component Unit

Treasure Island Development Authority (The TIDA) —The TIDA is a nonprofit public benefit corporation.

The TIDA was authorized in ‘accordance with. the Treastre Isiand Conversion Act of 1997. Seven
commissionérs wWho are appoeinted by the Mayor subject to- confirmation by the City's Board of
Supervisors; govetn the TIDA. The specmc purpose of the TIDA is to promote the planning..
redevelopment, reconstruction, rehabilitation, reuse, and conversion of the property known as Naval
Station Treasure Island for the public interest, convenience, welfare, and common benefit of -the-
inhabitants of the City. The TIDA has adopted as its mission the creation of affordable housing and’
economic development opportunities on Treasure Istand.

The TIDA's governing body is not substantively the same as that of the City and does not provide
services entirely or ajmost entirely to the City. The TIDA is reported | in a-separate colunin 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 4bility of the City to approve the. TIDA’s budget. Disclosures.
related to the TIDA, where significant, are:separately identified’ throughout these notes. Separate
financial statements are not prepared for TIDA. Further informatiory about TIDA can be obtained from
their administrative offices at 1 Avenue of the Palms, Suite 241! Treasure Island, San Francisco, CA
94130.,

Fiduciary. Component Unit

Successor Agéncy to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (Successor
Agency) — The Successor Agency was created on February. 1, 2012 to serve as a custodian. for the
assets and to wind down the affairs of the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency pursuant to
California Redevelopment Dissolution Law. The Successor Agency is governed by the Suceessor
Agency Commission, :commonly known as the Commission on Community I[nvestment and
Infrastructure, and is a separate pubhc entity from’ the City. The Commission has five membérs, which
seryve at the pleasure of the City’s Mayor and are subject to confirmation by the Board.of Supervisors.
The: City is financially accountable for the Successor Agency through the appointment of the
Commission and a requirement that the Board of Superwsors approve the Successor Agency's annual
budget.

The financial statements present the Successor Agency and its component units, entities for which the
Successor- Agency is considered to be ﬁnancually accountable. The City and County.of San Francisco
Redevelopment Financing Authority (Fmancmg Authonty) isa jomt powers authority formed between
the former Agency and the-City to facilitate the long-term financing of the former Agency activities. The
Financing Authority is included: as a. blended' component unit in the Successor Agencys financial
statements because the- Financing Authonty provides services entirely to the Successor Agency.

APer the Redevelopment Dissolution Law, certain actions of the Successor Agency are also subject tor
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. of the
City subject ta confirmation by the Board of Supervisors of the City; the Vice Chancellor-of the San
Francisco Community College District; the Board member of the Bay Area Rapid Transit District; and
the Executive Director of Policy and Operatlons of the San Francisco Upified School District.

In general, the Suocessor Agency's assets can only be.used to pay enforceable obligations in existence
at the date of dissolution (lnc!udmg the completlon of any unfinished projects that were subject fo legally
énforceable contractual commltments) In future fiscal years the Successor Agency will only be
-allocated revenues in the amount that js. necessary to'pay the estimated annual installment payments
‘on enforceable obllgatlons of the former Agency until all enforceable obhgat\ons of the former Agency
have been paid in full and all assets have been liquidated. Based upon the nature-of the Successor
Agency's custodial role, the: Successor Agency is.reported in a fiduciary fund: {private-purpose trust
fund), Complete financial statements can be obtained from the Successor Agency's finance department
at 1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5% Floor, San Francisco, CA 941 03.
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- Notes to Basic Financial Statenients (Continued) N7 i
h o 7)1 June 30, 2016 ‘ . é;
ave 0’760 0y (Dollars in Thousands)
H@E_ Nop-Disclosed Organizations

There are other governmental agencies that provide. services within the City. These entities have

» independent governing boards qnd the City is not fi nancially accountabl for them: The City's basic
,.__? financial statements, except for Gertain cash held by the City as an agem? o not reflect operations of
/ the San Francisco Airport Improvement Corporation, San Francisco Heéalth Authority, San Francisco
Housing Authority, San Francisco Unified: School District and San Francisco Community College

District. The City is’ represented in two regional agencies, the Bay Area Rapid Transit District and the

Bay Area Air Quality Management District, both of which are also’ excluded from- the City's reporting:

entity.
(!‘Vﬂ A].SU fﬂ)}j,w ;%31_/\5-:.1.4;1

{2) SUMMARY-OF:SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICEES CoR 1 ota 2y ,HP A)

(a) Government-wide and fund financial statements

The government-wide financial statements (i.e., the: statement of net position and the statement of -
activities) report information on all of the non~fnduc;ary activities of the primary government and its
component units. Governmental activities, Wwhich normally are supported - by taxes and
intergovernmental Tevenues, are reported ‘separately from busmess—type activities, which rely, to a
significant extent, on, fees and charges for support. Likewise, the primary government.is reported
separately from certain legally separate component units for which the primary govemment isfinancially,
accountable

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

Separate financial statements are provided for governmental funds, proprietary funds, and fiduciary .
funds, even though the latter are excluded from the government-wide financial statements. Major
.mdlwdual governmental funds and major individual enterprise funds-are reported as separate columns.
in the fund financial statements.

The basic-financial statements include certain prior year summarized comparative information. This:
information is presented only to faclitate- financial analysis, and is not at the level of detail required for
a presentation: in accordance with generally accepted accountmg principles. Accordlngly. such.
mformatlon shouid be read in -conjuriction with the Clty’s financial statements. for the year ended
June 30, 201 5, from which the summarized information was denved

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

The government-wide financial statemerits are reported using the economic resources measurement
focus and the accrual basis. of accounting; as are the' proprietary -fund and fiduciary: fund- financial
statements. Agency funds however, réport only assets-and liabilities and cannot be said to have a
measurement focus. Revenues are recorded whén earnied and expenses are recorded when a liability
is mcurred regardless of the timing of related cash flows. Property taxes are recognized as réveniies
inthe year for which they are levied, Grants and similar iteriis are recognized as revenue as soon as
all elnglbxlxty requirements have been met.

Governmental fund financial statements are reported using -the current financial resolrces
;measurement focus and the modified accrual basis of accounting. Revenues are recognized as'soon
asg they are both measurable and available. Revenues are consndered to be available when they are
collectlble within the current period or soon enough thereafterto pay liabiliies of the current period. The
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SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT ( /WJ‘ h R o M 6&3

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
JUNE 30, 2016

NOTE 1 - SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCQUNTING POLICIES
Financial Reporting Entity

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

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

Component Units

Component units' are. legally separate organizations for which the District is' financially accountable. Component
units may include organizations that are fiscally dependent on the: District in that the District. approves. their
budget, the issuance of their debt or the levymg of their taxes. In addition, component units ‘are other legally
separate organizations for which the District is not financially accountable but the nature and significance of the
organization”s relationship with the District is such that exclusion would cause the District’s financial statements
to’ be misleading or incomplete. For finaficial feporting purposes;, the component unit has a financial and
operational telationship which meets the reporting entity definition criferia of the Governmental Accounting
Standards Board (GASB) Statement'No. 14, The Financial Reporting-Entity, and thus is included in the financial
statements using the blended presentatmn method. as if it were part of the District’s operations because the
governing board 'of the component unit is: the same as the govérning board of the District and because its purpose
‘is fo finance the acquisition and improvement of a new administration building to be used for the direct benefit of
thie District.

The San Francisco Unified School District Financing Corporation’s (the. Corporation) financial activity is
presented in the financial statéments ds a fund of the Special Reserve Fund - Capital Outlay. Ceftificates of

participation issued by the Corporation arg included as long-term liabilities in the government-wide. financial
statements, Individual financial statements are:not prépared for the Corporanon

What ABosr THe  AufHoRTT7
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SAN FRAN CISCO UNIF IED SCHOOL DISTRICT

;MANAGEMEN T'S DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS

- JUNE30,20i6

FACTORS BEARING ON THE DISTRICT’S FUTURE

o _AThe District’s staff contmues to use assessments t6 measure dnd re- evaluate Ways to 1nvest in sound, educanonal

and programmatic activities while ensuring financial solvency. The District achleved its requued Teserve target of .
" 2% for fiscal year 2015-16, ‘and currently projects that it will maintain its’ rminfmum reserve in both ﬁscal year' g
2016 17 and ﬁscalyear 20] 7-18. : '

I addmon to the Local Control Funding Formula income source, . the District also recelved approx]mately $243.8 B
. million of other program funding from Federal, State, and local sources. In June 2008, Proposition A, the Quality

. ',Teacher & Education Act was passed by the voters 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 Tecruiting and retammg
' effectlve teachers, increasing accountablhty, and i 1mprovmg the District’s technology mfrastructure

_Another local revenue source that has been great]y beneficial to SFUSD is the Public Educa’uon Ennchment Fund. o

.. (PEEF), a ballot initiative that was approved by the voters of San F_ranclsco in March, 2004, and established as .- -
~ law in the City Charter, Section 16.123.1-10. Originally set to. expire on June 30, 2015, Proposition'C, the =~

' ~“Children and Families First” imt1at1vc passed in November, 2014, extended the PEEF funding through 2041, and . .

“ensured a sustained and guaranteed investment in our children’s future. PEEF funds have béen critical in allowmg .

- thé district to maintain, and in most cases, expand, programs durmg the ecoriomic downturn. The district receives -
E ,approxunately $64 ‘million or two- thirds of the annual PEEF allocation from the City (the remammg ‘one-third

L going to the City’s Department. of Early Care and Education for support to preschool). The district’s portion of R

- PEEF is used to support sports; libraries, the-arts and music (SLAM) as well as programs such as Wellness
, Centers, Student Support Professmnals Translanon Servmes, STEAM cumculum and Peer Resources fo name a

’ few,» _ ,
. NO 93 spies TAF T
::As it rclates to future State Budgets the Dlsmct 8 ablhty to predlct what actions will be taken in the future by the

State Leglslature and Governor to address the State’s current or future budget and cash management practices is
* limited. Future State budgets will be affected by national and State' economic conditions and other factors over

" which the District has.no control.. However, in-a welcome departure from the past several years, prospects for
. State funding are bnghter due to a sustained improvement in California’s ‘economy and the implementation of the

" Local. Control Fundmg Formula Whlch has prov1ded mcreased funds to K-14 educatxon under the Govemor S

" budget:

The D1str1ct s Supermtendcnt and senior staff members will contmue to work very closely with the Board of
: .Educauon to monitor revenues and manage expenditures. SFUSD is. totally committed to-take whatever measures

SRS “are necessary. to maintain a strong and stable financial position. At the same time; the District will also continue
C its dedicated ‘mission to’ ensure 1n1provement m acadeniic. achxevement closmg achieverment’ gaps, unprovmg its

, - facilities, and- meeting the priorities of the Board of’ Educatlon and the San Francisco’ community. It is the
.~ District’s goal to ensure.that all cluldren recewe a quahty educanon and a posmve foundatlon necessary for them’
L to achleve academic success. : : -

: CONTACT[NG T HE DISTRICT’S FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT
tThlS ﬁnanmal report is deSIgned to prov1de our cmzens taxpayels and credltors Wlth a general overview of the o
District’s finances and 10 assist interested parties in understanding the District’s sources and uses o S
- you have questions about this report or need additional financial information, please contac Reeta Madhavanl S
" Chief Financial Officer of the San Francisco Unified Schoo] District, 135 Van Ness Ave ¢, San Franciscol -
- California, 94102 or (41 5) 241-6542.

12
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CLommRor Rt Gmail - Re: Consolidated Annual Financial Statements for the San Francisco Finance Autfiority . -

- Thomas Busse <fjbussesi@gmail.com>

,jf_Re Consolldated Annual Fmancral Statements for the- San Franclsco Finance
Authority .-

A message -

: ’:'M_adhavan,‘ Reeta ‘<madhavahr@sfusd.edu> ' ' bMojn, Apr 24, 2017 at 1018 AM
“ To:Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>" - : 3 ' '
- Cer Thu Cung <cungt@sfusd edu>

Hello Mr Busse
The school district feceives our share of the sales tax revenue. dlrectjy from the city's Controller's Offi ice. 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 riot provide a breakdown
‘of all our revenue sources, and I will discuss this with our audltors if it is feasible to include that level of detail without
‘making the report overly Iengthy (to give you a sense of what this wolild 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 submrtted to the state annually and

. forts the basis of our audited financials. This report is posted on our district web site here:

- Please let me know lf you have any additional queshons ' :

~Thank you; - — : _
Reetd -

”‘”Zh il — vo Res V&j‘i

P i I

=
SFUSD
SAM FRANCISCO
PUBLIC SEHOOLS

o LWWWSFUSD EDU

,.Reeta Madhavan . .

‘Chief Financial Officer

‘San Francrsoo Unified School Dlstnct
135 Van Ness Avenue, Room 315 .
San Francisco, CA 94102 .
T 415-241-6542 ) A

F 415-241-6482 ,
madhav'anr@sfusd edu

On Sat, Apr 22, 2017 at. X 42 PM Thomas Busse <tjbusse5f@gma|t com>- wrote
Dear Ms Madhavan

; l recent!y became aware of the exrstence of the San Francrsco Finance Authonty as'a separate spemal drstnct for the
i receivership of the 1993 1/4 cent Proposition A sales ‘tax, however | have been unable to locate any financials;

i governing documents or-board minutes for this special district. | was specifically concermed about its: allocatlon

~ formula or whether it was used to back’ sales tax revenue bonds in whlch case [ was mterested in the oversrght

; process . R SR , .. . R ,

o _Be_cause’of the existence of a permanent Sales tax reventie-source to support both the school district and the -
| community college district, | felt it was misleading in.your Consolidated Annual Financial Report's Statement of
© Financial Activities to not include a line for local sales tax revenue. | wasn't sure whether this:was. included in "staté

" and federal support" because i's tooal revenue or whether rt was part of the b|g ambrguous "other revenue" line.
| : . .

: -:'h'ftp‘s;//mail_.'googte,com/mail/o/O/?ut:Z&ik=_0_4b5b6c999&view=pt&search=inboe_&%§tgbaof9928c10eSS&Simt=‘tSt>a0f9928c1De85 12



o 5/8/2017 o ; I T I Gmall Re ConsohdatedAnnual Fmanc:al Statements fortheSan Francnsco FmanceAuthonty

Any clanflcatlon on th«s wou!d be most welcome but | do have a. Iegal nght at a mmlmum to request the most recent
. audited fmancnals of this Specsal Dlstnct I w;ll be happy to pay any reasonable copymg fee if. these are not avallabie
S electronlcally : o . :

Bl Many thanks
Thomas Busse :
584 Castro Street #388
'San Francisco, CA 94114
415 244 5072 Lo

bitps:jimal. google. ommailiul0/2ui=28ik=04b5bBe9998V ew=pteisearch= nbdRa4S1Bba0199280106B545im|=15ba00826c 10685
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A‘;'Fmance Authonty

. Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com = .

1 message

~Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmall com> . o o B Mon Apr24 2017 at8 52 PM
- To:"Madhavan, Reeta" <madhavanr@sfusd.edu> ' :
o .f.Cc Thu Cung <cungt@sfusd edu> rafaelmandelman@yahoo com, ted egan@sfgov org

[ am very concemed here because the 93 Measure A sales tax i is collected pursuant fo an ordxnance of the-
"San Francisco Public. Finance Authority,” not through an ordinance of the City and County of Sah -
Francisco. This ordinahce’ authorizing the sales tax does not appear inthe exrstrng San Francrsco

: Mumcrpal Code. : o .

The 'San Francrsco CAFR notes the existence of a "San Francisco Finance, CorpOratlon " however, thisisa
separate blended entity, and a review of their fi nancial statements indicates it is used for capital leases.
The CAFR does not recognize the existence of a San Francisco Public Finance Authority. Reviewirg the .-
Crtleounty CAFR, the only sales tax revenue going to a restricted fund is the Proposition K tax going to

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

" Controller; the State Controller, and the Board of Equalization for more information aboiit the San .
Francisco Public Finance Authonty and it has been over a week and | have heard nothing, s6.I'am unsure
how to review, as you suggest, the Controller’s audlt of the sales tax revenue when l have gone through

- numerous audlts an thelr site in vain,

A fundamental pnncnple of dlsclosure required by GASB Statement 34isa dlscussron of what is W|th|n

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

. -, Community College District and.the Unified School District (or County Office of Education), management _
"~ needs to discuss its role in govermnance of a related entity. Does it have a say in how it shares the sales tax
-~ revenue (which I hope would shift with enroliment pattérns, state funding formula changes, and changing

wishes of the electorate such as.a desire for free City College Tuition )? Because both the School District
and the Community College District have significant unfunded pension liabilities and a truly alarmlng

. unrestricted net asset deficiency, basic questions of fiscal solvency beg a discussion of ow you are gaing

to dig your way out of that hole or if you, can drg your way out of that hole (conSIder Orange County,

L Stockton and Valle]o)

' To that end you include an entrre sectlon on "Factors Beanng on the DJstnct's Future" on page 12 where _

- you discuss at length the School District's income that is supplemental t6 the Local Control Fundlng
Formula. These include the Public Education Enrichment Fund from 2004 and the 2008 Proposition A a.

. 20-year supplementary fund. Shouldn't the 1993 supplementary sales tax be iricluded in this’ discussion? } -

“would then have a discussion of comparative benchmarks to determme to WhICh extent the supplementary

. rf’undmg ynelds supplementary effort and effectlveness

v 'A clear breakdown of tax by type wrll grve the reader of the f nancral statements a prcture of the volrtalrty of :

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

. relatively protected by Proposition 88, a local sales tax can shrink with the ecanomy;-and as a

"supplemental” furid, should bé built.into the budget conservatlvely (and | would even recommiend issuing
sales tax bonds agamst it so it is, used for capital budgeting as a means to protect it against unsustainable
_CBA concessuons) If I were an auditor, | would test to which extent local fundrng decisions impact the -
‘Local Control Funding Formula: is it possible the passage of a Jocal sales tax pnor to ERAF has the effect
: of reducrng the fundmg provrded ’oy the State as is the case with the Iottery'? .
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But more senously, please- consrder thts possrbllrty the ordrnances of the San Francrsoo Public Flnence o
‘Authonty rncludlng the one.to adopt al/4 cent sales tax are no. longer fegally in force and |ts board

‘ ] payable toa specral district and. the Crty/County Treasurer has been illegally cashing it; Meanwhrle the - .
“School District and Community College Districts have been’ proposing general obligation bonds and parcel' C

. taxes without a full-and candid disclosure of the full extent to which local voters have agreed totax
_themselves to supplement educatron already and how they do so :

Asa taxpayer and concerned crtrzen I hope that | have been able to demonstrate a competence wrth
-, understanding and scrutinizing fi nancials as well as significant factors of your operating model and that my.
concerns. about transparency and’ accountabrlrty are Justrﬂed

fYours smcerely

_ 'ThomasJ Blsse .

' 584 Castro Street #388
+ San Frangisco, CA'94114
' ’415-244-5072 o

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

““Hello Mr. Busse, i : ‘

:,’The school district receives our share of the sales tax revenue dlrectty from the city's Controller's Office,
- You will need to contact the crty s Controller's Office for the financial audit of sales tax revenue:

" Thils reveriue is included on page 87 of the-school district's 2015-16 audit report in the $52,614,948

~total of. "Local Revenue" in the Unrestricted General Fund column: You are correct in that the audit
réport does ot provide a breakdown of all our revenue sources, and T 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 dlfferent federal ‘state. and
- Iocal sources and it could get unmanageable to list.them all in detail.

- The detailed revenue breakdown is included in our Unaudited Actuals report that is submitted to the
- _state annually and forms the basrs of our: audrted f nanoals ThIS report is posted on our dlstnct web
- site here, ' :

" Please Iet me know rf you have any addltional questlons '
" “Thank you, o
- Reeta

 WWW.SFUSD.EDU .

" Reeta Madhavan - -+,
. Chief Financial Officer
San Francisco Unified Schoo| Drstnct
135 Van Ness Avenue, Room.315
~'San Francisco, CA 94102
T 415-241-6542
F 415-241-6482
madhavanr@sfusd.edy
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- Plno o UnaudrtedActuals Do D

' San Francisco Unrﬁed T F!NANCIAL REPORTS S LE e 35 5547’3 0000000

San Francrscocounty oo e 2015 16 Unaudited Actoals. .~ - .. ~Form CA
S o I School Drstrrct Certrﬁcanon: R S ‘

’ ':To the County Superrntendent ofSchooIs& , : ;' SR R

201 5418 UNAUDITED ACTUAL F!NANCIAL REPORT Thrs report Was prepared m accordance
with Education Code Section 41010 and'is hereby approved and filed by the governrng board of ‘
the school district pursuant to Education Code Sectron 42100 :

Srgned ﬁ%mg QYL Date of Meetrng /o/” //{

Clendsécretary of the Governing Board
(Ongrnal srgnature requrred)

To the Supenntendent of Publrc lnstructron :

- 2015~16 UNAUDITED ACTUAL FINANCIAL REPORT This report has been verifi ed for_ accuracy
- by tha Ccrunty Supenntendent of Schiools pursuanl to Educatron Ccde Sectron 42100

Signed oy ons d—‘ﬁz ‘ , Date: e/ 72/5 o
w Counly(Superrntendent/Desrgnee . D o
" {Original signature required)

By VFor addrtronal rnforrnatron on the unaudrted actual reports please contact

- For County Ofﬂ:p of Educatron ' ' 5, ForSchoolDrstnct '
Reeta Madhavan PR . Reeta Madhavan -
Mame - . - ' ' e Y Name
_Chief Financial orr icer . AR .7 Chief Frnancral Ofﬁcer :
STie e L - SO Tite ~
415- 241@542 ' : R | 4152416542
Telephone * . -7 T g Telephone
- miadhavanr@sfusd. edu RN . madhavanr@sfusd. edu

'EmarlAddress B o B mailAddress

California Dept of Educatron L .
SACS Financigl Reporting Software -2016.2.0 . , . . I o
' File: ca (Rev 12/05/2014) . ' T FR@gg - : Printed: 10/5/2016 11:15 AM
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.. §an Franclsco Unlfied General Fund 38 58478 0000000 -
San Francisco County " Unrestricted and Restricled Form 01
o e Expendiiures by Objecl : ’
2015-18 Unaydited Actuals: - 2016-17 Budget.
B : I 7 totalPund o  TotalFund | %D
R ST s Dbjeet  Unrtsirited - - Resiricted col A+ B i Unrestrlcled Restricted cok D2+ E Column:
" {Oesecription . - ‘Reapurca Godes - . Codas o (A} (8} . {cy {D) _{E} {F) C&F
ILCFF'SOURCES, | 2 '
Pr'incnpalA‘pbadiénr‘henl ' : ) I A - . 1 ‘ )
- Slate Ald - Current Year .- : 8011 __122,765,792,04 0.00| . 122765792.04| . 13426837280 |~ . . :134,268,372.80 9:4%
' Education Pro[ecllon AmounlStateAld Current Year guiz [ 1022353400 060 10,223,534.00 . 10,300,000.00 | . " 10,300,000.00 07%|
State Aid - Prior Years® - © . 80t _qraso0) - 6,00 (744 ) 0.00 ___oo0| -100.0%)
: TaxReliefSubvanuuns SE T ' . . S . : EETE ‘ .
Homaowners Exempllons R 8021 - 512;215.00 ‘ -0.00 512,21'5,00 497 373 ool - 497373003 - -2.9%| -
 Timber Yield Tax B2z 000|000 0,00 nnof" ooal _ -0.0%|
: OtherSubvenUonslln LleuTaxes Bo2g 0.00] g0l 000} 0,00 000 0.0%
"1 Colnlty & Distrie! Taxes ;.- SRR _ e : e = e ‘
| Securad Roll Tases 8041 130,849,558.00 _ 130,949,558.00.| _ 133,235,316.00 13323931600 | 1.7%|
Unsecursd Ro!lTaxss » H L\ 8042 B256,312.00 | . 8,256,312,00 7975 A14,00 787551400 aa.%f
| Priot Years'Taxes OF‘ I &"‘O av el 8043, 5153300 | - 51,53300) - spgo000) 57,00300| -2.8%
‘"'Supplememanaxes R (E&UC'"Q)‘&\Q_ -‘? 8044 | 578032700 . _5,780,327.00 agsoiizon] L 46B0A17.000 T A49.0%
g ;,EdumﬂonRevenueAugmemaiicn Y PR T o S : :
Fund (ERAF) oo C'qpas. . | 23052456800 | 230,524,568.00 | - 221,298,275001 22421827100 | - 4.0%
) Cummumty Redewlopmant Funds LT : R 1 L )
' (SBB17/699/1992) - Cgo4r 484727459 | . 484727469 2,166,544.00 | ;216654400  -55.3%)
A i’F’envaltlesand interest fram : : C “ e ' ‘ L
Delinquent Taxes 8048, 000 - £9.00 0.00 }, 0.00 0.0%
Miscellaneous Funds (EC 41604) - e o ‘ 1 B . |
.| Royaities and Bonises - ~. 8081 0.0 000 - 0g0f - - 0.00.} 0.00) . 00%
Other in-Llel Taxes, " mos2 - - o400 0,00 046 0.00 000) _ 0o%
..... Less Non-LCFF S ; S _ ' . N
(5[]%] Ad}uslment 8089 0.00 0,00 0.00 '0.00 - 0,00 0.0%)
Sublolal LCFF. Soumas . ¢ 513,610,369.73 . 000]  513,610,360.73]  514,398,806.60 §14,396,806.80 0.1%
LCFFTmnsfers
UnreslﬂciedLCFFTransfem T : : » ‘ :
Curtefit Year. 0000 - . 8081 000 000} 0.00 0.00 0.0%| -
AlFOlher LCFF Transfers~ . S e ) ) | T
CurrentYear : ‘ CMiOther - 8051 000 .00 000 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0%
Transfers 1oCharterSchools Loy of F’mpertyTaxes 8098 - (areT 955 ooy - ©10.00 (37.977,985.00)) . (24,389,597.00 0:.00}  {24,389,597.00) . -35:8%
. PmpenyTaxesTranstem g0g7 0.00 .00 ‘Good 0o 000 0.00 0.0%

- Cahfomna Daptof Edlk:ation
“BACS Financial Reporling Software - 2016 2.0
Flle: fund-a {Rey 03722201 6) . )

Pages. Printed: 10/5/2016- 919 AM



-.SanFrancisco Unifled . . o - Ll e R S .‘ Genera!Fund : ' 3858478 0000000 . .
“.Sen Franclsea County +  ..% A o R UﬂrestndedandRestﬁcted , C Form 01
T S R RS Expendlturesby()bject S L o e - o :

: 2015—18 Unaudlmd Actuals D . T . 201847 Budgel

. L ‘ Totai Fund : C T T TotalFund | % DI
- : L I A o Ziowt 0 T Oblect | Unrestrleted Ras(rh:wd } ol A+ B .| o Unrestricted o Restrictad ccolbD+E - | Column
s Dascr_gllon : - » Resourcs Codes . Codes .|~ (A) {8} (> SNRDIN BN {Ey (B .t C&F

o QTRER LOCAL REVEMUE

Olher Local Reveniwe: - .
- County and Disltict‘raxes o

0therRestﬂctedLevres:< R I IR R e K . ‘ - S I PR (AR )
“Sesred ol - - . . e aets ) :noo : ool . eeof o mpel e tpeeli TG ogn)t copw
UnsecuredRol o b ' Ceete | oool . ool . ook . weol . geel - . ooel - oow
* Prior Years Taxes a7 | copgl . o ooo| o oo.oeel - eea] © o egolt " gool  gow -
e Lo oo oeel. o ceool - weof 0 wosl o esel . goo| ool

Supplemen(al Taxes

L NnmAd Valomm Taxes R . - s ‘ ’ : : o )
B Pan;el Taxes - | i P \o h 8621 G o oobl  37957.241.98 1 . 37,857,241.98 . 0.00 37 870 041 55 37,870,041.55_ -0.2%|
+Other . P S e QRQ/ --—37 8, R 000 338 A

. oos2z | - 3475539808 34755.338.08'| . 33.403,808.00 | | gool  '33403809.00)  39%
-+ Community Redevempmanl Funds ' ‘ : o .
Not Subject fo LCFF Deduction N'O "\IXV—‘L)T W

" gA25- 000 ' eoel - 000 cocogol o opal o ovob  oowt
. ‘Penalties and lnlerestimm : § A[¢5 }‘“V T ‘ : ‘ - s

' ‘DelinquentNon-LCFF L f.

