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The California High Speed Rail Authority will have a hearing
on September 2,2oro in Sacramento. California Consulting
will lobby on behalf of our clients for the alignment of the
BNSF. Attached is a draft letter to Chairman Pringle urging
the Authority to align the BNSF. California Consulting is
asking all interested parties to send a letter or resolution to
Chairman Pringle advocating for the alignment of the BNSF,
with a copy to California Consulting. We are pleased to
announce that our clients the Kern COG have sent a similar
letter to Chairman Pringle supporting the BNSF line. Please
contact us with any questions. Thank you.

High Speed Rail Update

Update

August 19, 2o1o

The Hon. Curt Pringle, Chair
California High-Speed Rail Authority
92S L Street, Suite r4z5
Sacramento, CA 95814

Chairman Pringle:

[insert organization here] stands solidly behind the California High-Speed Rail
Authority's recommended alignment along with the Burlington Northern-Santa
Fe line through the San Joaquin Valley. We recognize that following existing rail
lines makes the most sense environmentally, economically and in the interest of
timeliness.

By working with BNSF to secure right-of-way for high-speed rail track, the
Authority is helping to guarantee a host of infrastructure improvements,
including dozens of grade crossings that will be shared by freight and passenger
rail. In exchange, the Authority can plan for a system that will create the least
impact on open spaces and precious Valley farmland.

fCity/organization] also recognizes that time is of the essence in the Authority's
decision. With a federal mandate to break ground no later than December zorz,
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your Board must act quickly to determine the best route for the train to take.
while some have called for a re-examination of a north-south alignment through
the city of Bakersfield, Authority staff has considered that alternative and found
it wanting. [City/organization] is on record favoring the decision to narrow
alignment alternatives, including eliminating the north-south option.

Furthermore, the Kern region and the San Joaquin Valley stands to benefit
greatly from having one of the first sections of operational high-speed rail. In a
region with chronic unemployment routinely surpassing that of Appalachia, the
Valley needs the economic boost high-speed rail will bring.

In short, [City/organization] urgesyourBoardto approve the BNSFalignmentas
the most viable alternative through the San Joaquin Valley. We acknowlefue and
appreciate the work and thorough consideration HSR staff has given to each of
the alternatives. with all viable alignments have been explored exhaustively, we
submit the time to act is now.

Thank you for your attention and consideration.

lNamel
ITitle]

Contact Infor.mation
phone: (559) 244-o8or
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Fwd: State Water Resources Conhol Board Grant/lnan Foreiveness ...

Subject: Fwd: State water Resources control Board Grant/Loan Forgiveness Money
From: Sundy Sosavanh <sundy@californiaconsulting.org>
Date: Thu,02 Sep 2010 08:40:19 -0700
To: Canol Terrazas <canol@califomiaconsulting.org>

Original Message
subject:State water Resources control Board Grant/Loan Forgiveness Money

Date:Mon, 30 Aug 2010 15:45:55 -0400 (EDT)
From: Steve Samuelian <steve@californiaconsulting.orgz

Reply-To : steve@californiaconsulting. org
To : sundy@californiaconsulting. org
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Contact Ca lifornia Consuft ing,
LLC

1530 East  Shaw Ave, #114

Fresno, Cal i fornia 93710
(ss9) 244-0801
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State Water Resources Control Board Grant/Loan Forgiveness Money
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State Water Resources Control Board

Cal i fornia Consul t ing staf f  recent ly  met wi th State Water board staf f  in Sacramento as part  of  our regular
meet ings wi th them regarding waste water issues,

On August  3,  2010 the State Water Board adopted guidel ines for
dist r ibut ion of  $72 mi l l ion in federal  pr incipal  forgiveness/grant
dol lars.  This is  grant  money for  waste water t reatment expansions,  etc.

See at tached breakdown of  the Board's act ions.

There are two categor ies of  funding:

Category A:  Smal l  d isadvantaged communit ies wi th populat ions less than
20K. Maximum grant  is  500/0 of  project  cost  or  g5 mi l l ion.
Category B:  Other Disadvantaged communit ies wi th populat ions over 20K.
lYaximum grant  is  500/0 of  project  cost  or  g3 mi l l ion.

Appl icants must have a executed f inance agreement by May 1,  2011 and an
executed construct ion agreement by August  l ,  2OLf.

Approximately 60olo of  the 972 mi l l ion wi l l  be for  smal l  and disadvantaged
communit ies and approximately 4Oo/o wi l l  be for  other d isadvantaged
co  mmu n i t i e s .

