
 AS S O C I A T I O N  O F  B A Y  AR E A  GO V E R N M E N T S  
Representing City and County Governments of the San Francisco Bay Area 

A G E N D A  

LEGISLATION AND GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION COMMITTEE 

Thursday, September 15, 2016, 3:30 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. 

Location: 

Bay Area Metro Center 
Board Room CR 110B 
375 Beale Street 
San Francisco, California 

 

The ABAG Legislation and Governmental Organization Committee may act on any item on this 
agenda. 

Agenda and attachments available at abag.ca.gov 

For information, contact Fred Castro, Clerk of the Board, at (415) 820 7913. 

 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL / CONFIRM QUORUM 

2. PUBLIC COMMENT 

Information 

3. COMMITTEE ANNOUNCEMENTS 

Information 

4. APPROVAL OF ABAG LEGISLATION AND GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION 
COMMITTEE SUMMARY MINUTES OF MEETING ON JULY 21, 2016 

ACTION 

Attachment:  Summary Minutes of July 21, 2016 

5. REPORT ON SB 32 (PAVLEY), THE CALIFORNIA GLOBAL WARMING SOLUTIONS 
ACT OF 2006:  EMISSIONS LIMIT; AND AB 197 (GARCIA), STATE AIR RESOURCES 
BOARD:  GREENHOUSE GASES:  REGULATIONS 

Information/ACTION 

Hyperlink:  SB 32; AB 197 

Legislation available online at http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/ 

  

Agenda

http://abag.ca.gov/
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160SB32
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160AB197
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/
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6. REPORT ON STATE BALLOT PROPOSITIONS 

Information/ACTION 

Attachments:  Qualified State Ballot Measures; Proposition 53 Myths versus Facts; 
Proposition 53 Myth Busters 

A. Proposition 53, California Statewide Vote on Bond Initiative (Proposition 53) 

B. Proposition 51, Public School Facility Bonds 

C. Proposition 52, Voter Approval to Divert Hospital Fee Revenue Dedicated to Medi-
Cal 

D. Proposition 54, Public Display of Legislative Bills Prior to Vote 

E. Proposition 55, California Extension of the Proposition 30 Income Tax Increase 
Initiative 

F. Proposition 56, Tobacco Tax Increase  

G. Proposition 57, California Parole for Non-Violent Criminals and Juvenile Court 
Trial Requirements Initiative 

H. Proposition 58, California Non-English Languages Allowed in Public Education 
Act 

I. Proposition 59, California Overturn of Citizens United Act Advisory Question 

J. Proposition 61, Drug Price Standards Initiative 

K. Proposition 63, Background Checks for Ammunition Purchases and Large-
Capacity Ammunition Magazine Ban Initiative 

L. Proposition 64, California Marijuana Legalization Initiative 

M. Proposition 65, Dedication of Revenue from Disposable Bag Sales to Wildlife 
Conservation Fund Initiative 

N. Proposition 67, California Plastic Bag Ban Veto Referendum    

Hyperlinks:  Proposition 53; Voter Information Guide; Other Propositions 

State ballot measures available online at http://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/ballot-measures 

7. REPORT ON LEGISLATION FOR 2016 LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Information/ACTION 

Attachments:  Legislation Summary; Legislation 

Legislation available online at http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/ 

Governor’s “by-right” housing proposal available online at 
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/housing4agrowingca.html 

A. AB 1550 (Jimmy Gomez), Greenhouse Gases:  Investment Plan:  Disadvantaged 

Communities.  Committee:  Oppose.  AB 1550 

B. Gov. 707 (Governor Jerry Brown), Governor’s Trailer Bill Proposal.  Committee:  

Watch and Seek Amendments.  Gov. 707 

Agenda

https://ballotpedia.org/California_Public_Vote_on_Bonds_Initiative,_Proposition_53_(2016)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Public_Vote_on_Bonds_Initiative,_Proposition_53_(2016)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_51,_Public_School_Facility_Bonds_(2016)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_52,_Voter_Approval_to_Divert_Hospital_Fee_Revenue_Dedicated_to_Medi-Cal_(2016)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_54,_Public_Display_of_Legislative_Bills_Prior_to_Vote_(2016)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_55,_Extension_of_the_Proposition_30_Income_Tax_Increase_(2016)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_56,_Tobacco_Tax_Increase_(2016)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_57,_Parole_for_Non-Violent_Criminals_and_Juvenile_Court_Trial_Requirements_(2016)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_58,_Non-English_Languages_Allowed_in_Public_Education_(2016)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_59,_Overturn_of_Citizens_United_Act_Advisory_Question_(2016)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_61,_Drug_Price_Standards_(2016)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_63,_Background_Checks_for_Ammunition_Purchases_and_Large-Capacity_Ammunition_Magazine_Ban_(2016)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_64,_Marijuana_Legalization_(2016)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_65,_Dedication_of_Revenue_from_Disposable_Bag_Sales_to_Wildlife_Conservation_Fund_(2016)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_67,_Plastic_Bag_Ban_Veto_Referendum_(2016)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Public_Vote_on_Bonds_Initiative,_Proposition_53_(2016)
http://www.abag.ca.gov/rss/pdfs/Propositions.pdf
http://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/ballot-measures/qualified-ballot-measures/
http://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/ballot-measures
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/housing4agrowingca.html
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160AB1550
http://64.166.146.245/docs/2016/LEG/20160613_806/26018_By%20Right%20Trailer%20Bill%20Language.pdf
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C. AB 2444 (Eduardo Garcia), California Parks, Water, Climate, Coastal Protection 

and Outdoor Access for All Act of 2016.  Committee:  Support.  AB 2444  

D. AB 2406 (Tony Thurmond), Housing:  Junior Accessory Dwelling Units.  

Committee:  Support.  AB 2406 

E. AB 2441 (Tony Thurmond), Housing:  Workforce Housing in High-Cost Areas Pilot.  

Committee:  Support.  AB 2441 

F. AB 2817 (David Chiu), Income Taxes:  Credits:  Low-Income Housing:  Allocation 

Increase.  Committee:  Support.  AB 2817 

G. SB 879 (Jim Beall), Affordable Housing Bond Act.  Committee:  Support.  SB 879 

H. SB 1030 (Mike McGuire), Sonoma County Regional Climate Protection Authority.  

Committee:  Support.  SB 1030 

I. SB 1233 (Mike McGuire), Joint Powers Authorities:  Water Bill Savings Act.  

Committee:  Support.  SB 1233 

J. SB X1 - 1 (Jim Beall), Transportation Funding.  Committee:  Support.  SB X1 - 1 

8. ADJOURNMENT 

The next regular meeting of the ABAG Legislation and Governmental Organization 
Committee will be on November 17, 2016. 

 

Submitted: 

 

 

/s/ Brad Paul, Deputy Executive Director 

 

 

Date Submitted:  August 29, 2016 

Date Posted:  September 2, 2016 

 

Agenda

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160AB2444
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160AB2406
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160AB2441
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160AB2817
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160SB879
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160SB1030
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/15-16/bill/sen/sb_1201-1250/sb_1233_bill_20160218_introduced.pdf
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520161SB1
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SUMMARY MINUTES (DRAFT) 
ABAG Legislation and Governmental Organization Committee Meeting 

Thursday, July 21, 2016 
Bay Area Metro Center 

375 Beale Street 
San Francisco, California 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL / CONFIRM QUORUM 

ABAG Legislation and Governmental Organization Committee Chair Scott Haggerty, 
Supervisor, County of Alameda, called the meeting of the Legislation and Governmental 
Organization Committee of the Association of Bay Area Governments to order. 

A quorum of the Committee was present. 

Members Present 

Scott Haggerty, Supervisor, County of Alameda—Chair 
David Cortese, Supervisor, County of Santa Clara 
Bill Harrison, Mayor, City of Fremont 
Karen Mitchoff, Supervisor, County of Contra Costa 
Linda Seifert, Supervisor, County of Solano 
Julie Pierce, Councilmember, City of Clayton—Ex officio 
Mark Luce, Supervisor, County of Napa—Ex officio 

Members Absent 

Desley Brooks, Councilmember, City of Oakland 
David Rabbitt, Supervisor, County of Sonoma—Ex officio 

Staff Present 

Ezra Rapport, Executive Director 
Kenneth Moy, Legal Counsel 
Brad Paul, Deputy Executive Director 
Duane Bay, Assistant Director, Planning and Research 
Laura Thompson, Project Manager, San Francisco Bay Trail Project 
Halimah Anderson, Communications Officer 

2. PUBLIC COMMENT 

There was no public comment. 

3. APPROVAL OF ABAG LEGISLATION AND GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION 
COMMITTEE SUMMARY MINUTES OF MEETING ON JUNE 16, 2016 

Chair Haggerty recognized a motion, which was seconded, to approve the Legislation and 
Governmental Organization Committee summary minutes of June 16, 2016. 

The ayes were:  Haggerty, Cortese, Harrison, Mitchoff, Seifert, Pierce, Luce. 

The nays were:  Brooks, Rabbitt. 

The abstentions were:  None. 

The absences were:  None. 