N ‘:‘iTHXES » : : .
. Sale of EquipmentlSupplies ;

8629 | . v oipg) s 000] goo| . _0.00] o ovpenlo . pon 6.0%|

P290

Gyt | oomeofio o copol o odee| o ool poo| gool .0.0%
: g R Cel T Tmesz |t ool ool epal o0 ool o ceee]  oow
' “:_'-FoodServlceSa!eg S Sl maee | ool gel Ct e eoo] o gool o iwooe] o oge|- ol

" Sale of Pumucauons

All Othér Sales . 000 o0 voel ~ "poo} . soof . _nool oow|
CleasesandRenals Um0 | swemsaral - ool  sasssias| o somswrroo) o owo|  spmerres| 3wl
Iterest . . . o oweeo | 37aeyrysel - - moo| i 3masrmas|c '3;510.11f.00' - o00| ¢ 3soa1i00| . -63%
'.Nat lncraase (Decregse) in lheFatrValue - i - L 3 o . y : . ' o : :
_ uflnveslments Lo o I | oBeE2 0.00] 00| . - oo0) .. 000 . boof . 000} C0.0% -
. Fessamd Comvacts - - 0. oL oo 1 1 AR . . ,
_Adu\ Education Fees - . : 8671 o _oof o . o0 . moof- 000" 0.00] 000  0.0%
Non-Resident Students ‘ o e ez _ oool. . ooo| o egol o eenl . - ooe o000l 00%
Transportation Fees Fromiindiidvals' . -, oBeTs | . . oo : poo| 0.00 0.00 000 ] - 000 0.0%

interagency Services ) : . vesT 080 oosl g0 _opn| ool . ___o0o0f  oo%
Miﬁgaﬁb@gveloper’see's‘ EER . 8581 SR 113 pool - gop| 0.00 ] oo} 000l 0w
ALOMerFeesand Contracls, e | oo 000 ___ogo| . eoo|. ool . moo]  0o%
O!herLocal Revenue ' : : : s : ' AP

© Plust Mise Funds NonJLCFF
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: SACSFinancxalRepcmngSomvarm201620 : . o o s T . : = T Do R Lo
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'San Franclsno Unified -

et e 7 et i

. 3868478 0000000

2 .,'Calirnmla Depl of Educalmn
~-SACS Flnancial Reporling Snﬁware 2016 2.0
* Fite: fund a (Rav 0312212016)

oPage .

g General Fund: :
San Franmscu Cuunty Unreslncied and Restricted . - Fonm 04
. -~ Expendilures by Oblect .
2015-16 Unaudﬁed Aeluals 2016-17-Budgst _
..... I e R _ Yot Fund . e ol Fund: % D
B NI - . Object Unrestricted .- Restricted = cnt.A#Bl - Unrestrcted. Restricted col. D+.E . Column
iDascription . Resource Codas Codes A - - S -} I © (D} (4 AFL . _CBLF
(50%) Adjustmeant T SRR TS 28892181 . 000 268921} 1100000 - “000] 1100000 f _-59.1%

Pass-Through Revenuas me R - 1 : : ‘ S ey S . | ' !

" Local Sources': 8697, | SO0 §$22,997.79 1122.917.79 00 1,152,272.00 | - 115227200 C__286%
| Another Local Revenue P'\A"[bk 7 8609 £759.385.55 | 97,654,522.73 wz 413908281 . 1,209, uoo.no : :”as',%et.sa;z&' assmssus - 157%|
| Tutdon : \J\Q%’ 8T8, 000 AR _oeo /71 0.00° 0.00 ool . 00%

Aﬂomer'fransfers " B7B1-87B3 0.00 ool - 0.00} '\x\q 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.0%
Transfers of Appcnlonmems : v an e N
- Spectdl Education SELPA Transters o« . T e ?Eg? \'}W\ L : :
| -+ Fram Districts’ orChaﬂersmools Sl BBODCL o BYST UGQ 0004 - e 0.00 0.00 Q‘.D‘}ﬁr

meCnuntyOfﬁces R 151! RN : -7 S | 008 00R] 0.00]; .00} 00%. .

- From.JPAs - L BB00 - 8783 0.00 000 000 000l . oom

ROCIPTmnsfers o ) v o ] e | |

* From: Districts o Charler Schoals B E o §360 8791 ¢ 0.00 | . 000" - 0.00 0.00 D.0%

meCountyoﬂ‘aes KR B80T oarer 0,00 000 0.00 000 0.0%

- From Jpas - B0 T B7es 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%

OlherTmnsiers of Apponionmenls , - . ‘ - o >

' FrDleslnctsorChaderSd‘ma!s : Al Other 8791 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0:00 0.0%
'+ From Couny Offices ~ AlOther = . 8792 0.00 0.00 ooof oo} 0.00 oo0l oonB-

FromJPAS . Al Other . 8793 0.00: 0,00 ool 008 0.00 L000f  00%

":VVAIIcherTransfers lnﬁomAllOthers ' BTy 5,00 _ 0,00 0.00( 000 000 o0 . 0.0%
TOTAL OTHERLOCALREVENUE - 52614,847.20 |~ 19873468250 | | 180,34D.620.701 © ~ 47163.897.001 = 124,183,867.63 m sdrzeesal aswl .
LFDTAL.' thysnues s 56640564507 203,905,026.98 | 77031087205 ] - §56,530.214.80 | _§87,500,687.98| rssaetare] gl
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. BIYZ017 e " Gmail - SF311 Service Request 7072776 . .

. Thomas Busse <fbussesi@gmail.com> .

SF311 Servrce Request 7072776

" 1 message

-311. Prodmall@sfgov org <311. Prodmaul@sfgov org> v ’ ; Mbn, A_pr-24,_ 2017 at 8:59 AM‘ "
To: tibussesf@gmail. com o : '

'-PLEASE DO NOT RESPOND TO THIS EMAIL: INSTRUCTIONS ARE PROVIDED BELOW FOR CONTACTING SF31,
2 Dear M. Busse
: »Thank you for contactlng the San Francnsco 3 Customer Servrce Center

' ‘Your question related to the Treasurer Tax Collector's Office has been received and revrewed Due fo the complexrty of
the matter, your request has been forwarded to a Treasurer Tax Collector specralxst You should expect to hear from a
- Treasurer Tax Collector Representattve within 3 busmess days y

. Please note The City and County of San Franctsco San Francrsco 311 and The Oﬁrce of the Treasurer and Tax
C_ol!ector can only provide general information. We do not advise customers on deétailed tax matters including ordinance
_interpretations, manual calculation of tax obligations and fees or give tax advice for a customer's specific tax situation. If

~ you have any questions regarding the information in this e-mail please consult with a tax professional’

: You may ‘submit any additional requests by wsmng (http //sftreasurer org/contact~us) You will receive a response from:
. our office same day if. your request is submitted by- 7:00PM PST, and by the next business day if submitied after.
7:00PM PST. You may also call 3-1-1 in San Francisco 7 days-a week, 24 hours a day.- For 24 x 7 assistance outside of
. "San Francisco, please dial (415) 701-2311, For TTY, dial (415) 701-2323 Please note taxpayers Who come to Clty Hall
: for rn-person assrstance or call 311 may experience long walt/hold times. -

_.-Smcere|y,

Steve M
- San Francisco 311 Customer Servrce Center
i City; Servrces Slmphﬂed =

. _,How dol... :
’ " Access services on 311's NEW mobile app? sf311. org/moblle
- Access services on the web? sf311.0rg
Provrde feedbac:k on 311 servaces’7 sf311. org/survey

l;Note Thls emart and its attachments (if any) may be confidential and isfare lntended solely for the use of the mdrvrdual
- to whom it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient of this email and lts attachments, - you must fake no actlon
_.based upon: them, nor must you copy orshow them o anyone :

_ ;Please call 311/TTY (415) 701-2323 |f you belreve you have recelved thrs email i in error,

’ https:{[mail.g_odglecom/mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=04b5b6c999&view=pt&q:treasureE&ZSQtzje&search=query&ﬂ\=15baOb0233721tTc&siml=~15baOb0233721ffc ’ 1/1" '



B0tz - . L ool T Gmail - SF3i1 Service Request-1

- Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com>

‘V";-SF311 Service Request -1

" .1 message

311.Prodmail@sfgov.org <311. Prodmall@sfgov org> , o Wed, Apr 26, 2017 at 9:30 AM
To: tibussesf@gmail.com : o : '

: fPLEASE DPO NOT RESPOND TO THIS EMAIL lNSTRUCTIONS ARE PROVIDED BELOW FOR CONTACTING SF311

_Dear Customer

" . Thank you for ccntactmg the San Francnsco 311 Customer Serwce Center Our Agency has been assigned to respond to
Service Request 7072776 Below is the information you requested:

'P.!ease sontact the Control,lers Offlce at 415-554-7500.

: EYou may submit any addmonal requests or obtain information at http Iwww. sf31 1 org or call 3- 1 11in San Francrsco 7
days-a week, 24 hours.a day For 24 x 7 asmstance outs:de of San Fran(:lsco please d|a| (415) 701—2311 For TTY, dial
, (41 5) 701-2323 S R S .

; ~i_S|noere!y,
e .
F ‘Clty and County of San Franmsco :

How do T ,
Access services on 3117s NEW moblle app ? sf311 org/moblle
"Access services on the web? sf311. org
Provnde feedback on 311 servnces’? sf311 org/survey

- 'Note This- emall and its: attachments (it any) may be conﬂdentlal and islare intended solely for the.use of the individual
"o whom itis addressed If you are not the intended recipient of this email and xts attachment you must take no action
"based upon them .nor must you copy or show them to anyone :

e Please call 3-1- 1/TTY (415) 701—2323 if you beheve you have recelved thls ema;l in error

:fhttps://mafI.google.com/mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=04b5b60999&view=pt&q=311&qs=trLt58'?§réh=query&th=15bab1943e5a89d7&siml=15bab1943e5a89d7 11



N 5/8/2017 legmfo leglsl ature ca gov/faees/pnntCodeSechonWmdow xhtml”IawCode-GO\/&secttonNum—26909 %05 statues*2016&op_chapter— '164&op sectxon=2 S

GOVERNMENT CODE GOV
TITLE 3 GOVERNMENT OF COUNTIES [23000 33205] ( Ttle 3 added by Stats 1947 Ch
424 ) YR TCE E S SR - . . . .

DIVISION 2. OFFICERS [24000 28085] ( Drwsron 2 added by Stat‘s 1947 Ch 424 )
PART 3. OTHER OFFICERS [26500 27758] ( Part 3 added by Stats.. 1947 Ch. 424. )
CHAPTER4 Audltor [26900 26946] ( Chapter4 added by Stats 1947 Ch. 424 )

'I‘ICLE1 Dutres Generally [26900 26914] ( Amcle 1 added by Stats 1 947 Ch. 424 )

(2) (1) The eonnty'auditor shall either make or contract with a certtﬁed public accountant-or publlc accountant to make

- 2 6909. an annual audit of the accounts and records of every special district within the county for which an audit by a cértified
o . public accountant or public accountant is riot otherwise provided. In each case, the minimum requirements of the audit

sball be prescrlbed by the Controlfer and shall. conform to generally acoepted auditing standards.

(2)Ifan. audrt of i specral district’s accounts and records is made by a certr fred public accountant or pubhc accountant, the
minimum requlrements of the audit shall be prescribed by the Controller and shall conform to generally accepted auditing
standards, and a report thereof shall be filed with the Controller and with the county audrtor of the county in which the special
'drstrlct is located. The report shall be filed within 12 1nonths of the.end of the fiscal year or years under examination. ’

' (3) Any costs incurred by the county auditor, 11'1(:]udrnt7 contracts wrth or employment of, certrﬁed publlc accountants of public’
accountants, in' making an audit of every special district pursuant to this sectlon shall be borne by the spec1a1 drstrrct and shall bea
' - charge agamst any unencumbered funds of the dlstrl ct avatlable for the purpose. )

' -1(4) For a speci jal district that is located in two or more counti es, thrs subdrvrsron shall apply to the auditor of the county in whroh
. 'the treasury is located: :

(5) The couuty controller or ex officio county controller shall effect thrs secnon n those counties having'a county controller orex
e 5ofﬁcro county controller. ’ '

- (b) A spemal dlstrrct may, by Unariimous request of the govermng board of the specral district and with unanimous approval of the
_ toard of supervrsors replace the annual audit required by thrs secuonwrth one of the followmg, performed in accordanoe with
’ _ professwnal standards, as determmed by the county audrtor

5 (1) A biennial audit covenng a two-year period.

: ,(2) An audit covering a ﬁve-year perrod 1f the specral drstrrct 8 annual revenues do not exceed an amount speetﬁed by the board of
o -.'j‘supervrsors : :

!(3) An audlt conducled at specrflc mtervals as recomrnended by the county audxtor that shall be completed at least once every frve
years : '
jv(c) (l) A special drstrrct may, by unammous rcqucst of the govemmg board of the special district and with unanimous approval

'of the board of supervisors, replace the annual audit required by this section wrth a financial review, in accordance with the
approprlate pr ofessronal standards, as determmed by the county aud1 tor xf the followrng conditions are met

’_(A) All'of the specral district’s revenues and expendltures are transacted through the county s ﬁnauc1a1 system
L { B) The spcc1al district’ g annual revenues do not excéed one hundred frfty thousand dollars ($150 000). i

. (2) If the board of supervisors isthe governing board of the specral drsmct' it may, upon unanimous approval, replace the annual

audit of the special district required by this section wrth a financial review . accordance wrth the appropriate professional
j_standal ds; as determmed by the county audrtor if the spcmal dmtrlct satisfies tlle requlrements of subpar: agraphs (A) and (B) of
paragraph (- v . .

o i htth/legmfo legxslature ca. gov/faces/prmlCodeSechonWlndow xhtml"lawCodeP@ﬂ&ectlonNum 26509.80p statues-2016&op chapter—164&op section=2 17



Th1s 51te 1s out of date and no longer malntamed Please refer to oﬂ:'i(na] sources for the
PRRERE R uptodatelegalcode - ' ‘

- San Francisco
“DECODED

7 WEXECUTIVE BRANGH — OFFICE OF MAYOR
| §3.105. CONTROLLER; CITY SERVICES AUDITOR

: :CON"'“ROLLER cm{ SERVICES AUDITOR

: -.'The Mayor shall appoint or reappomt a Controller for a ten—year term subJ ect to
. conﬁrmatlon by-the Board of Supemsors The Controller ‘may only be removed by the
. Mayor for cause w1th t_he concurrence of the Board of Supemsors by a two—thlrds vote.

' (/I.H/"%i.log/#ia)

b,

fThe Controller shall be respon51ble for the tlmely accoumlng, drsbursement or other
apphcable to mun1c1paht1es and countres The Controller shall have the power and dutres 5
f —2¢ ontroter shaL At

'of a County auditor, except as otherw15e provided in this Charter. The Controller shall

have authorlty to audtt the accounts and operations of all boards commrssmns ofﬁcers

and departments to evaluate thetr effectlveness and efficiency. The Controller shall have
access to, and authorttv to, exarineg all documents, records, books and other property of
Fay board cornnnssmn ofﬁcer or departrnent ’ '

% l/III/é.'_los/#b) |
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* CITY AND COUNTY-OF SAN FRANCISCO . |
OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER - | ©

| A2BI01T

i
i

?ﬂ“ﬁ Gmaﬂ o rleURALANE i fse. <tjbussesf@gmallcom> )

D(ECUT!VE ASSISTANTTO BEN ROSENFIEL.D CONTROLLER ERRRTI

l
i
l
t
!

Follow Up on Meetlng To< '_ e

L CIYHALL, ROOM 316 . < :.: ’ TF_,__(MS) 554- 7502.-.-- :

w1 message Ll . 1 DR.CARLTON B, GOODLETT PLACE, FAX: (415) 5547466 .. | v
T . SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-4694 R madra. tane@sfgav org 1 - - e
o Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gma1l cc E ' : N » S ZTUe, Apr 25, 2017 at 6:31. PM

To: maura. lane@stgov org

Dear Ms Lane

Itwas a pleasure meeting you today, and | thank you for taking the time to follow up on my request to inspect the most -
" recent audited financial statements of the Sari Francisco Public. Finance Authority. This visit followed up ori e-mails to

Angela Whittaker in the Offlce of Public Fmance on 4/1 8 and fo the Controller's e-mail on 4/22, both of which were

unanswered : : )

In the notes to the Clty/County CAFR, pg. 41, the Public Fmance Authonty is not Tisted as a non-disclosed organrzatron
excluded from the city's reporting entity. Based on the accounting treatment.of the local Transactions and Use Tax to -
support the County Transportation Authority, 1 had expected the CAFR to have a similar presentation in relation to the
Transactions and Use Tax regarding the Public Finance Authority. The CAFR does contain a blended component for the

. San Francisco Finance Corporatlon however this is a different entity that does not receive sales tax revenue and is .
instead a vehicle for servicing capital leases. The 1993 ballot proposition of an ordiriance of the Public Finance Authority

- asking the voters to approve the iocal Transactions and Use tax was placed on the ballot by the Board of Supervisors;

. therefore, | expected your office to be the one where | could obtain financial statements for the Public Finance Authority.
| had prewously asked the California State Controller for the finances on 4/23, which are needed to compile the State of
Callfomlas CAFR “This agency does not appear on' ‘the State Controllefs exhaustlve llst of Calrfomxa publtc bodles

N} presented documentatlon from tne Board of Equalizatlon that the Public Flnance Authonty receives regular payments
of allocated district sales and use tax. | also voiced my concems that the San Francisco Public Finance Authority is-a
‘special disfrict that does not exist. 1.can find no public records related to it includingthe "Public Finance Autherity.

. Code" under which the BOE asserts a legal authority to collect local Transactions and Use Tax, budgets evidencing a
appropriation of taxes, Board Minutes, or a ‘charter or other governing document. As recently as last year, the Ballot
_Simplification Committee in regard to November 2016's Proposition K listed the Publlc Fmance Authonty as an entlty
,recervlng sales tax m the county, but no descnptlon of the entity was gnven :

| tned to check my concems thl'l the CFO of the Untf' ed School Dlstnct and was told their allocatlon of sales tax

Tevenue came from your office and | would have to check your"audit of the Crtys Sales tax Revénue." The CFO did not--

know how the Public Finance Authority's Transactions and Use Tax revenue was allocated bétween the. Community -
College. District and the Unified School District, which | view as a material deftcrency in management and disclosure.
Because both entities have a substantial (and alarming) unrestncted net asset deficiency, fargely due to unfunded
pension liabilities, GASB requires a discussion of managements abllrty to restore financial balance whlch would mclude
a dlscuss:on of its control (or lack of control) of srgnlf cant revenue sources. :

In regard to your offlce itis a matenal det" c1ency ln dlsclosure

A well—mfomted c:tlzenry requires transparent and honest publlc financial statements so it may make mformed choices;

K 1n recent years, the voters have been asked o approve parcel taxes and general obllgatlon bonds to supplement funding

‘for the Community College District and the Unified- School District. Currently, there is 1i6 transparency in regard to the -
extent voters already provide supplementary funding to these agencies and to what extent supplementary funding ylelds

supplementary results. This is assuming they receive supplementary sales tex revenue at all,-as the fmanclal statements '

| have been able. to locate strongly hrnt at fund or even funds diversion’ and possrbly fraud

1 hope that | have demonstrated a competency tn readmg and scrutmlzmg public fmances and thh that in mmd the
thought that for twenty four years a $13M/year tax has been illegally collected and dlverted should not be crossmg my
mmd ! urge you and your department- to take thls matter senously : . : :

_ Cordrally,

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

' hnps://man.google.com/mail/u/o/?w=2&rk=MbSbsggggaview=pt&search:sentEtlz%@a@zasosqaua&"srmﬂ5ba7e2¢5080dz44
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Coesofz -t L o o+ Gmail- RE: Sunshine Request- SF.Public Finance Auuority

Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gma|l com>'. e

V‘:?T_RE Sunshlne Request SF Publlc Fmance Authorlty

R message

" CON, Controller (CON) <controller.con@sfgov.org> | T Wed, May 3, 2017 at 10:31 AM
= Tor Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmarl com> ‘ ' B : S
Lk ‘Cc' "CON, Controller (CON)" <controller. con@sfgov,org>

- D_ear Mr: B‘usse!_

.Baised on the specific information you requested, we respectfully refer you to contact Reeta Madhavan, the CFO at the -
" SF Unified Schioof District (SFUSD, (41 5) 241-6542 x1617, MadhavanR@sfusd.edu) and Ron Gerhart, the Vice
" Chaniellor 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.
- aceruing to their respective districts. For helpful immediate reference; please find their budget audrt and financial
s 'statement lmks below, along wrth the California BOE Sales Tax allocatron link: :

. ~4§‘1) the Calrfornra Board of Equallzatron s (BOE) trackrng and apportronment of sales tax allocatrons by taxrng entlty, for - -
BRI the Crty and County of San Francrsco at hitp: //www boe.ca. gov/pdf/boe‘l 05, pdf on page 6.

Y ) SFUSD's budget audrt and flnancral documents available here as well as the SFCCD s avarlable here: By keyword
. “_:searchrng these documents you can fmd where Sales Tax accrues and is budgeted for example by usrng CTRL-Fand
~:I‘j.typ|ng in “sales tax C : - :

) T We ho‘pe this is of help to you. C

jfBest, o
e Offlce o‘f't’ne'C_’ont'_roller :

-t .From: CON, Controller (CON) -
~ Sent: Wednesday, April 26, 2017 2 38 PM
- To: Thomas Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.comm>
© " Cc: CON, Controller (CON) <controlier.cor@sfgov.org> .
:Subject: Sunshine Request - SF Publi¢ Finance Authority

... Dear M. Busse,

B Thank you for oontactrng the. Controllers Office. This email i is in response to your publrc information request we are
. researching your inquiry and are working to provide.you wrth a response s soon as possrble Please dlrecl any follow-up
B matenals you may have to this email address -

’ Best,

'bfﬁc';e of the Cont_roller

hitps/imail google.com/mail w0/ 2ui=28ik=04b5bBco9a8view=ptq= CONBqsPYRB Sharchz gliery ath=15bcf5diabaab0328sim!= 16bcf5diaBaaB032 . 112
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Thomas 1 Busse '

Fiemrn Regeipt Fee |,
(Endorsement Flecf:.ured} g

|SentTo

BiEst At Moo
or PO Box No.

Gy, Staie, 2ped

San Fra 'ncisc'vo:, CA 941Q3 '

FAX: 415—241-23‘44

Publrc Records Request: -

Dear Mr. Gerhard

Pursuant to the Callforma Pubhc Records Act I request dxsclosure ofthe follownng

,Most ._urrent fmanctal statements of the San Francrsco Publlc Fmance Authonty

Board M.nutes of the San Francisco Pubhc Finance Authorrty from 2004 to the | present
Current amended byIaws of the San Francisco Pubilc Flnance Authority.
CCSF Average Darly Attendance workpa pers for calculatlon of the 1993 SFPFA Sales Tax from

2011 to.the Present : :
tnteragency Communlcatlons between your office and the CFO Offce of the SF Unlﬁed School
‘District from 2015 to the present regardlng transactlons and use taxes. Do

' ,lnteragency Communlcatlons between your office.and members of the SF County Dept of
‘Elections Ballot Srmphﬁcatron Commlttee in both 2011 and 2016 (espeaally Ann Jorgensen and
“the City Attorney appomtee) ‘ : : : :

Reconcrhatron Reports of CCSF sales tax lncome from 2014 to the present

Please feef free to call meat the number above to discuss this request Scans via e«marl would be -
preferable, but if you can only provide’ hard copies, | would prefer to inspect the: documents in person
and select which | may wnsh to copy If that is not posssble you may post them to my address above or l
would be happy to prck them up, as| Ilve not far away -
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' BUDGET AND FINANCE SUB-COMMITTES MEETING =

oLy 20,2001

M MANDATE STATEMENT/ BACKGRO”ND :

Mandate Statement

.\:, T o ‘}‘.».

L I accordance W1th the C1ty s Busmess and Tax Rﬁgulaﬁons Code Sechons 1202-1204 and L
L ";'Cahfomla. Revenue and Taxaﬁon Code Sec’aon 7285.5, the. Ca.hfomla State ‘Board of -

- ‘Equahzatmn currently collectsa one. percent local Transaction and Use Tax (Sales Taxes) that -
~* is then transferred to. the City" and County of San Francisco’s General Fund as well as various -
. “special district use taxes” ‘that benefit regional transportation and schools (sée Table 1 below). "
. In-accordance with California- Revenue and Taxation Code Section 7285.5, local Sales Taxes S

. can be increased. by multlples of 6ne-quarter of one- percent, not to exceed two percent, if

S ';approved by ordinance by two-thirds of the Board of Supervisors.and subsequently approved K
- 'by a two-thirds vote of the San Francisco electorate This ordmance mcludes an expendlture :
plan descnbmg how the pmposed Sales Tax revenues Would be expendcd S

3y

Background

In 2009 the State Leglslature un,posed a tcmporary one percent mcrcase in the- State Sales Tax -
mcreasmg it from 6.25 percent fo 7.25 percent effective April 1, 2009 through June 30, 2011.