I f  you are interested in pursuing the above loan forgiveness/grants for
waste water needs please contact  Cal i fomia Consul t ing.
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Sanger City CalGrip

Subject: Sanger City CalGrip
From: Steve Samuelian <steve@califomiaconsulting.org>
Date: Fri, 3 Sep 2010 18:10:03 -0400 (EDT)
To : carrol@califomiaconsulting. org
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September 2o1o
COMMUNITIES THAT CARE GANG TASK FORCE

On Thursday, August 12, 2010, the Communities That Care Gang Task Force met for its monthly meeting in Sanger. The Communities
That Care Gang Task Force is comprised of local government, municipality agency, and community based organizations from Fresno
County. Some of its collaborative partnerships include the Sanger Police Department (lead agency), the citiei of Reedley, Kingsburg,
Parlier, Fowler, Orange Cove, Selma and the community of Del Rey. ln addition, various school districts in the county such a Fowter
Unified School District and Sanger Unified School District and community based organizations such as Boys and Girl,i Club, Big Brothers
and Big Sisters, and Parent's 911 are among the agencies that are working towards gang prevention, intervention, and rehabilitation.

The CalGrip application was funded back-to-back years and was written by California Consulting. The Sanger, Reedley, parlier, Selma,
Orange Cove, Kingsburg, and Del Rey CalGrip administration and post award compliance is overseen by Cllifornia Consulting Senror
G rants Administrator Antoniette Aizon-Hubbell.

The collaborative efforts will focus on Southeast Fresno County by providing a mainstream process for existing resources to address
gang prevention in areas targeted by gang suppression efforts by the Multi-Agency Gang Enforcement Consoitium (MAGEC). The goal
of this alliance is to reduce gang offenses and gang-related violent crimes. Additionally, the alliance targets individuals who are at-risk of
being gang members through protective factor exposure and the development of a gang intervention action plan.

During this month's meeting, Debra McKemie from Fresno County informed the group that she had presented the five-year gang
intervention action plan to Fresno County's Board of Supervisors and was well received. In addition, the Communities ihat C"re Gang
Task Force will be participating in the National Crime Prevention Month in October 2010. Fresno County will be celebrating its first Ging
Prevention Awareness Week starting on October 2 to October 9, 2Ol O. For further information or to receive an information packet. visit
www. fcgpc. org or contact Debra M cKenzie at nevergiveup@co. f resno. ca. us.

Aside from being a part of the National Crime Prevention Month, the community of Del Rey and the City of Fowler had its annual National
Night Out, which was a success and the City of Reedley will be hosting their National Night Out in Sepiember. Since school is fast
approaching, Reedley Police Department will be doing crosswalk details to ensure the safety of school children walking to school.
Lastly, the Boys and Girls Club of Fresno County is trying to get some publicity to attempt to get more mentors and to inform the
community of their organization and what services they offer.

The next meeting is scheduled for September 9, 2010 at the City of Sanger Annex. lf you would like additional information about
Communities That Care Gang Task Force, please e-mail Antoniette Aizon-Hubbell with California Consulting at
antoniette@californiaconsulting. org.
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Subject: CAL FIRE Grants Announcement
F rom : Steve Samuelian <steve@californiaconsulting. org>
Date: Mon, 6 Sep 2010 12:35:05 -0400 (EDT)
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CAL FIRE Grants Announcement
September 2o7o

CAL FIRE Grants Announcement--FYl

These are some of the most popular tree beautif ication grants. Cali fornia
consult ing has secured several of these grants for cit ies and school
distr icts over the past several years,

On behalf of CAL FIRE, the SGC is pleased to announce the offering of
Urban and Community Forestry Grants for the Z0L0/Z0tt f iscal year,
These grants wil l  be for activit ies that expand urban forests and improve
or enhance urban forest management and knowledge. please see the
two websit es l isted below for information about the grant programs for
tree planting (Green Trees For The Golden State), tree inventories,
urban forest management plans, urban forest education, and innovative
urban forestry projects (Leading Edge). A new program, Leafing Out,
can fund any of  these prev ious act iv i t ies,  but  in  smal ler  grant  amounts.
It  is designed for communit ies and organizations that have less capacity
or experience carrying out urban forestry projects.

CAL FIRE's Urban Forestry Program has endeavored to make these
grant offerings user-fr iendly by having a central procedural guide
common to al l  of the offerings, with requests for proposals unique to
each offering. The concept application is a PDF form, four pages in
length, and is submitted via email.  CAL FIRE Regional Urban Foresters
are available throughout the state to answer questions and provide
technical assistance.

Funding of these grants is dependent upon the state budget process and
upon the state's abil i ty to sel l  bonds.

All  grant materials and a l ist of available Regional Urban Foresters by
geographic area can be found at the fol lowing websites:
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http ://www. fi re. ca. gov/resou rce_mgfl resou rce_mgt_urbanforestry. php

http : //www. ufei. orglg ra ntinfo. lasso

For more information or grant writing assistance please contact:
California Consulting, LLC
(sse) 244-O8OL
Carrol@californ iaconsu lting. o rg

Callfomla Consulting | 1530 East Shaw Ave, #114 | Fresno I CA I 93710
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Federal Education Jobs Fund Bill Advances

Subject: Federal Education Jobs Fund Bill Advances
From: Steve Samuelian <steve@californiaconsulting.org>
Date: Fri, 10 Sep 2010 20:30:04 -0400 (EDT)
To: carrol@californiaconsult ing.org
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\ State Superintendent of Public Instruction Jack O'Connell released preliminary calculations(http;//www.cde.ca.qov/fq/aalcalediobsfund.asp) last week estimaiing how much tocal educationalagencies would receive under the federal Education Jobs Fund. Senat-e Bill (SB) g47, coauthoredby Senate President pro Tempore Darrell Steinbe.rg. and Assembly Speaker John A. p6rez, andapproved by the Legislature in the lasi;ighi ;f i66iion. lt authorizes the catifornia Department of
E9.Vqelgn (CDE) to disburse the funds. o'connett, steinberg ano perez i!si6A'Ai,;a;-ii" *d6t;t'call ing on the Governor to sign the legislation before he leavls on a trip abroad.

