PROPOSITION A – SCHOOL FACILITIES SPECIAL TAX  

Special Tax - requires 2/3 vote to pass
Placed on the ballot by the San Francisco Unified School District 
The Question: 
Should San Francisco renew the special tax to pay for seismic upgrades and other safety improvements to School District facilities? 

Background:
After the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake in 1990, voters approved a special tax on property to pay for repairs and improvements to over 150 school and child are center buildings in San Francisco.  The goal was to maintain and ensure buildings were safe well into the future.  This tax expires this year, which funds alarm systems, fire sprinklers, paths of exiting and salaries of employees who work on these systems.  The state law permits the local government to form a special community facilities district and collect a special tax if the tax is approved by two thirds of the voters in the district.

The Proposal:
Proposition A would authorize a special property tax that extends and modifies the special tax adopted by voters in 1990.  The Tax would charge a special tax on single family residential and non-residential parcels for $32.20 for each unit for each dwelling, and the annual special tax on multi family residential parcels is $16.10 for each dwelling unit which has not been adjusted for inflation. 

Relevant Positions:

LWVSF:  
Budgetary Systems and Procedures:

2 (d) Reflects realistic planning, so that supplemental appropriations are used only to meet unforeseeable requirements

Education:

2 The San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) should develop and implement a master plan for continuing comprehensive and well-coordinated School Improvement Programs for all kindergarten through 12th grade students. The Board of Education should see that necessary funds are obtained to carry out this plan. The master plan should be evaluated regularly to make sure its objectives are being obtained.

City Planning:
Planning Criteria

2) Social Requirements

    c) Physical Requirements;

        ii) Safety; fire and earthquake
LWVCA:  
State and Local Financing - Flexibility of Revenue

h. each fund or tax earmarked for a specific purpose containing an automatic sunset date and provisions for mandatory government body review and reauthorization;

i. adoption of designated earmarked funds and taxes only in those situations where social benefit significantly outweighs the loss of flexibility;

LWVUS:

No positions that apply to local budgets.
Recommendation: Support
***********************

PROPOSITION B -EARTHQUAKE SAFETY & EMERGENCY RESPONSE BOND
Bond - requires 2/3 vote to pass
Placed on the ballot by: Mayor Newsom and Supervisors Chiu, Avalos, Campos, Dufty, Mirkarimi, Mar & Maxwell.

The Question:

Should the City issue $412.3 Million in General Obligation Bonds for capital projects to improve the City's fire, earthquake and emergency response?

Current Situation:

In the event of an earthquake or other major disaster, the City depends upon the Police and Fire departments to provide emergency response.

The Fire Department, in turn, depends upon neighborhood fire station and the Citywide Auxiliary Water Supply (AWSS), built in 1906, that provides a dedicated high-pressure water system for fire fighting that includes a reservoir, pipes, cisterns, pump stations and high pressure fire hydrants.

The Police Department's Command Center and Southern District Station are both housed in the Hall of Justice at 850 Bryant Street.  City sponsored studies have found this building to be deteriorating and probably unusable after a major earthquake.

Proposed Changes:

Under Proposition B, the City would be authorized to borrow up to $412,300,000 by issuing general obligation bonds for capital projects to improve the City's fire, earthquake and emergency response.

The Proposition proposes that a portion of the bond be allocated to:

1) The renovation and seismic upgrade of the AWSS core facilities consisting of a reservoir, two storage tanks and two pump stations;

2) The construction, acquisition, improvement and retrofitting for earthquake safety of critical firefighting facilities and infrastructure;

3) The construction of a Mission Bay public safety building to house a new police command center, a southern district police station and a neighborhood fire station;

4) Pay for independent oversight of the bond by the Citizen's General Obligation Bond Oversight Committee.

The Proposition allows for a property tax increase to pay for the bond and further, would permit landlords to pass 50% of the property tax increase to tenants.
Relevant Positions:

LWVSF - Financing SF Government

· Support measures that promote effective and equitable methods of paying for City services

· Provide effective control over expenditures
LWVCA – State and Local Finances/Long Term Debt Financing

· To ensure provision for long-term debt financing of certain capital projects by use of bond financing for construction of capital projects

· To use bond funding for the repair and retrofitting of existing public facilities and structures when other means of financing are not available.
Recommendation: Support
***********************

PROPOSITION C:  FILM COMMISSION
Charter Amendment 

Placed on the ballot by Supervisors Alioto-Pier, Daly, Campos, and Mar 

The Question:  
Should the San Francisco Charter be amended to:

1. Revise the Film Commission membership section, establishing member selection by the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors, membership qualifications, duties, and providing for issuing permits.  

2. Further revise the Film Commission section to establish qualifications of the Executive Director hired by the Film Commission.  