- . The reVenues from this one percent increase were dedicated fo the State’s General Fund. On July:

"1, 2011, becanse of the expiration of the temporary one percent increase in. the Staie Sales Tax, :~
- thc total Sales Tax in San Francisco decreased from 9.5 perc.cnt to 8. 5 percent. Table 1 below

shows the peicentage allocation of ; TeVenues ﬁ:om bo’th the prevmus 9. 5 percent and current 8.5 o R

' :percent Sales Tax for San Francxsco

Table1 Sales and Use Tax o
}-6/30/2011 | 7/1/2011 |

] StateSalesTax RN i;: ~;7_.25% ] 6.25% -

. [ State GeneralFund I 0 6.00% | 500%
+ Fiscal RecoveryAct(+) S 0.26%: 1 0.25%
- Local Revenue Fund’ - ST 0.80% 0L 0.50%:

"f,'PubthafetyFund L. 7 T om0% | 080% |

E Local Sales Tax RN - ) 1.00% | 1.00% |
- Local Sales Tax (General Fund) 0% 1.00% )
Fiscal Recovery ACt(). -~ %% | 025% |-
Local Transportauon Tax (TDA) T | 025%. | .026% |

Special Dlstrlct UseTax oL e s 128%0 | 1.25%
A SFCountyTransporta’uon Authonty CfL0.50% ) | :_(_).5_0%}
. ,BayAreaRapxdTran_Stt(BARﬂ_ | 050% | 060% |

?fss:pi;bﬁ;; Financing Authiority (Sch'o_o!s), [ 05% [ .025% |

{Total Sales Tax Rate for San Francisco | 9.50% |- 8.50% |
: SANFRANCISCOBOARDOFSUPEKVISORS _ L «BUﬁGEfANﬁLquLAﬁvEAi«ALYsr

' . . oo :f_ N ’ ) 10 .‘ . B ' ) i N

73 ‘
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San Francisco's Sales Tax Rate

State Sales Tax-
- State Genelal Fund

Local Sales Tax

ity”and: County_“:of San Franciscc

Sleps

e
= 'I—S;

Total Sales Tax Rate

Fxscal Recovery Act: (Tnple an)

LocaI Revende Fund (to counties fot health &
welfare) Public Safety Fund (to countles & cmes)

Local Sales Tax (to General Fund)
Local Transoortat:on Tax (TDA)
Spectal District Sales Tax .~
- SF County Transponation Authonty
Bay Area Rapid Transrc (BART) -
SF PUb[IC Fmanc ng Authonty (Schools)

’Y‘“\

B S
e00%
o

T AR

'].-'&0“.‘25'°/;. e
1,25%
© 050% -
C050%
©025%
8.50%

10749
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authonty,“schools and BART + Vanoua exemptlons have
- been granted that remove the tax liability for cerfain =

- business, such as nonprofit organizations, vanous types of
. property, and certain-food and miedical servicés:®* A more.- '
' r-“,'f . detailed breakdown of San Francrsco s Sales Tax Hate canf e

. beseenin the Table 2. - ‘ AR

San Francrsco s Sales Tax Rate

StateSalesTax S . - 6.2% .
 Stale GeneralFund - - - 600%
" Fiscal Recovery Act (Triple Fiip) | e 025%
|" " Local Revenue Fund (to counties for. health & - 050%. - .
4 welfare) Public Safely | Fund (to counties &cmes) S
Local Sales Tax -, ~ 1.00%
-“Local Salés Tax (to General Fund) 075% -
Local Transportation Tax (TDA) .o 025%
" Special District Sales Tax .. S 128%
. SF County Transportation Authorxly Lo .050%
S ‘Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) IR - 050%
£ :=,,j§? -SF Public Financing Authorlty (Schools) - 0.25%
S Total Sales Tax Rate - - 0 8580%:
B AT Sales and use. tax revenues are cenerated from six major
Wh?-t s Belng Taxed'v ‘business groups, plus a.County and: State Pool category

" that captures  select: cour*ywrde activity.?- The bulk of .
Sdles. tax révenues come from restaurants which -

contribute 27% of sales tax revenue. Apparel Stores make

- up 10% of sales tax revenue, depaxtment stores contnbute

- 7%,-and other retail stores combme to contnbute 20% of' _
sales tax revenue (FlGURE 1).

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

“ the tax base-by. decrdmg .which goods. and- services are o

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

r'goods and sennces set by the state. .

" *sB 566 was mgnecl :nto law by Govemor Davis on October 8, 2003, which authorized a combrrled city and county
" transactions and .use tax.rate of up 2. 8%-1.e. Speclal District taxes. Currently, San Fl’anClSCO has 1.25% In Special
Dlstnct Sales Taxes leaving an-unused authonzatlon of 0 75%. Junsdtctlons are only allowed to |mpose SpeCIal Drstnct- ‘

"Sales Tax in multlples of 25% :

s Any local sales tax must conform to the: rules and exemp’nons set by the Board of Equallzatron for the state The only

. power City's-have to modify the tax are

& County poll sales activity includes sale of used cars between private pariies as Well as. large or specxauzed eqmpment

A wider tax base means more goods and semces are
subject to the sales tax, which would translate into a wider

impose their own sales fax must. conform to the set of

‘amount and purpose.

.2

“purchased fr from an out—of—area manufacturer. but whlch is putinto * use'in San Francisco.

ST Controllers Oﬁice
84’ :
P302
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= 'Proposed Legrslatlon
and Passage '
Requrrements

r Hamhé'sales Tax

* Curreritly Works in San,' :

: Franmsco

| . "dependlng on Special District taxes. The portion of the tax -

: jUﬂSdlCtlon and 1 25% goes 1owards the: transportatton

: Proposl’don 218 was passecl by voters in November of 1996 whlch changed the requlrements for Iocal govemments o
' f raise revefiue; The intent for proposlhon 218 is to ensure that all taxes and most- charges on property owWners are subject' o
o voter approval. Because this sales tax is for the purpose of funding public safety programs. and services to, chrldrén and..
h semors, itis consxdered a “speclal tax.” Under Proposmon 218, any*“special fax" must be approved by a two-third majority. . .
B ‘4955 the California Legls!ature passed the Bradley—Bums Uniform Local Sales and’ Use Tax Law. This law laid fthe
. groundwork for a sales tax system that aythorizes the State Board of Equaitzatlon fo. collect all sales and use taxes and

v'_On June 14 2011 the Mayor 1ntroduced an ordmance 0
‘increase the sales and use tax by 0. 50% for 10" years in’
_order- to: fund publlc ‘'safety programs and. services 1o .
“children and senlors. This Increase would put the effective
sales tax raté: in San Francisco at 9.0%. In order to be .

placed on the November ballot; the ordinance would require '

* the approval of two-thirds of the Board of Supervisors. The
‘measure would then need .the 2pp proval. of two-thirds of

voters. before it can become law.”" If approved the half-

percent 'sales tax would bé effective on April 1, 2012,

‘The leglslatlon contams a mechamsm o void the tax.: -
increase if the State restores its 1% sales tax. This means;, -

that if this proposed tax increase is’ approved, San-

~Francisco  residents ' will face four. potentlal outcomes -

dependmg on what the State does or does nat dox ;

o T | the State does not mcrease its.sales tax rate, the; ’
- City's rate will remain at 9.0%: Lll'ltll 2()21

2.1 the State raises its sales tax by less than 1% at
o any | time, the Clry‘s rate WIll be 9% plua the States
© increase. .

3. f the State reriews a full 1% sales tax before
*.-January 1,°2013, this: sales: Aax increase wxll be
o vmded and the Cltys rate will remam at95%

40 the 1% “sales tax: is -renewed after January 1
©2013,-this sales tax will rémain in effect; and San
o Francrscans will face 10% sales tax

“On July 1 201 1, the state of Callfomla allowed d 1% sales ‘. |
*-fax to-expire, which lowered San Francisco's sales tax rate
“from 9,5% to 8. 5%. The statewide sales and use tax rate is

6.25%, but the rate in a given jurisdiction may be higher

rate that is currently allocated towards the state Is 6.25%, a

- ‘distibute the 1.0% local shars to cities and ‘counties,

' Controller’s Oﬁ‘lce

- =
83 - |
P303 -




o authorrty, schools and BART 4 Vanous exemptxons have
"~ been granted that remove the tax llablllty forcertain - . |
- “business, such as nonprofit organizations, varlous types of
. property, and certam foed and medical servicés.® A more - o
- detailed breakdown of San Francxsco ] Sales Tax Rate can L
. beseenin the Table2 ' i S

: San Franc:sco s Sales Tax Rate

Rt State Sales Tax 6 25% '

" Stafe General Fund - . 600%
Fiscal Recovery.Act (Triple Fiip) o 025% -
“Local Revenue Find (to counties for. health & 050%

| welfare)’ Public. Safety Fund (lo countles & cmes) o ,

' Local Sales Tax - o 1.00%
- Local Sales Tax {to General Fund) © o 0.75%
Local Transportation Tax (TDA) - 0.25%

Special District Sales Tax - ’ : . 1.28% .
* SF County Transportation Authonty - . .050%
Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) .~ © T 050%
SF Public Financing Authority (Schools) . 0.25%
- Total Sales Tax Rate S - 8.50%.

\

What’s Bemg Taxed

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

o that: captures select. countywide. activity.’  The bulk of ..

“Siles tax révenues come from restaurants which -
contribute 27% of salés tax révenue, Apparel Stores maké -
+.up 10% of sales tax revenue, department stores contribute.

" 7%, and other retail stores combme o contnbute 20% of" ,

- sales tax revenue (FlGURE 1)

" A wider tax base: means ‘more: goods and services are

- subject 1o the sales tax, ‘which would translate mto a wnder:
* revenue base. In California; stafe lawmakers can. define °

" the tax base by decrdmg which goods and- services are . .

" subject to a 'sales tax. Since the. sales tax is admmlstered

at the state—level cmes and counties that choose to:

4 SB 566 was Slgned into law by Govemor Davis on October 8, 2003 whlch authorlzed a combu'led ctty and counfy

impose. their own_ ‘sales tax must. conform to the set of
goods and servrces set by the state

" transactions and uss tax rate. of up. 2.0%—ie. Speclal District taxes. Cumently, San Francisco has- 1.25% in Special

District Sales Taxes leaving an unused authonzahon of 0.75%. . Junsdzctlons dre only allowed to lmpose Specral Dlstrlct )

'Sales Taxin multlples of 25%. -

8 Any focal sales tax must conform to the rules and exemp’uons set by the Board of Equaltzatron for the state The only S

e pOWer Clty‘s :have to modify the tax are amount and purpose

. County pofl: sales activity includes sale of used cars between private pames as well as Iarge oF specaalized equlpment o
: pumhased from an out-of-area manufacturer. but whlch is putinto 'use"in San Francisco, s

2

g '8'4’>
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si8017 T L G 'émaii_—jnfonneﬁonﬁaquestTrackingNo,7115895 .

g:{\"ég’gs gmai& ' .. . X . B Thomas Busse<tjbussesf@gmaﬂ,com> ]

- Informatlon Request Trackmg No. 7115896‘

-1 message:

Ng, Wilson (BOS) <wilsonlng@ef90v o ﬁ" . Fii, May 5, 2017 at 317 PM
<= o "tjbussest@gmail.com” <ijbussesf@gmail. com> ' T ' . ’
. Cc: "SOTF, (BOS)" <so’cf@sfgov 0rg> '

Dear Mr, Busse,

On behalf of the Office of the Clerk of the Board, | am confirming receipt of your reguest attached. Our office'was not
~ “able to identify records responsive to your request as we were unable:to identify the secretary or any meeting minutes
- for the San Francisco Public Finance Authority. Unfortunately, based on the lrmrted |nformat|0n avallable ‘we are not:

-~ able to conflrm whether the body convened :

- Sincereiy,- '
Wilson L. Ng
: Records and PrOJect Manager

San Francrsco Board of Supewlsors 4

1D, 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 Supérvisors Customer Service Satisfaction form
. Disclosures: Personal information thal is provided'in communications to.the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors is subject fo
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 comniunicate
- with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral-communications that members of the public submit fo the
. Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will bé made available 16 all members of the public for inspection and
. copying.. The Clerk's Office doés not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—
including'names, phone nunibers, addresses and similar infarmation that a ‘member of the public elecis to submit o the Board
" . and its commitiees—may appearon thé Board of. Superwsors website or 1n other public documents thatmembers of the public
may inspector copy

e@ T Busse Info Request pdf
107K _

: httns://mai|;googre.com/maivwo/?uizzsak=b4bsbsc999&view=pt&:;earch‘=rnbopx@@’gadabosc73q989e&simr=15bdab05q73d989e, 11



. EM0201T BT Ginail - Re: Pefifion to the Gity. Attorney's Office . L

. Tnéimis Busse <Gounsusfgrallepm>

' MGmai.lv

S : o o Vi Py 40,2017 s 53 P

* Suparviser,
o s ees1Bavilcom .
- ML B, : - . e ol Col

L 1 hows cnbimied vt Ibe Cormbiet’s Office fhal thny hav fa secorrs srapcosive (o yeti requasl. Ut fhs Sunsrine Orinance [Sechon SF.24(d) of the Rarvimesinsive Godel, the Supevisor of Records . 1esronsiic for seieminnia whether & Chy degipnunest nas withald & recond. o¢ ey o o 2 secocd, wilhtar 4 laudul bagis for

+ ", doing 30 = for delermining “wnathns the record raquested, o anf pan of the theord requested, Ik publc,’ Hewe, Uie depanmend b, rat withieid oeredacted oy reeods, Thorefort, therm is ne [ for Uie Supervieor of Racaids lo wddress. amd we. considar Inks petiion cised, Thank yon

- pest, . . . : . : .

frad Russi
Doputy Chy Altomey

Office ol o0 Francisca Chy Aliomey Denis J, Herers
isor of 2-General Gove il Tean

P S N
Te Buthets Rrenets < Resimgriganayt,
Do TEDIE BORF slBsiz
5 ATENT LS P
oen . HarPimaete g OF Apsrays Ohee

Thank you for getiing back 1o me, Brad.
The Controller's rozponse (below) is wihally unsalistactory lor the following reasons (among others oot isted hare):

1. | had contaciad Ms, Madhavan on 4722, and her response {alss below) was (o contact the Contsaller, Ihave Issued a follow-sp requesilo Ms. Madhavan Bnd a new one to Mr. Gerhard via certified mall 10 the C | {both are CPRA requests)

and have heard nothing. As 1o the Controllers grefuitous and Insulting tesponse | leam how to use “etl+F".and search for "Sales Tax," ) had actually doné so prier 1o contacling Ms. Madhavan on both the SFUSD end SFCCD financials (as my message 1o her Indicates),

and 1 had also perused the minulss of both bodies— ufing out the blenged annual meeling of the SFCCD's Finance Corporation as bising what | was searching for,-As the response from Ms, Madhaven (who did not write back when 1 asked foliow up guesiions} regarding

. ‘where the Sates Tex revenues 3re dlaciosed In the financials asshe siates, lhey don't segment *sales tax,” and her ink lo page 87 indicales itis mixed in ‘wilh ynresiricied "other.local revenue” and nol segmented as & sates 1ax, Technically, it's not sales tax, its a Jocal
transactlans and use tax, and | searched tor thal term as wek, . : ) : T R o . )

* 2. Publicaiion BOE 105 page 6 {Apiil 2017} it the yory thing (hat caused me Io stot asking whal fhe San Frantisco Pubfic Finance Authority was in the firs! place; The very first contact [ made \n this regard was Angels Whittaker as wali s the general e-mait of the Office of
Public Finance (also belaw). Thal was on April 18th, and | rqmlveq na response from her orihem, ) . i - o ]

3. The Coniraliers own Cltvwide Sales and Use Tax Revenug bianuat descibes the San Francisco Pubiic Finance Auifiorlty on page 2 (incidentally, the ple chart oft the right doesat dd up to the table on the ekt and the pie slices dont malch the percentages, which might
* gctually ba the cly's mariual}, . H B b 4 !

4. The San Francisco Pubfic Finance Authority was by Baard of Stip Solution 46-93 adopted on 2/1/93. it specilies # (s gaverned by a board of tan members conslsting of five members of Ihe BOS appainted by tha Presidént and give members of
¢ame tombination of the gaverming boards of he SFLISD and CCSFD. In 1933, the Chairperson was Carol Migden. A vary similar enlity with taxing authority created through board resclution s Ihe, County Transpostalian Authority, and the Controfler praperly disclses and
freals the SFCTA as a blended enity in the CCSF CAFR, These facte psishlish the SF Public. Finance Authority as subjee! to the Sunshiine Ordinanca. L N . R
5, Tha Conticlier, City Attormays officé, and Stipervisor Scoll Wianer with the Dapl. of Eletians in raference lo November 2016's Proposilion K regarding a General Sales Tax, and the San Francisco Public Finance Authorily is réferenced on documents
 signed by these Individuals, such as fhis one and the actal pubfished ordinonce including the Controller's Statement. Any Reasonable Controfier would check that statement for accuracy in the canlext of the simpified ballot [anguage, and given a deputy city attomey sits
on the ballot simphification commiltiee, the city attdmey's cammunicition o me below that Ihe SF Public Finence Aulhurity does not axist is bafflling. Depuly City Attorney Tom Lahey counseled the Board of Supervisors ahoi the Public Finance Authdrity in'a fascinating set
of parkamerary maneuvers in e minules of March 15, 1093, - B - - ° : B

&, Under California Gavamrneni Cada seolion 26808, (he Audiior ('n uurése, lhe‘(:omml(sr‘) & required 3n make an annual audit of or ensurs an annual audit is made of every spedial district in his/her county. ﬁar the Clty Charler, Saction 3.105, the Cantrofier shall “have
the power and Butics of a Counly Auditar,” | requested the audited finangial stalements. He did not provide them. Making sure they exist is his mosl tasic job, Failure of the Controlier to failhfully execute the dulies of his office i grounds for removal for cause. His wififul
_ obfuscalion avidences a hindamental distegard and lack of concem for the transparency demanded by the vofers In enacling the Sunshine Ordinance va CYA culiure ) find repugnant, . .. .

: 7o be claar; akhough | ink there may ba lagltimste cause for action to veid the sales 1ax, my only goals are Ir ) and of furding i , Once agaln | repsat my constructive suggestion ta fix this: ecnue the BOE's remits lo an escraw account .
snd place the Controfler, SFUSD, The SF Public Finance Authorily, and the CCSFD ony the Stale Auditor's Local Govemment High Risk Program. Allow the State Auditor o draw from escrow to complale her work,-and refeace the funds on thé condition the SF Public
Finence Autherily adopt her recommendations. The simpie fact Is, this could be'a really greal thing because, by reacfivaling the SFPFA's board, the BOS President can use her governance [nflyence 1o struciure the supplemental funding (even if allocated between the twa
districts on the basls of 0 } around program objectives such as.the inifiaflve for “ree™ eity college, pre-kindergaren, culiural equity programs, efc. The Publie Finance Asthorty colild, for example, pay CCSFD scholarships dirsclly ond strueture them around

.- Undarserved communites o build siudent or leacher housing direclly, and it's 3 great PR mave because you can pui up big signs, “peld for by Ean Francisco’s Supplemental Educatlon Sales Yex." Several of thuse are being backfiled from the imbalanced genera) fund. It
Lt - als6 forces membars of the BOS and education boards 1o work logether, which Will imprave city service coordination, There ‘are clauses i RET Code-Chapler 3.5, enabling resolulion 48-83, and the 1993 School Sates Tox Ordinance (which taok me three weeks o find
P . Znd.lhe Cly Atomey says doesn't exist), aljowing these fands I be used for health, drug abuse,.and crime prevention services when these servicesfall within the general educational purposes of the schoal ang communily college distdcts, | have a suspiclon same folis Ia
* ity ball have.elready beat me o this reasoning, and 'm totafly cool with it just as long as everyone's hanest and transparent, Lying to me (as the Conlsoller has done) loses ali confidence, - )
‘Cordisty,
- Thomas .1, Bussé

* . —Forwarded Info—
*: Daaf b4, Busar,

. Bawud on U specic information you requesiod, we resperlully rcles yoi fo donfac] Reots Madneean, he CFC atthe SE Unifred School Distdet (SFUSO, (4151 2445542 23637, M eranRGES g, 2ons ol Ron Gamar, the Vice Chancellor of Firance & Adririsiraton ot the San Francisee Commundy College Detrel .
- (SFCCD. (41512412229, memag¥ cosled), 2 Thoy everses Jha busgel, ecoounliog ond 1tdd tecards ralaled to #il seusces arid uses of lends accning 16 Thalr respactive dsincts, For helpful Immediaie releince. plessa find thair budgal, sud!t and fmgalal stalgment fmiis below, wlong wilh the Callorria 8OF Sales Tax

alfocaticn bty - -
T ors's {BOE) trach ot sale o by N EnY, Tor the Cry ahs County BLSxA s g b I ion P a0 g 6

2, SHUSD'e budget aueftaad ) docu Wil o8 the SFCLD's 3 ¢ o vou £ Sates Yoxaccrues g s dgsed, o exampe, by uaing TR 4 typing b “Sales inc’

W hope I35 s of heip Lo you;

“Basl,
Office o he. Contalir

From: CON. Contolier (CON}.
L - Sent: Wednestny, Apd] 26, 2017 2736 PR
.. Yot Thomas Byase <ilossesromatoom> :
Le: CON, Controller [CON} <comtralarotrfeuiony, o> . e B . Lo
Subject: Gunchine Requeal - SF Puiic Frosnce. Authorfy - : . -

1.t Danr U Busse, . . B .
* hank.you for cemtocting the Cantrofier's Office. This email i In tasporse io oo publs Information sl vow e rosearhang ycur Inguey nd aro wirking 19 frovnde you Wil 8 spONta 35 09035 poyainis, Please Tivedt 20y foliowsp matenls you may hava 10 1Hs sml aditess..

* Besis
Gice of Ihe Conotier

L el M, Busse, S B N L , . L
Yt sehoof dlsit receives our share of the cales in vevenus dicectly from the oty's Conlrcler's Otfce, You will n¢20 10 Lontact the £ily's Cotrolier's Office for the fingncial 2udybf sales bk revenue, BRUEEE . P . L
T revemte s rctadad o paga 67 of the schocd Olstrkts 201516 2UE repert I the $52,616,990 | of “Loca Réverne” in the Linresibicted Geperd) Fure) o, You ars carect b that the '5U0% 650t s Pt preedde 2 breakiows oT SIL O EVeruR SOUTTES, and Tl discaies this win ouraucions H 1045 feasbit Tolnciade ¥at
. ,kwldnmnwmmmwwmmmnylc-\gwmgmmnwmnmtmmmmnmm@immﬁwmmmmmvm;m,m L and 11 couic pet Unmanag: > b (it Hvem aX h detail,
- The etalied fevenie brezkdown ks inciided in our Unsudited cuils tepork that i submrd in the stale anniaty and forms the basis of ou Lkted francials. Tis repor Is posted of out G517t vreb s herg; 3

Prease kot me o I yol e Ay acHGona] quastions. ™
: Thenkgl R
2 Reetz

34648 PM POT

e Fror: Clyatlonrry <CiyAligmey G slanr.oig>
.. Daba:May 1, 2T
I o sl )
‘Subjuct: Ret Recorde Request
%45, Tounas ), Busse,’ ' . . o

- Thanic for your regzst dsted Apn| 28, 2087 poncerring the "San Francisco Céunty Public Finance Autrorily” sand the "B Franciico Gouriy Educations! fionce Ancsity™ W have'no respoersivi dooymants pred W Deliava thase enfles oo oot sially wxist, Pedmos you s thnking of U1y Cofformin Public Firanc Adthorly,
tne Offce cf Pubke Fianca wihin he Corrollsry. Offes hero i San Frarcisco, andlo the San Francived Unfied School Datdel. 1 yaud wsity 10 feguiest ‘public Tecoms from any those slifies ¥au handd cartact them drectly; - I . G

© Besl,

s Gutmen
* | Responing fo Glvmipueyistong.om

to Angela Whiltak.

. Dear i Vimllskan

T dwes pussing the dmnrct imx brsaiedowrs by the recout ot ha Brard of Equakziticn, snd & mied Sao Fratsica has 3 permanem' 25% siles i fot 8 Spxtl ‘coligH the “Sn i Pubgic Financi Avlhunly® approved by e voten 1n 1997 15 Uial the Same o5 your dspanmett_ s ONoe of Pusts Fince? |

| voutd ybums the ypaci LETEL woukd flost Toics Law bond. b kil s nckear o me i W % £l Up 48 s EpEIAL SRUAT (ot how | was sl upy ‘Bhven Son Franciscy o s have  Loon Agency Forming Commission [ 1933), | wostd Blo to rend e chanes,

- . Yours nuly. B
© T Themesd Bmas

On Mon, May 8, 2017 al 3:56 P, Sup Records D1 wole:

Wr. Busse -

. {erte in rexporisc o your patiion belows:) nmm:zelu:t;n: deaays £ w3 ol ol ins r— ‘Isvlry u@«x:&g} 1384 the Conirolie’s: Offics Has Tesponsed Lo youerecoms fequest, PHEESE 162 e know if Mo exporse Teselyed your Toéocs, Thant you 7
. https:iim ail.google.com/m ai I U/O/?Ui =0&ik=04b5bBcA998Vi ew= pi&sear_ch‘—‘i nlﬁ)@%f}bﬁef anZGSfBC&Si mi=14 5bf4efaf02d5f8¢_:’ 12



Gmail - Re: E’eﬁﬁon tothe City Attorney's Office: - '

5102017

Best,

BRRME L T BT X o . . - . - . P ) .
e . : Lo : e S L - o . .

* e of San Francisco c\ym«nm-y Deon
+ Supéseivor of Rerarss; Gmemsmmnm.n

- -—Fun\mmed by CllynnmneyICTYATT on 0312812047 D?.l‘.AM’ -

From Thomas Bussc <( bus: i E o : - . ) RS B
Date: 0412712017 0B:56PM - . B . . B NP
. Subject: Pe\i(nn 1o the Clty Atormey’s Office

Pahhon {othe Clly Anomay.

Pursuanl to The San Frandsco Sunshine Ordinance, On Apm 26 2017 a12:35PN ) submn(ad en lmme(fa(e D)scbsure Requ:s\ falhe Cnntrunu lor mo ‘mostrecent F‘nanml Slatcmenls 20\6 anrd Mmuhas< and bylaws of the San Franelsco Publnc Finsace Aulhm
My Immediate Disclosure Regues! asked for lhe name of lhe Puhhc Financs Authority's "Ditector of FIscal Survices® whuwas Issuedaﬁananllmm thu Sialu Board of Equalization on Aprll 12,2017 for §3, 201,400 bmmosl Irnpanantly an answor [ !hts question. "Does

(he Ssn Frencisco Public Finance r\uthaniy Ex\si?' This followed upona Dnsdnswe requesl the pnzvmus maming ask!ng lhu sama m&ng.

Bl recewed aresponse kater on April 26 that lhcy were Working on my request, bul 24 hours has passed byand lhavz not seen any documents.

D have the ¢ ion o oxtend an Disclusure Requesl if fecords are voluminous, in nl!-sm:— storage, elc; however, there ls no appropriate feason for the Controllerio nal be ableto pfoduw the Flnam:asl Statemenls el a County 8Ienﬂed Enl1y In (ac'u
d fer

the Controlfer is constitttionally nbﬂgaled fo publish these stolements. Tnerefore, | befieve the Controller is in vielatien of the Sunshine Oldlnance 's Section 57.25(a) because no r:usunublz person can\d cnnslderﬂ\e
be readily avaxlable from any compstent Counly Controler.

B As recendly a5 Nnvember 2016.the. Baum slmprmmuon Comrittee’s stalement on the proposed Proposition K menttoned 3 1/6 ceanales iax i5 colientéd in ihe County on behalf of the San Franclsea Counly Puhlic Finam:e Auu\omy #is Special Diswict 051 in the Bosrd

oquuaﬁzaﬁm\ 's accounts, legafly constiluted undef section 8500 of the Calfforniz Govemment Code as a Joint Powers Authority, Therefore, { have evary reason fo believe | am asking for immadiate Disclasure of Documents. Sadly, | cannat find the San Francisco Public”

: Finance Authority relerenced in any of the San Francisco Legal Codes pubfished by the American Legal Publishing Corporation.The City Attotney may have beller research tools. My hope was o stan leaming absut the $an Franciseo Public Fingnce Authority's decision
making structure by reading the bylaws, Alier all, | could find them of the Transbay Jaint Powers Aultionty with The Gongle. My Public Ptirpose was 1o delermine If the City/County could fund luilion remission at The Communily Callega by sssening its JPA votes 10
_réalocale the Specnal District Tax the volers already pay to supplerent education, tus mdudng pressure on the city's general fund, Sadly, the City's [astilulions do nol seem o welcome my ldeas,

As ynu ara the destgnated '5uperviso( of Records,” 1 appeat to you ta this wi of Inf ' by, the Conlrallar, A transparen] accaunlmg of 1axallou and expenditura Is essantial to any { !nndlunmg democtaty and an infermed clsunmte

Very tedly yours;
Thomas J. Busse
415-244.5072 °

564 Castro Sireel #3858

. San Fiancisco, GA B4114

On Mon, May 8, 2017 at 3:56 PM, Supervisod Records <Supervisr wrofg!

s, B - :
' me\.‘n.vm;'noyw_pe«a_hibaulwa for e deday § wax oot ol the ice, 1 i my ndersimding tht thé Contr fico bas rexpanced 1a yogr raenvds regwest, Pleas ket bkl ric rexponse texoived your bssises. Thank you.
- : R

’ Brad Fassi

Dipay Clly Aoy

. Dtbee of Ban Francises Cy Atlamey Dennls J. Hemers
Suprvisir of Recordy; Goneral Govirneant Team B B

TFor .
From: Themas Busse <uMMgm>> . : R
Dafe: 04/27/2017 08:56PM N N

Subject! Peition to the Cily Attorney's oﬂﬁce .