P.:,Ill.:tq1y,l11?!1991 
the Governor "requested" the bill, meanins that he coutd decide to sign thelegrslatlon In the very near future. lf the governor does sign SB 847, the state wil l be requirejbyfederal law to allocate the funds to scho-ol districts within 14 days of enactment.

The hold on SB 847 (awaiting action by the Governor), coupled with the lack of a state budget, hasforced many districts to wait and see how K-12 education fares during the sti l l-unfinished budgetnegotiations before they decide how to use the Education Jobs fundirig. "Districts need to know
how much they can expect from the Education Jobs Fund so they can'meet their students,
educational needs by hiring or protecting jobs for teachers, nurses, counsetors, paraeducators, andother important school personnel," O'Connell said. "As soon as the Governor signs this bil l  into law,we can start the process of distributing the funds to schools.,,

The CDE has posted the preliminary calculations for the amounts local educational agencies are
entitled to receive based on the state's revenue-limit formulas at Education Jobs Fund - Categorical
Programs. A revenue limit is defined as the funds a school district or charter.^sch.oot may receiveper pupil in average daily attendance, which is the total number of daiioi student attendance
divided by the total number of days in the regular scnoot year.

SB 847 provides the CDE with the authority to allocate $1.2 bil l ion from the federal Education JobsFund signed into law last month by President Barack Obama. The funding is designed to save jobs
in California schools by retaining, recall ing, or rehiring former employees"ano to hire new
employees to provide 99ly..qni!9.h999., elementary, or secondary educational services. Districts thatshortened their schoor year can aiso use the funds to add back davs to
the school year calendar. Funds may not be used for general administrative expenses. Under the
federal legislation, states may not use the funds directly or indirecily to: Establish, restore, or
supplement a rainy day fund; Supplant state funds to eitablish, r.esiore, or supptement a rainy dayfund; Reduce or retire state debt; or Supplant state funds to reduce or retire state debt.

once the Governor signs the bil l , CDE will work with the Governor's Office of planning and
Research and the State Controller's Office to distribute the apportionment funding to i-ocal
educational agencies throughout .C".g!'Lgni+

!
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Federal Education Jobs Fund Bill Advances

Abdrt lfs
California Consuhing
1530  Eas tShawAve ,#114
Fresno, California 9371 0
Califomia Consulting
(559) 244-0801
ca rrol@californiaconsulti ng.org
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U.S. Soccer Formdation Grant Opportunity

Subject: U.S. Soccer Foundation Grant Opportunity
From: Steve Samuelian <steve@californiaconsulting.org>
Date: Mon,20 Sep 2010 20:30:04 -0400 (EDT)
To: carrol@californiaconsulting.org
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U.S. Soccer Foundation Grant Opportunity

Seotember 2010

G a l i f o r n i a  C o n s u l t i n g  A n n o u n c e s
New Gran t  Oppor tun i t y

The U.S. Soccer Foundation's 2010 grant application period opens October 1st, and ends October 29th. The Foundation has
provided over $51 million in grants, financial support and loans to help fund programs and projects in all 50 states. Hundreds of
thousands of individuals have benefited from the Foundation's support. The Soccer Foundation supports projects throughout the
U.S. that focus on keeping children in vulnerable communities active, healthy, and safe from the dangers of the streets. The
Foundation is especially interested in organizations that incorporate a yourth development element such as anti-violence,
anti-drugs, healthy lifestyles, etc. into their soccer programs. The Foundation offers four grant program. To be eligible for any of
these, applicants must:

' Apply on behalf of a program or project operating in the United States
' Be a not-for-profit organization, school, municipality, college or university, public school, or sovereign tribal nation that
meets the established focus for the 201'1 Grant Cycle.
' Apply for a soccer-specific program or field-building project.

Program Grants ($1 -$1 00,000)
The U.S. Soccer Foundation awards Program Grants to help pay for uniforms, player equipment, travel costs, facility rental,
registration costs, and training for players, coaches and referees.
Field Grants ($1 -$1 00,000)
Field Grants assist with every stage of the field building process - from planning and designing a new field to installing the
finishing touches such as lights and field boards.