The motion passed unanimously. 
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4. OVERVIEW ON PARK BOND AB 2444 (EDUARDO GARCIA), THE CALIFORNIA 
PARKS, WATER, CLIMATE, COASTAL PROTECTION AND OUTDOOR ACCESS FOR 
ALL ACT OF 2016 

Laura Thompson, Project Manager, San Francisco Bay Trail Project, presented an overview 
on Park Bond AB 2444 (Eduardo Garcia), the California Parks, Water, Climate, Coastal 
Protection and Outdoor Access for All Act of 2016. 

Chair Haggerty recognized a motion by Linda Seifert, Supervisor, County of Solano, which 
was seconded by Julie Pierce, Councilmember, City of Clayton, to support AB 2444. 

The ayes were:  Haggerty, Cortese, Harrison, Mitchoff, Seifert, Pierce, Luce. 

The nays were:  Brooks, Rabbitt. 

The abstentions were:  None. 

The absences were:  None. 

The motion passed unanimously. 

5. NEW LEGISLATION PROPOSED FOR 2016 LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Brad Paul, Deputy Executive Director, presented information on AB 1550 (Gomez), 
Greenhouse Gases Investment Plan: Disadvantaged Communities.  He noted that this 
legislation expands on a flawed definition of disadvantaged communities. He also noted that 
MTC took a position to oppose AB 1550 unless amended. ABAG is interested in taking a 
similar position to both MTC and the Air District. 

Rebecca Long, MTC Government Relations Manager, noted that under this legislation 
almost 80 percent of our low income census tracts wouldn’t count as “disadvantaged 
communities.” This definition is being used to approve cap and trade benefits. MTC has 
requested amendments to AB 1550 that include broadening the definition of disadvantaged 
communities. 

Chair Haggerty recognized a motion by Pierce, which was seconded by Karen Mitchoff, 
Supervisor, County of Contra Costa, to oppose AB 1550, unless amended. 

The ayes were:  Haggerty, Cortese, Harrison, Mitchoff, Seifert, Pierce, Luce. 

The nays were:  Brooks, Rabbitt. 

The abstentions were:  None. 

The absences were:  None. 

The motion passed unanimously. 

Paul presented updates on the status of legislation that the committee has recently taken 
positions to support. 

Duane Bay, Assistant Director, Planning and Research, noted that the Governor’s “By Right” 
Trailer Bill proposal is still in negotiations with legislators. The committee recently took a 
position to oppose the bill and seek amendments. 

6. OVERVIEW ON PROPOSITION 53, CALIFORNIA STATEWIDE VOTE ON BOND 
INITIATIVE 

Item 4

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160AB2444
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160AB2444
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Paul opened up the discussion on Proposition 53, California Statewide Vote on Bond 
Initiative. 

Long noted that Proposition 53 has the potential to require a statewide vote on bonds for 
transportation projects. MTC is planning to take an oppose position on Proposition 53 in 
September. 

Karen Mitchoff, Supervisor, County of Contra Costa, noted that Proposition 53 only refers to 
revenue bonds. She noted that the Delta County Coalition supports the proposition and she 
would recommend a support position. Reasons for Proposition 53 include stopping the 
Water Tunnel and the High speed rail activities. 

Randy Rentschler, MTC Legislation and Public Affairs Director, noted that Proposition 53 
could impact BATA and BART projects and have a lot of unforeseen consequences. 

Haggerty noted that the BART extension to Livermore could be impacted by the proposition. 

The committee requested more information on Proposition 53 and to vote on the measure at 
the September meeting. 

The committee also voted to look at a number of other California Statewide propositions at 
the September meeting. 

7. ADJOURNMENT / NEXT MEETING 

The meeting was adjourned. 

The next meeting of the ABAG Legislation and Governmental Organization Committee will 
be on September 15, 2016. 

 

Submitted: 

 

 

/s/ Brad Paul, Deputy Executive Director 

 

Date Submitted:  August 29, 2016 

Date Approved:   

 

For information, contact Fred Castro, Clerk of the Board, at (415) 820 7913 or 
FredC@abag.ca.gov. 
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1	 MYTH:	�California voters won’t approve bond projects located in distant parts of the state or that 

only benefit a particular segment of California.

	 FACT:	 �History proves that statewide voters will vote for bond projects located in faraway parts of 

the state or that will only benefit other Californians if the projects are worthwhile.

Even if a bond project only benefits a particular area, a particular group of people, or a particular facility, 
statewide voters have a history of approving such projects if they are meritorious. For example since 1900:

n  �The Legislature has placed bond measures providing financing for veterans to purchase homes and farms 
on the ballot 27 times. Statewide voters approved every one of them despite the fact that only veterans are 
eligible to benefit from the program.

n  �The Legislature has placed bond measures providing financing for the improvement of San Francisco 
Harbor on the ballot 3 separate times. Statewide voters approved all 3 of them despite the fact that the 
bonds were dedicated to a specific project located in the San Francisco Bay Area.

n  �The Legislature has placed bond measures providing housing relief to battered women and the elderly, 
handicapped, homeless, and mentally ill on the ballot 8 separate times. Statewide voters approved 6 of 
them (75%) despite the fact that very few voters would actually qualify for the projects being funded.

n  �The Legislature has placed bond measures on the ballot at least 4 other times which only benefitted a 
specific project in one part of the state, such as buildings on the UC Berkeley campus, buildings on the 
UCLA campus, buildings on the Sacramento State campus, buildings on the San Francisco State campus, 
and preservation of lands around Lake Tahoe. Statewide voters approved all 4 measures despite the fact 
that the bonds only went to particular projects in specified areas of the state. 

2	 MYTH:	Proposition 53 applies to the University of California.

	 FACT:	 The University of California is not covered by Proposition 53.

Proposition 53 declares that the “State” must obtain voter approval prior to issuing or selling more than 
$2 billion in revenue bonds for any single project financed, owned, operated, or managed by the “State”. 
“State” is defined as “the State of California, any agency or department thereof, and any joint powers agency 
or similar body created by the State or in which the State is a member”.

Under California Constitution, Article IX, section 9, subdivision (a), the University of California (UC) 
constitutes “a public trust, to be administered by the existing corporation known as ‘The Regents of the 
University of California,’ with full powers of organization and government…” (Underscoring added.)

The Regents and the University of California are not the “State of California or any agency or department 
thereof.” This principle is demonstrated in the recent case People v. Lofchie (2014) 229 Cal.App.4th 240. In 

Paid for by Yes on 53 – Stop Blank Checks, with Major Funding from Dean and Joan Cortopassi

MYTH VS FACT

7/12/2016

www.YESon53.com
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Lofchie, a criminal action was brought under Gov. Code § 1090 against a UC faculty employee. (Id. at 245.) 
Section 1090 prohibits officers and employees of the “state” from being financially interested in a contract. 
The Court of Appeal agreed with the defense that UC was not the “state” as that term is contemplated in 
section 1090, citing previous cases in which Article IX § 9 of the California Constitution was construed as 
according UC “virtual autonomy in self-governance.” (Id. at 249.) The Court of Appeal further explained 
that “the University of California is not a political subdivision of the state invested with a portion of the 
state’s governmental power—it is a public trust.” (Id. at 254, underscoring added.)

Because the UC is a public trust governed by a corporation rather than an agency or department of the State 
of California, it is not covered by �Proposition 53. 

3	 MYTH:	�Proposition 53 applies to the school districts and community college districts.

FACT: �School districts and community college districts are not covered by Proposition 53.

Proposition 53 declares that the “State” must obtain voter approval prior to issuing or selling more than 
$2 billion in revenue bonds for any single project financed, owned, operated, or managed by the “State”. 
“State” is defined as excluding “a city, county, city and county, school district, community college district, 
or special district.” (Underscoring added.) The initiative only applies to the “State.” Local governments, 
including cities, counties, and special districts, are explicitly excluded from the definition of “State.” The 
initiative does not apply to cities, counties, or special districts.

4 	 MYTH:	�Proposition 53 applies to local governments like cities, counties, and special districts.

FACT:	 �Local governments like cities, counties, and special districts are not covered by the Stop	

Blank Checks initiative.

Proposition 53 declares that the “State” must obtain voter approval prior to issuing or selling more than $2 
billion in revenue bonds for any single project financed, owned, operated, or managed by the “State”. “State” 
is defined as excluding “a city, county, city and county, school district, community college district, or special 
district.” (Underscoring added.) Proposition 53 only applies to the “State.” Local governments, including 
cities, counties, and special districts, are explicitly excluded from the definition of “State.” Proposition 53 
does not apply to cities, counties, or special districts.

5 	 MYTH:	Revenue bonds are only repaid with funds generated by the projects they finance.

FACT:	 �Billions in revenue bonds are repaid from the state general fund; and all revenue bond 

projects are paid off by California voters.

Opponents claim that revenue bonds are only repaid with funds generated by the projects they finance. 
That is completely false. Tens of billions in lease revenue bonds are repaid out of the State General Fund. In 
fact, according to the State Treasurer’s Office, as of February 1, 2015, the State General Fund is liable for the 
repayment of $17,611,931,565.54 worth of lease revenue bond debt.1 The General Fund is made up of tax 
dollars paid by ALL Californians.

Moreover, ALL revenue bond projects are ultimately paid off by California voters, either through taxes paid 
to the State General Fund or through higher water rates, electricity rates, toll rates, admission fees, or other 
charges imposed by the project. However, California voters currently have NO right to vote on whether these 
higher charges should be imposed upon them.