—~Fervearded hy Cnyal\nm:y:CTYATT an U~IZHZD1’I VB4R —
Info@sfeltyatiomey.org

* Pelition to the Gily Atlomey: *.

‘Pursuant (6 The-San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance, On Apell 28 2017 at 12:35 PM | submitled an immedlate Dlscbsure Request to the Conteoller for the most veceananuaISIalemenls 2016 Board Minutes, and bylawe of tha San Francisco Public Finance Authorily.

My immediate Disclasure Request asked for the name of the Public: Finance Authorily's "Ditector of Fiscal Serviges” who was [ssued a warvant from the Stale Board of Equalizalion on Apsl 12, 2017 for $3,201,400, bul mos! Importantly an answer 16 this qoestion, “Does
. J.he San Frandisco Public Finance Authority Exist?” This foliswed up on a Dnsck:suru nquesl 1he previous, mommg asking the same th!ng. .

I received a response later on Aprit 20 that they were working on'my request, bui24 hnu:s fas passed by and | hnvs not sean any documents,

* Dep: have \he d jon io extend an fate Disclo: Request if records are volummnus, in offsile slorage, elc; however, lhere 509 dppropriate reason for the Cnnuollev {0'nol e ablg {o produce the Fman:-al Slatements of a Counly Blended Entty, n fact,

‘thé Controller Is cor\smmmnally chligated to publish these statements, Therefore, | belleve the Cnmmllgr sl vlohlmn of the Sunshine Ordinance’s Section 67.25{a) because no Tensonable person coukd cofisider lhe hroymahon requested for immediate disclosure fo not
be readlly availahle {rom any competent County Controller; .

* As recently as November 2016, the Ballot S\mpiﬁ:zhon Cnmmlttee 3 sla{emenl on ihe praposed Proposition K mentioned o 124 cent $ales lax s collecied mmeCnunty an behal of the San Franclsca Caunly Public Finance Au(han‘r) Itis Spaclal District 851 in the Board

of Equalization's accounts. legally constituled uder seclion'§500 of the Califarnia Government Code as & Joint Powers Authority, Therefore, | have every teasen to belizve | am asking for Immediate_DisciosUre of Documents. Sadly, | cannot find the San Franciscs Public

. Finance Authorlty referenced [ any of the San Franciseo Legal Codes pubished by the American Legal Pulishing Corporation,The City Allemey may have betler research loals. My hopd wias to slari leaming sbaud the San Francisco Poblic Finance Authority's decision”
" making straciare by reading the bylaws. Afler afl, | could find them of Ihe Transbay Joint Powaers Aulhority wilh The Google: My Public:Purpose was 1o delermine if the CityiCounty could fund tulilon femission at'the Community College by assertiig i JPA voles 1o
- lealocais the Specia) Dlsmm Taxthe foters already pay to supplement educmmn thus reduging pressure on e cily's ganaml fund. Sadly, the Cxtys Inatitutions do ot seem lo wideome my ideas,

: As you 8re the deslgnala_d ‘Supemsov of Records,” | appaal ta you 1o fjudica this of i ion by the Controller, A nf taxafion and is essenﬁa! foany lunclmnlng demnuaq and B3n mlnrmed elecioate,

Very {ruly yours, .
<. Thumas J, Busse - : -

415.244.5072 :

584 Castro Streel #388

San Francisco, CA 84114

~ hitps:/im ail.googié.cgﬁm/mail/u(O/?ui=2&ik=o4b5b6c999&vfew=pt&searq'h_=i'pbcp£ge170f4efafozd5fsc&sim|=1sb‘f4e'faf02d5f3c
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. Thomas J. Busse

o 584 Castro Street #388
LomEl et . ... - SanfFrancisco, CA 94114
Cbesmge |8 . : T e S T tjbussesf@gmall com -
e T B R LIRS L R 415-244-5072
. — . Postmark- B E U R S
(Enuﬁ‘éé%?aﬁr‘%‘i‘:ap&&%‘i Lo L Her ol e May7,2017 -
Restricted Delivery Fes : e e e T e B : DA S . - .
(Endorsemem Het\l{lyrled), B
m:rrme .

a*nunmraiasveyiifr:w

Paulette Terrell

Director of Fiscal Services

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

San Francisco, CA 94102 -

Reeta Madhaven :
Chief Financial Officer

' 135 Van Ness Avenue, Room 300
San Francisco, CA 94102
Dear Ms.Terreil:
Thrs extends my Cahforma Public Records Act request emalled to you on 5/2/17 Severa[ of these ltems were requested
from Ms, Madhaven on Apnl 22, 2017. The California Government Code Section 26909 requrres an audit of all specral
districts. As the financial statements mandated by law, your district should have this readily available for public :
inspection. This unreasonable delay and lack ‘of transparency harms the honor of your professron and | smcerely hope to »
:avord the necessrty of seeklng mjunctlve and declaratory rehef

2 1 request the followmg Documents

1Al Notiﬁcations to~the‘San Francisco Public Finance Authority from the State Board of Equalization

2. The rnost recent audit’ed:ﬁnancial statemenrs.orc the‘San Franoi‘sco Public F,inanee Z\utho:ri:ty
3, AN Letters of Desrgnatron of the San Francrsco Pubhc Fmance Authonty

4. AII Average Dalfy Atteridance calculatrons of the San Fra ncisco public Finance Authonty for the past five years ‘
Amcludmg mternal worksheets and reconczhatlon to allocatlon formulas

5. AII Board Mmutes of the San Francisco Publrc Finance Authonty from 1993 to the present day mcludmg resolutrons
espeually between 5/1/93 and 6/30/93

6 The Current Amended Bylaws of the San Francisco Publrc Fmance Authonty and the comprehensrve ordmances of the .-
‘San I’iranmsco Publlc Finance Authonty : v : : :

7 The most recent’unaudited Financia! Statements of the San Francisco Public Finance Auth‘ority'

‘8 Al Communications between the San Francrsco Public Finance Authonty and the Clty Attorney s Office from 1993 to
the Present with especral focus on Mr. Dave Fox and Mr. Ted Lakey

Q. Management R‘epresentation Létters between thé San Francisco Public F.inahce Authority‘ and ité'Audjtors.

P308



'-‘V: 'lnunicaﬁén’s bEtWeen’ tf,te. Californié State 'COntr'ol"lefr an&_the Sen FrénciSCn P:d:blic Finance AuthQri‘ry o

' ::t of Current Board Members of the San Francrsco Publ;c Fmance Authonty

1;' Je All Budgets of the San Franmsco Pubhc Flnance Authorrty from 2010 to the present o

:;'.414 Al Commumcatlons between Carol Mrgden and yourself Reeta Madhaven, Robert Golton Esther Cuseo, orjoseph
: Grazroh from 1991 to the present : : DI : :

' '15 AH lnteragency contracts thh the San Francrsco Public Fmance Authorlty, ncludmg artrcles of dlSSOIUthn or .

successron

Very T‘ru‘!' YO

Thomas J. Busse

P309



. 58017 . Gmail - RE; Public Records Act Requést ©

. Thomas Bussei<tj_bti|ssesv"f@grr|a‘i[.¢6mv> R

RE: Publlc Records Act Request:':i ’

S | message-

~~ " Rick Chivaro <rchiVaro@scoﬁca.90\r> ' o L ~ Mon, Méy 8, 2017 at 449 PM
* =~ To: Thomas.Busse <tjbussesf@gmail.com> ’ S ‘ « ' Lo

: _V'“[;)ea'r Mr.vBusée:

' ':'Wlth respect to Public Records Act requests made to the State Controller’s’ Ot"ﬁce lam the person respon5|ble for
. respondmg to all such requests. Moreover, your gratuitous comments notWIthstandmg, reiterate my. prior response:
N fo ‘your initial request as though fully restated herem Consequentl\/, in light of the fact that this office is notin

. :i possessron of any wrmngs responswe to your request no further action wrll be taken by this ofﬁce in that'regard.

- “Sincerely, -

| ’-:ffi'Ric:'h'ardJ ‘Chi'vvéro | Chief counser ‘
’5"-:»Ofﬁce of State Controller Betty T. Yee '
;i'.:LegaJ Office |
| ..“:300 Capitol Mall Suite 1850

j;sa.gr_amento, CA 95814 | (916) 445-6854

A ;_From Thomas Busse [maﬂto Ubussesf@gmar[ comj
Sent: Monday, May. 8, 2017 1:57 PM ‘
.- To: Rick Chivaro <rchivaro@sco.ca. gov>
e marshb@gtlaw.com: . - .
-’:.-_"Subject Re: Publlc Records Act Request

- Dear Mr. Chivaro:
" ‘The Chief Counsel is Usually gt the one to resporid to a routine CPRA request.

i 'I have a document 5|gned by Carol Mtgden actlng as Charrperson of the San Francxsco Pubhc Fmance Autharity dating
" from a time when your boss, State Contraller Betty Yee, was Ms, Migden's protege

) also have af‘F davits denying the existence of the San Franc:sco Pubhc Flnance Authonty from the current Clty and

Colnty Controller, Béen Rosenféld, and from the San Francisco City Attomeys office, yet, | have obtalned intemal
~ documents from both their depariments dating frorn 2008 and 2011 ce'd to bath officials; referring to the San ,Fr_ancrscot

hitps:/imail. google. com/mail/u/t/2ui=28ik=04b5b6c 0898V ew=ptasearcheinbfR @k BbeaTsavsa036Bsimi=16bea7adbeal36 A "



Cemporr L o R Gmall RE PubthecordsActRequest _

Publlc Flnance AUthonty as a Specral Drstnct cotermrnous with the Clty and County ‘and thelr current operatrons and I
have spoken to a former offrctal ot that Specral Dtstnct who has mfonned me of the operatrons

o [ also have a 2016 rntemal document srgned by srttmg State Senator Scott: Wlener (who now holds Mrgdens seat)
refemng.to the current operatlons of the San Francrsco Pubhc Fmance Authonty and its status asa Special Dlstnct

e vI am-in possessron of the resolutlon proposed by Senator Mlgden to establlsh the Specral Drstnct and Rider v. San :
. Diego (1991) 1 Cal 4th 1 and Hodgasian Flowers v. State Board of Eqialization (1994) maké it inarguable that the entity
‘meets the legal definition of Special District. With that in mind, | call your attention to Section 26909 of the Government
. . Code regarding the: responsrbrlltles of a county auditor-controller in enforcing audit requirements of special districts in
" his/her county and to your boss'’s duties to oversee that special districts adhere to minimum reporting guidelines. | also .
“have an informant within the Board of Equahzatron who tells me the money is gorng to the County's general fund, not the .
Specra! District. : . . .

}Wth that in. mrnd | repeat my CPRA request for the flnanCIal statements audrted or unaudtted of the San Francisco
- Public Flnance Authority; a ‘special district ‘establisied in January 1993 under the second version section 7288 of
- ‘Revenug & Taxatlon Code, and recognlzed as operative per BOE Publication 105 (April 2017) a state agency of which
. * your boss is also a member. If you do not provide this information or a bona fide reason it is not in your office's =
- possession, | have standing through over a dozen Brown Act violations - (among other things) to pursue options for
" injunctive and declaratory relief, which, under the circumstances, may be retrospective. This could be considerably
. damaging to the alma mater your boss holds dear. | really don't want to have to write messages like this, and had our
- officials valued transparency in the first place this all could have been avoided - it dishonors my profession as an
© accountant. As.a courtesy to.Ms. Yee, | offer this advice: tryirg to ‘cover up an embarrassing mistake or lack of - :
* “aversight only’ makes it worsé. In such an mcestuous and nontransparent envrronment it too easy to Stdl’“ble across the
mvrsrble divider of crimirial consprracy i : : : : -

Jin my view, the best curatrve and correchve actron (and one that protects your boss) is to refer the matter to the State

- Auditor, placing the SFUSD, SF Commumty College District, and the SF Controller on the High-Risk Local Government
.. Program, Remits. from the Board of Equalization for Special District 051 should be placed. into escrow, and the State

- Auditor should draw on those funds to complete her work, with release of those funds contmgent on'the adophon of her
- recommendatrons : :

A Yours Slncerely

. Thornas J. Bysse -
: 584 Castro Street #388

'San Francisco, CA 94114
- tibussest@gmail.com

. 415-244-5072

I On Tue, May 2, 2017 at 10 10 AM chk Chrvaro <rchlvaro@sco ca gov> wrote

: ‘ Thomas J. Busse
i 584 Castro Street_ #388
! 8an Francisco, CA 94114
1
b
I

i Dear Mr. Busse:
hitps: J/m aif.google.com/mail/uf0f?ui —2&1k-04b5b6c999&v1ew—pt&search—| nboxpt@-l 5!Iea783bea036ff&srml 15bea783bea036ﬂ‘



CosmROT7. .. oo omail- RE: Public Records Act Request

: This is in response to your request pursuant to the Pubhc Records Act for fi nancral statements of the Ca[rfomra
_Special District, "The San Francisco County Public Finance Authonty (BOE Specral Junsdlctton add on code 051)
'regu]arly recejvmg warrants of payment from the State Board of Equalrzatron o :

: After researchlng our records |t appears that the State Controller’s Ofﬂce is not ln possessron of any Fmanmal

| Transaction Reports from San Francisco County Public Finance Authority. In fact, we do not have : any mformatlon on’ :

¢ it inour database. We also contacted the Secreétary of State and were told that the Secretary of State does not have
 any JPA documents on the entity referenced. Consequently, in light of the fact that we are not in possessron of the
records you seek, we are unable to comply with your request : S .

Sincerely,

Riohard J Chivaro | Chief Counsel

| Office ot_ State Controller Betty T. Yee ’
o ALegal Ofﬁce :

300 Capltol Mall, Sutte 1850

_+ Sacramento, CA 95814 | (916) 445-6854

hﬁps //m ail. google  com/mailfu/0f 2ui=28&ik= 04b5bBcI098view=pt&search=i nbox&th=15bea783beal36f&sim I~15bea783be3036ff

P312

3



.y A S " Gmail - Response fo Réquest for Public Records (1<) -

o '.f’:rh_vorﬁaislBu‘s.se‘véij‘blrjssq-,sf@gﬁiaitl.éém>

B Z:Response to Request for Publlc Records (IDR)

“ 1 message

.:",S'Iocur'n, Gregory-(REG_)r<gfegdfy;slocUm@szoV,org? » SR LI S }:,Fﬁ,:'A:pT‘.‘ZB, 20‘]7>at_3:07 PM
To: "tjpussesf@gmail.com” <tjbussesf@gmail.com> - R AR P

“"" Good Afternoon Mr, Busse,
- Lamwriting in response to y'c;’ur réqu_est for information dated 4/28/17 in whibh you -arskve_d__tov vTéw the ﬁfoll‘owing::? -

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

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

3‘ “TEXT OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE PROP A DECEMBER 1991"
- Pursiant to our earlier phohe conversation:

1. There are no documents responsnve to this request

2. ATT documents responswe to this request are avallable for vnewmg on ol website:

http //sfgov org/e|ectlons/ballot—s1mphf|catlon4:ommlttee nOVember-2016

The measure you are. |nterested ln is located" towards the boﬁom of this page iti is known as ‘General Sales Tax'.

There areno documents respOnswe to thxs request

* Please do not hesitate fo contact me directly if you have any additional questions or concers,

B G’regc;ry P. STocum':
- .~ Campaign Services
: ".San Francisco De_partrhént bT Elections
1 Di. Carlon B. Goodlefl Place
- &;ity'HaT_L Room 48
San Frandisco, CA 94102
B (415) 554-4331 4

TTY (415) 554-4386

https J/mail.google com/mail/w/0/2ui=28ik=04b5bEca89&view=pl&search=inbde&@q 1§ob63b3(7891ee&simi=15bb6ab3fT7891ee o 12




sgRol7 Gmail - SF Gounty Public Finance Althority

E E%@Gmas? o Thomas Busse sibussesf@gmail.com>

SF County Pubhc Fmance Authorlty

-1 message

e lnformatlon Government’ (LIB) <Government|nfo@sfpl org> e L Mon; May 1, 2017 at 9:53 AM -
To "tjbussesf@gmatl com <tjbussesf@gmaxl com>" : SR R B :

- Good moming-

'l ve spoken with a col]eague regardlng your request for meetmg mmutes and he has also been Unable to locate them
Some colleaguies who will be here tfomorrow may be abie to assist, | will get back to you after I've spoken with them.

U n the meantime, do you know if this authority is part of the Unified School District (USD)? If this is the case, then we '
_ would not have vrece}i'v,ed_ documents from them because we do not receive any documents from the USD :

4 _ 'Best

. Govemment Infom’xahon Center/BA

. hitps://mail,google.com/mail/u/0/7Li=28ik=04b5b6c999&view=pi&search=inbdR Sk fhbcdeed24bb21348siml=15bodeed24bb2£34. - n
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“implement the program reviéw process”, which “plays a role in future directions of
ihsffuctional programs and provides data for planning appropriate utili:;aition of
persoﬁn’el, facilities, and resources for the ovérall benefit of the commuﬁit}y‘serv‘edi’
(ACCIC, 1988). | : —
The SFCCD struggled to match .revenué with expenditures and implement-a A
budget based on prioritizing scarce resonrces. In the early19907s it Was placed on the

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

Between 1989:1993 a “pattern of deficit spending developed, reflecting the growing
structural imbalance between revenues and expenditufes’5 (XH, 1993, p. 4). The

spetiding pattein was déscrfbed as a “drawdown of hidden surpluses™ to fund mostly
long term and fixed costs associated with personnel, which by 1993 constituted over

90% of the overall budget. An operational report described this spending pattern as “the

core of the cufrent crisis” in 1993. By 1997, this crisis was averted through wage
freezes #nd.limitaﬁons on-hiring, plus an improvement in the state’s"economy.
Unf&r"tunately this'spending pattern and subsequent financial crisis would retirn &
decade later despite a warning in the. 2000 ACCJC report that “in light of past.
difficulties, due diligence must bé exercised”. ' |

vIn.'geﬁeral, the period between 1994-2003 marked a period of economiic stability
and growth in the State and during that time the college cnrpilm_ent grew as did the

course and program offerings. Between 1994 and 2008, student headcount in credit
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Memo to Budget Committee |
Januvary 27, 1993 A

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

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

11. According to Mr. Oppenheim, there is current State legislation which is:
being discussed which would clarify the requirements for increasing a local Sales |
Tax rate. Mr. Oppenheim adds that most counties in California are not considering |
increasing the Sales Tax rate until these legislative ambiguities are clarified. Based |
upon inquiries to the Regional County Offices of the State Board of Equahzatmn, !
neither Marin, San Mateo, Alameda nor Santa Clara counties are proposing to
increase their local Sales Tax rate at this time. Therefore, if the Sales Tax rate is
increased by 0.5 percent for San Fram::.sco, the Sales Tax rate for San Francisco will
be the highest of the adjoining counties in the Bay area..

. 12. According to Ms. Sue Lee of the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce,
the Chamber of Commerce has not yet developed an official position on the proposed

Sales Tax rate increase, or determinéd the impact on businesses if the Sales Tax

rate is increaséd by 0.5 percent. However, Ms. Lee notes that the Chamber of

Commerce had previously remained neutral on the 0.25 percent Sales Tax rate for .
‘the San Francisco Unified School District and the Community College District.

13. Based upon the revenue projections for FY 1993-94 included in the “Joint:
Report on the Anticipated Revenue Shortfall for the Fiscal Year 1993-94 Budget” by
the 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.
This revenue. shortfall is based upon the most recent revenue data, the Governor’s
State budget proposal (which includes an estimated $72 million in reductions for .
_ San, Francisco) and’ preliminary estimates of the City’s expenchture requirements for

FY 1993-94.

14. As noted above in order to hold a special electmn, an 88 day notice is
required beginning from the date the spemal election is called for by the Board of
Supervisors. Tn addition, AB 1930 requires 90 days before the increased Sales Tax
rate can'be mposed The additional revenues which are anticipated to be generated
from increasing the local Salés Tax rate by one half cent (0.5 percent) are an -
estimated M{L&_O_.Q_Qg_mz, based on the FY 1993-94 revenue projections
contained in the Controller’s, the Mayor’s Co-Budget Directors’ and the Budget
Analysts joint report. However, giveri the requirements of the special ¢lection and a
90 day State requirement before: these revenues could be imposed, estimated
revenues for FY 1993-94 would amount to ﬁﬁ,&QQ,Q_Q (effective 10/1/93) if the
special election were held no later than June, 1993, and an estimated $11.330,000
(effective 4/1/94) if the special election was held in November, 1993. In addition, it
is possible that actual revenues received in FY 1993-94 could be reduced if
consumers travel to other areas to purchase goods and services, given the difference
between the Sales Tax rate in San Francisco and the Sales Tax rate in surrounding

¥

BUDGE'I‘ ANALYST o
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L ,Memo i;oBuchet Coz_m.attee R
January?.’? 1993 e

countles Accordlng to M Ed Hamngton, the Contro’ller, San Francxsco could

réquest that the State.adopt leglslatmn which would exped.lte the 90 day State .
. Tequirement in order to begm imposing a new Sales Tax in July, 1993, rather than AR
having an effective date in October, 1993, Whlch has been done w1th prevmus local = & .

Sales Tax increases.

R m;m_n "n:

Approval of the proposed résolution, which Would declare the mtent of the

Board of Supervisors to propose an increase in the transactions and use tax (Sales -

Tax) rate and establish the San Francisco Cmmty Pubhc Fmance Authonty, isa - E

o .‘pohcy matter for the Board of Supemsors

BUDGET ANALYST
53 .
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Monday; February 1, 1993

[EBquipment Lease] : } :
Ordinance providing for the approval and execution and delivery by
Officers of the City and County of Sap Francisco of an Equipment
‘Lease Supplement No. 2 between the City and County of San Francisco
-Finance Corporation; as lessor and the City and County of San
:Fran¢isco, as lessee with respect to equipment to be used for City
purposes ‘and the related certificate of approval; providing for
reimbursement td the City of certain City expenditures prior to the
issuance of léase revenue honds and approving the issuance of Lease
Revepue Bonds by said nonprofit corporation; and providing that said

bonds shall be subject to the certification .of the Contreoller of the

City dnd County of San Francisco prior to the sale of said bonds;
and providing. for the execution of documents in connection therewith
and ;ratifying previous actions taken in connection therewith.

{Chief Administrative OFfficer)

File 170-93-%, Ordinance No.
Passed for second reading by the following vota:

Ayes: Supervisors Achtenberg, Alioto, Bierman, Conroy,
Hallinan, Hsieh, Kaufman, Maher, Migden, Shelley -« 10,

Absent: Supervisor Kennedy - I,

Adopted

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

File 28-32-11.1, ‘Resolution No. B2-93
Adopted by the. following vote:

Ayes ¢ Sﬁpervisors Achtenberg, Alidto, Bierman, Conroy,
Hallinan, Hsieh, Xaufman, Maher, Migden, Shelley - 10.

Absent: Supervisor Kennedy — 1.

Adopted as Amended
(Supervisor Hsieéh disserting in Committee.)

‘[Loeal Publi¢ Finance Authorityl
Resolution declaring the intent of the Board of Supervisors of the
Gity and County of San Francisco to propose an incredse in the
Trahsactions and .Use Tax in the City snd County pursuant to Chapter
3,5 of the Revenue' and Taxation Code, and. establishing the San
Francisco County Public Finance Authority. (Supervisors Migden;
Bierman, Alioto)

4-56“.‘

‘by adding a further resolved. clalse as follows; “EURTHER RESOLVED,

Monday, February :l, 1993

File 175-393-1, Resolution No. 48-93 )
Supervis6r Kaufman, seconded by Supervisor Maher, moved to amend
rhat the Board of Supervisdrs, in approyihg this-méa;urez‘exprgsses
jts strong yview, that the Authority shall not approve ‘any sdales bax
measure that would place the composite: sales tax rate. above the’
current rate of B.5 percent™.
Motion to amend adopted by the following vokte:

Ayes; Bupervisors Alioto, Biérman, Gonfqy;'ﬂh}linan, KauEmak,
Maher, Migden, Shelley -~ 8. :

Noes: Supervisor Hsieh ~ 1.

absent: Supervisors.Achtenbetgthennedy - 2.

Adopted as amended by the following vote:

Avés: Supeivisors Achtenberg, Alioto, Bierman, Catroy,
gallinan, Kaufman, Migden, Shelley - B:

Noes: Supervisors Hsieh, Maher - 2.

Kbsent: Supervisor Kemnedy - 1. \EK‘/ B> 'l./>'/

In .gonnection with the .above item, Supervisor Qlidto requested
to be added as co-sponsor. @M~N

Recdommendations of Health and Publig Safety‘cqmmittee

adopted as Amended - ) !

[911 Supervision] . ] ) ] o,
Resclution yrging the Mayor to urge the Police Commission to _
consider the civilianization of the supervisorial positions 1n the
police. Department Communications Center; providing for quarterly

reports. (Supervisors Shelley, Bierman, Migden, Kennedy ) !

File 207-92-11.2, FResolution No. 80-83

[ isor Hsieh, seconded by Supervisor Shelley, moved ko amgnd
tit!i?pigzészoue, by ipserting °; providing for quarterly reports”;
and amend page: two, lipe six by adding the following resolved
clause: “FURTHER. RESOLVED, That the Board of SupervisSors requests
that the Police Commissiorn -provide a writtea quarterly report to the
foard of Supervisors on the first days of May, August .and November
of 1993, .Bnd February, May -and August of 1394, ;anh_report-shall
describe the progress of the'Pol?ce Depart@enp in addressing the
issue which is the subject of this resolutien™. .

Motion to dmend ‘adopted: by the following vote:

~B7-




Lot

Office of the Mayor

FRANK M, JORDAN
SAN PRANCISCO

February 11, 1993

Honorable Angela Alioto, President

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
. Room 235 = City Hall

San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Superviscr Alioto:

I am returnlng Flle No. 175-93~1 (Local Publlc Finance Authorlty)
with my sSignature. This leglslatlon declares the intent of the
Board of Supervisors to propose an increase in the transactions and
use tax ( i.e. Saleg 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 apecifies that the San Francisco Board of Supervisors
would elect five of its eleven members to serve on the Board of
Directors.