Footprint Field Grants ($1-$200,000)
In cooperation with our National Partner, FieldTurf, the Foundation awards grants to build synthetic grass soccer fields that are
durable and can be used in all weather conditions.
Planning Grants
The Foundation's Planning Grants lnitiative provides Grants in the form of credit with CF|A Sports to produce a concept plan that
guides the design and construction of soccer field projects. Planning Grants are awarded during a separate cycle in the Spring.
To be eligible for consideration for a Field or Footprint Fields (Synthetic Field) Grant, applicants must:
' Own or have a minimum 10 year lease/land use agreement on the land where the field building project will take place.
' Have written authorization from the community where the field building project will take place to add lights to the field(s) (if
applying for lights as part of the project).

q
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Subject: Proposition 22
F rom: Steve Samuelian <steve@californiaconsulting. org>
Date: Tue, 21 Sep 2010 22:40:07 -0400 (EDT)
To : carrol@californiaconsulting.org
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1:30 to 1:35 p.m. Int roduct ions.

1 :35  to  2 :05  p .m .

2 :05  to  2 :35  p .m . Proponents.

Senator Alan Lowenthal, Chair
Senate Transportation and Housing Committee

Senator Christine Kehoe, Vice Chair
Senate LocaI Government Committee

Background and Analysis.

Marianne OMattey, Director, GeneraI Government
Legislative Anatyst's Office

Jessica Digiambattista, FiscaI and Poticy Anatyst
Legistative Anatyst's Office

Ctick Here to Visit Our Site

Senate Committee on Transportation and Housing
Senate Committee on LocaI Government

PRELIMINARY AGENDA

Proposition 22:
Locat Taxpayer, Public Safety,

and Transportation Protection Act of 2010

'l :30 to 3:30 p.m.
Wednesday, September 22, 2010

State Capitol, Room 1'12

Chris McKenzie, Executive Director
League of Catifornia Cities

Joshua Shaw, Executive Director
California Transit Coalit ion

I  of1

2:35 to 3:05 p.m. Opponents.
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Proposition 22

Brian Hatch, Legistative Advocate [tentative]
California ProfessionaI Firefichters

Kathy Dennis, Board Member
Catifornia Nurses Association

Toby Boyd, Board Member [tentative]
Catifornia Teachers Association

3:05 to 3:30 p.m. Advice and Comment.

Time for public comment.

3:30 p.m. Adjourn.

Revised: September 16, 2010

Senate Committee on Transportation and Housing
Senate Committee on Local Government

Proposition 22:
Local Taxpayer, Public Safety,

and Transportation Protection Act of 2010

A Staff Briefing Paper for the Informational Hearing

1:30 p.m., Wednesday, September 22,2010
State Capitol, Room 112

Tabte of Contents
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About this paper 1
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Proposition 22

Proposition 22:
Local Taxpayer, public Safety,

and Transportation Protection Act of ZO1rO

Sponsored by the League of Catifornia Cities and the Catifornia Transit Association, the Locat Taxpayer,pubtic Safety, and
Transportation Protection Act of 2010 has quatif ied for the November 2,2010 GeneraI Etection as proposition 22.

Elections Code 59034 requires each house of the Legistature to assign quatif ied init iative measures to its appropriate
committees. Those committees must hotd joint pubtic hearings on the subject of the measure at least 30 days before the
election.

Accordingty, the Senate Committee on Transportation and Housing and the Senate Committee on LocaI Government witt hol.d a
joint hearing on september 22,7010, at the state Capitot to review proposition 22.

In accordance with the Etections Code, the Legislature has no authority to alter any init ' iative measure or to prevent it from
appearing on the battot.

About This Paper

This background paper prepares the members of the two committees for the September 22 pubtic hearing. The committees witt
hear from the Legistative Analyst's Office, the init iative's sponsors, and its opponents. Legistators witt also engage in a question
and answer session. The committees wilt also reserve time for others to give their comments and reactions.

The paper suggests questions that legistators may want to ask the witnesses at the hearing. The suggested questions appear in
itatics and are preceded with the ) svmbot.

3ackground and Existing Law

In the more than 30 years since voters approved Proposition '13 (1978), state and tocat f iscat affairs have become increasingty
entangted because of decisions made by poticymakers, judges, and voters, producing conftict between the state and locat
governments. Proposition 22 is the most recent chapter in a decades-long struggte to achieve a balance in state-tocal f iscaI
retations.

Particutarty since the property tax shifts in the earty 1990s, tocat officiats have expressed their cottective irritation with the
state for restricting, raiding, and refusing to repay local revenue sources. Locat officiats argue (and many tegistators agree) that
the state's budgetary behavior toward locaI governments has led to increasing instabitity and unpredictabitity for tocal budgets.
They worry about the tack of tegisl,ative sotutions, the continuing attempts to shift additionat property taxes, the persistent
uncertainty about motor vehicte fuel tax and vehicle [icense fee revenues, and the dysfunctionat mandate reimbursement
process. They argue that the convotuted state-tocat funding retationship has removed revenue streams further and further from
the services they pay for and rendered locaI government financing virtual.ty impossible for the pubtic to understand.

Years of working groups, select committees, and btue ribbon commissions have fitted tegistative shetves with reports, studies,
and reform proposats for f ixing the state-locaI retationship. Few disagree with the need for reform. Affected constituencies
argue about the detaits, but not about the need for change. The Senate Local Government Committee's 2001 report Tension &
Ambiguity: A Legistative Guide to Recent Efforts to Reform Catifornia's State-Locat Fiscal, Retationship, summarizes the reform
efforts. For all the long and thoughtfut hours devoted to this topic, the Legistature has enacted very tittte real reform.