1. http://www.treasurer.ca.gov/bonds/debt/201502/summary.pdf. (Accessed July 14, 2015.)
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6	 MYTH:	Revenue bond projects only affect those that use the project.

FACT:	 Major Revenue bond projects have statewide impacts.

Because it only applies to revenue bond projects over $2 billion, Proposition 53 will not apply to each and 
every regional revenue bond project the State is involved in. To the contrary, it will only apply to the handful 
of major infrastructure projects that have statewide significance. Typically, state participation in projects of 
this magnitude requires ongoing participation and monitoring by state employees and the projects are at 
least partially owned and/or operated by the state or a state agency.

In these circumstances, voter approval is appropriate because if the State is going to pay, the State’s voters 
should have a say.

7	 MYTH:	Requiring a Vote will add an unnecessary level of bureaucracy and delay to projects.

FACT:	 �Voter approval will increase accountability by reducing costs overruns, delays, and 

construction defects.

Large-scale infrastructure projects have an extremely poor record of going substantially over-budget. 
Independent studies have proven that such projects go over-budget by an average of 28%, with the worst 
offenders being rail projects (average cost overrun is 45%) and bridges and tunnels (average cost overrun 
is 34%). The good news is that the same studies found that more public awareness and participation is the 
best way to improve cost estimates and project outcomes.2

Proposition 53 will increase public participation and help avoid these well-documented pitfalls by requiring 
voter approval for large-scale infrastructure projects.

2. New York Times, “Study Finds Steady Overruns in Public Projects,” Jul. 11, 2002; B. Flyvbjerg et al., “Cost Underestimation in Public 
Works Projects: Error or Lie?” Journal of American Planning Assn., vol. 68, no. 3, Summer 2002, pp. 279-295.

8	 MYTH:	Statewide public elections happen only every two years.

FACT:	 The Legislature can call a statewide election at any time.

The Legislature has the authority to adopt a bill calling a special election at any time. This happened most 
recently in 2009, when the Legislature passed a bill calling for a special election in May of 2009 to consider 
six initiatives that were related to that year’s state budget.3 California Constitution, Article IV, Section 
8(c)(3) states that “Statutes calling elections…shall go into effect immediately upon their enactment.” 
(Underscoring added.) So the Legislature can hold an election for a large revenue bond project whenever it 
wants to; not just every two years.

3. Stats. 2009, ch. 7 (3d Ex. Sess.) was authored by Senator D. Ducheny as Senate Bill 19 and signed by the Governor on Feb. 20, 2009. 

9	 MYTH:	Getting voter approval on any statewide measure is costly and difficult.

FACT:	� Requiring voter approval forces the Legislature to put forward high quality bond proposals, 

which the voters approve the vast majority of the time.

Getting voter approval for bad ideas and bad projects is costly and difficult because California voters are not 
easily fooled. This has forced the Legislature to typically put forward high quality general obligation bond 
proposals, which already must be approved by the voters. And the voters have responded by approving 81% 

Item 6, Proposition 53 Myths versus Facts



of the bond measures placed on the ballot by the Legislature since 1900 (132 of 162).

If the Legislature only submits meritorious revenue bond proposals, there is no reason to believe that voters 
will not approve them at the same rate. An 81% approval rate is not “costly” or “difficult”.

10	 MYTH:	Proposition 53 will cripple infrastructure spending.

FACT:	 Proposition 53 will lead to smarter, better planned infrastructure spending.

There is no data supporting the notion that requiring voter approval will cripple infrastructure funding. 
Since 1900, the Legislature has placed 100 general obligation bonds on the ballot dedicated to funding 
infrastructure projects (construction, maintenance, and repair of schools, colleges, highways, harbors, state 
office buildings, jails, prisons, railways, public transit, libraries, bridges, water resources development, water 
pollution control, safe drinking water facilities, crime labs, levees, etc.) The voters approved 78% of those 
measures (78 of 100).

Requiring voter approval for large infrastructure projects will not “cripple” infrastructure funding when 
voters have approved 78% of such measures since 1900. Instead, it will make sure the Legislature only 
puts forward smart, well-planned projects and will act as a check against the minority of problematic 
infrastructure proposals—just as it has done for general obligation bond projects for well over a century.

11 	 MYTH:	Proposition 53 will result in litigation.

FACT:	 �Voter approval for revenue bonds will not create any more litigation than voter approval for 

general obligation bonds—which has created very little.

Since 1849, the California Constitution has required general obligation bonds to be approved by the voters 
for a “single object or work”. (1849 Cal. Const., art. VIII.4) Over the past 166 years, very little litigation has 
been created by this requirement, and in the very few cases that have arisen the courts have had no problem 
articulating what constitutes a “single object or work.” (See, e.g., Metropolitan Water Dist. v. Marquardt 
(1963) 59 Cal.2d 159; Pooled Money Inv. Bd. v. Unruh (1984) 153 Cal.App.3d 155, 165 n. 8.) There is no 
reason to believe the courts will have any more trouble explaining what a “project” is under Proposition 53.

4. http://www.sos.ca.gov/archives/collections/constitutions/1849/full-text/. (Accessed Jul. 16, 2015.) 

12 	 MYTH:	Proposition 53 will hinder transportation funding.

FACT:	 �Transportation funding comes mostly from gas taxes and auto fees. When the state does 

use bonds to finance transportation, it almost always uses general obligation bonds, which 

already require voter approval.

Most transportation infrastructure funding comes from taxes paid on gasoline and fees paid on motor 
vehicles. To the extent the State does fund transportation projects with bonds, it almost always uses general 
obligation bonds, not revenue bonds. Revenue bonds have only been used for a very small handful of toll 
roads and bridges—almost all of which cost less than $2 billion so they would be below the threshold 
requiring voter approval anyway. General obligation bonds already require voter approval under California 
Constitution, Article XVI, Section 1.

Local governments are not covered by Proposition 53, so local transportation projects funded with revenue 
bonds would not be affected.
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13	 MYTH:	Proposition 53 will hinder state funding for school construction.

FACT:	 ��Revenue bonds are not used for state school construction funding. The state provides 

funding for school construction with general obligation bonds, which already require voter 

approval.

Schools do not produce any “revenue” so the revenue bond model does not work well for school 
construction. School construction bond funding provided by the State comes almost exclusively from 
general obligation bonds, which already require voter approval. This is proven by the fact that, since 1900, 
the Legislature has placed 28 school construction general obligation bond proposals on the ballot. The 
voters approved 86% of them (24 of 28).

14	 MYTH: Proposition 53 interferes with disaster response.

FACT: �Revenue bonds are not used to fund disaster responses, which are typically financed with 

federal disaster relief funds.

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) own website, FEMA’s Public Assistance 
Grant Program provides supplemental federal assistance for “debris removal, emergency protective 
measures, and the repair, replacement, or restoration of disaster-damaged, publicly-owned facilities and 
the facilities of certain private non-profit organizations.”5 Further, FEMA’s Public Assistance Program “even 
encourages protection of these damaged facilities from future events by providing assistance for hazard 
mitigation measures during the recovery process.”6

Most importantly, the federal share of assistance “is not less than 75% of the eligible cost for 
emergency measures and permanent restoration.”7

With respect to highways damaged in natural disasters, the Federal Highway Administration (FHA) provides 
100% of the funding within the first 180 days to restore essential travel, minimize damage, and protect 
remaining facilities.8 Beyond that, the FHA provides 90% of the funds to repair damaged Interstate highways 
and 80% of the funding to repair all other highways.9

The bottom line is that nearly all disaster recovery aid is provided by the Federal government.
5. https://www.fema.gov/public-assistance-local-state-tribal-and-non-profit. (Accessed Jul. 15, 2015.)

6. Ibid.

7. Ibid. Emphasis added.

8. http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/programadmin/erelief.cfm. (Accessed Jul. 15, 2015.)

9. Ibid.
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INFRASTRUCTURE 
PROJECTS HAVE  
THE GREEN LIGHT

Source of California transportation 
infrastructure funding:
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MYTH:	� “Proposition 53 will delay or stop infrastructure projects by requiring voter approval of revenue bonds.”

FACT:	� Revenue bonds are almost never used for state transportation infrastructure funding. They have only been used for 
a very small handful of toll roads and bridges — almost all of which cost less than $2 billion. The vast majority of 
transportation infrastructure funding comes from gas taxes and vehicle fees. When the state does use bonds to finance 
transportation or other infrastructure projects, it almost always uses general obligation bonds, which already require 
voter approval and voters have historically supported.

Voters Approved 
78% of general obligation 

infrastructure bonds

MYTH BUSTER

APPROVED

78%

Proposition 53 will give voters a voice on state revenue bond projects 

costing more than $2 billion, closing a loophole that allows politicians 

to issue massive new debt without statewide  

voter approval.

Gas taxes 
38.7%

GAS

$$$

Source: “Gasoline Taxes and User Fees Pay for Only Half of State & Local Road Spending,”  
Tax Foundation, January 3, 2014

Tolls & user fees 

4.4%
Vehicle fees 

21.3%

General state & local taxes  

(general obligation bonds), Federal aid  

35.6%

As long as voters are given the 

facts and projects are prudent, 

Californians will fairly evaluate 

revenue bonds just as they do 

with general obligation bonds.