Bécause San Francisco is the only City and County in the State and
the only Board of Superv:.sors with eleven members, we have the odd
situation. of & mlnorlty of the Board of Supervisors jolning 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 resoliuition 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.
Sincere‘ly '

rank M. Jorda g
Mayor

cc: Members, San Francisco Board of Superv1sors
City Attorney, Louise Renne

200 CITY HALL, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102

415y, 55415131:1 9



Coeep17 : ol R - *'Gm‘a.il-Re:Records'Reouesi:'

" Thomas Busse étjbués‘esf@grﬁéil;com‘>

 Ret Records Request _ L
. .1 message : T D

'.'Cltyattorney <CltyAttorney@sfgov org> o ':*j. R : ,k Mon, May 1, 2017 at 3:46 PM

To: tjbussesf@gmall com
Mr Thomas J Busse,,

Thank for- your request dated April 28 2017 concernmg the “San Francrsco County Public Fxnance Authonty" and the
. "San Francisco County Educational Finance Authority," We have no responsive documents and we believe those
".entities do not actually exist. Perhaps you are thinking of the California Public Finance Authority; the Office of Public
Finance within the Controller's Office here in San Francisco, and/or the San Francisco Unified School District. lf you
wish to request public records from any fhose entmes you should contact them directly. :

" Best,

Andrea Guzman
Responding for mtvattomev@sfqov org -

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

1'Dr: Carlton B. Goodlett Place :

San Francisco, Callforma 94102—4682

(415) 554—4710 Dlrect )
(415) 554-4700 Reception -
(415) 554-4715 Facsimile
(415 ) 554-6770 TTY ’

Subscnbe to. news: and updates from the S. F City Attomey's Offxce at http (1w, sfcwtvattomev orq

fwtfps://m ail,google.com/mai l/u/O/?ui=28dk’=O4b5b6c99§&view'= pt8search=inbof RN fpcb31e2750ea5 18simI= 15bcB31 e2750eabt
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Supemsors vote
"o let judge say. -
| whether Yu's ]ob

1 her' in-conflict -

-3&5‘3&‘@“&7‘;‘“ 7, /¢3

| Board of Supervisers rsquesﬁn

S have the appropriatences of Yu'
. appointment deﬁsrm:ned in Bupe

| PUC president in Jenusuy, desp
- { the city attomey's waming,
e PUG oversees such operations

B "coﬁ EX}?\'M!NER o

‘with state puts .

'l‘ha political battls over-

“aitt of City Hall, with a divi
thataoourtdecidathemme.

ney ; genteial for the state of

“ nis, a position he aqyscouldpma B

prevenhad the lasue from going for-

"4 % | ward, The board will take up the
‘&) | jssus'again Wednesdny in a special

" Mayor Jordan appointed Yu i

clty- aﬁ'omeyg position and- re~
tuested that no’ action’ ba' takeh

- { pending areview by the state attor-|
’} nev general;who 18 expscted. to
. _issueanopinion 800N,

* “Contrary to the city sttorney’s
opinion; dxsqualiﬂmmon from of-
_fice requives more than a theoreti-
cal or oceasional conflicts of inber—
est," Yustated

_EG @h

) Yus sppointment to the Publiq.
| Utilitles Commidsion: may move s

1*. bate, primarily betwesn Heloh and

' sponsoting the logislation and had
: hoped to ‘push the mensure

; whmh would bnve required uneni-

~ emergency legislation. :

ire. - sion. was
sthe Joint Finance Authority, which

*'the Board of Bupervisors, the Sen

. ,ssou,

The:City Ws ofﬁee hail.
eshmated that Yu would have

.| abstatn from between 15 percen
| and 20 percent of the votes taken:

“by the PUC bzcause they dl:ectly

.. 1-involve state matters,

E “Amwagoingfoobeythechar ’

| ter? Are we-going to.fespsct the

"' | advice of the city attorney?” Hal-'

] linan asked in trging his collengues .
| to proceed with court intervéntion.

Supervisors Tom Hsleh and

opinfon, -
Supervisors Roberta Achten-

| 'berg and Bxll Mnher were absent.

Annemarie, Conroy voted in dis-

| sent, saying the lawault was prema-

.1 ture and they wanted to delay ao-

tion until the anomey general ren- -
ders an

§§

“The maﬂer now goes to Msyox*

i Jordan, who can veto the resclu- -

tionor approve it. Jordan's office is
“kesping mum on what he will do,
* but the mayor hae made it clear
that he s\xpportaYu, Maher's s~

Ol

on calling a special election so vot-
_ exs-can decide whether to extend 8
qunrber-cent anlee tax thst aids Jo-.
" .cal'schodls, '
" Haleh and Conroy aaked for the
-delay, saying they wanted more
ﬁme to study the matter, = -
- Their opposition set off nearly
" an hour of often acrimonious de-

Supérvisat Carole Migden, who is |-

through ag-emorgency legislation;

support. -
Hmeh’a inmsﬁence on wotmg no

sesslon. At that tims, the proposal
csn pass with a mere majority be-
cause it will not be oons:dered as'- :

Thepmpcaaltortheiaxm :
spproved Thursday by.

§6 made up of fepresentatives from-

—

Francisco Unified School District. :-

- Board of Bdueation and the Board .
- of Trustees for C:ty Collsge of Ban .
F&-ancmoo

Tho supervisors ars  reuired
under the Charfer to approve the |
“gpecial “dlection. The only dxscxe
tion the supervisors have is the .

" _timing. Xf the board acts this wesk,
*the proposal would be on tha June

15 ballot and the tax could ba eol-

“lacted starting in QOctober, .

Any délay in daclaring & special
election, 6ven by a week, may mean

“the- tax wouldn't be nnplemmtzd

: unhlJanunxybmusaofatabenoﬂ-
fiestion requirernenis, The echool

" districts will. pay for the apecial

election, which milcostapmjocbed

“_The qﬁarter-cent sales tax, .
- which bnngs in an estimated $22
millon, is set to Juns 30,

e

board ‘meating Monday included:
>Amqueatfmm(}‘onroytoﬁ- .
naiice’ 10 new' dispaichera for the
puhce department’s 911 emergency -
line, ;
B A requesi by Supervisor Ber-
baraKnufmanforareporb onhow |
‘much money The. City gpends on,
programs and services for state pa-
‘rolees, andtowlmt extant'l"he Cﬂzy
is réimbursed,
. o Supervisor Angela Ahobo s 18-
‘quest for an sxplenation on why,
the Main Library in the Civic Cen- -
ter area is.closed on Fridays.
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/$/Frank M. Jordan
. Frank M. Jordan.
Mayor

. Supervisor’ Alioto, seconded by Supe:v1sor Kennedy; moved an,
amendment of the ‘whole to the main .motion bearing same tltle as
abave,

Amendment of the whole “adopted by the follow1ng vote'~~'

. Ayes: Superv1sors AllOtO, Bierman, Conroy, Ha!]lnan. Hsieh),
’ Kaufman, Kennedy, Mlgden, Shellpy - 9,

o Absént:  Supervisors Achtenberg, Maher - 2.7

*Adopted,as smendgd‘hy'the‘qulowing,vote:

Ayes.' Suypervisors Aliota, Bierman,. Conroy,

3Kaufman, Xennedy, Migden, Shelley - 9.

Hallinan;

- Alisent: Supervisors.Achtéenberg, Maher - 2.

IMMEDIATE ADOPTION CALENDAR

ﬁThese resolutlons are bexng 1ntroduced ab this meeting.

" the agenda) and {b) a vote to adopt the resoliution, .
vote is required. for adoption today,
of these resolut:ons Rde] go to commlLtee-

Severed from Immedlate Adoptlon Calendar

"'Refused Adoption, Rescinded;
‘Refused -Adoption;: Réscinded;
Con51derat10n Cant:nued

[E]ectlonj
‘Motion calling a Special Electlon to be held on June 15,

*!" Sam Francisco .2 proposed ordinance by the San Francisce Count
"‘~meosxng a .one qum
" ¥ransactions 3 nd ‘Eor .other purposes,
... vthe public Finance Authority voting dgain, by May -6, 1993,
:Athis proposition hefore the 'voters, or the Board of Supervisors
shzll cancel the June 15, 1993 Special Election,

v 'May 6, 1993 the estimated ccsts for the conduct of. the June 15,
”f..Specxal Elactlon‘ : . . :

L2365

Hsieh,

CAn "Ayer.

- vote is (3) a wvote to . find that the need to Eake action arose after

the .agenda was published (if the resolution title 'is not ptlnteq on
A unanlmous Le

Any Superv1sor may requ1re any wj

d"Bsm’r

o ‘1993, for
~ the purpose of submitting to the voters of the City and County of

conditioned upon:
to place

» and agreeing that

the San Francisco Unified School District and the City College of
San Francisco-shall pay to the City and County of :San Francisca by
1993.‘

c,\)q M

o
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issue -
meike

; Supervlsor Hs1eh requested that the followlng measure be severed‘u,
from the Imm851ata Adopc;on Calendar and con51dered separately..‘

S A Y.y M@ LU LD G LAY

- File:60-93-2°
Supetrvisor Migden presented: for meedlate adoptxon.
Supervxsor Mlgden, seconded by Supervxsor Halllnan, moved that
the need to. tske acLlon arose subsequent t.o the pubLlcatzon of the
.calendar.

Mot1on adopted by, the followlng vote.

T Ayes: sups:visors Alioto,.sierman, Cpﬁrqy,‘Hal;inanl_Hsiah,
‘1. %Kaufman, Kennedy, Migden, Shelley - . %. - Ll
‘ Absent: Maher - Za::

-Supervisors Achtenberg,
”Supefvisor Hsieh requested this matter be referred to Commi ttee.

In response to the. Supervisor's 1nqu1ry, Deputy CltY‘AttOinEy
Ted Lakey stated the Loécal Puhlic Finance Authority is asking: the
Boatd oﬁ.Superv1sors to ‘place’ thls matter before the vokers.

In response to Eurther inquiries Erom the Supervlsors, Deputy
C1ty Attorney indicated that state law gives the Local Publig: .
Finance ‘Authority the power to.-adopt an ordinance -orderIng " o
- submission of an. ran§action and tax ordlnance ‘to the: voters and to-
request the: Board of Supervisors to call a. spec1a1 meeking “for thst

purpose. - Tbe ‘State Revenue, and Taxation Code ‘states' the. county
‘shall call E spec1al election Eor th1s purpose.

éfused‘Adobtion

"After.a perlod of debate ‘the roll was called of the pendlhq
'legislation’ and it: was refused adoptxon by the follow1ng vote: .

- AyeS'i Superv1scrs Alloto, Bxe;man; Hallynan,,xaufman, Kgnnedy,
.jM19den, Shelley - 7, : : - : ’ : :

f Noes; Supervxsors Conroy, Hsieh - 2,

’ Absent{"Sdpervisors»Achteﬁﬁerg}rﬂahEr'«12.

- Motion to’ Rescind

Supervisor'Kennédk, seconded by Supervisor Biérman, mdved to

rescind:the previous vote:

Mot1on to rescind the previous vote adopted by the foilowlng
vote:

Supervisors Alioto, Conroy,
shelley --9.

- Ayes: Bierman, .Hallinan, Hsieh,
Kaufman. Kennedy, Migden, . :

- Absent:.  Supervisprs Kchténhgrg,'maher -.2:

,'.?375;




'1,'Kaufman, Kennedy, Mlgden, Shellay»« 9.

':-vote'

Monaay,. March 1>, 1993

Refused Adogtlon

- After.a perxod of.debate, Lhe roll was- called on the pending
:leglslatlon and Lt was refused adoption by the Eollowan vote.

-
Ayes‘ Superv1sors Alioto, Blerman, Hallxnan, Hsieh Kaufman, (:OF\Ta" ;)
‘ . S : t )lA

colddghe

Kennedy, Migden, Shelley — B,
'Ndee:‘ Supervisor‘Hsiehﬂr 1.
Absehﬁ}.jsﬁpervisors‘Achtenberg, Maher - 2.

& 5’@\0 7

Motxon to Rescind

4Supervxsor'Kennedy, seconded by Supervxsor ngden, moved - to

‘.rescxnd the prev1eus vote‘

L Motxon to zesc1nd the prevmous vote adopted by the ﬁollowlng
" lvoter - L :

‘Ayes!. SﬁpeIV1sors Alioto, Conroy, BiEtman} HaIl@nhn, Hsieh,

Supervasors Achtenberg, Maher = 2

m&fl

B ] response to. the Supetvxsors 1nqu1[1es, Deputy City Attorney

" 'stated ‘that if- the- Board is interested in scheduling the special

.-election for June 15, thxs matter could be recessed until a date
‘later this week. ''The Board could act and still meet the June 15

Tj‘fdeadlxne( Next Mbnday wlll be too late..“

X SupetVLSor Kennedy, seconded. by~ Supervxsor Bxerman, ‘moved Eo -
fcontxnue this matker to. a:recessed meeting .on Wednesday, March 17,

1993, at. . 3:00 p m. G ,.__ﬁ MUQQ. %(40 -2"( ;’\DU\E,S

;‘Motxon to cont1nue to recessed*meeting ‘adopted by the: follow1ng T

) Ayes‘ Super@xsdrs Alloﬁo, Conrdy, Bierman, Hallinan, Hsiehi
K ufman, Kennedy, Mlqden,_Shelley - % .

Absent'i superviqors Achtenbezg, Mahet ~ 2.

" The Board tesumed ‘its consxderatlon oE ‘the Eollow1ng items on’
.the Immedlate Adoptlon Calendar. .

’Immediafe Rdoption~Calendard
" Adopted.

.[Leaves of Absence]
‘Resolution grantlng leaves of absence to various city and’ county

officers w;th permission to leave the state. (Clerk oE the: Board)

38—

File 1-93-11,

_‘Resolution conqrétulatlng bherry Dav1s and commendxng the ‘San

~F11ew619378,

'»[Commendat1cns]

_File 6-93-9,.

Monday, March 15, 1993 . . -

N

'Resolution No. 184-93 : ,

(Roberta Achtenberg, member, Board of Supervisors, Macrch I5 - 173
Carole Mlgden, member, Bpard of Supdrvisors,: March 18 - 23,’,
Raymond Baxter; Director of Health, March-8,; Sidney Chan, member,
Recreation and' Park Commission,- Aprxl 13 -~ 23 Marilyn. Chow,"
member, ‘Social Seryices Commission, March 4.- 7 and 11 - 14; John
. E.. Cribbs, Director of Public Works, March Il - 22; Kenneth
"Dowlin, City Librarian, April. 25— 287 . Keith Eickman, member,
Recreation and Park Commission, March 6 = 13; Michael Huerta,
. Executive Director, Port, March 4; Patrick: McGrew, member,
‘Landmarks Board, March 2. - 12; Patrick Murphy; President,
Airports Commlss1on, March 4, 5 .angd 12; ;o John E. NMewlin, Exscuiivs
Director, Parking 'and Traffic, Matrch 19 - 23;. Trent. W. .Orr,
President, RecCreation and Park Commlssxon, April 22.~ May 13;
Anthony D, Ribera, Chief of Police, March 19 - 22 and March 28 ~
April 2;:Roselyne. C. Swig, member, Library Comm1951on, March 20 -
23; Mason Wong, member, Retltement Board tebruary 26 ~ March B
':v1993 ) .

'Adopted..

" (The Immedxate Adoptlon Calendar includes the followlng B
additional tesolutlons submltted aEter preparathn bf. the
calendar, )

[Commendatxons]

Francisco G1ants.

Reeoldtion No. 149-93

dsdpervisor’nligtc presented%for:immediate adoption.

TP3Z3

'_Adopted.‘

Resolution expressing the gratitude of the Clty and County of San
Francisco. ko Barbara Johnson for her generous donation of two-thirds

" of ;the  J. Porter Shaw betary ‘dealing with whalxng in San Francisco
‘and commendlng those 'institutions who pursued the acquisition of

this collection and- declarlng March: 26, 1993 SAN-FRANCISCO WHALES

AND. WHALING DAY’ . S f

'Resolution>Nb;‘188?93.
‘Supervisor Bierman.presﬁnteﬁefdr immediate-adoption.

Adopted,

'[Commendations]
- Resolution commending Margaret " Brady ‘on her 75th blrthday on March:

20, 1993 - v

*,-2’39-7'.




. “Health, '$.,. Francisco General Hospital Community Mental Health
" Services, Police Department, Shériff's Department, Municipal and
Superior Courts, District Attorney, . and the Public Defender. to
.ascertain an estimate of the cost of services provided to parolees
- from the State Prison.System; and ‘that a letker of inguiry be sent. |
....to the Controller requesting data :on the extent to which the City ‘is
[ . .reimbursed by the State for such costs through. the: 8B 90 claim .
‘. .process or any othier available.mechanism. . ‘

. By: Supervisor Kennedy, that: City -Attorney prepare resolution to urge
‘“the Mayor to requéest the Art Commission: to enter into. serious .’ '
negotiations with representatives of the San Francisco Muslim
“Community .for the .purpose :0f securing a long term lease for the
©.o U Muslim Community to operate a Museum, Book ‘Store, Gift .Shop and
Schogl at property located at Turk and Fillmore Streets. .=~

- By Supervisor Kennedy, that City Attorney draft legislation to -
:amend the Rent Ordinance to reduce the 5. percent paid on tenants

; sgcurity deposits by landlords to be more in line with the 1.5 .
o percent that.is now being paid on said security deposits. by the

i banks. L
jbyxﬁhpetv or Kennedy, that:an-ﬁrqEnp'lepter‘by sent .to Mr. Hency G.
‘Cisgneros, Secdretary of the US Department ‘of Housing and Urba# o
Development - regarding the conditions that’ exist at the 'HUD managed. ..

.+ .Geneva Towers and Jackie Robinson. Home as a result of tenant: N
. complaints of deplorable conditions as: well .as inhumane treatment-

Erom HUD- and property management officials. : o

f:ay;éﬁgerQisor Shelley, that City Attorney anend. the Base ‘Closure.

"}Zlggiglation‘tq'Include Treasure Island..
"By Supervisor A1ioE0,‘that Ietter-qf,ihﬁuiry be sent to the_City
. Librarian regarding the reasons for closure .of the main library on
: FridaYS;" R o E - s I L . :

‘Motion to Recess

,Qshperyiébt'Kehnedy,fsecopdéd.by Supervisor Hsieh, moved that the
" Bogrd.regesslto%:ecyhvene at 3:00 p.m. Wedneiday, March 17, 1993.

.Ma#ibﬁgtdiréceééfadoptedey the folléwing vote:

© "Ayes:.” Supervisors Alioto;'Bierman,.Conrqy}_Héliinan, Hsieh,

wf/"fﬁ

' Kaufman, xennedy;'Migden,»Shelley;v—ﬁs.»
o : Absent’s ‘Supervidors Achtenbery, Msher - 2.
RECESS
'Tﬁe Boardhuat~éhé.hour of 5:21 ‘p.m.,. recéssed to reconveng on

'Wednesdag,AMa:ch 17, 1993 at 3:08 p.m.;

,Jéan Lum,-Actiﬁg_Clerk“

~246-

JOURNAL OF PROCEEDINGS

éOARD OF SUPERVISORS

WedneSdaY;»Marbh 17;-1993 - 3:00 P, o

Thé‘Bodfd\of‘SUpepvisors of the City-and ‘County' of San: Francisco..
met in recéssed sessiom on the.above date wit ;Pres:dent‘Angqla :
Alioto presiding, o T L

The meeting was called. to order at 3:04 pim. ‘Od'call of the.
roll, the following Supervigors were pgteq present: .

}

Yooty

. ‘Supervisors &lioto, Bierman,.Hsi¢h, Raufman, Higden»““ﬂqu‘uuu
‘Bhelley - 6, ‘ ‘ L ' B

Ndbed'absentnap firsé roll ¢311¥v ‘
Sugéryisdrs Achtéﬁbéfg; Coﬁtoy,'ﬂallinén,‘Kennedy, Maher. - 5.
:ontum‘ptesgnpf ‘ ‘ ) ‘
‘Supervisor Hallinan was noted bresent’ét*3107'p.m.
.SQQerviqaerennedy-was»notgd presentiébla;uﬁ-pxm,f

-

‘:fAédnside;atioq Resumed:.Adopted

" [Election] . | . o _
Motion. calling a. Special Election to be held on June 15, %993, Eor
the purpose of submitting to the voters‘of:the City;and County. of
San Francisco a proposed ordinance by. the: San Francisco County
Public Finance Authority imposing 2 one quarter~of;ong ?ercent
‘transactions and use tax -and’ for other purposes, conditioned upon -
the Public Finance Authority voting again, by May &, 1993,.to place
‘this proposition before. the voters, or the Board of Supervisaors
shall cancel the June 15, 1993 Special Election, and agreeing that
- the San Francisco Unified School District and the City.callggg of
'Sén.Francisco shall pay to the City and County of -San Francisco by.
‘May &, 1993 the estimated costs f£or the conduct of the June 15, :1993
special Electian, (Supervisor Migden presented.)

File 60~93~2

Ackiorbote mab ot o f et
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File 147i93-5,

Resolut;on NQ. 225793

_‘Adopted...

-[Grant - Federal Funds.) .
“Resolutxon authorizing the Publlc lerary to: apply for $35 000 in
'.grant funds from the United States Department of Education Library:
Services and Construction Act (LSCA) for, the purchase of foreign ’

‘language materials for the Exscal year 1993/94; w1Lh Lndxract costs

(Publlc lerary)

nok: 1ncluded in this budget

AFlle 147 93 6, Resolut1on No, 226 93

Adopted. T e

s Ihe foreg01ng items on the Consent Calendar were acted upon by
‘the Eollow1ng vcte. . .

PRt ‘Ayes- Supervxsors Achtenberg. Alloto, Bi&rman, Haliinany*'
Kaufman, Kennedy, Maher, Shelley ~ B : RARTE

: Absento,

Supe:v1sots Conroy, Hsieh, Migden + 3,

‘REGUﬁAR]CALENDAR

_UNFINISHED BUSTNESS

. From Budget Committee
with Recommendation "Do PasS“

Eassed fo: Second Readingv

[Repeal - Glants Candlestlck Lease Amendment Ordlnance]
‘Ordinance repealing ordinange 365-92, the Giants Candlestick Park
lease amendment ordinance which -approved a lease amendment entered

A-'fxnto ‘by ‘the Recreation and_ Park Commission and the San Francisco

-+ Giants, which reduces’ the C1ty S revenue from the; agreement by

" approximately $925,000 per ‘year (amount will vary with attendance)
-through the year 1997, .and assigns the rlght ;to further revenues in
the amount of: approximately $440,000 per year from the agreement to

.. .furnish scoreboard to the Giants during the term of the lease, by

i .which ordinance the City ‘further assumed the obligations for
Sutilities. and maintenance of the playing field at a cost of
approxlmately $250,000 per- season, added a provision requiring the
San Francisco Giants to. provide complimentary tickets, and specified

. the effective date of .the ordinance.

Fiie;65-92—15;1,.A0;d;nance,No.;r

—156—:‘ B R

peweaimg g mevaen mary o

Passed for second readxng by the follow1ng vote:

- Ayes. Superv1sors Achtenberg, Aliotd; :Bierman,. Hallinang:
fKaufman, Kennedy. Mahet, Shelley - 8. : e :

Absent: Supervlsors Conroy, Hsleh, Migden - 3.

From Budget Committee
‘with Recommendation "Do Not Pasg"

: Tabléa

L -

j[Referendum Submlssxon - Glants Lease Amendments]
“"Motion ordering submltted Ordinance 365-92, the' Giants Candlestlck
".park Lease Amendment Ordinance, for- approval or:disapproval -at the
n1c1pal Electlon +0 “be, held on November 2, 1993. {Clerk of the
Board). -

'fFile@EO—QB—l

Superv;sor Hall1nan, seconded by Supervisor Bierman, moved to
table. ’

Tahled by the followxng votef

' Ayes. Supervlsors Achtenberg, Alxoto, Bierman,.Hallinanﬂ
: tKaufman, Kennedy, Maher, Shelley - B... ) . - . .

Absent' Superv1sors Conroy, Hs1eh, Migjgn = 3.

ﬁecommendations of Housing and Land Use Committee: :

Reéreferred to Committee

[Rent Ordinance) .
‘Ordinance amending Administrative Code, to provide that petitions
for capital improvements, rehabilitation, and energy  conservation
measures must be filed no later than .seven years after the work has
been completed, to .limit the amount hearing officers may. refund to
tenants for null ‘and void rent increases, to!'limit.the amount
‘tenants ‘may recover in civil actions for null and void rent

.increases; except in cases of rent overpayments being made in bad
faith by the landlord; and to changé the title of Executive
Secretary to Executive Director. (Residentia) Rent Stabilization
and Atbitration Board) :

- File 109-93-1, Ordinance Na.

(Amends Sections 37.4,. 37,7, 37:8 and 37.11A.)

. - ‘Bupervisor Maher, seconded by Supervisor Kennedy, moved to
rerefer to Committee. ) .

V'SALLS T/W E;scﬁo«gae( JQD& C‘/‘rP J?Y‘PfCO\/éMC/\T'
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{'x;\n Flowers, Inc. v. State Bd, of Equalization (1894) Cahforma Couirf of Appea] Dems;ons : California Case Law Cahforma Law i U.S. Law ..

The retailers paid the tax and filed claims forrefiind with SBE on the ground that the
tax was unconstitutional under Proposition 13, which requires that special taxes by
special districts be approved by two-thirds of the qualified electors voting on the
measure: SBE denied the claims on the ground that "Article ITI, Section 3.5fn. 4 of the
California [ ] Constitution prohibits [SBE] from declarinig a statute unconstitittional, or
refusing to enforce a statute, on the gAroundeth‘at it is unconstitutional unless an
appellate court has declared the statute unconstitutional.”

In October 1992, the retailers filed a complaint for refund of the taxes, naming SBF. as
defendant. (§ 6933.) SBE demurred on the ground that the real party in interest (EFA)
was not named as a defendant. The trial court overruled the demurrer. In March 1993,
EFA intervened in the action as a defendant, pursuant to stipulation of the parties and
,approval by the court.

r/"In April 1993 , the retailers moved for summary judgment on the ground the tax was
invalid because Proposition 13's supermajority requirement applies to EFA, which is a
"special district" within the meaning of California Constitution article XIIT'A, section 4,
because it was created and is controlled by two "special districts," i.e., the San Francisco
Unified School District and the San Francisco Community College District. EFA argued
inter alia that school districts are not "special districts” within thé meaning of California
Constitution article XIII A, section 4} fn. 5 :

The trial court granted the retailers’ motion for summaryjudgmentand entered
judgment in favor of the retailers, awarding refunds of $1,126 to Hoogasian Flowers,
Inc., $167 to Ace Pharmacy, $186 to Diane O;, and $183 to Surf Pharmacy. The trial
court also awarded the retailers interest and costs of suit but retained jurisdiction to
decidé the question of attorney fees until after conclusion of this appeal [23 Cal. App.
\&

th1i2
4th 1270] T Hﬂs }M U)Qc, e A}pﬁ; /) w{y w?r'i 7€3 p
 betwees _
' I, SBE's Contentions fix. *** ‘ 9 5 } S/é? }_Uw Ol’c/}l 7%!5
1. EFA's Contentions Miss He ballot Fom/ﬂqla#? ,

A. Standard of Reyiew

Discussion

[1] "The power of the Legislature in the area of taxation is paramount-... any
constitutional restriction on that power must be strictly construed against the

hitp:/fiaw justia.com/cases/californialcourt-of-appeal/4th/23/1264.htmi P326 3Mg
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¢ Tax - S.F copsumers..,

Readability: 11-12 grade leve/ (L exilé: 1280)

The quarter-cent sales tax that raised $22 million for San Francisco. schools is invalid, a Sacramento judge said in a
tenfative ruling yésterday.

if the judge finalizes his ruling today and if It is-upheld on appeal, local retailers or.consumers or both could beentiled fo. -

refunds,

School officials credit the tax with saving San Fraricisco schools from having to makée masswe cutg this year by taising $15°
million for the district and about $7 million for City Coliege.

In his ruling; Superior Court Judge Joe Gray called the tax **an attempt (6 circutnvent Proposition 13," which requires
such tax increases to pass by a two-thirds majority. Voters approved the measure in 1991 by a simple majority. Gray is
expected to make his final ruling at a hearing in. Sacramento today.

“*We argued all along that the schaol district should have put this fioney in escrow; and they sure didn't. Now they thight
pay the price,” said atforney Jonathan Coupal of the Howard Jarvis Taxpayer Association, which is representing four San
Francisco retailers who sued to invalidate the tax,

Lawyers for San Francisco schools and City Coliege sdid they have not given up hepe that the judge will reverse his.
decision, If he does not, school officials will immediately appeal, said attorney David Goodwin.