Frustrated by the Legistature's faiture to enact reforms, some interest groups have placed reform proposats before the voters. In
November 2004, voters approved Proposition 1A, which amended the Catifornia Constitution to timit the state's authority over
revenues from property taxes, locaI sales taxes, and vehicte ticense fees. In November 2006, voters approved another
Proposition 1A, which restricted the state's authority over revenues from sales taxes on gasotine. This November's proposition 22
augments these two battot measures by further restricting the state's authority over:
' Transportation tax revenues,
. Property tax revenues, and
. Vehicle ticense fee revenues.
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Proposition 22

l. Transportation tax revenues. The excise tax on motor vehicte fuets ("the gas tax") provides the primary source of state
funding for transportation in Catifornia and functions as a user-pays system for the state's highways and [ocal streets and roads.
The state first imposed an excise tax on gasotine and diesel in the 1920s and historicatty revenue from the state's excise tax has
been allocated to both the state and [oca[ qovernmenrs.

Articte XIX of the Cat'ifornia Constitution provides that the state's motor vehicle fuel excise tax may onty be used for the
"research, planning, construction, improvement, maintenance, and operations of pubtic streets and highways (and their retated
pubtic facit it ies for nonmotorized traffic)" and the "research, planning, construction, and improvement of exctusive pubtic mass
transit guideways (and their related fixed facitit ies)... ." Articte XlX, therefore, prohibits using these gas tax revenues for most
transit purposes.

A. Transit Funding. In the post Wortd War l l era, transit transitioned from privately provided to a tocaI public service that was
tocatty funded, [argety from locaI property taxes.

In the earty 1970s, the Legislature passed and Governor Ronald Reagan signed the Transit Development Act (TDA) to provide a
stable tocal subsidy program for transit. This was the state's first foray into using the sates tax, rather than an excise tax, to fund
transDortation.

With the passage of the TDA, the state dropped its statewide sales tax rate by a quarter percent and made up for the loss in the
state's Generat Fund by broadening the sates tax base to inctude gasotine. Whenever sales tax on gasoline produced more than
enough revenue to fitt that revenue hote, the state agreed to use the excess, or what was catted the "spiltover", to support
pubtic transportation. At the same time, the state required counties to impose a quarter-cent sates tax to be used to fund
transit in urban areas and transit and roads in rural areas. Later the sates tax on dieset was atso dedicated to transit.

These three sources - the [oca[ sates tax, the spittover, and the sates tax on diesel -- became the primary sources of state
support for transit funding. These three flow into the state's Public Transportation Account (PTA), through which the state
provides support to [oca[ transit districts and for intercity rait,

B. The Gas Tax' In 1990, the voters approved Proposition 111, which the Legislature ptaced on the battot and which increased
the excise tax on motor vehicle fuets from 9 cents to 18 cents over a period of f ive years. The tast of the Proposition 111
increases occurred on January 1,1994 when the tax went up one cent to 18 cents per gatton. (This amount stood unti l this year,
when the Legistature enacted the "gas tax swap," which is described betow.)

Through Proposition 1 1 1 the state atso dedicated the increment of sates tax on the new 9 cents of gasoline excise tax to transit,
a new revenue for the PTA.

In the years between futl imptementation of Proposition '1 11 and 2010, the gasotine excise tax lost over 30 percent of its
purchasing power. In its ptace in the state provided primarily Generat Fund revenues and [oca[ governments contributed funds
from locat, voter-approved, transportation sales tax revenues.

One of the most significant shifts of GeneraI Fund revenues to transportation occurred in 2000, when the Legistature dedicated
the state sales tax on gasotine to transportation. Catifornia inctuded this dedication in the Catifornia Constitution when the
people approved Proposition 42in2cf,,2. Twenty percent of those revenues were dedicated to transit, 40 percent to the state
h'ighway system, and 40 percent to locat streets and roads.

Then in 2006, Proposition 18, which the Legistature placed on the battot, authorized a 519 bitt ion generaI obtigation bond for
transportation. Originatty, the state General Fund repaid bonds issued under Proposition 1B, but beginning in the 2010-11 Fiscat
Year, gasotine excise taxes, pursuant to the gas tax swap, provide funds to repay those bonds.

C. The 2010 Gas Tax Swap. The gas tax swap enacted in March 2010 etiminated, effective Juty 1 2010, the sates tax on gasoline
and reptaced it with an gasotine excise tax designed to generate an equivatent amount of revenue. To ensure continuing
revenue neutratity in the swap, each year the Board of Equatization must adjust the gasotine excise tax such that over time the
new excise tax generates the same revenue as the otd sales tax on gasoline would have generated. The gas tax swap tegistation
also provided that about 5'l bittion annuatty of PTA and gas tax revenues would be used to repay existing general obtigation
transportation bonds, including those authorized under Proposition 1B of 2006.