Paid for by Yes on 53 – Stop Blank Checks, with Major Funding from Dean and Joan Cortopassi 7/12/16
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  ASSOCIATION  OF BAY  AREA GOVERNMENTS  

 Representing City and County Governments of the San Francisco Bay Area   

LEGISLATION SUMMARY 
2016 State Legislative Session 

Legislation & Governmental Organization Committee 
September 15, 2016 

 

Bill Number Current Text Status Summary ABAG 
Recom. 

Positions: 
League 
CSAC 
MTC 
BAAQMD 

L&GO 
Position 

SB 32  

(Pavley) 
Senate 
Enrollment:  
8/24/2016 
  
  
 

8/24/2016-
Assembly 
amendments 
concurred in. 
(Ayes 25. 
Noes 13.) 
Ordered to 
engrossing 
and enrolling. 

California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006: Emissions Limit. This bill 
designates the State Air Resources Board as the state agency charged with 
monitoring and regulating sources of emissions of greenhouse gases. The bill would 
require California to slash greenhouse gas levels to 40 percent below their 1990 
levels by 2030, extending the state’s authority to enact sweeping climate policies 
beyond an approaching 2020 limit.  
 
 

Support   

AB 197 

(Garcia) 
8/24/2016-
Enrolled and 
presented to 
the Governor  

Enrolled:  
8/24/2016 

State Air Resources Board: greenhouse gases: regulations. This bill sought to 
build support for those goals by giving legislators more power over the Air 
Resources Board. AB 197 reflects an effort to allay concerns that climate change 
policies disproportionately aid affluent Californians. The bill specifically mentions 
targeting policies to “disadvantaged communities” and requires an assessment of 
“social costs” in areas such as agriculture and energy prices. 
 
The bill would create six-year term limits for ARB members, add two nonvoting 
legislators to the board, create a new legislative committee with oversight on climate 
change policies and mandate that the ARB share more data with the Legislature. 
The twin legislative successes presage a battle over the state’s cap-and-trade 
program, which compels businesses to buy permits for the greenhouse gases they 
put into the air. 

   

Proposition 53 

California 
Statewide  
Vote on Bond 
Initiative  
 

Introduced  
Spring 2016 

November 
ballot initiative 

Requires that legislatively approved projects be presented on statewide ballot for 
voter approval. Applies to previously approved projects if remaining bond amount 
exceeds $2 billion. Requires State Legislature approve use of revenue bonds for 
public infrastructure projects funded, owned, or operated by the state or any joint 
agency (JPA) that includes the state, if the bond amount exceeds $2 billion and 
repayment requires new, increased, or extended taxes, fees, or other charges.  

Oppose   

  

Bay Area Metro Center 

375 Beale Street 

San Francisco, CA 94105 

(510) 820-7986 

Website: www.abag.ca.gov/meetings 
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https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160SB32
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160AB197
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Public_Vote_on_Bonds_Initiative,_Proposition_53_(2016)
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Bill Number Current Text Status Summary ABAG 
Recom. 

Positions: 
League 
CSAC 
MTC 
BAAQMD 

L&GO 
Position 

Proposition 51 

Education 
Introduced  
Spring 2016 

November 
ballot initiative 

Authorizes $9 billion in general obligation bonds: $3 billion for new construction and 
$3 billion for modernization of K-12 public school facilities; $1 billion for charter 
schools and vocational education facilities; and $2 billion for California Community 
Colleges facilities. Bars amendment to existing authority to levy developer fees to 
fund school facilities, until new construction bond proceeds are spent or December 
31, 2020, whichever is earlier. Bars amendment to existing State Allocation Board 
process for allocating school construction funding, as to these bonds. Appropriates 
money from the General Fund to pay off bonds. Summary of estimate by Legislative 
Analyst and Director of Finance of fiscal impact on state and local 
government: State General Fund costs of $17.6 billion to pay off principal ($9 billion) 
and interest ($8.6 billion) on bonds over a period of 35 years. Annual payments 
would average $500 million. Annual payments would be relatively low in the initial 
and final few years and somewhat higher in the intervening years.  

   

Proposition 52 

Healthcare 
Introduced  
Spring 2016 

November 
ballot initiative 

Increases required vote to two-thirds for the Legislature to amend a certain existing 
law that imposes fees on hospitals (for purpose of obtaining federal Medi-Cal 
matching funds) and that directs those fees and federal matching funds to hospital-
provided Medi-Cal health care services, to uncompensated care provided by 
hospitals to uninsured patients, and to children's health coverage. Eliminates law's 
ending date. Declares that law's fee proceeds shall not be considered revenues for 
purposes of applying state spending limit or determining required education funding. 
Summary of estimate by Legislative Analyst and Director of Finance of fiscal impact 
on state and local government: State savings from increased revenues that offset 
state costs for children's health coverage of around $500 million beginning in 2016-
17 (half-year savings) to over $1 billion annually by 2019-20, likely growing between 
5 percent to 10 percent annually thereafter. Increased revenues to support state 
and local public hospitals of around $90 million beginning in 2016-17 (half-year) to 
$250 million annually by 2019-20. 

   

Proposition 54 

Government 
Accountability 

Introduced  
Spring 2016 

November 
ballot initiative 

Prohibits Legislature from passing any bill unless it has been in print and published 
on the Internet for at least 72 hours before the vote, except in cases of public 
emergency. Requires the Legislature to make audiovisual recordings of all its 
proceedings, except closed session proceedings, and post them on the Internet. 
Authorizes any person to record legislative proceedings by audio or video means, 
except closed session proceedings. Allows recordings of legislative proceedings to 
be used for any legitimate purpose, without payment of any fee to the State. 
Summary of estimate by Legislative Analyst and Director of Finance of fiscal impact 
on state and local government: Increased costs to state government of potentially 
$1 million to $2 million initially and about $1 million annually for making additional 
legislative proceedings available in audiovisual form on the Internet.  

   

  

Item 7, Legislation Summary

https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_51,_Public_School_Facility_Bonds_(2016)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_52,_Voter_Approval_to_Divert_Hospital_Fee_Revenue_Dedicated_to_Medi-Cal_(2016)
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*Note, August 31st is the last day for each house to pass bills.   3 

Bill Number Current Text Status Summary ABAG 
Recom. 

Positions: 
League 
CSAC 
MTC 
BAAQMD 

L&GO 
Position 

Proposition 55 

Taxes 
Introduced  
Spring 2016 

November 
ballot initiative 

Extends by twelve years the temporary personal income tax increases enacted in 
2012 on earnings over $250,000 (for single filers; over $500,000 for joint filers; over 
$340,000 for heads of household). Allocates these tax revenues 89% to K-12 
schools and 11% to California Community Colleges. Allocates up to $2 billion per 
year in certain years for healthcare programs. Bars use of education revenues for 
administrative costs, but provides local school governing boards discretion to 
decide, in open meetings and subject to annual audit, how revenues are to be 
spent. Summary of estimate by Legislative Analyst and Director of Finance of fiscal 
impact on state and local government: Increased state revenues annually from 2019 
through 2030—likely in the $5 billion to $11 billion range initially—with amounts 
varying based on stock market and economic trends. Increased revenues would be 
allocated under constitutional formulas to schools and community colleges, budget 
reserves and debt payments, and health programs, with remaining funds available 
for these or other state purposes. 

   

Proposition 56 

Tobacco 
Introduced  
Spring 2016 

November 
ballot initiative 

Increases cigarette tax by $2.00 per pack, with equivalent increase on other 
tobacco products and electronic cigarettes containing nicotine. Allocates revenues 
primarily to increase funding for existing healthcare programs; also for tobacco use 
prevention/control programs, tobacco-related disease research and law 
enforcement, University of California physician training, dental disease prevention 
programs, and administration. Excludes these revenues from Proposition 98 funding 
requirements. If tax causes decreased tobacco consumption, transfers tax revenues 
to offset decreases to existing tobacco-funded programs and sales tax revenues. 
Requires biennial audit. Summary of estimate by Legislative Analyst and Director of 
Finance of fiscal impact on state and local government: Net increase in excise tax 
revenues in the range of $1.1 billion to $1.6 billion annually by 2017-18, with 
revenues decreasing slightly in subsequent years. The majority of funds would be 
used for payments to health care providers. The remaining funds would be used for 
a variety of specified purposes, including tobacco-related prevention and cessation 
programs, etc. 

   

Proposition 57 

Civil and 
Criminal Trials 

Introduced  
Spring 2016 

November 
ballot initiative 

Allows parole consideration for persons convicted of nonviolent felonies upon 
completion of full prison term for primary offense, as defined. Authorizes 
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation to award sentence credits for 
rehabilitation, good behavior, or educational achievements. Requires Department of 
Corrections and Rehabilitation to adopt regulations to implement new parole and 
sentence credit provisions and certify they enhance public safety. Provides juvenile 
court judges shall make determination, upon prosecutor motion, whether juveniles 
age 14 and older should be prosecuted and sentenced as adults. Summary of 
estimate by Legislative Analyst and Director of Finance of fiscal impact on state and 
local government: Net state savings that could range from the tens of millions of 
dollars to the low hundreds of millions of dollars annually primarily due to a 
reduction in the prison population from additional paroles granted and credits 
earned. Net county costs that could range from the millions to tens of millions of 
dollars annually, declining to a few million dollars after initial implementation of the 
measure. 
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https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_55,_Extension_of_the_Proposition_30_Income_Tax_Increase_(2016)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_56,_Tobacco_Tax_Increase_(2016)
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Bill Number Current Text Status Summary ABAG 
Recom. 