Background:

Currently, the San Francisco Charter provides for a Film Commission whose eleven members and Executive Director are appointed by the Mayor.  The Mayor may discharge any member or the Executive Director at the Mayor’s sole discretion, without cause.  The Commission is currently without an Executive Director, since the Mayor’s firing, without explanation, of Stephanie Coyote, effective January 31, 2010.  

In addition to the Executive Director, there are two permit coordinator staff positions.  

The Commission meets at least monthly except August.  Agendas and minutes are published at the Commission website, www.filmsf.org. 

Charter Amendment:

· Change the Commission member appointment so that the Board of Supervisors’ Rules Committee appoints five of the eleven members and the Mayor appoints six members. 

· Require six of the eleven members to have specific film-related professional qualifications.  Five members will represent neighborhoods affected by filming (four) and the general public (one).  

· Require that the Executive Director have film-related professional qualifications.  

· Grant the power to hire the Commission Executive Director to the Commission.  The Executive Director could be removed by the Commission, for cause as allowed under the City Charter.  

· Give sole power to issue filming permits to the Commission. The Executive Director in Office of the Film Commission will decide on permits; appeals are heard and decided by the Film Commission. 

Affect on budget:

Proposition C will have “minimal impact on the cost of government,” according to Controller Ben Rosenfield.  The Commission’s budget and staffing continue to be subject to normal City budgetary and fiscal provisions in the Charter.  

Relevant Positions:

LWVSF:  

San Francisco Charter:

1(b) The Charter should provide for clear designation of powers.

1(d) The Charter should provide for citizen participation.

Executive Branch:

2) The Mayor should appoint heads of those departments whose policies are set by the commissions.

3)  The Mayor should continue to appoint heads of those departments, which are currently responsible to the Mayor.

Boards & Commissions:

1) Duties of commissions should include to a) hold public hearings, b) approve the budget of their department or their own budget, c) advise, and d) act as an appeals board.  The Film Commission is not required to hold public hearings, but will participate in the regular budget process, is charged with advising the City on advancing film for economic and cultural reasons, and will be the appeals board for denied permits. 

2) Selection of commissioners should be based on b) proven ability in a field related to the commission which, under the amendment, is core to a commissioner’s appointment.  Appointments should include a) uniform length terms of four years, and b) staggered terms.  Both are true with the proposed Film Commission.  However, the League position is that Commissions should have no more than seven members and the Mayor should appoint commissioners.  The amendment fails compared to these latter two positions.  

3) Effectiveness will be judged by a) providing a public forum, b) including citizens in decision-making, and c) provides for a range of viewpoints.  The amendment will change the Commission to provide for a range of viewpoints, based on expertise.  Currently, the Mayor is free to appoint commissioners and the Executive Director without regard to film-related skills or experience.  

LWVCA:  None

LWVUS: None
Recommendation:   Neutral 
*************************

PROPOSITION D –RETIREMENT BENEFIT COSTS
Charter Amendment

Placed on the ballot by the Board of Supervisors
The Question:  

Proposition D is a Charter Amendment that would change the retirement benefits formula, change the employee contribution for certain employees, and require that savings from reduced employer contributions be deposited in the Retiree Health Care Trust Fund.

Current Situation: 

The San Francisco Employees' Retirement System (SFERS) provides retirement benefits for most City employees. The California Public Employees' Retirement System (CalPERS) provides retirement benefits for City employees in certain job classifications. Retirement benefits for City employees are calculated using a formula that includes the employee's "final compensation," which is the employee's highest average monthly compensation for any one year of earnings.

The Charter requires employees to pay a percentage of their compensation to SFERS or CalPERS to help pay for retirement benefits they will receive.

• Most city employees pay 7.5%.

• Safety employees such as police officers and firefighters pay 7.5%, even though the retirement benefits they receive cost more than the benefits paid to most City employees.

• Some CalPERS members pay 7.5%, even though the required employee contribution is 9.0%.

Because of contractual agreements or Charter requirements, the City pays the difference.

The Charter requires the City to contribute to SFERS following a set formula. Under this formula, the employer contribution to SFERS depends partly on the investment earnings of the pension fund.

The City has a Retiree Health Care Trust Fund to help pay for costs related to retiree health care. The San Francisco Unified School District and the Community College District are participating employers in this Fund.

Proposed Changes: 
For employees hired on and after July 1, 2010, "final compensation" would be calculated using a two-year formula. An employee's final compensation would be determined by averaging monthly compensation during:
• any two consecutive fiscal years of earnings, or

• the 24 months immediately before retirement

.

The final basis for retirement benefits would be the higher of the two figures.

For safety employees and CalPERS members hired on and after July 1, 2010, the employee contribution to SFERS or CalPERS would increase to 9.0% of compensation.

In years when the City's contribution to SFERS is less than expected because of large investment earnings, the amount saved would be deposited into the Retiree Health Care Trust Fund. The participating employers could choose to have this rule apply to them.