The gas tax swap legistation also provided for a revenue-neutraI swap of (increased) sales tax on dieset and (reduced) dieset
excise tax in order to increase PTA funds avaitable for transit operations funding.
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D. Constitutional Limits on Borrowing Transportation Funds. As the state moved away from the user-pay concept in
transportation and embedded transportation in the state's GeneraI Fund, it subjected transportation to the same revenue
vagaries that other General Fund programs face. During booming economic times, transportation received extra funding, but
during more austere economic times the state borrowed transportation revenues or, in the case of PTA funds, used them
without a ptan to repay. In response, to restrict borrowing of these transportation funds, the peopl,e amended the Catifornia
Constitution through:

' Proposition 2 of 1998, which timited state General Fund borrowing of state transportation funds, including gas tax revenues
and funds in the Public Transportation Account. Specificatty, loans to the state General Fund in any fiscat year must be repaid
within that f iscal year, except that repayment may be detayed up to 30 days after a state budget is enacted for the subsequent
fiscal year. Loans extending over a fiscat year may be during times of significant negative impacts on the Generat Fund. Loans
extending over a fiscaI year must be repaid in futt with.in three fiscaI years.
' Proposition 1A of 2006, which restricts the borrowing of gasol.ine sates tax (i.e., Proposition 42) funds. lt [ imits such
borrowings to twice in a ten-year period, but it requires futl repayment of the first toan before a second coutd commence and
requires that any toan be futty repaid within three years.

l l. Propertv tax revenues. Before voters'approvat of Proposition 13 (1978), [oca[ governments set their own property tax
ra tes .  P ropos i t i on l3capped the ra teo fadva lo remtaxeson rea tp rope r t ya t l% ,cu t t i ngs ta tew idep rope r t y tax revenuesby
57%, and gave the Legislature the power to allocate the remaining property tax revenues.

The Legistature responded by attocating property tax revenues to counties, cit ies, speciaI districts, and school districts baseo on
each agency's pro rata share of the property taxes collected within a county in the three fiscat years prior to jgl}-7g (SB .154,
Rodda, 1978). The Rodda bitt atso baited out locat governments with 5858 mittion in btock grants. ln 1979, the Legistature
permanently restructured the attocation of property taxes (AB 8, L. Greene, 1979). AB 8 used SB 154's property tax altocations as
a base and then, in ptace of block grants, shifted some of the schools' property tax revenues to tocal agencies and reptaced tne
schools' losses with increased subventions from the state General Fund.

To balance the State Budget in 1992-93, and then again in 1993-94, the Legistature permanentty shifted property tax revenues
from locaI governments to each county's EducationaI Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF) to benefit schoots --- and offset Stare
General Fund spending. During the late 1990s, efforts to reverse or mitigate the ERAF property tax shifts and to reform the
state-tocaI f iscaI relationship faited to produce resutts.

Fottowing these faited tegistative reform efforts, and in response to the threat of more locaI revenues being shifted to the stare,
a coatit ion of [oca[ governments quatif ied the Local Taxpayers and Publ,ic Safety Protection Act for the November 2, 2004 battot
as Proposition 65' Proposition 65 reduced the state's control over some tocal, funding sources by requiring majority-voter
approval of tegistation to reduce, suspend, or detay tocaI governments' property tax, sates tax, and Vehicte License Fee (VLF)
revenues.

Alarmed by Proposition 65's potentiaI f iscaI consequences for the state, Governor Schwarzenegger proposed an a[ternative
approach' The governor's package proposed reforming the state-locat f iscat retationship in exchange for a two-year tocaI
government property tax contribution toward the State Budget. On a separate track, the Legistature re-engaged in
conversations with tocal governments on how best to reform the system. These two efforts came together and a proposat
emerged as part of the 2004-05 State Budget package, teading to voter approval of Proposition 1A in November 2004.

Proposition lAof 2004 amended the CaIifornia Constitution to prohibit the state from shift ing to schoots or community cotteges
any share of property tax revenues attocated to [oca[ governments for any fiscal year under the taws in effect as of November 3,
2004. Proposition 1A altowed the state to shift to schools and community cotteges a timited amount of locat government
property tax revenues if: the Governor proctaims that the shift is needed due to a severe state financiat hardship, the
Legistature approves the shift with a two-thirds vote of both houses, and certain other conditions are met. The state must repay
locaI governments for their property tax losses, with interest, within three years.

The 2009-10 State Budget used this constitutionatly-permitted exception to borrow 51.9 bitt ion of property taxes from cities,
counties, and speciaI districts. That budget redirected revenues equaI to 8% of each tocat agency's 2008-09 property tax
apportionment (exctuding debt tevies) into a new fund in each county - the Supptemental Revenue Augmentation Fund (SRAF) -
to offset State General Fund spending for trial court, correctionat, and other state-funded services. The funds must be repaid bv
June  30 ,2013 .

