CALIFORNIA STATE ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES
BOARD OF DIRECTORS
Thursday, March 25, 2010
10:00am - 1:30pm
CSAC Conference Center, Sacramento

AGENDA

Presiding: Tony Oliveira, President

10:00am - PROCEDURAL ITEMS
1. Roll Call

2. President’s Welcome

3. Approval of Minutes of November 19, 2009

10:15am - ACTION ITEMS
4, Consideration of State and Federal Legislative Priorities for 2010
* Jim Wiltshire & Karen Keene, CSAC staff

5. Consideration of June 2010 Ballot Initiative
Proposition 16: New Two-Thirds Requirement for Local Public
Electricity Providers
Karen Keene, CSAC staff
Dana Williamson, PG&E (proponent)
John Geesman, former CEC commissioner (opponent)

L ]
L ]
L ]
s Paul Fenn, Local Power, Inc. (opponent}

6. CSAC Administration of Justice Policy Committee Report
o Elizabeth Howard Espinosa, CSAC staff .

11:00am - INFORMATION ITEMS
7. State Budget and Legislative lssues Update
o Jim Wiltshire

8. California Complete Count Committee: Update on 2010 Census
e Eraina Ortega, CSAC staff

9. CSAC Reform Task Force Report

e Supervisor Kathy Long, Task Force Chair

10.  Medical Marijuana Working Group Update
e Supervisors Susan Adams and Mark Lovelace, Working Group Co-Chairs

11.  CSAC Communications Plan Update
e Erin Treadwell, CSAC staff

12:00pm - LUNCH
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1:00pm - INFORMATION ITEMS (cont.)

12.  The following items are contained in your briefing materials for your
information, but no presentation is planned:
< Institute for Excellence in County Government Update
- Institute for Local Government (ILG) Update

> CSAC Finance Corporation Report

> CSAC Corporate Associates Report

s Litigation Coordination Program
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13.  Other Items

1:30pm - ADJOURN
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CALIFORNIA STATE ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES
Board of Directors

2010
Section County Director
Alameda County Keith Carson
Alpine County Terry Woodrow
Amador County Louis Boitano
Butte County Bill Connelly

CNO')CJUUJU);U;UUJ;UJUUJJUCJU;U;UCD;UU)JJ;UUJ;U;UC;UJJU);U;UC

Calaveras County
Colusa County
Contra Costa County

Merita Callaway
Mark Marshall
Federal Glover

Del Norte County David Finigan

El Dorado County Norma Santiago
Fresno County Henry Perea
Glenn County John Viegas
Humboldt County Mark Lovelace
Imperial County Gary Wyatt

Inyo County Susan Cash

Kern County Jon McQuiston
Kings County Richard Valle

Lake County Anthony Farrington

Lassen County

Los Angeles County
Madera County
Marin County
Mariposa County
Mendocino County
Merced County

Lloyd Keefer

Don Knabe

Ronn Dominici
Susan Adams

Lyle Turpin

Carre Brown
Hubert “Hub” Walsh

Modoc County Jeff Bullock

Mono County Duane "Hap” Hazard
Monterey County Fernando Armenta
Napa County Brad Wagenknecht
Nevada County Ted Owens

Orange County John Moorlach
Placer County Jim Holmes
Plumas County Sherrie Thrall

Riverside County

John Tavaglione
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President:
First Vice President:

Second Vice President:
Immed. Past President:

SECTION:

U=Urban

Sacramento County
San Benito County
San Bernardino County
San Diego County

San Francisco City & County
San Joaquin County
San Luis Obispo County
San Mateo County
Santa Barbara County
Santa Clara County
Santa Cruz County
Shasta County