" have a strong feeling that the Court of Appeal will hot agree” with vesterday's dec;is‘ién. Goodwin said;.

The 17-monih, quarter-cent sales tax expires June 30, When school officials decided to spend tHié. money rather than
place it in escrow, they 1 took a gamble that no court would force schools to pay it to consumers:and retailers after it had
Jeen spent on children. .

Becauss of the tax, class sizes in public schools increased by about one student pef class rather than by four students.
Fiscal director-Bob Golton estimated that the jobs of hundreds of teachers were saved with the extra maney,

] addmon, the money paid for custodians and hoon monitors at elementary schools, maintained the sixth period in high
schools, bought equipment, and more.

Educators are hoping that even if the district Ibses its case, the only retailers who wili try to recoup the tax will be the four
who brought the suit: Hoogasnan Flowers, Surf Pharmacy, Ace Pharmacy, and Diane O, Fashionis. Their lawsuit seeks
-only $2,700 in refunds,

An éxtension of the quarter- cent sales tax for schools will be the subject of a special election June 15-in San Francisco,
and local educatars have been lobbying hard to persuade the ‘public to pass It

“We absolute!y need two-thirds approval this tinie,” said Superintendent Bill Rojas.." Without It we will lose hundreds of
teachers;, materials, . supphes and equnpment"

. takes up the case of....

. Couniysues state over shifl in.
- funding - Movmg of....
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511512017 ) _ SB612 Senate Bill - ENROLLED

BILL NUMBER; SB 612 ENROLLED
BILL TEXT e
PASSED THE SENATE ~ SEPTEMBER 8, 1995
' PASSED THE ASSEMBLY  SEPTEMBER 1, 1995
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY  AUGUST 29, 1995
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY  JULY 13, 1995
AMENDED  IN.SENATE  APRIL 18, ‘1995

INTRODUCED BY Senator Lewis
(Principal coauthor: Senator Kopp)

FEBRUARY 22, 1995

An act to amend Séction 7278 of, and to add Sections 7267 and
7270. 5 to, the Revenue and Taxatien Code, relating to taxation.

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST

SB 612, Léwis. Transactions and use taxes:; constitutional
challenge: refunds.

‘The Transactions and Use Tax Law permits districts, as specified,
to impose a tax. for the privilege of selling at retail, or the
storage, use, or other consumption in the district of, tangible
personal property. That law requires a district to contract with the
State: Board of Equallzat1on for the admlnlstratlon and operation of
the local tax. It requires that the .contract provide that the
district reimburse the board for and hold the board harmless from any
and all costs, losses, or refunds of any kind, when a transactions
and use tax is held unconstitutional or otherwise invalid. Existing
law also. prescribes procedures for the refund of any taX revenues
derived from an unconstitutional tax imposed pursuaht to that law
wheén the unconstitutionality of the tax has been determined in a
final’ ahd nonappealable court decision- and the revenues have been
paid to the State Board of Equalization and are held in an impound
account,

This bill would provide that-any action or proceedlng filed on a
basis that the local tax- ordinance is unconstitutional, or otherwise
invalid, shall be commenced as specified, and that there shall be no
recovery frof the state for the imposition of ahy- illegal district
tax, except as specified. It would spec1fy that the state shall not
be made a party to any refund action. The bill would réquire the
State Board of Equalization tg transmit revenue from an
unconstitutional. or otherwise invalid: tax to the local district,
except ds spec;fled. The bill would require that if a final and
honappealable decision of a court determines that a district
transactions and usée tax is unconstitutional, the revenue be
transferred to the State Board of Equallzatlon 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 casé, that
refunds be paid as specified. The bill would requirel that specified
provisions rélated to placement of revenle in an escrow account be
included in each’ contract with the State Board of. Equalization for
the administration and operation of any transactions and. use tax.
The bill would specify a district's right to indemnity.

This bill would make specified legislative findings and
declarations related to refunds from,. and remedies in the- case of,
invalid transactlons and use taxes.

‘THE PEOPLE. OF THE -STATE OF CALIFORNIA DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS;
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SECTION 1. Section 7267 is ‘added to the Revenue and Taxation Code,

to read: .

7267. (a) Except as provided in. Chapter 4 (cCommencing with
Section 7275), there shall be no pecovery frofi- theé state for the
impositioh -of any unconstitutional or othepwise invalid tax that is
levied in conformity: with this part,
 (b) If a final and nonappealable decision of 4 court of competent
JUPlSdlCtlon determines that a district transactions and use tax is
uncons tltutlonal or otherwise 1nva11d, the dlstrlct the county, or
the city, as the case. may be; shall transfer to the board the
revenues derived from the unconstltutlonal or invalid transactions
and use taxes necessary to reimburse claimants for the
unconstitutional or :invalid transactions and use taxes paid,
including irterést allowed under Section 6907. The board shall
deposit these: revenues in a segrégated impound account inm the Retail
Sales Tax Fund, as desc¢ribed in Section 7275, and shall administer
any refunds. necessitated by the court's deécision in accordance with

the guidelines set forth in Chapter 4 (commenc1ng with Séction 7275)

to the extent feasible and practical.

(c) After the refund process described in subd1v151on (b} is
completed, any revenue. from an unconstitutional or otherwise invalid
tax described in subd1v151on (a) that is paid to the board shall be
transmitted by the board to the district or its successor in
accordance with Section 7271. However, unless the ordinance.
specifies otherwise, if at the time the board is making those
transmittals the district that imposed the tax has no successor, or
has dlsbanded dissolved, or is otherwise no. lohger functlonlng, the
board: shall transmit thds¢ revenues in the following manner:

(1) If the tax levied by: the district was imposed on & countywide:
basis; the revenugs shall be transmltted to the county's general
fund.

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

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

(d)'The district; .or: dny entity that participated in the formation
of the district, shall reimburse the board for and hold the board
harmless from any and all costs, losses, or. refunds of’any kind
whatsoever, including preparatory costs incurred prior to
implementation: of the ftax.

(e} In the case of any claim for refund of the transactions and
Use tax imposed by the San Franéisco Educational. Financing Authority,
which: was determined to. be unconstitutional by the court in
Hoogasian Flowers, Ific. V. 'State Bd, of Equalization;, 23 Cal: App.
4th 1264, payment of &ny of those claims for refund shall be made
from the revenues derived from the unconstitutional transactions and
use tax collected by and in the possession of the board. When those:
funds:-and any other revenues derlved from the -unconstitutional tax
still in the possession of the San Francisco Educational Financing
Authorlty, the City and County of San Francisco, the San Francisco
Unified School. District; or the San Francisco Community: College
District are exhausted, any remaining payménts: of those claims for
refund shall be paid frem funds of the San Fifancisco Unified School
District and ‘the San Francisco Community College District whl;h
benefited from the illegdl tax. The remaining payments shall be
based on .the method by which the San Francisco Educatlonal Financing
Althority distributed the proceeds of: the tax to the San Francisco
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Unified School District and the San Francisco Community College
District. _

SEC. 2, Section 7276 of the Revenue and Taxation Code is amended
to reads '

7270. (&) Prior to the operative date of any ordinance Imposing a
transactions and useé tax pursuant to this part, the district shall
.contract with the board to perform all functions incident to the
admlnlstratlon and operatlon of the ordinance. If the district has
not contracted wlth the board prior to the operative date of its
ordinance,. it shall nevertheless so contract and, in that case, the
operative date shall be the first day of the first calendar quarter
following the execution of the contract..

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

(¢) The contract shall also contain @ pravision that, in the event

that a legal action is commenced challenging the valldlty of. the “tax
in its entirety, as opposed to its application to an individual
taxpayer, the district shall place the tax proceeds: into an
interest-béaring escrow account until the. legality of the tax is
finally resolved by a final and nonappealable decision rendered by a
court of competent jurisdiction. That prov151on shall be enforceable
by any interested person in .a proceeding for a writ of mandate.

(d) The district shall be entitled to indemnity for any and all
costs, losses, or refunds fram any entity, -except the state, that
part1c1pated in the imposition of the tax. . For the purposés of this
part, "participated" means any 1nvolvement 1ﬂ procuring the
leglslatlon that authorized the tax, or in enacting or admlnlsterlng
the ordinance imposing the tax. Any organlzatlon that is a member of
the legislative body of the district imposing the tax has
participated in the imposition of the tax within the meaning of this
section.

SEC. 3. ‘Section 7276.5 is added to the Revenue and: Taxation Code,
to read: : ' ‘

'~ 727@.5. ‘Any action or proceeding filed on the basis that a tax
ordinance provided for in this part or Part 1.7 (commenc1ng with
Section 7288) or the issuance of any bonds thereunder or any of the
proceedings in relation thereto:is contested, queéstioried; or- denied
on ‘the basis that the tax ordinance is unconstitutional or otherwise
invalid and filed for the sole purpose of contesting the validity of
the district transactlons and use tax; shall be commenced pursuant to
Chapter 9 (commencing with Section 860) of Title 1@ of Part 2 of the
Code ¢f Civil Procedure. The state shall not. be made a party to

. the attion or proteeding. That' action. shall not be filed more than
60 ‘days after the approval of the enabling ordinance by the votérs
unless the authorizing legislation specifies -a: longer period. IF no
action is filed within that period, thé tax, the bonds, and gll
proceedirigs in .relation thereto, including the: adoption and approval
of the ordinancey shall be held to be valid and in every respect
legal and uncontestable. ‘ S . B

SEC. 4, The Legislature finds and declares that since transactions
and use taxes are imposed by the taxing dlstrlcts and not “the state,
the state has no interest in, -and should not be a party in, any
action to determine the valldlty of such a tax. It is the intent .of
the Legislature ‘that the state not be made a party to those actions.
However, where a refund claimant is contestlng the application of
sales or use -taxes in general to a partlcular transaction, ‘the claim
sholld be filed with the State Board of Equalization under the
normal refund ruyles, notwithstanding the fact one of the taxes the
application of which is contested is a transactlons or- use taX whlch
is alleged to be invalid.

SEC, 5% (a) It is the intent of the Leglslature that this ‘@ct be
’applled retroactlvely to the fullest exfent permitted by the federal
and state Constitutions.

(b) The Legislature finds and declares that when it enacted the

ftp://192.234.213.1 00/pub/95;96/blil/sen/sb_0601—065015b_51 anillu_QSQSQB_enrﬁgl%

a



5152017 SB 612 Senate Bill - ENROLLED

second paragraph of Section 727@ (designated by this -act as
subdivision (h) of Section 7270) of the Revenue and Taxation Code; it
intended to prevent. the State of California: from being made llable
for- pefunds of any. transactions and use tax which is declared to be.
unconstitutional or otherwise 1nvalld The 1anguage of that
provision as enacted can, however, be interpreted ‘as having the state
assume primary liability for  those refunds with the district
reimbursing the state. It is the intent of the Legislature in
enacting subdivision (a) of Section 7267 of the Révenue and Taxation
Code to implement its original intent in this matter and clarify
existing law that there shall be no recovery from the state for the
imposition of: any illegal tax except as specifically otherwise
provided by statute. It is intended that the district which levied
the illegal tax shall be solely liable for such refunds.

(c) (1) The Leglslature enacted. Chapter -186@ of the Statutes of
1993 in order to provide a remedy ‘to persons who bore the economic
burden of an illegal. district tax in the situation where the revenues
derived therefrom had- been collected by. the State Board of
Equalization and distributed to the taxing district but had been
retained by the district pending the outcome.of the litigation over
the validity of the latter's tax.. The Legislature finds and declares
that current law does not require the district to retain those
revenues during the 11t1gat10n and where the district does not do so
there is no effective remedy for either taxpayers or those who bore
the economic burden of the tax.

(2) The United States Supreme Court, in the case of McKesson v
Division of Alc. Bev., 110 L. Ed 2d 17, declared that the due process
clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution
requires that' a taxpayer who may only challenge the: validity of a
tax through:a postpayment: refund action must be provided meaningful
retrospective relief for taxes already pald pursuant. to a tax. scheme
ultimately found unconstitutional. It is the ihtent of the.
Legislature in adding subdivisieri (c) to Section 7278 of the Revenue
and- Taxation Code to énsuré that éffective relief is available,
notwithstarding the provisions 6f Séction 6931 of ‘the Revenue and
Taxation Code.
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Memo to Budget Comimittee
January 27, 1993

6. Based on information provided by the State Board of Equalization, on July
15, 1991, a Sales Tax increase became effective which increased the total State-
‘allocated Sales Tax by 1.25 percent, from the 4.75 percent base rate to 6.0 percent.
‘The Governor’s FY 1993-94 budget indicates that the 0.5 percent temporary surtax.
noted above in the 6.0 percent portion of the Sales Tax allocated to the Stafe of
California would not be extended past its June 30, 1993 sunset date. The Governor's
proposal is. prehmmary, and subsequent State legislation, if approved, may extend
the 0.5 percent temporary sales-tax. As noted above, the current 0.25 percent
surtax for the San Francisco Unified School District and. the San Francisco.
Community College District also expires on June 30, 1993. Therefore, depending
upon the State Legislature, and depending on the approval of this proposed
resolution and the approval of the San Francisco electorate, the following scenarios
-could regult:

a) 8.25 percent. This Sales Tax rate would result if the proposed
resolution is adopted which would enable the Public Finance Authority,
with the approval of the voters, to increase the sales tax by up to 0.5
percent, and the Governor’s proposed elimination of the State 0.5
percent surtax is approved by the State legislature (local 0.25 percent
rate for schools expires).

b) 1.75. p_ercenﬁ This Sales Tax rate would result if the Governor's.
proposed elimination of the State’s 0.5 percent surtaxis approved by
the State Legislature, and the San Francisco voters do not approve the
increase in the Sales Tax rate by 0.5 percent (local 0.25 percentrate for
schools expires).

( 7. Mr. Greg Ridenour of the Registrar of Voters reports that a special election
- would require a notice of 88 days after the Board of Supervisors calls for the special
election. Mr. Ridenour estimates that a special election could cost the City up to $1
million, depending on the number of initiatives which are placed on the ballot. AB
1930 specifies that the any increase in the Sales Tax rate must be approved by a
majority of the qualified voters of that county. However, the City Attornéy’s Office
states a two-thirds voter approval is required (see Comment No. 10). AB 1930 also
indicates that the costs of a speclal election could be reimbursed from the proceeds
generated from the Sales Tax rate increase. Therefore; if the voters do not approve
the increase in the Sales Tax rate, an ‘additional cost of up to $1 million would be
incurred by the City. However, 1f the special election i§ called as part of the
November, 1993 ballot, the additional costs incarred would only be the minimal
costs associated with addltmnal voter pamphlet mailing and printing costs.
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~Millions of doliars fromi San Francisco's new county sales tax inched their way toward local classrooms: yesterday when
- the governing boards of the publrc schools and City College wnthdrew the maney from escrow and deposited il in their own
. bank accounts, . . .

Wlthln the next two weeks; both boards w:ll consrder whether to take the rlsky step of budgeting the money for the comlng
: school year R .

The tax for cash-strapped San Franclsco schools and City College had been frozen since-collection began on February 1
because of a lawsuit by‘the Howard Jarvrs Taxpayers Association to nullify it. On Friday, a Sacramento judge dlsmrssed
the sult on a techmcallty But the group has threatened a,ddmonal legal actions 1o stop the tax

Voters had passed the temporary tax December 10 boostmg the local. sales tax a quaner cent to 8.5 percent for 17
. months. The schools expect to collect aboit $17.5 million, and City College about $8.5 million.

:" The Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Assocratron led by Senator Quentin. Kopp, a San Francisco rndependent said the tax
_violates Proposition 13 because it was passed by fewer than two-thirds of those votmg If the tax Is nullified, schools would
- have to return the money

Yesterday, the school boards unammously agreed to wﬂhdraw the money from escrow. the f' rst step toward maklng it
avarlable for budgetmg Both boards have until- July 1 to approve new budgets.

The pubhc schools antlc1pate layoffs, program cits and hlgher class size duetoa pro;ected $23 million shortage W th the

tax money, the shortage could drop_to $5.3 mllllon said fiscal dwector Bob Golton, aIthough the actual ﬁgure depends on . |

the state budget, which is being debated now,

oxty College probably Would use its share to reparragrng burldlngs and update the computer system, said Robert Varm of .
the City College, board

“Jon Coupal, at’torney for the tax opponents, warned the boards thal he will appeal the judge's ruling and pursue other .
legal avenues to nullrfy the tax. He said the school boards would be” absolutely stupld“ to budget the money

. Varm said: | don' tsee any vulnerab:llty at this poml But fam going to wait and see if any mformanon comes up that
_would cause me to change my position.”

. School board Presrdent JoAnne Miller favors budgeting the money ) lt's ot rlsky atall” she sald

The Crty College board will have a publlc meetlng to talk about plans to spend the tax money at 7p. m. Thursday in the
Pierre Coste burldrng at 50 Phelan ‘Avenuein San Francrsco

The school drstrlct’s meeting wrll be at 7 tonlght ll’l the audltonum of Everett Mlddle School 450 Church Street
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A state appeal court ruled yesterday that a quarter-cent sales tax passed by San Francisco voters for schools in
December 1991 was invalid because it ‘did notreceive two-thirds of the vote as required by Proposition 13.

Jonathan Coupal, the attorney who brought suit over the tax on behalf of four'merchants, said the businesses hg
represeénts will be entitied to refunids totaling about $2,700,

But he added that it is probably all biif impossible to recdver the $23 million, collected citywide from the-special tax that
was in effect for 17 months..

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

Teresa Serata, the city’s budget chief, said that last year the voters passed an extension of the schools sales tax, which
still stands at 8.5 percent, but this time they did it with more than two-thirds of the vote, se itis not likely to be legally
challenged.

She said she co’uld not immédiately comment on the effect of yesterday'’s court decision,

. Four San Frangisco retailers -- a flower shop, a dléthing boutique and two pharmacies - had sued in Sacramenta,
challenging imposition of the tax.

Last May, a Superior Court judge found the tax invalid, a ruling upheld yesterday on 4 3-t6-0 decision by a state appeal
couirt,

In an opinion by, Justice Richard. Sims, the appellate court said the tax agency-controlied by the_Seh'F‘fanclsco Unified
School District and the commiuhity college board was covered by the two- thirds vote requirement of Propositior 13, the
1978 property-tax slashing measure.

The rufing is the third by an appeal court since the state Supreme Court rulad in 2 San Diego case that local taxes must
M

be appréveéd by a two-thirds vote of the people. The ruling in the San Diegq cas€ CAME 4 week after San Francisco voters

passed the sales tax in December 1 991, with 55 percent of the vote.

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

Proposition A on the Dec. 10, 1991, ballot raised the city sles tax from 8,25 percent to 85 geroen't:.'Tbeisan Frangci§co
Unified School District received about $15 million from fhe tax, and-about $8 million went to City Co‘llege of San Frantisco.-

Even thouigh-the tax was the sublject of legal chalflenge, the school district board and the corimunity collége board decided
to spend the money anyway 1o prevent the layoff of hundreds of tedichers and other employees in the face of a cash
shortage.

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

t's very difficult in the area of local sales tax to prevent logal government from successfully breakmg the law = that's
exactly what happened here,” Coupal said,

Coupal said he s studying ways fo hold the school boards finanglally sccountable,.
He said he suspects that othér Sujsln'esses may file claims for refunds of the sales taX, 16 which theéy are legalty entited.

*Customers, think of themselves a$ paying the fax because retailers generally pass the tax:along,” Coupal sald. "But
technically, it's the retailers whao are responsible’ for the tax and-whe are required to fill out quarterly reports.”
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ider v. County of San Diego (1991)

[No. So17917. Dec'19, 1991.]

RICHARD J. RIDER et al., Plaintiffs and Respondents; v. COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO et
al., Defendants and Appellants.

(Superior Court of Riverside County, No. 194690, Gordon R, Burkhart, Judge.)

(Opinion by Lucas, C. J.,-with Arabian, Baxter and George, JJ.; concurring. Separate
concurring opinion by George, J. .y with Panelli, J., concurring. Separate dissenting
opinions by Mosk and Kennard, JJ.)

COUNSEL

Lloyd M. Harmon, J I, Courity Counsel, Daniel J. Wallace and i)iané Bardsley, Chief
Deputy County Counsel, Bruce D. MacLeish and Andrew J. Freeman; Deputy County

Counsel, McDougal, Love, Eckis, Grindle & O'Connor, Lyni R. McDougal and Tamara

A.-Smith for Defendantsvand Appellants.

John K. Van de Kamp and Daniel E. Lungren; Attorneys General, Jack'T. Kerry and

Edmond B. Mamer, Deputy Attorneys Gerieral, Kelvin H. Booty, Jr:, County Counsel

(Alameda), James F. May, Assistant County Counsel, Susan Mirasian, Courity Courisel
(Butte), Max E. Robinson, County Counsel (Fresno), John E. Slutter, Deputy Cotinty
Counsel, James P. Lough, County‘CounSel (Humboldt); Thomas M. Fries, County
Counsel (Imperial), Kevin E. Ready, Deputy County Counsel, Bernard C. Barmann,
County Counsel (Kern), Stephen D. Schuett, Assistant Couiity Counsel, Caméeron L.
Reeves, County Counsel (Lake), De Witt' W, Clinton; County Counsel (Los Angelés),
David L. Muir, Deputy County Counsel, Jeffrey L. Kuhn, County Counsel (Madera),
Douglas J, Malosiey, County Counsel (Marin), Allen A. Haim, Deputy County Counsel,
James S. Reed, County Counsel (Mono), Ralph R. Kuchler, County Counsel (Monterey),
Leroy W. Blankenship, Deputy County Counsel, James A. Curtis, County Counsel
(Nevada), Robert Shulr’nah, County Counsel (Plumas), William C. Katzenstein, County
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now § 93, subd. (a); Carman v. Alvord (1982) 31 Cal. 3d 318, 331 [182 Cal. Rptr. 506,
644 P.2d 192].) In other words, as a practical matter, the proposed extension of
Richmond to all districts, whenever "éreat‘e'd;, which lack prbpérty'fax power would read
“section 4's reference to "special districts” out of existence as applied to districts formed
after 1978. ’ |

As the plurality opinion in Richmond explained, section 4 of Proposition 13 was
interided to restrict the ability of local governments to impose new taxes to replace
property tax revenues lost under the other provisions of that measure. (See 31 Cal.3d at
P- 206.) This intent would be frustrated if cities and counties were none_thekss
permitted to arrange for the formation of local taxing districts to finance municipal
functions without securing the requisite two-thirds voter approval.

Thus, we hold that "special district” would include any local taxing agency created to
raise funds for city or county purposes to replace revenues lost by reason of the
restrictions of Proposition 13.

: 'In the present case, the evidence theit the Agency was created to raisé'funds for county
purposes and thereby circumvent Proposition 13 is strong. [3] In future cases, however,
‘marshalling such evidence of intentional circumvention may be difficult. Thus, we
believe that courts may infer such intent whenever the plaintiff has proved the hewtax
agency is essentially controlled by one or more cities or counties that otherwise would.
have had to comply with the su]é)ermaj' ority provision of section 4. In determining [1
Cal. 4th 12] whether such control exists, a variety of considerations may be relevant
includirig the pfesence or absence of (1) substantlal ‘municipal control over agency
operations; revenues or expenditures, (2) 1n1_1_n1(-:1pa_l ownership or control over agency
property or facilities, (3) coterminous physical boundaties, (4) corimon or overlapping.
governing boards, (5) municipal involvemerit in the creation or formation of the agency,
and (6) agency performance of functions customarily or historically performed by
municipalities and financed through levies of property taxes..

The "essential control" standard posited above is not'necessarily the functional
equivalenit of the "alter ego" theory used to ""'pi'ercethe corporate veil" for purposes of
imposing liability on the individual shareholders..(See, 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 demionstrate that the subject agency and county are identical
entities, application of the "essential control” test siniply affords ground for reasonably
inferring an intent to circumvent Proposition 13:

“hitp:/iaw justia com/feases/californialsupreme-court/4th1/1.htrl . 9/35
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"Vanoni v. County of Sonoma (1974):40 Cal. App. 3d 743, 748751 [115 Cal. Rptr. 485],
serves as.an instructive analogoﬁ‘s‘ ﬁrecedent, There, the appellate court considered

- whethier a water district should be deemed the alter ego of a county for purposes of
applying the constitutional debt limitation applicable to cities, counties and school
districts, but not to water districts. (Cal. Const;, former art. XIII, §'40; see id., art. XVI, §
18.) The court observed that although the county and water district shared common
boundaries, governing boards, citizens and taxable property, and the-district was
performing functions nadit;fgd@'perfome@ﬁunﬁes (40 Cal.App.3d at pp. 748-

749), the district remained a separate legal entity hot subject to the debt 1ixnitat'ic§n,in
the absence of a showing "tHE entity subject to the limitation [i.€., the county] controlled
the decision to incur the debt or levy the tax." (Id. at p. 750, italics added.)

As Vanoni concluded, "Although the Sonoma Water District may be performing
functions traditionally pérformed by counties, appellants have offered no evidence,
beyond the fact that the same individuals sit on the governing boards of both the county
and the water di‘strict—, that Sonoma County exercises actual control over the actions of”
the district. The fact that the same individuais are members of both boards i§ not
sufficient to establish that control. [Citation.]" (Vanoni v. County of Sonoma, supra, 40
CaLApp.gd..at Pp. 750-751, italics added.) We agree with Vanoni that common governing
boards do not invariably indicate county control, but certainly'tha,_t‘fact is relevant to the
inquiry. The determination whether a city or county essentially controls a taxing agency
is one that necessarily must bie made on 4 case-by-case basis, using the critéria
stiggested above, [1 Cal. 4th 13]

We are unconvinced that application of the "essential control” standard would

_ ‘necessarily jeopardize all taxing:agencies created since 1978. As plaintiffs observe, the
statutes establishing such agencies and providing for the adoption of tax ordinances
typically contain strict time limitations governing commencement of litigation
challenging their validity. (See, e.g., Gov. Code, § 26282 [pertaining to the San Diego-
County agency involved herein]; Code Civ. Proc., §8 860 [in rem validation procedure],
863 [60-day statute of limitations for challenging validity of agency action].) Unlike
curative acts, which generally are unable to cure constitutional defects (see Hoffman v.
City of Red Bluff (1965) 63.Cal. 2d 584, 592 [47 Cal. Rptr. 553, 407 P.2d 857];
Aughenbaugh v. Board of Supervisors (1983) 139 Cal..App. 3d 83, 90-91:[188 Cal.Rptr.
523]); such statutes of limitations are deemed within legislative power to provide a
_prdmpt validating procedure for asserting such challenges (see Rand v. Bossen (1945)
27 Cal. 2d 61, 64~ 67 [162 P.2d 457]; Graydon v. Pasadena Redevelopment Agency

hitp:/flawjustia.com/lcasesicalifornia/supreme-court4th/A/1 himi ‘ 10/35
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Member
. Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco

4.

Aled_ @ 3100
7

TO: Hon. Members of the Board
FR: SuPervisor,Cérole Migden

RE: TImmediate Adoption Item
Declarlng a June 15, 13893 Special Election

On Roll Call today, I will ask that the attached motion be
approved on the Immediate Adoption Calendar. The motion would
declare a Special Election to be held on June 15, 1993.

You will recall that the Board authorized c¢reation of 3
Joint Finance Authority to determine whether San Francisco
voters should be asked to extend all or some portion of one
half-cent of sdles tax should it exp;re as scheduled on June 30,

The Authority has decided that the voters should be asked
to extend one- quarter cent of the sales tax to fund the School
District and Community College District. This extension would
have the effect of replacing the one- -quartér cent sales tax
currently collected by the Schools which alsd expires on
June 30.