State law lets redevelopment agencies divert other [oca[ governments' property tax
incrementrevenuessothat theycanf ightphysicat  andeconomicbt ight .  InZWT-Os,redevelopmentagenciesdiver tedabout
55.4 bitt ion in property tax increment revenues annuatly from counties, cit ies, speciat districts, and schoot districts. The stare
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GeneraI Fund must backfitt the schoots'[osses, about 52.7 bitt ion a year. Proposition 1A's restrictions do not appty to
redevetopment agencies. The 2009-10 State Budget took advantage of this exception by requiring redevetopment agencies to
shift nearty 52 bittion of revenues to schoots over two years.

l l l .. Vehicle l icense fee revenues. The motor vehicte l icense fee (VLF) is a state excise tax on the ownership of a registered
vehicte, in l ieu of a personal property tax on vehictes. Motor vehictes were originatty part of the tocat property tax rotts,
subject to tocaI property taxes. In 1935, the tegistature removed vehictes from locaI property taxation and instead substituteo a
state'imposed vehicle l icense fee. The state returned the revenues from the VLF, minus administrative costs, to counties and
cities as a replacement for the revenues they woutd have received if vehictes had remained on property tax rotts. Voters
approved Proposition 47 (1986) to constitutionatty guarantee that VLF revenues go to counties and cit ies.

The VLF rate was constant for more than 50 years untit 1998, when the Legistature began cutting the VLF rate from 2%to0.65%
of a vehicte's vatue. The state GeneraI Fund backfitted the tost VLF revenues to cit ies and counties.

As part of the 2004-05 budget agreement, the Legistature enacted the "VLF-property tax swap." Instead of a backfitt subsidy from
the State General Fund, cit ies and counties get more of the property tax revenues that otherwise woutd have gone to schoots
through the Educationat Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF). In turn, the state GeneraI Fund backfitts schools for their tost
ERAF money. As a resutt of these changes, the net VLF revenues avaitabte for per capita attocation to tocat governments were
reduced by nearly 90o/o, from approximatety 51 .86 bittion to S'196.7 mittion in 2004-05.

Proposition 1A (2004) amended the Catifornia Constitution to require that the Legistature must altocate to locat governments a
minimum amount of funding that is equat to what they woutd have received from a 0.65% VLF rate, even if the Legistature
lowerstheVLFratebetow0.65%. UnderProposi t ion lAofZ|Jf / , theLegistaturereta inedtheauthor i ty toat tocateVLFrevenues
among cit ies and counties.

Proposed Init iative

Proposition 22 restricts the Legistature's authority over revenues from transportation taxes, property taxes, and vehicte license
fees.

l. Transportation taxes. Proposition 22 prohibits state borrowing of transportation funds, repeating the provisions of the
California Constitut' ion that Proposition 2 of '1998 and Proposition 1A of 2006 added. ltwould atso embed in the Catifornia
Constitution statutory transportation funding formulas, generatty providing that these coutd onty be changed after a Catifornia
Transportation Commission public hearing and reporting process and a two-thirds vote of each house of the Legistature. Also,
the proposition provides that the Legistature may not direct gas tax funds to pay previously issued bonds, thus undoing a major
provision of the gas tax swap at Generat Fund cost of about 51 bitt ion per year.

in a financing system that is not responsive to meeting Catifornia's transportation needs?

differentty than state use of these revenues (i.e., why does it require a vote of the peopl,e and permit prospective use onty tor
the state)?

have on the state's cash ftow?

ll. Propertv taxes. Proposition 22 repeats the Legislature's authority to shift a timited amount of tocat government property rax
revenues to schools and community cotteges during a time of severe state financiat hardship.

Proposition 22 prohibits the Legislature from requiring a community redevetopment agency to either:

' Pay, remit, loan, or otherwise transfer, directty or indirectly, taxes on ad vatorem real property and tangibte personal
property attocated to the agency for the benefit of the state, any agency of the state, or any jurisdiction; or

' Use, restrict, or assign a particular purpose for such taxes for the benefit of the state, any agency of the state, or any
jurisdiction, other than for making payments to affected taxing agencies pursuant to specified statutes or for increasing,
improving, and preserving the suppty of low and moderate income housing avaitabte at affordabte housing cost.
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goal of local government finance reform or does it reinforce an existing flawed revenue structure?

other programs such as education, social services, corrections, and transportation? Does it increase the tiketihood of future tax
increases?

lll. Vehicle License Fees. Proposition 22 prohibits the Legistature from changing vehicle license fee allocations to reimburse a
local government when the Legistature or any state agency mandates a new program or higher levet of service on that local
government.

Proposition 22 make it more tikety that legistators witl suspend state mandates because they tack funding?

lV. Other provisions. Proposition 22 automaticatl,y repeats any statute passed by the Legistature between October 21 , 2009 and
November 2,2010 that woutd have been prohibited if Proposition 22 were in effect on the date it was enacted.