Positions: 
League 
CSAC 
MTC 
BAAQMD 

L&GO 
Position 

Proposition 58 

Education 
Introduced  
Spring 2016 

November 
ballot initiative 

Repeals Prop 227 of 1998, thus allowing for bilingual education in public schools.    

Proposition 59 

Campaign 
Finance  

Introduced  
Spring 2016 

November 
ballot initiative 

Indicates whether voters approve of California State Legislators using what 
influence the have over federal issues to overturn Citizens United v. Federal 
Election Commission and “to make clear that corporations should not have the 
same constitutional rights as human beings.” 

   

Proposition 61  

Healthcare 
Introduced  
Spring 2016 

November 
ballot initiative 

Prohibits state agencies from paying more for a prescription drug than the lowest 
price paid for the same drug by the United States Department of Veterans Affairs. 
Applies to any program where the state is the ultimate payer for a drug, even if the 
state does not purchase the drug directly. Exempts certain purchases of 
prescription drugs funded through Medi-Cal. Fiscal impact: It is the opinion of the 
Legislative Analyst and Director of Finance that the measure, if adopted, may result 
in a substantial net change in state or local finances. 

   

Proposition 63 

Firearms 
Introduced  
Spring 2016 

November 
ballot initiative 

Prohibits possession of large-capacity ammunition magazines, and requires their 
disposal by sale to dealer, destruction, or removal from state. Requires most 
individuals to pass background check and obtain Department of Justice 
authorization to purchase ammunition. Requires most ammunition sales be made 
through licensed ammunition vendors and reported to Department of Justice. 
Requires lost or stolen firearms and ammunition be reported to law enforcement. 
Prohibits persons convicted of stealing a firearm from possessing firearms. 
Establishes new procedures for enforcing laws prohibiting firearm possession by 
felons and violent criminals. Requires Department of Justice to provide information 
about prohibited persons to federal National Instant Criminal Background Check 
System. Summary of estimate by Legislative Analyst and Director of Finance of 
fiscal impact on state and local government: Increased state costs in the tens of 
millions of dollars annually related to regulating ammunition sales, likely offset by 
various regulatory fees authorized by the measure. Increase in court and law 
enforcement costs, not likely to exceed the tens of millions of dollars annually, 
related to removing firearms from prohibited persons as part of court sentencing 
proceedings. These costs could be offset to some extent by fees authorized by the 
measure. Potential increase in state and local correctional costs, not likely to 
exceed the low millions of dollars annually, related to new and increased penalties. 

   

Proposition 64 

Marijuana  
Introduced  
Spring 2016 

November 
ballot initiative 

Legalizes marijuana and hemp under state law. Designates state agencies to 
license and regulate marijuana industry. Imposes state excise tax on retail sales of 
marijuana equal to 15% of sales price, and state cultivation taxes on marijuana of 
$9.25 per ounce of flowers and $2.75 per ounce of leaves Summary of estimate by 
Legislative Analyst and Director of Finance of fiscal impact on state and local 
government: Net reduced costs ranging from tens of millions of dollars to potentially 
exceeding $100 million annually to state and local governments related to enforcing 
certain marijuana-related offenses, handling the related criminal cases in the court 
system, and incarcerating and supervising certain marijuana offenders. Net 
additional state and local tax revenues potentially ranging from the high hundreds of 
millions of dollars to over $1 billion annually. 
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https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_58,_Non-English_Languages_Allowed_in_Public_Education_(2016)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_59,_Overturn_of_Citizens_United_Act_Advisory_Question_(2016)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_61,_Drug_Price_Standards_(2016)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_63,_Background_Checks_for_Ammunition_Purchases_and_Large-Capacity_Ammunition_Magazine_Ban_(2016)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_64,_Marijuana_Legalization_(2016)
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Bill Number Current Text Status Summary ABAG 
Recom. 

Positions: 
League 
CSAC 
MTC 
BAAQMD 

L&GO 
Position 

Proposition 65 

Environment 
Introduced  
Spring 2016 

November 
ballot initiative 

Redirects money collected by grocery and certain other retail stores through sale of 
carry-out bags, whenever any state law bans free distribution of a particular kind of 
carry-out bag and mandates the sale of any other kind of carry-out bag. Requires 
stores to deposit bag sale proceeds into a special fund administered by the Wildlife 
Conservation Board to support specified categories of environmental projects. 
Provides for Board to develop regulations implementing law. Summary of estimate 
by Legislative Analyst and Director of Finance of fiscal impact on state and local 
government: If voters uphold the state’s current carryout bag law, redirected 
revenues from retailers to the state, potentially in the several tens of millions of 
dollars annually. Revenues would be used for grants for certain environmental and 
natural resources purposes. If voters reject the state’s current carryout bag law, 
likely minor fiscal effects.  

   

Proposition 67 

Business 
Regulation 

Introduced  
Spring 2016 

November 
ballot initiative 

If signed by the required number of registered voters and timely filed with the 
Secretary of State, this petition will place on the statewide ballot a challenge to a 
state law previously approved by the Legislature and the Gov. The challenged law 
must then be approved by a majority of voters at the next statewide election to go 
into effect. The law prohibits grocery and certain other retail stores from providing 
single-use bags but permits sale of recycled paper bags and reusable bags. 

   

AB 1550 
(Gomez) 

Amended  
8/23/2016 
 

8/24/2016- 
Senate Third 
Reading 
 

Greenhouse gases: investment plan: disadvantaged communities.  Current law 
requires the Department of Finance, in consultation with the State Air Resources 
Board and any other relevant state agency, to develop, as specified, a 3-year 
investment plan for the moneys deposited in the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund. 
This bill would require the investment plan to allocate a minimum of 25% of the 
available moneys in the fund to projects located within, and benefitting individuals 
living in, disadvantaged communities and a minimum of 20% to projects that 
benefit low-income households, as specified, with a fair share of those moneys 
targeting households with incomes at or below 200% of the federal poverty level.  

Oppose 
Unless 
Amended 

League: W 
 
MTC: 
Oppose 
Unless 
Amended  
 
BAAQMD: 
Oppose 
Unless 
Amended 

Oppose 
Unless 
Amended 

Gov. 707  

(Gov. Brown) 
Amended 
6/10/2016 

8/26/2016- 
Dead Failed to 
Pass 
 

Gov. Trailer Bill Proposal. The proposal would allow new market-rate projects with 
onsite affordable housing to be approved “as of right.” Under the proposal, new 
projects with 20 percent affordable housing for tenants making no more than 80 
percent of the area median income or projects with 10 percent affordable housing 
near transit would be exempt from most local reviews. Within 30 days of receiving 
an application, the city must either approve a housing development or explain why it 
is inconsistent with objective general plan and zoning standards.  

Watch 
and Seek 
Amend 

League: O 
 

Watch and 
Seek 
Amend. 

AB 2444 

(Garcia)   
Amended 
8/22/2016 
 

8/22/2016- 
Senate Rules 

California Parks, Water, Climate, and Coastal Protection and Outdoor Access 
For All Act of 2018. Under existing law, programs have been established pursuant 
to bond acts for, among other things, the development and enhancement of state 
and local parks and recreational facilities. This bill would enact the California Parks, 
Water, Climate, and Coastal Protection and Outdoor Access For All Act, which, if 
approved by the voters, would authorize the issuance of bonds in an amount of 
$3,497,500,000 pursuant to the State General Obligation Bond Law to finance a 
parks, water, climate, and coastal protection and outdoor access for all program.  

Support League: S 
CSAC: W 

Support 

Item 7, Legislation Summary

https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_65,_Dedication_of_Revenue_from_Disposable_Bag_Sales_to_Wildlife_Conservation_Fund_(2016)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_65,_Dedication_of_Revenue_from_Disposable_Bag_Sales_to_Wildlife_Conservation_Fund_(2016)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_67,_Plastic_Bag_Ban_Veto_Referendum_(2016)
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160AB1550
http://asmdc.org/members/a51/
http://64.166.146.245/docs/2016/LEG/20160613_806/26018_By%20Right%20Trailer%20Bill%20Language.pdf
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160AB2444
http://asmdc.org/members/a56/
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Bill Number Current Text Status Summary ABAG 
Recom. 

Positions: 
League 
CSAC 
MTC 
BAAQMD 

L&GO 
Position 

AB 2406  
(Thurmond)  
 

Amended  
8/19/2016 

8/24/2016-
Assembly 
Concurrence   
 

Housing: Junior Accessory Dwelling Units. The Planning and Zoning Law 
authorizes a local agency to provide by ordinance for the creation of 2nd units in 
single-family and multifamily residential areas, as prescribed. This bill would, in 
addition, authorize a local agency to provide by ordinance for the creation of junior 
accessory dwelling units, as defined, in single-family residential zones. The bill 
would require the ordinance to include, among other things, standards for the 
creation of a junior accessory dwelling unit, required deed restrictions, and 
occupancy requirements. The bill would prohibit an ordinance from requiring, as a 
condition of granting a permit for a junior accessory dwelling unit, additional parking 
requirements. This bill contains other related provisions. 