The earliest date on which a Special Election can now be
called is June 15, 1993. That date would be sécured by cur
action today declarlng the election, pursuant to the action of
the Joint Finance Authority. The cost of the élection will be
approximately $600,000. The entire cost will be paid by the
School District and Community College District, as made clear
in the motion declaring the election.

Please contact my office if you have any guestions in

advance of today's Board meeting.
} 600, coo

Thank you for your c¢onsideration.

Lo~ §3~ 2

Room235 ¢ CiyHall * SanFrahB@&alifornia 04102 =  (415)554.4033
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GL155 (119990)

20-2010  (430025)

(Government Funding) ’

i

ORDINANGE NoO/ Del

RO#92246  SA#118

APPROPRIATING 120,000 FOR PROGRAM PROJECT BUDGET (SPECIAL ELECTION
|FUND), REGISTRAR OF VOTERS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1992 - 93,

Be it ordained by the people of the City and County of San Francisco:

FUNDS ARE HEREBY APPROPRIATED FOR FY 1992-93 AS FOLLOWS:

Source of Funds and
Purpose of Appropriation

General Fund
General Fund Unallocated
lnte’rfungi Receivable

SFUSD:- Special Election Advance

~ Registrar of Voters

~ Special Election Fund

Program Project Budget

AFPROVEDASTOFORM:
LOUISE H. RENNE, CITY ATTORNEY

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

P339

Amount

$120,000

$1 20,000:

FUNDS AVAILABLE

whieto

S ONTROLLER

/ } 120 000
f-\g()g 19} i?f m}rﬁ(&




“Monday, May .10, 1993

,[Meterea Yellow ZOne, Downtown Corel

Resolution urging the Mayor to. urge.the Parking and" Ttaffic : :
Commission to expand metered. yalloir zones in the Downtown Cote to
Van Ness and South of Market and to urge the Parking and’ Trafﬁlc
Commission and the- Police Commission v1gorously to cite

non-commercial vehicdles: 1llegally parked in yellow zones as well as

commercial vehicles parked.illegally in yellow zones all day..
(Supervisor Maher presented )~ Referred to Housing and.Land Uge

Committee with reguest it be considered at the May 20, 1993 meeting.

CFi16/.190-5354

[Manual Traffic Control]

-'Resolution declaring the pol1cy of the C1ty and County that it is

ovsd

essential to:San Francisco*s transit plan to ‘have manual- traffic .
control in the City's ‘busiést intersections in the Downtown Care of
the City during periods of peak evening traffic. {Supervisor Maher

presented. ). Referred to Housing and Land Use Committee wlth request

it be.considered at the May 20, 1993 meeting. "

File 190-93-3%

[Manual, Trafflc Control Staff}

Resolution urging the Mayor to urge the Parkxng and Traffic
Commission to take all steps necessary to hire. twenty—four to -
thlrty~slx ‘additional’ parkxng control vfficers whose prlmary .
function would be.the :control of traffic in heavily used S
intersections in. the city durxng petiods of peak -evening- traffic.
(supervisor Maher. presented.) . Referred to Housing and Land Use

-Committee with request it be considered at the May 20, 1993 meet1ng.

File 190-93-5.,1

"(Double Parkmng Ba11 Increase to: $100]

Resolution urging the Municipal Court to increase the bail for )
double parking violations from $43 and $50 to $100 and urging the
Parking and Traffic .Commission and the Police :Commission to place a
high priority on vigorously citing violators of double parking
prohibitions, especially during periods of pehk .evening traffié.
(Supervisor Maher presented.) ' Referred 'to Housing and Land Use
Committee with request.it be considered st the May 20, 1933 meeting.

File 237e93—2

[Ballot Measure]

Charter' amendment (First Dtaft) amendlng Section 7.309 relatlng to
financing construction or improvement of capital facilities or, -
purchase of equipment, :(Supervisor Hsieh presented.) Referred to
Rules Committee, o

File 240-93-1

"452‘

“File 100~93-7°

. Monday, May 10, 1993

[Eallot Measure]

'tharter amendment (Rough Drait) amendxng Section 3. 543 ‘relating to
Deplity Chiefs, Fire Department, to allow .the Fire Chief to appoint

two Deputy Chiefs from uniformed officers holding:rank of Battalion.

‘Chief ‘or Assistant Chief, - (Supervisor Hsieh presented.) Referred -
to Rules Commxttee . : R . e R

‘Flle 241 ~93- 1

. [Ballat Measure]

Charter amendment - (F1rst Draft) smending Sect1on 6. 203 to requ1re
the mayor to transmit to the board of supervisors the: proposed i
budget. for the ensuing fiscal year by the first -diy of May of €adh
year. (Supervisor Migden presented.) Referred to Rules Committee.

File 242-93-1

[Ballot Measure]

Charter amendment (F1rst Draft) amendlng Section 7 309 relating toi
the financ1ng oF the acquisition.of equipment by ingreasing thes
obligations or evidence of indebtedness. from $20 to $40 millien.
(Superv1sor Shelley presented ) Referred to Rules Commlttee

.E;le 343*93?1 :

,4[Eallot Measure] ’ :
Charter amendment (Reugh praft) amendlng Sectlon 3 670, xelatlng to.

the composition of the Retirement Hoard of . the City and- County.
Employees*' Retirement ‘System by adding a retired person to the.

. Board, . . (Supervisor Shelley presented ) Referred to Rules Committee.

‘File 245 93~ 1

‘~Réferrea ta‘soara,‘

[Reguest]. -

Report by Regxstrar of Vbters on the proposed cuts in the 1993-14
budget eliminating or restricting the availability of absentee
ballots and budget cuts affect1ng access to polling places.
(supervxsor Conroy presented.) At the direction of the President,
scheduled Ffor consideration by the Board on May 17, 1993 -

Requests far Hearans.

F11e 30 93~ 9, By SUpervxsor Shelley’ S To con51der the 1ssue of
electro magnetic, fields and potential impacts to residents living.
near- such fields. - Referred teo Health, Public Safety and Environment
Committee.,

.,453;-'



. Monday, May 3,:1993 -

Ordinance appropriating $120, 000; Reglstrar of Voters, for program
project budget (Special Election Fund), (Supervisor Migden
presented.) Referred to: Budget ‘Committee: with request ik be )
considered at the May 5, 19933 meetlng. ’

Fxle 101592- 66.2

[Surplus Property] (

Ordinance repealing Ordihance No. 100 93 whxch authorlzed and .
directed. the sale of surplus c1ty~owned property known as.a port1on -
of Water Department Parcel 55 located at Lake Merced Boulevard and
Jobn Muir Drive, which property is currently being leased to the
‘Olympicvclub_ ‘(Supervisor Hallinan presented.:) Referred to Budget

Committee. ﬁgcﬁuceé $C,‘f\0°‘
SL@P?og;L' f>7/ /\hvl

File 96-93-1.1

C\Rq&m«qrﬁ' /‘\—13 X -
[Ptoperty Tax ‘Allocation]

‘Ordinance amending Administrative’ Code by-adding Sectlons 10.7-2
through,'I0.7-2.3 ‘to réguire the Comtroller. to.allocate property
taxes collected in the City . and County. in accordance with the laws"
gcvernxng appoztlonment during-fiscal year. 1992-93.  (Supervisor
‘Shelley presented.)’ Referred to Budget Committee. -

File 97~93-25

[Rent - Feel .

Ofdinance amending Administrative.Code. by amendlng Section 37A.2(4) :
tdincresse the:Résidential Rent Stabilization and Arbxtratlon Fee

- £Pwm- eight to ten dollars. (Superv1sor Migden presented ) Referred
ter* Budget Comm;tteg.

File $7-93-26

[Cafe Tsbles and Chairs] .. = .
Ordinance: amending Public WOrks Code,: Artlcle 5.2,; by-deleting
“ Secti¢ns: 176 through 182 inclusive, by adding new Sections 176
throtigh' 185, thereto, .authorizing the Director iof the Department of
‘Public Works to issue cafe ‘tables” and chairs permits!.requiring.
owners ‘or operators of business establishments seeking. to occupy. a R
portion of a public sidewalk, court,‘alley or .street with cafe Au.'f"~ L
‘tables and chairs to obtain:a .cafe tables and chairs permit;. .~ . s
‘authorizing the Director of the Department of ‘Public - Works to
establikh guidelines: for cafe tables and ‘chairs;. requiring petmlt
applicants to post notice of intent on the business prémises;
establishing .process for’ protest .and. appeal of denial of permlt,w
‘setting cond1t10ns and restrictions on permits; providing for
suspension or revocation of ‘permits; establishing penalties and
remedies for Failure to comply with said Article. (SUPervxsor
Alioto presented.) . Referred to Housing and ‘Land Use Commlttee with
request it be considered at ‘the: May 6, 1993 ‘meeting.

File 123-93-1."

L -434-

TR 1y

‘ Z[Illegal Dump1ng Fine] & LT : : C
.Substltute resolution’ urglng the. Munlcxpal Court to 1ncrease the
©bail for illegal dumping of refuse from $30 to $300.

"Flle 237-93-1

-[Proclamat1on}

. Department for the drought.

I,F;le 188 93 z

‘Flle 207 93= 18, By Supervxsor Shelley:

Monday, May 3, 1993 . T,

(Supervisor

Shelley presented.) ,Referred to Health and Public Safety Committee.

Reférfed tb'Boardnfs

Resolution commendlng Chancello: Jullus R Krevans, ‘MD, on his.
retirement. fbr his. outstanding contribution to the- people of the

- City and .County of San Francisco for over two decades and urging- h15~4"
vHonor, the Mayor, to declare May 19, 1993 as “Julius R. Krevans, ‘MD.

Day" in San Francisco. {Supervisor Maher presented.) Reférred to

Board May 10, 1993 For Adoption Without Committee. Reference Calendaﬁg;

File 4-93-18

Ga;Iéd fréﬁ Cpmmitbae

[Water: Department]

“.Resolution urging the Mayor to urge. the Publlc Utllltles Comm1551on

to eliminate all of the temporary p051tions added to ‘the Water
Called from Budget Committee’ by
Supervisor Halllnan, scheduled. for cons1deration by the Board on May

. 10, 1993.

By Superv:sof'bohrby. To con51der the increase in
Referred to Health and Public’ Safety

File 207-93-5,2,
crimes committed by youth.
Commlttee .

To consider the issues of
public safety and enforcement, graffiti 'and litter ‘problems and "’
adeguate youth activities in the. Sunset District. Referred to
Health and Public Safety Committee.

’ _Egkighgiv'

Refétted”tobaoaiéfv R /

'[Needle Exchange}

Motion :concurring in ‘the determlnatlon of the Mayar for hhe :
continued need for the declaration of emergency . in connectzon with .
the: Needle Exchange Program. (Superv1sor Alioto preséented.). '
Referred to Board May 10, 1993 For Adoptlon Without Commlttee

Reference. Calendar.

File 30-93-5.4

-435-
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LEGISLAT IVE HISTORY SHEET

1 File: No 100-93~7.
Oordinance, Resolut|on, ete. 3eque$
Subject:

[Request]

Report by Registrar of Voters on therproposed cuts in the 1993-94 budget’
eliminating or restricting the availability of absentee ballots and budget

cuts affecting access to polling places.

- e et
e S N N L I N R s S N RS s S o o e ==

' Wit i ; . . Supervisor Conroy in Bd.
(1) Initially introduceéd by or received from: p ¥ ‘

Date:s'-/"lo'/93
(2) Reférred by President to Committee on:
Date:
fa) Other Disposition:
On Board Immediate Adoption Calendar of
On Board Emergency Calendar of
Scheduled for public hearing on

~ Record of Board and Committee Actions:

May 10 1993 — At the direction of the Pre51dent ‘scheduled for
-.conaid 4.t1on by the Board on May 17, 1993,

N ] //
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ACCESS FOR THE DESABLED VOTER

by.ihe Ballot Simplitfication Committee

BEFORE EELECTIONDAY:

VOTE-BY-MAIL—-Absemee ballois for the June 15, 1993
election will be mailed between May 17 and June 7, Ballots are-

‘mailed within 3 days after feceipt of each request. If you do not.

receive your ballof within. 10° days afier- you have sent in your
request, please call the Registrar of Voters at 554-4375,.

Yoters with specific disabilities may apply for Permanent Absenice
Voter siatus. Sce Page 15 for information, If you are a Permanent
Absentee Voter, an abseniee ballot wilf be mailed 10 you automati-
cally for all future elections, unless you move, or re-register. Then
you would need 1o re-apply to be a Pérmanent Absente¢: Voter,

TAPE RECORDINGS — The SanFrancisco Public Library for
the Blind and Print Handicapped at 3150 Sacramento Street pro-

duces and distributes tape-recorded copies of the Voter Informa-

tion Pamphlet for use by visually impaired voters. The telephone
number is 292-2022.

“TD.D, (TELECOMMUNICA‘I‘IONS DEVICE FOR THE
DEAF) = Hearmg~xmpanred or specch-impaired voters who have.
a TDD may communicate with the San Francisco Regxstmr of
Volers' office by calling 554-4386.

‘ON ELECTION DAY’

ASSISTANCE—- Voters unable to mark their bnllot may bnng .
one of two persons with them into the voting booth to assist them,

 or they may ask poll workers to provide needed assistance,

CURBSIDE VOTING ~ If architectisral barriers prevent a vater
from entering the polling place, poll workers will bring the necessary
voting materials to the voler in front of the polfing place.

PARKING — If their polling place is in a residential garage,
¢lderly-and handicapped voters may park in the driveway while
voling, provided they do not block traffic.

READING TOOLS — Every polling place has large-print in-
structions on how 1o.vote and special sheets to magmfy the type on
the ballot..

SEATED. VOTING — Every polling: place has at least one
yoting booth which allows voters to vote while sitting in a chair or
awheelchair,

VOTING TOOLS —- Every pollmg place tias an easy-grip pen
for sngnmg:hc foster and an casy- grip tool for punchmg the ballot,

IMPORTANT NOTICE

There ar¢ many po]lmg place changes for this election. Please theck thé polling place address on the label on the back cover of your
voter handbook. You'may-find it. more convénient fo vote by mail (see page 15) or 1o vote at City Hall between May 17 and June 15.
Voling hours in City Hall arc 8:30 a.m, to 4;00 p.m., Monday through Fnday On Saturday and Sunday, June 12 and 13, you may vote in
City Hall between 10 a.m, and 3 p.m, On Election Day you may vote in City Hall betwden 7:00 a;m, and 8:00 p.m,

If you desirea copy of the proposed ordinance fer Prepositmn A,
please call the Registrar's Office at (415) 554-4375 and a
copy will be mailed at no cost to you.
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OFFICE OF THE REGISTRAROF VOTERS, -~ - g_jy CRRAT

City and County of San Francisco : )

Rooim 158 - City Hall C . .Mcu\ A@r@iﬂ' 1% ﬁglﬁg‘ San Fran c‘m
400 Van Ness Avenue . ) : ' California
San Francisco, CA 94102:4691 L 5 )7 qﬁs Permit No. 2750
(415) 554-4375 Dl RS CARRTBORT

Voter, please brlng this entire back page wlth you to thie polling place. The location of your polling
place is shown on the label below. Please DO NOT remove the label from the application below.
BE E&&ﬁ&ﬁﬂﬁﬁhﬂ:ﬁ&ﬁ%ﬁ mmmﬁmmm.t lﬂwrsﬂa‘m$m§ra§m3ﬂﬁ .

ﬁt&mgﬂﬁ)‘i : ' ' . | -
LOCATION OF YOUR ' ﬁ YES or ' NO &
" POLLING PLACE - . Is Poll Location
A, , . Handicapped
MAILING B - . Accessible?

ADDRESS = . | SRR
. PR AL R

mmmmmmm&— 1993$6E 15 F R AU A e Ik O S B R 1993486 28 H W AE T R T o
ABSENTEE BALLOT (Vote-ly-Mall) APPLICATION - June 15, 1993 Speclal Election

Sign: this: -application and return jt. Reglstrar must receive application by June 8, 1993,
Chack One: fFRd—TRiE/H: Check Here If Appropriate: ﬁﬂﬁ!ﬁ!ﬂﬁlﬁ:ﬁ/&!

“Send my:ballot to the address on the label above.
mmmmﬂmmmmn ’(M’}BXSJ" :J:Rgsg\i:epkmldrg%llgﬁmé to vote
Residence Address ONLY.) & LXREFEEMZARE.
”ﬁ ﬁg&ﬂg‘?ﬁ"ﬁ“ﬁe address printed below. F5t ST T » (LTS A o) B
IIHIULHHIHHIHIIIIHHHLHIHHIU
P, 0 :Box or Streqt Address ECANIHTHISME Number and Street Name PIMFIBi% DR Apt, No,

[(TLLITLITIT IWTH TT1 SAN FRANCISCO,CA  [8[a[i[ ]I

Citp j - Stete il Zip Code EZEMM ﬂﬂ*ﬂﬁﬁm Zip Code HEHR
Check below all that apply, than sign your name: mm"mmﬁgﬂa.@mﬁg RN

/ for an Absentee Batlot for June 15, 1693; lhava niot-and Wil ly (o be a PERMANENT ABSENTEE VOTER: | fmoet the
no apply for anabsemeebanolbyanyother means, WRERISIECH | | qualmcslluna expiained on page 15, ammﬂcmmm, EVEs e
15 ammmm PR NN ILRFR AR » FURISIST kR IR BOR S «

You MUST SIGN here, to receive a ballat. @w&ﬁfmmﬁzﬂma °

Your signaiure - DO NOT PRINT {0 %4—TRUR:  Dat¢ Signed ®£RM  Day Time Phone BRI Evgnihg?PItbﬁe [TV
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C :tunnlng Vrctory of Prop A Has lmplrcatlons Beyond S. F

i

”"W% I minw ’5

Document Stunnmg Votory of Prop Al Has lmphcatrcms Beyond SF.- Amencas News Hrstoncal and Current

OIher Producls \’iew Hrslory My Collecbon = Logm . <Urrxr:3

Hclp Contaci Customer Servrce

- Tell us what you think of dut intefface!

: (Ne_w Search) ,‘ e

Amenca s News — Hrstoncal ano’ Current

. Hwiun ok

Hide Detalls
" San Franicisco:Chronicle (CA) (Published as THE SAN FRANC/SCO CHRONJCLE) - June 79 1993 Browse Jssves

. Author/Byline: JERRY ROBERTS  Edition: F/NA/. Sect/an NEWS Page: A4 Co/umn JERRYROBERTS ON POLITICS

Readablllly >12 grade /eve/ (Lexile; 1340)

TPréviote L Auilcls 17 ¢f 820

Feos

' _For John Whitehurst, the amazrng spectacle wherern San Francrsco voters ovenrvhetmrngly volunteered thrs week to raise

’ therr own taxes forever was @ matter of elegant’ tactics and srmple strategy

"'We created a very select u'nlverse of voters, sard veteran Iocal campaign consultant Whitehurst. ;.fThen,vye just
' pOUnded the p-=— out of them." - ' :

Amid record low turnout; San Franciscans on Tuesday passed Proposmon A a permanent extensmn of a ““temporary”

one-quarter cent sales tax. earmarked for schoots
’ The pro-taxers won 74 percent a stunmng result wlth statewrde policy and polmcat reverberatrons

As a matter of strategy; the $150, OOO pro Proposmon Aeffort was a case study of how to win a high-Impact, tow-prof ie,

special interest election, ) =4 \G/ iD‘ - q')\ 66 l

“"We stayed undet the radar the Victorious Whitehurst said.” “Bui by. Tuesday, we could telt you almost by first name who
was’ gorng to come out and vote."

Among the Key elements of the campaign:
DEFINING THE.UNIVERSE -

Off—year special electrons always have very low turnouts and this one buried the needle. Drawing _rust 20 percent of
voters; it beat the previous modern low of 25 percent for a ho-hum 1981 city race. :

«ersonal stake: district teachers, admmlstrators and maintenance workers; publlc school parents ahd City Cotlege of San
Francrsco instructors-and students. ?
: Feows Wh xe :
Matchlng that group to co ‘p_terrzed Irsts of people who voted inrecent elections; Whitehurst threw out 10,000 names of
likely nonvoters, then aimed and fired the campaign at the remaining 65,000 _The bottom line, pendrng f'nal certrﬂed
,f gures: mére than 58,000 of about 80,000 peopte who bothered to vote Tuesday favored the tax. )

o
blyuns

EXPAND[NG THE BASE .

‘On that playrng field, the campaign 1dent|ﬁed a universe of potential supporters consrstrng of 75, 000 voters with a drrecj

The front commiftee of the winning campaign was f‘nanced and dommated by key labor i unions that drrectly benefit from
“the tax: the United Educators of San Francisco,:a local amalgam of the California Teachers Association and -American
Federation of Teachers; Local 2121 of the Amerrcan Federation of Teachers, whrch represents City College instructors,
and Local 790 representing janitors and other nonclassroom workers :

vated w0 ' o
But the campargrﬂllso garnerrearly. important endorsements on the opposrte end of the spectrum, like Supervrsors
Annemarie Conroy and Tom Hsleh @nd the city's Apartment Owners Assoclatlon This provrded cover for conserva’uves
‘and |solated a few vocal critics, such as state Senator Quentin Kopp apd the, GOP Central Committee.

File £0-93-2 315 3/17 o&{qﬁ*rode, -S/io
whien é‘l‘tou is Su“[t’rHe_, op AMent

:Reglstrar Germaine Wong said the Proposition A campaign broke the cil prevrous record for absentee ballo cast asa
percentage of turnout - 40 percent compared {o the previous hrgh of 38 percentind 1987 spemal electron won by

Representaﬂve Nancy Pelosi, A{)Sot%k- ﬁ WM Sﬁmay Pou “‘W‘Ml—v‘\’ [c\; C&HD(KA( I

fling
A huga ma)orrty of those voters favored the sales tax, as an aggresslve absentee-vote effort by Proposmfo A fo ces put
23; 000 ballots in the bank before electlon day ) Flke

ABSENTEE-VOTE MANIA

MIXED MEDIA

‘The campalgn melded tradrtronat tactrcs wrth state-of-the- art commumcatlons technlques Awell staffed phone ba
round operation jdentified and delrvered to the polls 18,000 known supporters )

Added to.the absentee votes, thrs,strong base meant the c'ampargn had to win less than 40 percent of all remaining votes
cast: When the deal weént down, they got more than half of the balance, yielding the extraordinarily big viot_ory._

The Proposition A forces also blanketed po‘te'ntia_llbackers with more modern salesrhariship: preret:orded,:targeted taped

 htip/finfoweb.fiewsbank.com.ezproxy.sfpl .org/resources/dodnb/news/OEBtiFSQMBB?FAMNEWS
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. 5ﬂ/20t’7 : S Document Stunmng V'ctory of Prop A Has implrcattons Beyond S,E Amenca 8 News Hrstoncal and Current

_' Other Products_ \/iew Hlslory My Collection '- Logln He!p Contacl Custorner Serviee

s v ey Tell us what you think of our mterfaoe'

The tapes were programmed to deliver a 30-second splel even if contact was made onty W|th a phone answenng
machine, as many targeted voters repeatedly dlscovered upon checklng thexr messages after gemng home from work

it wasn t brain surgery, Whitehurst modestty sald of h|s textbook campalgn lt wasn 't too shabby, erther" .

Ina broader sense the result was key because ‘the budget brouhaha between state and local governments over’

extending a separate ternporary half~cent sales tax means voters throughout Cahfornra face sumilar choxces in November f :

‘The 74 percent of pro-tax voters in' San Francisco eastty surpassed the normally tough—to~ win two-thlrds vote that Wlll
likely be required for many of those local i rncreases .

B

‘ Coupled wrth unexpected pro—tax sentiment in local electnons around the state - voters in conserva’uve San Bernardmo L

,County, for exampie, narrowly mlssed the two-thirds hurdle for a special tax this month — it couid harbmger an important -

swnng in public apinion.

“The conventlonal ‘wisdom has alweys been that in a Jow- turnout election, tax measures wrll go down to horrlble
o defeats " said Cahfornla Poll dlrector Mervin Field.

But after all the state budget cns_es and Iocal scare stories, ‘they are beginning to beheve that a lot of the fat i in-
government has been fried out.” -

/ndexferms Proposition A; SE: ELECTIONS 1983; SALES TAX; SCHOOLS .Record: 77754 .
Copy/'lght Copyright 1993 San Francisco Chronicle’

© Returi e Resuils ) . L*n_wox!" Artiely 42 of 437G Nex

Privacy Pnliey. Termns of Use- @’7017 NewsBark, inc,

- http:fﬁnfoweb.nestank.corn .ezproxy.sfpt.orgfresourpee’/doc/nb/néws/DEBhF SR EIBIP=AMNEWS

212



3

10

11

12
13
14

15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

26
27
28

Absent: O

M P . = —— — e e e ree e -
g R e o A s 6w s e v - ~ . - - S — i L

whek aboi - Fhe

‘¢€§akda5m.}g > ,
| Q&\[ .ﬂm el or %DA? ~ Resolution No. !

(San francisco Public Finance Authority)

AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF AN AGREEMENT ‘BET"HEEN; THE SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC

FINANCE AUTHORITY AND THE STATE BOARD OF ,EQUALIZA:'TION FOR PREPARATION TO

ADMINISTER AND OPERATE THE AUTHORITY'S TRANSACTIONS' AND USE TAX ORDINANCE.,
RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Public Finance Authority authorizes the

_ execution of an agreement with the State Board of Equairizaﬁ”on 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 pr'e’paring: to asdminister and opeérate the
San Francis‘-co Public ﬁnance Authority transactions and use tax ordinance; and
therefore be it
FURTHER RESOLVED, That this agreement shall continwe in effect until the

preparatory work necessary o admitnisiér the Authority's transactions &nd vse
tax ordina{nce has been completed and the State Board of Eouaii‘zéi’ien has
received all payments due from the Authority; and therefore be it

- FURTHER RESdLVED; That the Superintendent of the San Francisco Unitied
School District and the Chanceilor of the San Francisto Community College
District are hereby authorized to enter into and sign the agreement for the
Authority. A

' The forgoing Resolution «as sassed 2hd adopted by the San Francisco
Public Finance ﬁu_thori’ty at & meeting thereof, this 20THday of September, 1é93

by the following vote, to wit:

Ayes:  EIGHT Ko: ZERO

ATTEST: é)ﬂwv /v @q/)m

. Acting Secretary
. P347




ArkEct - ﬁep!&ceﬁ
Frir
" féh.LM_?

R " AGREEMENT FOR' PREPARATION TO ADMINISTER
AND OPERATE DISTRICT'S TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAX ORD] ANCE

In order to prepare to administer a transactions and use
tax ordinance adopted in accordance with the ‘provisiohs of Part 1.6
(commencing with Section 7251) of Division 2 of the/Revenue and

. AN FRANCISCO PUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY ‘ e
Taxation code, the ,cmm;gmucrnghg __ - .- ; hereinafter

called “District", and the STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION, hereinafter
called "Board", do agree as follows:

1. The Board agrees to enter into work to prepare to
administer and operate a‘trangactions'and,nse tax in conformity
with Part 1.6 of Division 2 of the Revernue and Taxation Code which
Has bheen approved by a majority of the electors of the District and
‘whose ordinance has been adopted by the District.