Proposition D would permit the San Francisco Superior Court to choose to become a participating employer in the Retiree Health Care Trust Fund.

Relevant Positions: None
Recommendation:  No position 

***********************

PROPOSITION E -BUDGET LINE ITEM FOR POLICE DEPARTMENT SECURITY FOR CITY OFFICIALS AND DIGNITARIES
Ordinance

Placed on the ballot by the Board of Supervisors
The Question:  

Should the annual budget proposed by the Police Commission, submitted by the Mayor, and approved by the Board of Supervisors, to include a line item with the cost of security provided by the Police Department to City officials and visiting dignitaries?
Currently Situation:
The Police Department provides security to City officials and visiting dignitaries when the Chief of Police determines that they need police protection. The Chief of Police decides the level of protection and uses funds in the Police Department's budget to pay this cost.

The Police Commission approves the Police Department's proposed annual budget and submits it to the Mayor. The Mayor prepares the annual budget for the City, including budgets for each department, and submits it to the Board of Supervisors for approval. The budget contains line items that specify how much money the City will allocate for particular purposes. The Police Department's budget does not include a separate line item for the cost of providing security to City officials and visiting dignitaries.  This proposition would require that the budget include a separate line item for that cost.


According to the Controller, there are no new costs associated with Prop E.  

Relevant Positions:

LWVSF: 

Financing San Francisco Government:

· Provides effective control over expenditures.

Budgetary Systems and Procedures:

· Support a budgetary process, which is effective, transparent and responsive to the needs of the community.
· Support a budget that meets the following criteria: understandable to elected officials and interested citizens; provides visible relationship between expenditures and objectives so that effectiveness and efficiency can be evaluated.

Recommendation:  Support
***********************

PROPOSITION F - RENTERS ECONOMIC RELIEF APPLICATIONS
Ordinance

Placed on the ballot by:  Supervisors Daly, Campos, Chiu, Avalos, and Mirkarimi

The Question:  
Should we add to the city’s Residential Rent Ordinance to provide provisions for tenants to file hardship applications to postpone any allowable rent increase if the following apply:

· The tenant has become unemployed. 

· The tenant’s wages have been reduced by 20% or more compared to the last 12 months. 

· The tenant’s sole income consists of government benefits, such as Social Security, SSI, or Disability, and the tenant has not received a cost of living increase in the previous 12 months. 


Once the tenant submits a financial hardship application in response to a proposed rent increase, the proposed increases are postponed for 60 days or until the hearing is held (whichever date is later). 

At the hearing, an Administrative Law Judge will base the decision on:

· Whether the tenant satisfies one of the above conditions.

· Whether the increased rent would total more than 33% of the tenant’s income.

· Consideration of the tenant’s assets. 


If the tenant is found to have a financial hardship, the landlord may not increase the tenant’s rent for a specified time period based on the tenant’s circumstances, and a review is set for the end of this time period. At the review, the rent may be increased effective as of the date the tenant’s circumstances changed for the better. Either the tenant or the landlord may appeal the decisions of the hearing and review to the Rent Board. 

Background:

Currently the rent for most residential housing built prior to June 1979 is regulated by the city’s Residential Rent Ordinance which limits when and how much a landlord can increase a tenant’s rent.

Landlords may increase rent once a year by a percentage based on the Consumer Price Index. They can also increase rents by no more than 10% in any 12 month period to pay for certain capital property improvements, some property tax increases, and some utility increases. 

A tenant may file a hardship application with the Rent Board for SOME of these increases, but not all of the increases under the current ordinance. 

Affect on budget:

Statement from Ben Rosenfield, San Francisco Controller: 

“Should the proposed ordinance be approved by the voters, in my opinion, it would have minimal impact on the cost of government.”
Relevant Positions:

LWVSF:  

1. Support measures that provides for the needs of low moderate and middle-income groups. 

2. Support temporary rent regulation with provisions for review which would include:

a. Regulating the amount of rent increases.

b. Making exceptions for specified circumstances.

LWVCA:  

1. Support equal opportunity in housing.

2. Support action at all levels of government for the provisions of affordable housing for all Californians. 

3. Protect the rights of both tenants and land lords. 

LWVUS:

1. Supports Equal Access to housing.

2. Supports Policies to provide a decent home and a suitable living environment for every American family.

3. Supports programs and policies to prevent or reduce poverty and to promote self-sufficiency for individuals and families.

4. Supports income assistance programs based on need, that provide decent adequate standards for food, clothing, and shelter.

5. Promote the economic health of cities and improve the quality of urban life. 

Recommendation:  Neutral

***********************

PROPOSITION G – TRANSBAY TRANSIT CENTER  
Declaration of Policy
LWVSF does not take positions on Declarations of Policy.
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