Support League: S 
CSAC: S 

Support 

AB 2441 

(Thurmond) 
Amended 
6/30/2016 

8/12/2016- 
Failed to Pass 
 

Housing: Workforce Housing in High-Cost Areas Pilot Program. This bill would 
create the Workforce Housing Pilot Program, pursuant to which the department, 
subject to the appropriation of funds for that purpose, would award grant funding to 
eligible recipients, as defined, for the predevelopment costs, acquisition, 
construction, or rehabilitation of rental housing projects or units within rental housing 
projects that serve, and for providing downpayment assistance to, persons and 
families of low or moderate income. The bill would require all grant funds to be 
matched on a dollar-for-dollar basis, unless the eligible recipient is suffering a 
hardship and is unable to generate the matching funds. The bill would require the 
Department of Finance to determine whether an eligible recipient is suffering a 
hardship.  

Support League: S 
CSAC: P 

Support 

AB 2817 (Chiu)  
 

Amended 
5/27/2016 

8/11/2016- 
Senate 
Appropriations 

Income Taxes: Credits: Low-Income Housing: Allocation Increase.  Existing 
law establishes a low-income housing tax credit program pursuant to which the 
California Tax Credit Allocation Committee provides procedures and requirements 
for the allocation of state insurance, personal income, and corporation income tax 
credit amounts among low-income housing projects based on federal law. Existing 
law, in modified conformity to federal income tax law, allows the credit based upon 
the applicable percentage, as defined, of the qualified basis of each qualified low-
income building. The bill would also increase the amount the committee may 
allocate to farmworker housing projects from $500,000 to $25,000,000 per year. 
The bill, under the insurance taxation law, the Personal Income Tax Law, and the 
Corporation Tax Law, would modify the definition of applicable percentage relating 
to qualified low-income buildings. 

Support League: S 
CSAC: S 

Support 

  

Item 7, Legislation Summary

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160AB2406
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Bill Number Current Text Status Summary ABAG 
Recom. 

Positions: 
League 
CSAC 
MTC 
BAAQMD 

L&GO 
Position 

SB 879  

(Beall)  
 

Amended 
8/19/2016 

8/19/2016- 
Assembly 
Third Reading 

Affordable Housing: Bond Act.  Under existing law, there are programs providing 
assistance for, among other things, emergency housing, multifamily housing, 
farmworker housing, home ownership for very low and low-income households, and 
downpayment assistance for first-time home buyers. Existing law also authorizes 
the issuance of bonds in specified amounts pursuant to the State General 
Obligation Bond Law and requires that proceeds from the sale of these bonds be 
used to finance various existing housing programs, capital outlay related to infill 
development, brownfield cleanup that promotes infill development, and housing-
related parks. This bill would enact the Affordable Housing Bond Act of 2018, which, 
if adopted, would authorize the issuance of bonds in the amount of $3,000,000,000 
pursuant to the State General Obligation Bond Law. Proceeds from the sale of 
these bonds would be used to finance various existing housing programs, as well as 
infill infrastructure financing and affordable housing matching grant programs, as 
provided. This bill contains other related provisions. 

Support League: S 
 

Support  

SB 1030 
(McGuire) 

Chaptered 
8/19/2016 

8/19/2016- 
Chaptered 
 

Sonoma County Regional Climate Protection Authority. Existing law, until 
December 1, 2019, creates the Sonoma County Regional Climate Protection 
Authority. Existing law provides for the authority to be governed by the same board 
as that governing the Sonoma County Transportation Authority and imposes certain 
duties on the authority. Existing law authorizes the authority to perform coordination 
and implementation activities within the boundaries of the County of Sonoma, in 
cooperation with local agencies, as defined, that elect to participate, to assist those 
agencies in meeting their greenhouse gas emissions reduction goals. Existing law 
authorizes the authority to develop, coordinate, and implement programs and 
policies to comply with the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 and 
other federal or state mandates and programs designed to respond to greenhouse 
gas emissions and climate change. This bill would extend these provisions 
indefinitely. By extending the duties of the Sonoma County Regional Climate 
Protection Authority, this bill would impose a state-mandated local program.  

Support League: W 
CSAC: W 

Support 

SB 1233 
(McGuire) 

Amended 
8/12/2016 
 

8/12/2016-
Failed to Pass 
 

Joint Powers Authorities: Water Bill Savings Act. Existing law, the Marks-Roos 
Local Bond Pooling Act of 1985, authorizes joint powers authorities, among other 
powers, to issue bonds and loan the proceeds to local agencies to finance specified 
types of projects and programs. This bill would enact the Water Bill Savings Act, 
which would authorize a joint powers authority to provide funding for a customer of 
a local agency or its publicly owned utility to acquire, install, or repair a water 
efficiency improvement on the customer's property served by the local agency or its 
publicly owned utility. The bill would require the customer to repay the authority 
through an efficiency charge on the customer's water bill to be established and 
collected by the local agency or its publicly owned utility on behalf of the authority 
pursuant to a servicing agreement. The bill would authorize the authority to issue 
bonds to fund the program. The bill would require the Department of Water 
Resources to provide ongoing oversight of activities undertaken pursuant to these 
provisions, including, but not limited to, monitoring an authority's administration of 
an efficiency improvement financing program, as specified. 

Support League: W 
CSAC: P 

Support 
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http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160SB879
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Recom. 
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MTC 
BAAQMD 

L&GO 
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SBX1-1  

(Beall) 
Amended 
4/21/2016 

4/21/2016- 
Senate 
Appropriations 
 

Transportation Funding. Existing law provides various sources of funding for 
transportation purposes, including funding for the state highway system and the 
local street and road system. These funding sources include, among others, fuel 
excise taxes, commercial vehicle weight fees, local transactions and use taxes, and 
federal funds. Existing law imposes certain registration fees on vehicles, with 
revenues from these fees deposited in the Motor Vehicle Account and used to fund 
the Department of Motor Vehicles and the Department of the California Highway 
Patrol. Existing law provides for the monthly transfer of excess balances in the 
Motor Vehicle Account to the State Highway Account. This bill would create the 
Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Program to address deferred maintenance on 
the state highway system and the local street and road system and for other 
specified purposes. The bill would provide for the deposit of various funds for the 
program in the Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account, which the bill would 
create in the State Transportation Fund, including revenues attributable to a $0.12 
per gallon increase in the motor vehicle fuel (gasoline) tax imposed by the bill and 
$0.10 of a $0.22 per gallon increase in the diesel fuel excise tax imposed by the bill, 
an increase of $35 in the annual vehicle registration fee, a new $100 annual vehicle 
registration fee applicable to zero-emission motor vehicles, as defined, a new 
annual road access charge on each vehicle, as defined, of $35, and repayment, by 
June 30, 2016, of outstanding loans made in previous years from certain 
transportation funds to the General Fund. The bill would provide that revenues from 
future adjustments in the applicable portion of the fuel tax rates, the annual vehicle 
registration fee increase, and the road access charge would also be deposited in 
the account. This bill contains other related provisions and other existing laws. 

Support League: S 
CSAC: S 

Support 

AB 18  

(Dodd) 
Amended 
7/7/2015 

8/27/2015- 
Senate 
Appropriations  
 

Disaster Relief: South Napa Earthquake. The California Disaster Assistance Act 
generally provides that the state share for disaster project allocations to local 
agencies is no more than 75% of total state eligible costs, except for specified 
events for which the state share is up to 100% of state eligible costs. This bill would 
add the August 24, 2014, South Napa Earthquake, to the list of events for which the 
state share of state eligible cost is up to 100% and exempt the county from a 
specified planning requirement as a condition of receiving this level of assistance. 

Support League: W 
CSAC: S 
 

Support 

AB 1934 

(Santiago) 
Amended 
8/18/2016 

8/24/2016- 
Assembly 
Concurrence 
 

Planning and Zoning: Density Bonuses. The Planning and Zoning Law requires, 
when an applicant proposes a housing development within the jurisdiction of the 
local government, that the city, county, or city and county provide the developer with 
a density bonus and other incentives or concessions for the production of lower 
income housing units or for the donation of land within the development if the 
developer, among other things, agrees to construct a specified percentage of units 
for very low, low-, or moderate-income households or qualifying residents. This bill, 
when an applicant for approval for commercial development agrees to partner with 
an affordable housing developer to construct a joint project or 2 separate projects 
encompassing affordable housing, would require a city, county, or city and county to 
grant to the commercial developer a development bonus, as specified. By 
increasing the duties of local officials relating to the administration of development 
bonuses, this bill would create a state-mandated local program.  

Watch League: 
Removal of 
Opposition 
Amended 
CSAC: C 
 

Watch 
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Bill Number Current Text Status Summary ABAG 
Recom. 

Positions: 
League 
CSAC 
MTC 
BAAQMD 

L&GO 
Position 

AB 2208 
(Santiago) 

Amended 
6/23/2016 
 

8/24/2016- 
Enrollment 
 

Local Planning: Housing Element: Inventory of Land for Residential 
Development. Existing law, the Planning and Zoning Law, requires a city or county 
to adopt a comprehensive, long-term general plan for the physical development of 
the city or the county and of any land outside its boundaries that bears relation to its 
planning. That law requires the general plan to contain specified mandatory 
elements, including a housing element. Existing law requires the housing element to 
contain an inventory of land suitable for residential development, as defined, and 
requires that inventory to be used to identify sites that can be developed for housing 
within the planning period and that are sufficient to provide for the jurisdiction's 
share of the regional housing need for all income levels. This bill would revise the 
definition of land suitable for residential development to include above sites owned 
or leased by a city, county, or city and county. By imposing new duties upon local 
agencies with respect to the housing element of the general plan, this bill would 
impose a state-mandated local program. This bill contains other related provisions 
and other existing laws. 