2. District agrees to pay to the Board at the times and-
in the amounts hereinafter-specified all of thé Board's costs for
preparatory work necessary to administer the District's
transactions and use tax ordinance. The Board's costs for
preparatory work include costs of developing procedures,
Aprogramming for data proCessingg deVeloping'and adopting
appropriate regulations, designing and printing forms, developing
instructions for the Board's staff and for taxpayers, and other
appropriate and necassary preparatory costs -to administer &
transactions and use tax ordinance. These costs shall include both
direct and indirect costs as specified in Section 11256 of the

Government Code.
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ﬁf’,fr':-”,gﬁ” Preparatory.costs may be accounted for 1nva nanAer
whlch conforms to the internal accountlng and personnel records
- fcurrently malntalned by the Board. The bllllnqs for costs‘may be .
.presented 1nesummary form. Detalled records of preparatory costs 2
wiil‘be‘retained forfaudit‘and verlflcatlon by the.Dlstrlct;
4. Any dispute as to the a@ountfafAbrépa;ato:yﬁeostei
incurred by the Boardtshalivbe_referred,to the State Difector of
vFinance for resolution, and the Director's decision shall besfinal;
A 5. Preparatory costs 1ncurred by - the Board shall be |
. bllled by the Board perlodlcally, with the final bllllng 30 days
tafter the operatlve date of- the ordlnance. DlStrlCt shall pay to;
‘ 1fthe Board the amount of such costs on or before the last day of the:
inext succeedlng month follow1ng the month when the bllllng is: l
.)recelvedr :

‘ 6. .The~maximum,adountrto be’paidjpy DistriCt”for~the
4Boafd's preparatory costs Shaii'not eroeed one hﬁndred‘seventy—fiye'
3thousand dollars (%175, 000) (Revenue and Taxatlon Code Sectlon .
:7272) |

7. Communlcatlons ‘and notlces may ‘be sent by flrst
"class Unlted States mall. Commun;catrons_andvnot;ces:to be sent to
: Jthe Board Shall be addressed to-A” B | |
.State Board of Equallzatlon
P.O. Box 942879
Sacramentol California 94279-0001

" Attention: Executive Director
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Commynications and notices to be sent to District shall

R

be addressed tor

Robert Golton

San Franmtisco Publice Finance Auvthority
135 Van Ness Avenue, Room 215

San Francisco, CA 94102

8. °The date of this agreement is the date on which it
is approved by the Department. of Geperal Services. This agreement
shall continue in effect until the preparatory work necessary to
'aaminister District's transactions and use tax ordinance has:been
completed and the Board has received all payments due from District

under the terms of this agreement.

STATE. BOARD OF EQUALIZATION T Jm.{ \f{ﬁf&,{,

/W%i V/

R Executlve Director

i _
g (Dlstrlct).
i' ééﬂbﬂ@a .CL e
a¥ | By, l§f7£égz; 7 .
| (51gnature)
a0
WALDEMAR ROJAS EVAN 5. DOBELLE
‘ {Typed Name)
SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY CHANCELLOR, SAN FRANCISCO:
SUPERINTENDEKT OF SCHOOLS CONMUNTIY -8OLLEGE DISTRIC,
(Title)
. —_—
i A ,CJQ‘ ;7\
(5/92) §ﬁ“““)'“(? Se) -a-



. Oﬂic(_ of the -

“GERMAINE Q WONG
-Registrar of Yoiers

(%‘—‘ S'Z?}ﬁ ﬂlﬁC&bn 7’%9,@ 2 5}\}

& Not" QA(AO&J_ é?/
the r@is&ﬁg

941024691 .
-415, 554 438
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GERMAD\E GWONG
Rzgmmr of \’uu:rs

_uniber 'of polling’ place votes; T order to determine the .-
u st _add the absentee and precmct votes Iogether

counted but not sorted mtd prccmcts before counting; .These pnm:mly represent
‘absentee ballots Swhich were tumed inat pollmg places on elecnon day and coumed i

é—_mf_ﬂd!%ea’ by the
eqisiRa_

No N{\Sﬁ“é@j’ |
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OFFICE OF THE REGISTRAR OF VOTERS

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

158 CITY HALL, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102, Germaine Q Wong, Registrar of Voters
TDD: 415. 554. 4386 Voice: 415. 554.4375 Fax: 415. 554, 7344

Certification of Election Results

18 June 1993 Shmlﬁ,k be :
. ’ . ) f"\
Honorable Board of Supetvisors: fl VTN IR S Ipec Lo ]
City and Cotinity of San Francisco
Room 235 City Hall
San Francisco, CA. 94102

1, Germainé Q Wong, Registrar of Voters of the City and County of San Franci
puxmanttomdmthemanna‘reqmred by law, I have canvassed the vote cast at the Co nsohdated
\Gﬁﬁ Election held on Tuesday, the Fifteenth day of June 1993 in said City and County.

“H — Iwﬁfy&ﬂlmmmoed&emmofswdemwmlml '1992  d that the
nere WS canvass was conducted in the mammer required By Division 12 of the California Elect e.
t‘\“:; Y g‘
BH I As 2 result of such official canvass and tabulation of all votes recorded, I herewith present & complete record.
as set forth in fiall in the volume entitled "Statement of Votes, Final Statement of Votes, June 15; 1993
Special Election,” andﬂlatﬂlenumberofbaﬂotscastatwddecnonwasMBS o Missing Skl len
1‘:)\7(\-\ ‘i \3‘\1[67{5

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

,mwimswhmﬂhaebyamwndmds@ﬂﬁsagmemmw%'

Mot 54"5’34' = m-ﬂﬂﬂ*:ﬁ OOE AT B

No Seul GemaineQWong i3 DIRLAL B S DIV B0y
Registrar of Voters SEP 09 143

{ICISTRAROF VoL

| MATHES W2 jarhick 16

g e ,gicmmﬂﬁ
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City Hall
: 1 Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
BOARD of SUPERVISORS

San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227
July 13, 2017

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102 '
Attn: Victor Young, Administrator

Re: Sunshine Ordinance Complaint No. 17039
Dear Task Force Members:

Our office received a request to respond to SOTF Complaint No. 17039 filed by Mr.
‘Thomas Busse (complainant) against the San Francisco Public Finance Authority
(SFPF).

In response to the SOTF’s request, our office made inquiries with the Office of the City
Attorney and the Office of the Controller. Based upon the information provided, the
SFPF does not operate or meet at this time. The SFPF fulfilled its primary functions in
1993 and delegated administrative powers to the board and executive management of
the Community College District (CCSF) and the San Francisco Unified School District
(SFUSD).

HISTORY

¢ Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 48-93 authorized the creation of the
SFPF to place a sales tax measure on the ballot to increase the local sales
tax to support the SFUSD and CCSF. '

o Members of the SFPF governing body were listed in the voter information
pamphlet which included the following members: Board of Supervisors
Members Alioto, Kaufman, Kennedy, Migden and Shelly; SFUSD Board
Members Ammiano, Fa and Wynns; and CCSF Board Members Varni and
Monet.

e On March 11, 1993, the SFPF governing body fulfilled the body’s primary
function and voted 8-0 to submit a ballot measure to the voters (Proposition
A, June 1993).

e The voters approved Proposition A by a vote of 73.84%.

e Proposition A required the SFPF to enter into a contract with the State Board
of Equalization (BOE) before October 1, 1993, regarding the administration
and operation of the tax.
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SO Complaint No. 17039
July 13, 2017
Page 2

o 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 ali
expenditures.

e The SFPF, having completed their key functions in 1993, had no reason to
meet again as state law does not prescribe any additional function for the
governing board.

The SFPF does continue to exist as a paper entity that the BOE uses to receive and
distribute the portion of local sales taxes designated for SFUSD and CCSF. The BOE
remits the SFPF tax proceeds to a bank account following instructions given to the BOE
by staff at the SFUSD who are speaking on behalf of the SFPF. The City does not
receive or account for these funds.

The Office of the Clerk of the Board does not have any additional records orinformation
regarding the SFPF. | hope that the information provided is enlightening and helpful in
your discussions.

Most Sincerely,

b2y

Angelé Calvillo
Clerk of the Board
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Dr. Vincent Matthews
Superintendent of Schools

San Francisco Unified School District Danielle M. Honck

LEGAL DEPARTMENT General Counsel
555 Franklin Street, 3" Floor, San Francisco, CA 94102 daniellehouck@sfusd.edu
Telephone (415) 241-6216 Fax (415) 241-6371

Tammi Wong
Sr. Deputy General Counsel
wongtl1@sfusd.edu

July 19, 2017

Victor Young
Administrator
Sunshine Ordinance Task Force
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 244

. San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: SOTE File 170-39

Dear Mr. Young:

Thank you for providing the documentation and informational update on the above referenced
matter. As counsel for the San Francisco Unified School District, our position is that the Sunshine
Ordinance does not apply to the San Francisco Unified School District and therefore the Task
Force lacks jurisdiction.

Howeyver, in good faith, this letter is to inform the Complaints Committee that the District does
not have any records that the San Francisco Public Finance Authority (SFPFA) has convened since
September 30, 1993 and to clarify that the San Francisco Educational Finance Authority is a
separate entity that ceased to exist by the expiration of the temporary sales tax that was in effect
between February 1, 1992 to August 1, 1993.

As stated by the Clerk of the Board in its July 13, 2017 letter to the Task Force, the SFPFA
completed its key functions and therefore does not convene. The SFPFA continues to exist on
paper to receive and distribute the portion of the now permanent local sales taxes allocated to the
San Francisco Unified School District and the San Francisco City College District.

Attached are the most recent identified records of a convening of the SFPFA that were retained by
the SFPFA at the District office. As the committee will see, the SFPFA delegated the duty for
State Administration of the SFPFA’s transaction and use tax to the Board of Equalization. The
SFPFA delegated the ability to execute necessary documents to implement the collection of the
tax and to effectuate the allocation and investment of the proceeds of the tax to the San Francisco
County Superintendent of Schools and the Chancellor for the San Francisco Community College
District.
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From: Tammi Wong
Page 2 of 2

We hope this documentation is helpful to the Complaints Committee in its discussions.

Sincerely,

Tammi Wong
Sr. Deputy General Counsel
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SPECIAL MEETING

PUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY
of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors
and San Francisco Bosrd of Educatlon

Members:

Bupervisor Csrole Migden, Chair
Supervisor Argels Alioto
Supervisor Willie B. Kennedy
Supervisor Xevin Shelley
Commissioner Tom Ammiano
Conmissioner Angie Fa
Commissioner Jill Wynns
Trustes Robert Burton
Trustee Maria Monet

Monfay, September 20, 1993
1:00 P.M.
City Hall, Rocom 228, Ban Francisco

1. Resolution Authorizing the Execution of an Agreement
Between the Ben Francisco Public Finance Authority and the
State Board of Egualization for Preparation to Administer and
Operate the Authority's Transaction and Use Tax Ordinance

2. Resplution Authorizing the Exzecution of an Agreement
Between the San Francisco Public Finance Authority and the
State Board of Equalization for Btate Administration of the
Authority's Transaction and Use Tex

3. Resolution Authorizing the San Francigco County
Superintendent of Schools &nd the Chancellor of the San
Francisco Community College District to Joaubly Execute all
Necessary Documents with State and Local Agencies in Order to
Implement the Collection of the Authority's Transactions end
Use Taxes and to Effectuate the Allocat;on and Investment of
the Proceeds of Baid Taxes.

4. Resolution Authorizing the Governing Boards of the San
Francisco Unified School District snd the Ban Francisco
Community College District to Jointly Approve All Expenditures
Hecessary to Implement the Collection of the Authority's
Transactions and Use Taxes and to Effectuate the Allocation end:

Investment of the Proceeds of S5aid Taxes
5., Additional Business

6. Adjournment

i
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Resolution No. /

(San Frarncisco Public Finznce Authority)

AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF AN AGREEMENT BETHEEN THE SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC

FINANCE AUTHORITY AND THE STATE BOARD OF EQUALIiATION FOR PREPARATION T0

ADMINISTER AND GPERATE THE AUTHORITY'S TRANSACTIORS AND USE TAX ORDINANCE.
RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Public Fimance Authority authorizes the

~execution of an agreement with the State Board of Equaiization 'to implement

the provisions of Parts 1.6 and 1.7 of Division 2 of the California Revenue
zng Texation Code, for the purpose‘of preparing io aominister and coerate the
San Francisco Public Finence Authority transactions and use tax ordinance; and
therefore be it _

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this agreement shall continue in effect until the
preparatory work necessar} 10 zdminister the Authority's transactions &nd use
tax ordinance has been completed and the State Board of Eoualization has
received all payments due.from the Avthority; an¢ therefore be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Superintendent of the San Francisto Unified
Schéol District and the Chanceilor of the San Francisco Community College
District are hereby authorized to enter into and sign the agreement for the
Authority. |

The forgoing Resolution wis pissed and zdopted by the San Francisco
Public Finance Authority at 2 meeting thereof, this 20THday of September, 1993

by the following vote, to wit:

ATTEST: ézz\md/@cwﬁo o _/

Aeting Secretary P359




AGREEMENT FOR PREPARRTION TO ADMINISTER
AZND OPERATE DISTRICT'S TRENSACTIONS ARD USE T2X ORDINANCE
In order to prepare to administer a transzctions aﬁd’usé
tax ordinance adopted in accordznce with the provisions of Part 1.6
(commencing with Section 7251) of Division 2 of the Revenue and

Taxation Code, the - , hereinafter

called "District", and the STATE BOARD OF BQUALIZATIbN;“hei-eiﬁafter
called "Board", do zgree as follows: '

1. The Board agreés to enter into work te prepare to
adninister and operate a transactions and use tzx in conformity
with Part 1.6 of Division 2 of the Revenpue and Taxation Code which
has been approved by a majority of the electors of the District and
whose ordinance has been adopted by ﬁhe District.

2. District agrees to pay to the Board at the times and
in thé amounts:heréinaftér specified all of the Beard's costs for
preparatory work necessary to administer the District's
transactions and use tax ordinaﬁhe. The Board's costs for
preparatory vork include costs of developing procedures,
programming for data processing, developing and adopting
appropriate regulations, designing and printing forms, developing
instrﬁctions for the Board's staff and for taxpayers, and other
appropriate and nécessary preparatory costs to administer a
transactions and use tax ordinance. These costs shall include both

direct and indirect costs as specified in Section 11256 of the

-
ke

Government Code.
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- 3. Preparatory costs may be accounted for in a manner
which conforms to the internal accounting and personnel records
currently maintained by the Board. The billings for costs may be
presented in summary form. Detailed records of preparatory costs
will be retained for audit and verification by the District.

4. 2Any dispute as to the amount of preparatory'costs
incurred by the Board shall be referred to the State Director of
Finance for resolution, and the Director's decision shall be final.

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 ordinznce. District shall pay to.
the Board the amount of such costs on or before the last cday of the
next succeeding month following the nonth when the billing is
received.

6. The maximum amount teo 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. Comnunications and notices mﬁy be sent by first
class United States mail. Communications and notices to be sent to
the Board Shall be addressed to: |

State Board of Equalization
P.O. Box ©42879
Sacramento, California 64278-0001

Attention: Ewxecutive Director

¥

-
L

-
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Communications znd notices to be sent to District shall

.

be zddressed to:

8. The date of this agreement is the date on which it
is approved by the Department of General SerQices. -éhis agreement
shall continue in effect until the preparatory work necessary to
administer District's transactions and use tzx ordinance has been

completed and the Board has received all payments due from District

under the terms of this zgreement.

STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION

By.
Executive Director
(District)
By.
(Signature)

,
t}

(Typed Name)

(Title)
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Resolution No. Z

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

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Public Finznce Authority zuthorizes the
execution of an agreement with the State Board of Equalization to implement
the provisions of Paric 1.6 &nd 1.7 of Division 2 of the California Revenue
znd Taxztion Code, for the purpcse of administering znd operating the San
Frazncisco Public Finente Authority transactions and use tax ordinance; and
therefore be it

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

+he work necessary to zdminister the Authority's transactions and use tax

~ordinance has been completed and the Stzte Board of tgualization has received

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

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Superintendent of the San Francisco Unified
Sﬁhool District and the Chancellor of the San Francisco Community College
District are hereby suvihorized to enter into and sign the agreement for the
Authority.

The foregoing Resclution was passed and adopted by the San Francisco
Public Finance Authority at & meeting thereof, this 2oms day of September, 1993

by the following vote, to wit:

Ayes: EIGHT  NO: ZERD

-
L

Absent: 1o

ATTEST: é"’““‘” /s Covrepses

irperson
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AGREEMENT FOR STATE ADMINISTRATION

OF DISTRICT TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAXES .

To carry out Fart 1.6 of Division 2 of the Revenue and
Taxation Code and the Transactions and Use Tax Ordinance of

the . hereinafter called

"District", copy of which Ordinance is attached hereto, District
and the STATE BCARD OF EQUALIZATION, hereinafter called the

"Board"”, do azgree as follows:
ARTICLE I
DEFINITIONS

Unless the context reguires otherwise, wherever the
following terms appear in this Agreement, they shall be interprefed

to mean the following:

1. "District taxes" shall mean the transactions and use
taxes, penalties, and interest imposed under an ordinaznce which
complies with Part 1.6, Division 2 of the Revenue and Taxation

Code.

2. "District Ordinance" shall mean the District!'s®
Transactions and Use Tax Ordinance attached hereto, as amended from
time to time, or as deemed to be amended from time to time pursuant

to Revenue and Taxation Code SeB8fdn 7262.2.
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ARTICLE II

ADMINISTRATION END COLLECTION

OF DISTRICT TAXES

A. pdninistration. The Board and District agree that

‘the Board shall perform exclusively all functiohs incident to the.

administration and operation of the District Ordinance.

B. Other sppliceble laws. 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 adninistration and operation of the District:
Drdihance. District agrees that money cocllected pursuant to the
District Ordinance may be deposited in the State Treasury to the

credit of the Retail Sales Tax Fund and may be drawn from that Fund

for any authorized purpose, including making refunds, “compensating

and reimbursing the Board pursuant to Arficle IV of this Zgreement,
and of transmitting to District the amount to which District is

entitled.

€. Transmitta) of money. Except as otherwise provided
herein, all District taxes collected under the provisions of the

L}
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District Ordinance shall be transmitted to District peiioéically 2s

promptly &s feasible but not less often than twice in each calendar

guarter. Transmittals may be made by mail or by deposit to the -

account of District in a bank in Sacramento designated by
District. A statement shall be furnished at lezst guarterly
indicating the amounts withheld pursuant to Article IV of this

Agreement.

D. Rules. The Board shall prescribe and adopt such

o

rules and regulations as in its judgment 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 payor instructs otherwise
and‘e2cept as otherwise provided in this Zgreement, 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 ﬁut shall
apply all monies collected-to the satisfaction of the claims of the
State, cities, counties, cities and counties, redevelopment

agencies, other districts, and District as their interests appear.
F. Security. The Board agrees that any security which

it hereafter 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 it also will be -

available for the pzyment of the claims of District for district
taxes owing to it as its interest appears. The Board shall not be
required to change the terms of any security now held by it'and
District shall not participate in any security now held by the

Board.

G. Records of the Board. When reguested by resolution -

of the board of directors of District under Section 7056 of the
Revenue and Taxation Code, the Board agrees to perm%E authorized
personnel of District to examine the recocrds and procedures of the
Board concerning taxpayers subject to the District Ordinance.
Information obtained by the District from e#amination of the
Board's records shall be used by the District only for purposes
related to the collection of transactions énd use taxes by the

Board” pursuant to this Agreement.

H. BAnnexation. District agrees that the Board shall
not be required to give effect to an annexationf for the purpcse of
collecting, allocating, and distributing District transactions and
use taxes, earlier than the first day of the calendar quarterAwhich
commences not less than two months after notice to the Board. The
notice shall include the name of the county or counties annexed to
the extended District boundary. 1In the event District shall annex
an area, the boundaries of which are not coterminous with the
boundaries of a county, or counties, the notice shall include a

description of the area annexed and two maps of the District

- -
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showing the erea annexed and the location zddress of the property
nearest to. the extended District boundary on each side of every

street or road crossing the boundary.

ARTICLE IIX
ALLOCATION OF TAX

A. Allocation. In the azdministration of the Board's
contracts with all districts which impose transazctions and use
taxes imposed under ordinznces which comply with Fart 1.6 of

Division 2 of the Revenue and Taxeztion Code:

(1) &ny 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 distributicn of

district taxes collected from all taxpayers.

(2) All district taxes collected as a result of
determinations or billings made by the Board, and all amounts
refunded or credited may be distributed or charged to the
respective districts in the same ratio as the taxpayer's
self~dec1§fed district taxes for the pericd for which the

determination, billing, refund, or credit applies.
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B. Vehicles, Vessels, and Rircraft. For the purpose of
allocating use tax with respect to vehicles, vessels, or zircraft,
the address of the registered ownér appearing on the application * - -
for registration or on the certificate of ownership may be used by

the Board in determining the plazce of use.

ARTICLE IV
COMPENSATION

The District zgrees to pay to the Board as the Board's
cost of administering the District Ordinance such amount as is
provided for by law. Such zmounts shall be ceducted from the taxes

collected by the Board for the District.

-

ARTICLE V
MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

A, Communications. Communications and notices may be
sent by first class United States mail to the addresses listed
below or to such othér addresses as the parties may from time to
time designate. A notification is complete when deposited in the

majil.

.o -G
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Communications and notices to be sent to the Board shall be
zgddressed to:
. State Board of Egualization
P.0O. Box 842879
Sacramento, California = €4279-0001
- Attention: Executive Director

Comnmunications and notices to be sent to Distriect shall

be addressed to:

B. Term. The date of this Agreement is the dzte on

which it is approved by the Department of General Services.

2greement shall take effect on , but no earlier

than the first day of the first calendar quarter commencing after

such approval. This Zgreement shall continue until Decexber 31

next foellowing the operative date of the District Ordinance, and

shall thereafter be renewed automatically from year to year until

the Board completes all work necessary to the administration of the

District Ordinance and has received and disbursed all payments due

under that Ordinance.

c. otice o dina . District shall give

Board written notice of the repeal of the District Ordinance not

less than 110 days prior to the operative date of the repeal.

bl

-
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ARTICLE VI

REFUND OF TAXES

IF ORDINANCE IS FOUND TO BE INVALID

Should a final judgment be entered in any court of the
State of California, holding that District's ordinance is invalid
or void and requiring a rebate or refund to taxpayers of anyitaxes
collected under the terms‘of this Agreement, the pa{Eies mutually

agree that:

1. Board may retain all pzyrents made by District to

Board to prepare to administer the District Ordinance.

B 2. District will pay to Board and allow Board to retain
Board's cost of administering the District Ordinance in the amounts

set forth in Article IV of this Zgreenent.

3. District will pay to Board or to the State of
California the amount of any taxes plus interest and penalties, if
any, that Board or the State of California may be reguired to

rebate or refund to taxpayers.
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4. District will pay to Board its costs for rebating'or
refunding ‘such taxes, interest, or penalties. Board's costs shall
include its additipnal cost of developing procedures for prbcessing’“
the rebates or refunds, its costs of actually meking these refunds,
designing and printing forms, and developingkinstructions for
Board's staff for use in making these rebates or refunds and any
other costs incurred by Board which are reasonably'aﬁﬁropriate or *
necessary to make those rebates or refunds. These cecsts shall
includeiBoard's direct and indirgct costs as specified by Section

11256 of the Government Code.

5. Costs may be accounted for in a manner which
conforms to the internal accounting and persconnel records currently
maintained by Board. The billings for such costs may be presented
in summary form. Detailed records will be retained for avdit 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 ihe judgment of a court
of the State of Califérnia holding Disggict's ordinance to be
invalid or void becomes final. Thereafter Board shall bill

_-9—
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District on or before the 25th of eazch 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

succeéding month and shall pay to Beard the total azmount of taxes,
interest, a2nd penalties refunded or paid to taxpasyers, together

with Board costs incurred in making those refunds.

STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION

—

By .
Executive Director
(District)
By,
(Signature)

(Typed Nanpe)

(Title)

(5/92)
~10~

"

M
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Recolution No. S

(San Francisco County Superintendent znd Community College Chancellor
Authorization)

AUTHORIZING THE SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS AND THE © -
CHANCELLOR FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 7O JOINTLY EXECUTE
ALL NECESSARY DOCUMENTS WITH STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES IN ORDER T0 IMPLEMENT

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

.-THE ALLOCATION AND INVESTMENT OF THE PROCEEDS OF SAID TAXES.

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Public Finence Authority zuthorizes the
San Francisco County Superintendent of Schools &nd the Chanceilor for the San
Francisco Community College District to jeintly execute all necessary
documents with state and local zcencies in order to impiement the collection
of the Authority's transactions and use taxes snd to effectuate the allocation
and investment of the proceeds of said tzxes.

The foregoing Resoiution was passed and adopted by the San Francisco
Public Finance Authority at a meeting thereof, this 2018 day of September,

1993 by the foilowing vote, to wit:

Ayes: EIGHT  NO: TWO | .
e ‘ ‘k
ATTEST: ;dw\/c 6%(4)

Acting Secretary

63854
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Pesclution No. 5£

(SFUSD and SFCCD Governing Board Approval of Expenditures)
AUTHORIZING THE GOVERNING BOARDS OF THE SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT:
AND THE SAN FRANCISCO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 70 JOINTLY APPROVE ALL

* EXPENDITURES NECESSARY 7O IMPLEMENT THE COLLECTION OF THE AUTHORITY'S

TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAXES AND TO EFFECTUATE TEE-ALLOCATION AND INVESTMENT OF
THE PROCEEDS OF SAID TAXES. |

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Public Finance Authority suthorizes the
Governing Bcards of the Saﬁ Francisco Unified School District‘ahd the S&n
Francisco Community College District to jointly apprer ail expencditures
necessary to implement the collection of the Authority’s transactions and use
taxes and to effectuate the allocatfon and investment of the proceegs of said
taxes.

The feregoing Resolution was passed and zdopted by the San Francisco
Pubiic Finance futhority at & meeiing thereof, this 20T gay of September,

1993 by the following vote, to wit:

Ayes: EIGHT NO: ZERO

Absent: ™o

ATTEST: é’”’wy Ve Corco

Acting Secretary

"

63859
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YounjchVictor

From: SOTF, (BOS)
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 1:58 PM
To: 'Laura Clark’; Blome, Jessica (ETH); Pelham, Leeann (ETH); mpetrehs@aol com"; Sheehy,

Jeff (BOS); 'Thomas Busse', Calvillo, Angela (BOS); 'Tamera Wong'; 'Ray’, Herrera Luis
(LIB); Blackman, Sue (LIB); Updike, John; Venegas, Claudine

Cc: : : Colla, Nicholas (CAT); 'Bob Planthold'; Barnes, Bill (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Calvillo, Angela
(BOS) :
Subject: . SOTF - Notice of Hearing- Sunshine Ordinance Task Force - September 6, 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 merifs of
the complaint; 2) issue a determination; and/or 3) consider referrals from a Task Force Committee.

Date: September 6, 2017

Location:  City Hall, Room 408

Time: 4:00 p.m.

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

Respondents/Departments: Pursuant to Section 67.21 (e) of the Ordinance, the custodian of records
or a 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 complete 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: Corhplaint 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.

P376



File No. 17085: Complaint filed by Ray Hartz against Luis Herrera and the Public Library for allegedly
violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Sections 67.21(e), 67.25 and 67.29(a)(c), by
failing to respond to an Immediate Disclosure Request in a complete manner or failing to maintain
required records.

File No. 16117: Complaint filed by Ray Hartz against City Librarian Luis Herrera and the Public
Library for violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section 67.29-6, by failing to maintain
a written agreement with entities collecting/maintaining funds for the purpose of carry out or assisting
any city function to abide by the Sunshine Ordinance.

Documentation (evidence supporting/disputing complaint)

For a document fo be considered, it must be received at least five (5) working days before the .
hearing (see attached Public Complaint Procedure).

For inclusion in the agenda packet, supplemental/supporting documents must be received by 5:00
pm, August 29, 2017.

Victor Young

Administrator

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force

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

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

1 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 jts 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 o 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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