Specifically, beyond undoing the paying of transportation bond debt with gas tax revenues, what impact does Proposition 22
have on the March 2010 gas tax swap?
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Inr lnlmcdiete R*l*ase
C*nta*(: Juau fiar:el il

S*'ptmnher ?4,201#
T*l: {i59j24,*-Sf,{}1

comp*ny Adds Nrw clien{* and Nsw senior Grants Ac*o*iate
-Se ptenrbm n Recnrd Slunth for Cditbrni* ftunrulting-

lir$rllo' CA' ilnlil'umia tltrnsulting, l.t..C today iLn*o*nc*d sevffal new clienlx,
$iitlce lir:pt*mtwr l. 20l{t the frrlleiu"ing new cli*nls trilve er:gaged tlrc serr,ioes *f
Califirrnia Cnnsulting;

. Agape Charter lich<lol l:f Frcsnu
r Atrvina Lill:mrntary $chnol Disuiet
r Carurhers i.Ilrified $ichr"rol District
r (ireeilfi*H ljnion Schtxrl llistrict
r h *nroe lil*rn*nlar1' Suhnoi llistri*t
r l{irerda}c Llnilicd $r:}rrxrl l)istrict
r {l*mnrerciill Avi$tion ssrvises. 1.,t,{: (.ba${x, in st:uthe n ilalifiunin)

l)uring the *ronth of $cptember lt)l {.}, rnar* clicrrrs have entered intc cuntnrctual
agleemsnls ryi,th {-lalifi:rnia (lcnsr.l.tting thirn any uther rnonth sinr:* th* c$rr1p6r1y'$
inceptiun in 2{}i14. liince tlu bcginning n{'20'10, 25 n*w clicnrs have rurained *ditornis
Crns*lting ftx gran{ uriring tnd,rur l*bhying seruiccs.

l"n acenmrnnclatu the uxpansion nf the tinn's elir:nt base and tlre dema*rd trx
scrviccs. Califbrnta t)t:nsulring toduy *rmr:ur ced thll hiring rrf Rerber:t {iarcis ar a $eni*r
Associntc. Mr. (iarciri scrr,'r:tl ru u L'lnjur in ihe l,lnitrsJ $tal*s h,{ilitnry anti hns rrygrked ftrr
thc ilit3'cl'Frtsnn for 14 yearx. IlLring hi* tenure r+,ith the Ciry- hh. fiilrcja drafted ard
*ubrujtled appnrximatcly 100 compler, ptaie arrd l'*dcrnl giunr nppli*afieins. s.rlvrrnl ol
whfu;h w*re funderJ il.rxl brotght in miilion.* of doli*rs lbithe Ciry. { le hir* r.r.rilrcn graurs
l-or vnrious city departmunts. including {he policr: dcpilrtn:rrul anci the puhlie .lr,rrks
d$paltment. lle hts spccialized in enginee ring r*lalecl pnr.iecls including xcrving in the
cily's wiwtewater rti'rtsio$ liu $everul ,r,em*. Ftrr. djnrcia a-isu uryots rnqi;r fu*sr{ll $firl
sleliJ grunt tpplications tbr the City nf liresnn Pulicc Dcp.rtmenl far rclycrat y,mrs.
fian:ia has specialiacd ix rta-ste wai*r, irrtr"lsr*{:ture, r$edfi. and puirtric in:prgvemenr
grants whilc s nrcn:ber uf rhe Clry' of srcsnu's public Works stalt As a key trungtirle
nwtr:hcr $f the Public \furku l)cpartnrunt at the {,'it3.of"F'ru*ru, Giucia worietl ,i1 dn..*nu
oJ'watgr" wasts lv&tsr, roads, planning, $frert iqprcrv*nrcn1s, ttd rslat*d prnjects"

- In lnruruncilrg the $*rvs, flati{i:rnin cnnsukirtg chicl sp*ratireg {}sicer ̂ fuan
&arm tl said.'.We \+'srs \r&ry lbflunats 1o lure t{.ob au'ny tirnr th* City uf Frerirno. f tis
lev*i nf expcrirxrce. grtmt writing rsxpc*ise, anel su$ce$* in s*cr.rrine ilglsral alrd x*rte

lAi.ltiil,ri rn {.i.tsi,}i.,lit*i: }i.1i lttr.Jnili {.r}if" i i *tJ"t$N Fiti t}{$it::
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grunt lirnd* r*ill help tluliri:rmia CuruuXting miiinririn- nnil evr*n exc*r.d. tlre level {}l'
scn'icc r'rc pravide t.o crtr clients" 'n particular. hit backgmund in the \e,fist* wnter arolta.
fix well *s pulilie safety, ar* hotlr.maj*r nss*l* trr {fru firtn, 

'l"hi"* 
is il l*.rrtast'l* at}tjitign ttr

our gruoi rvritittg suttTtllel girrcs u* $tr{: Jt}$rc highly sruxrncti *nd r:xnreri*need grunt
l&til.el','"

Cnlilirrni.r Ctxrsulting hor emerp-cil as thr: lnrgcst grunt rvritirrg crmlpan.,- irr th*
St&t$ $l'fl$lifirmiir. $ince ilx inccpti*tin lG[t4, rhc firnr hir* r*e*r-r*d aturns,l $l,a bi[ion
clullars lhr its clients. '{ o gait mor* int'onmltion. please visit
qp r.r, i;iri !31 g:i-ti:]::.ru-iiIx,rtE.
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