Watch League: W 
CSAC: W 

Watch 

AB 2299 

(Bloom) 
Amended: 
8/19/2016  
 

8/26/2016- 
Senate Third 
Reading 
 

Land Use: Housing: 2nd Units.  The Planning and Zoning Law authorizes the 
legislative body of a city or county to regulate, among other things, the intensity of 
land use, and also authorizes a local agency to provide by ordinance for the 
creation of 2nd units in single-family and multifamily residential zones, as specified. 
Existing law authorizes the ordinance to designate areas within the jurisdiction of 
the local agency where 2nd units may be permitted, to impose specified standards 
on 2nd units, and to provide that 2nd units do not exceed allowable density and are 
a residential use, as specified. This bill would replace the term "second unit" with 
"accessory dwelling unit." The bill would, instead, require the ordinance to include 
the elements described above and would also require the ordinance to require 
accessory dwelling units to comply with specified conditions. This bill would require 
ministerial, nondiscretionary approval of an accessory dwelling unit under an 
existing ordinance. The bill would also specify that a local agency may reduce or 
eliminate parking requirements. 

Watch League: C 
CSAC: O 

Watch 

AB 2442 
(Holden) 

Amended 
8/19/2016 
 

8/24/2016- 
Assembly 
Concurrence  
 

Density Bonuses.  The Planning and Zoning Law requires, when an applicant 
proposes a housing development within the jurisdiction of the local government, that 
the city, county, or city and county provide the developer with a density bonus and 
other incentives or concessions for the production of lower income housing units or 
for the donation of land within the development if the developer, among other 
things, agrees to construct a specified percentage of units for very low, low-, or 
moderate-income households or qualifying residents. This bill would additionally 
require a density bonus to be provided to a developer that agrees to construct a 
housing development that includes at least 10% of the total units for transitional 
foster youth, disabled veterans, or homeless persons, as defined. The bill would set 
the density bonus at 20% of the number of these units. By increasing the duties of 
local agencies, this bill would impose a state-mandated local program.  

Watch League: C 
CSAC: W 

Watch 
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Bill Number Current Text Status Summary ABAG 
Recom. 

Positions: 
League 
CSAC 
MTC 
BAAQMD 

L&GO 
Position 

AB 2584 
(Daly) 

Amended 
6/27/2016 
 

8/25/2016- 
Assembly 
Enrollment 
 

Land Use: Housing Development.  The Housing Accountability Act, among other 
things, prohibits a local agency from disapproving a housing development project 
for very low, low-, or moderate-income households or an emergency shelter or 
conditioning approval in a manner that renders the project infeasible unless the 
local agency makes specified written findings. The act authorizes an applicant or 
person who would be eligible to apply for residency in the development or 
emergency shelter to bring an action to enforce the act. This bill would, in addition, 
authorize a housing organization, as defined, to bring an action challenging the 
disapproval of a housing development pursuant to these provisions. 

Watch League: O 
CSAC: W 

Watch 

SB 7 

(Wolk) 
Amended 
8/19/2016 

8/25/2016- 
Senate 
Concurrence  
 

Housing: Water Meters: Multiunit Structures. Existing law generally regulates the 
hiring of dwelling units and, among other things, imposes certain requirements on 
landlords and tenants. Among these requirements, existing law requires landlords to 
provide tenants with certain notices or disclosures pertaining to, among other 
things, pest control and gas meters. This bill would express the intent of the 
Legislature to encourage the conservation of water in multifamily residential rental 
buildings through means either within the landlord's or the tenant's control, and to 
ensure that the practices involving the submetering of dwelling units for water 
service are just and reasonable, and include appropriate safeguards for both 
tenants and landlords. 

Watch League: W 
CSAC: W 

Watch 

SB 1000 
(Leyva) 

Amended 
8/18/2016 

8/18/2016- 
Assembly 
Third Reading   
 

Land Use: General Plans: Environmental Justice. The Planning and Zoning Law 
requires the legislative body of each county and city to adopt a comprehensive, 
long-term general plan for the physical development of the county or city and of any 
land outside its boundaries that bears relation to its planning. That law requires this 
general plan to include several elements, including, among others, a safety element 
for the protection of the community from unreasonable risks associated with the 
effects of various geologic hazards, flooding, wildland and urban fires, and climate 
adaptation and resilience strategies. That law requires that the safety element be 
reviewed and updated, in the case of flooding and fire hazards, upon the next 
revision of the housing element after specified dates or, in the case of climate 
adaptation and resilience strategies, upon either the next revision of a local hazard 
mitigation plan after a specified date or on or before January 1, 2022, as applicable. 
That law also requires, after the initial revision of the safety element to address 
flooding, fires, and climate adaptation and resilience strategies, that for each 
subsequent revision the planning agency review and, if necessary, revise the safety 
element to identify new information. 

Watch League: O 
CSAC: 
Supp. if 
Amend. 

Watch 

SB 1069 
(Wieckowski)   

Amended:  
6/16/2016 

8/24/2016- 
Senate 
Enrollment 
 

Land Use: Zoning. The Planning and Zoning Law authorizes the legislative body of 
a city or county to regulate, among other things, the intensity of land use, and also 
authorizes a local agency to provide by ordinance for the creation of 2nd units in 
single-family and multifamily residential zones, as specified. That law makes 
findings and declarations with respect to the value of 2nd units to California’s 
housing supply. This bill would replace the term “second unit” with “accessory 
dwelling unit” throughout the law and declare that, among other things, allowing 
accessory dwelling units in single-family or multifamily residential zones provides 
additional rental housing stock. 

Watch League: O 
CSAC: O 

Watch 
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DECEPTIVE INITIATIVE UNDERMINES 
LOCAL CONTROL AND VITAL 
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS

Delta landowner Dean “Dino” Cortopassi has spent $4.5 million to qualify a deceptive initiative for the November 
statewide ballot. This measure takes away local control by requiring a statewide vote even for some local 
infrastructure projects. The measure would add new layers of bureaucracy and red tape that will delay or derail 
needed improvements to critical infrastructure, including after emergencies and natural disasters. Here’s why a 
broad, bipartisan coalition of business, labor, local governments, family farmers, water agencies, healthcare, 
taxpayer, and public safety organizations is opposed to the deceptive Cortopassi measure:

• Deceptive abuse of the system. Multi-
millionaire Dean Cortopassi has placed this measure
on the ballot in order to try to disrupt a specific project
– the plan to repair California’s statewide water
distribution system through the Delta. Irrespective of
one’s position on that single project, this measure has
far broader implications – it would delay or even stop
much needed repairs to our roads, bridges, water
supply and delivery systems, hospitals and universities
all over the state. We cannot allow one wealthy
landowner to abuse the initiative process for his own
personal agenda.

• Erodes local control. This measure takes away
local control by requiring statewide voter approval even
for some local infrastructure projects. Under this
measure, cities and towns that want to come together
with the state and form a JPA to issue revenue bonds
to upgrade local water systems, roads, bridges, ports
and universities would have to put their project on a
statewide ballot. That means voters in faraway regions
would have the authority to deny funding for local
projects outside of their community.

• Disrupts vital infrastructure
development. California and its local communities
already suffer from a massive backlog of essential
infrastructure needs including outdated water

systems that cannot withstand earthquakes, 
crumbling roads and bridges, and over-crowded 
hospitals and universities. This measure would 
make our infrastructure problems worse by denying 
the use of revenue bonds to finance these much 
needed projects.

• Contains NO exemptions for
emergencies or a major disaster. That
means, in cases of an earthquake or flood, local
governments may need to wait as long
as two years in order to get voter approval to begin
rebuilding damaged or destroyed roads, freeways,
bridges, hospitals and water delivery systems after an
emergency.

• Unnecessary. Private investors bear the financial
risk for revenue bonds, not the state or its general
fund. And revenue bonds are repaid by users of a
project who directly benefit, not taxpayers. For
instance, repairs to a bridge would be paid by tolls on
the bridge, or customers in a specific water district
would pay to build a water recycling plant, not
taxpayers. It makes no sense to have a statewide
election on projects not financed by taxpayers for
which the state and local governments bear none of
the financial risk.

Paid for by Citizens to Protect California Infrastructure sponsored by business and 

construction trades organizations. Major funding by Members’ Voice of the State Building and 

Construction Trades Council of California (Committee) and California Construction 

Industry Labor Management Cooperation Trust. PH: 916-443-0872

www.SaveLocalControl.com
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www.SaveLocalControl.com 

 
 

Local Government 

League of California Cities 

California Association of Councils of Governments 

Self Help Counties Coalition 

Association of California Cities – Orange County 

San Diego Association of Governments 

Transportation Agency for Monterey County 
 

Taxpayer 

Kern County Taxpayers Association 
 

Healthcare 

California Hospital Association 

Hospital Council of Northern and Central California 

Hospital Association of Southern California 
 

Infrastructure 

American Council of Engineering Companies – California 

Associated General Contractors of California 

California Alliance for Jobs 

California Construction Industry Labor Management 

Cooperation Trust 

Engineering Contractors Association 

Northern California Mechanical Contractors Association 

United Contractors 
 

Public Safety 

California Professional Firefighters 

California State Sheriffs’ Association 

Peace Officers Research Association of California 

(PORAC) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Water 

Association of California Water Agencies 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 

Northern California Water Association 

Southern California Water Committee 

State Water Contractors 

 

Agriculture 

California Citrus Mutual 

California Cotton Ginners Association 

California Cotton Growers Association 

California Women for Agriculture 

Fresno County Farm Bureau 

Western Agriculture Processors Association 

Western Growers Association 
 

Education 

California’s Coalition for Adequate School Housing 

 

Environment 

Natural Heritage Institute 
 

Business 

California Chamber of Commerce 
Anaheim Chamber of Commerce 

Bay Area Council 

Bay Planning Coalition 

Building Owners and Managers Association California 

Building Owners and Managers Association, Greater  

Los Angeles 

California Building Industry Association 

California Business Properties Association 

We Oppose the Deceptive “Cortopassi 

Initiative” That Undermines Local 

Control and Vital Infrastructure Projects  
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Business (continued) 

California Business Roundtable 

California Manufacturers & Technology Association 

California Public Securities Association  

California Small Business Association 

Central City Association, Los Angeles 

Cerritos Regional Chamber of Commerce 

East Bay Leadership Council 

Chambers of Commerce Alliance of Ventura & Santa 

Barbara Counties 

El Monte/South El Monte Chamber of Commerce 

Great Fresno Area Chamber of Commerce 

Hollywood Chamber of Commerce 

Inland Empire Economic Partnership (IEEP) 

Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce 

Los Angeles County Business Federation (LA BizFed) 

North Orange County Chamber of Commerce 

Orange County Business Council (OCBC) 

Oxnard Chamber of Commerce  

Pacific Merchant Shipping Association 

San Diego Regional Chamber of Commerce 

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 

San Gabriel Valley Economic Partnership 

Santa Clarita Valley Chamber of Commerce 

Silicon Valley Leadership Group 

South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce 

Torrance Area Chamber of Commerce 

Valley Industry & Commerce Association (VICA) 
 

Labor 

California State Building and Construction  

Trades Council 

Service Employees International Union California (SEIU) 

AFSCME California PEOPLE 

Auto, Marine & Specialty Painters Local Union 1176 

Boilermakers Local Union 92 

California Conference of Machinists 

California State Association of Electrical Workers 

 

 

Labor (continued) 

California State Council of Laborers 

Carpet, Linoleum & Soft Tile Workers Local Unions 12, 

1237 

District Council of Iron Workers 

District Council 16 International Union of Painters and 

Allied Trades 

County Building and Construction Trades Councils: 

Alameda; Contra Costa; Imperial; Kern, Inyo, Mono; 

Los Angeles/Orange; Marin; Northeastern; Sacramento 

Sierra; San Diego; San Mateo; Stanislaus, Merced, 

Mariposa & Tuolumne  

Glaziers, Arch. Metal & Glass Workers Local Unions 169, 

718, 767, 1621 

International Brotherhood of Boilermakers 

Insulators & Allied Workers Local Union 16 
 

Ironworkers Local Unions 118, 155, 229, 433, 844 
 

IUPAT Local Unions 294, 567 

Laborers’ Local Union 67 

IBEW Local Unions 6, 11, 40, 47, 100, 180, 234, 302,  

332, 340, 413, 428, 440, 441, 477, 551, 569, 595, 617, 

684, 952, 1245 

Painters and Drywall Finishers Local Union 3 

Painters and Tapers Local Unions 83, 272, 376, 487, 

507, 741, 913 

Plasters Local Union 200 

Plasterers & Cement Masons Local Union 300 

Sheet Metal, Air, Rail and Transportation Workers 

Western States Council 

Sheet Metal, Air, Rail and Transportation Workers Local 

Unions 104, 105, 206 

Southern California Pipe Trades District Council 16 

Teamsters Local Union 431 

UFCW Western States Council 

United Association of Landscape & Irrigation, Sewer & 

Storm, Underground Industrial Piping Industry Local 

345 
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Labor (continued) 

United Association of Plumbers & Fitters Local 761 

United Association of Plumbers & Pipefitters Local 

Unions 78, 114, 582,  

United Association of Plumbers, Pipefitters, Refrigeration 

UA Local 364 

United Association of Plumbers & Steam Fitters Local 

Unions 398, 403, 460, 484 

United Association of Plumbers, Steamfitters, 

Refrigeration & HVAC Service Technicians Local 230 

United Association of Sprinkler Fitters Local 709 

United Association of Steam, Refrigeration, Air 

Conditioning, Pipefitters & Apprentices Local 250 

United Union of Roofers, Waterproofers & Allied Workers 

Local Unions 27, 36, 40, 45, 81, 95, 220  

Western Regional District Council of Roofers & 

Waterproofers 

 

Political 

California Democratic Party 

Los Angeles County Democratic Party 
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The Cortopassi ballot measure is a self-interest abuse of the initiative process that would mandate 

a statewide vote for some local infrastructure projects; empowering one region of the state to 

reject infrastructure priorities of communities in other regions of the state. Here is why:  

Locally-controlled JPAs created to address local infrastructure priorities are covered 
 While Section 1.6 (a) of the initiative excludes cities, counties and special districts, it explicitly 

includes local “Joint Powers Authorities (JPAs) or similar bodies that are created by the State or in 
which the State is a member.”  
 

Small projects, under $2 Billion threshold, but connected to larger projects are also covered 

• Section 1.6 (b) requires projects that are “allegedly separate” also require a statewide vote, even for 

local projects. Allegedly separate is defined by the measure as projects that are “geographically 

proximate,” “physically joined or connected,” or “cannot accomplish [their] state purpose without the 

completion of another allegedly separate project.”   

 

 

Below are examples of local projects that could require a statewide vote under the 

Cortopassi measure: 

 
Water Supply and Storage 

• Sites Reservoir – Colusa County  

• Temperance Flat Dam – Fresno, Kings, Madera, Tulare and Merced Counties 

• Shasta Dam – Shasta County 

• Los Vaqueros Reservoir – Contra Costa County 

 
Regional Rail Upgrade and Expansion 

• Transbay Terminal – San Francisco  
o Regional transit hub connecting eight Bay Area counties currently under construction, which is 

managed and financed by the Transbay Joint Powers Authority, a  JPA  created in part by CalTrans.  

• Capitol Corridor – Alameda, Santa Clara, Contra Costa, Solano, Sacramento, Yolo & 

Placer Counties 
o Managed and operated by the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority which runs commuter rail service 

spanning 148 miles across 7 Northern California counties. The JPA was created by the state. 
 
 
 

-more- 
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Regional Rail Upgrade and Expansion (cont.) 

• LOSSAN Rail Corridor – San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, Ventura, Los Angeles, 
Orange, San Diego counties

o LOSSAN Rail Corridor Agency is a JPA created by the state and in which state officials are 

members. Manages 351 miles of rail service across 6 Southern California and Coastal counties with 

at least $6 billion in needed rail improvements over the next 20 years. 

Bridge Repairs 

• Bay Area bridges – Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Francisco, San Mateo, Solano

counties
o Managed and operated by the Bay Area Toll Authority which was created by the state.

• Coronado Bridge – San Diego County
o Managed and operated by San Diego Toll Authority which the state now manages.

Airport Expansion 

• San Diego International Airport – San Diego County
o Owned and operated by the San Diego Regional Airport Authority, a local entity similar to a JPA

created by the state.

Road Construction 

• Toll Roads - Orange County
Four separate toll roads, managed by two JPAs created by the state via legislation passed in 1987. 

Education 
• University of California - $13.3 billion planned capital expenditures in recent Capital Plan,

and four campuses each have projects planned that meet the measure’s $2B threshold on their own:

o UC Davis

o UC San Diego

o UC Irvine

o UC San Francisco
o Additionally, all 10 UC campuses have planned improvements to local medical centers, student

housing, classrooms and research facilities. These local projects could each require a statewide vote if
considered “allegedly part of” the University of California’s larger capital improvement plan.

• California State University - $9 billion in planned capital facilities needs statewide
o Each of the 23 CSU campuses have plans to construct more classrooms, student health clinics,

research labs and student housing. These local projects could each require a statewide vote if
considered “allegedly part of” the larger CSU capital improvement plan.
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 AS S O C I A T I O N  O F  B A Y  AR E A  GO V E R N M E N T S  
Representing City and County Governments of the San Francisco Bay Area 

 

 

 

 

 

Legislation and Governmental Organization Committee 
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Scott Haggerty, Supervisor, County of Alameda—Chair 

 

Desley Brooks, Councilmember, City of Oakland 

David Cortese, Supervisor, County of Santa Clara 

Bill Harrison, Mayor, City of Fremont 

Karen Mitchoff, Supervisor, County of Contra Costa 

Linda Seifert, Supervisor, County of Solano 

 

Julie Pierce, Councilmember, City of Clayton—Ex officio 

Mark Luce, Supervisor, County of Napa—Ex officio 

David Rabbitt, Supervisor, County of Sonoma—Ex officio 
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