Sierra County

Siskiyou County
Solano County
Sonoma County
Stanislaus County
Sutter County

Tehama County

Trinity County

Tulare County
Tuolumne County
Ventura County

Yolo County

Yuba County

Tony Oliveira, Kings

Roger Dickinson
Reb Monaco
Paul Biane
Greg Cox

Eric Mar

Larry Ruhstaller
Bruce Gibson
Richard Gordon
Joni Gray

Liz Kniss

Tony Campos
Glenn Hawes
Lee Adams

Jim Cook

Mike Reagan
Valerie Brown
Vito Chiesa
Larry Munger
Robert Williams
Judy Pflueger
Steve Worthley
Richard Pland
Kathy Long
Mike McGowan
Roger Abe

John Tavaglione, Riverside

Mike McGowan, Yolo
Gary Wyatt, Imperial

S=Suburban

R=Rural

11/30/09



CALIFORNIA STATE ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES
BOARD OF DIRECTORS
Thursday, November 19, 2009
Portola Hotel, Monterey, CA

Presiding: Gary Wyatt, President

1.

ROLL CALL
Alameda

Alpine
Amador
Butte
Calaveras
Colusa
Contra Costa
Del Norte
El Dorado
Fresno
Glenn
Humboldt
Imperial
Inyo

Kemn

Kings

Lake
Lassen
Los Angeles
Madera
Marin
Mariposa
Mendocino
Merced
Modoc
Mono
Monterey
Napa
Nevada

Orange

Keith Carson
Terry Woodrow
Louis Boitano
Bill Connelly
Merita Callaway
Mark Marshall
absent

David Finigan
Norma Santiago
Henry Perea
John Viegas
Mark Lovelace
Gary Wyalt
Susan Cash
absent
Oliveira/Valle
Anthony Farrington
Lioyd Keefer
absent

Tom Wheeler
Susan Adams
Lyle Turpin
Carre Brown
Hubert Walsh
Jeff Bullock
Duane Hazard
Fernando Armenta
absent

absent

John Moorlach

MINUTES

Placer
Plumas
Riverside
Sacramento
San Benito
San Bemardino
San Diego
San Francisco
San Joaquin
San Luis Obispo
San Mateo
Santa Barbara
Santa Clara
Santa Cruz
Shasta

Sierra
Siskiyou
Solano
Sonoma
Stanislaus
Sutter
Tehama
Trinity

Tulare
Tuolumne
Ventura

Yolo

Yuba
Advisors:

absent

Ole Olsen

John Tavaglione
Roger Dickinson
Reb Monaco
absent

Greg Cox

Eric Mar
absent

Bruce Gibson
Richard Gordon
Joni Gray

Liz Kniss

Tony Campos
Leonard Moty
absent

Jim Cook

Mike Reagan
Valerie Brown
Vito Chiesa
absent

Robert Williams
Judy Pflueger
Steve Worthley
Richard Pland
Kathy Long
Mike McGowan
Roger Abe

S. Mauriello/S. Woodside



The presence of a quorum was noted.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
The minutes of September 10, 2009 were approved as previously mailed.

ELECTION OF 2010 EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
The following list of 2010 CSAC Executive Committee was unanimously approved:

President: Tony Oliveira, Kings
1st Vice President: John Tavaglione, Riverside
2M Vice President: Mike McGowan, Yolo

Immed. Past President: Gary Wyatt, Imperial

Urban Section

Greg Cox, San Diego

Roger Dickinson, Sacramento
Federal Glover, Contra Costa

Don Knabe, Los Angeles

Liz Kniss, Santa Clara

Kathy Long, Ventura

Richard Gordon, San Mateo (alternate)

Suburban Section

Susan Adams, Marin

Henry Perea, Fresno

Steve Worthley, Tulare

Joni Gray, Santa Barbara (altemate)

Rural Section

Merita Callaway, Calaveras
Robert Williams, Tehama

Lyle Turpin, Mariposa (altemate)

Ex-Officio Members
Valerie Brown, NACo President and Sonoma County Supervisor
Brian Dahle, NACo WIR immed. Past President and Lassen County Supervisor

Advisors
Susan Mauriello, CAOAC President and Santa Cruz Administrative Officer
Steven Woodside, Sonoma County Counsel

CONSIDERATION OF CCS PARTNERSHIP AND CSAC REFORM PRINCIPLES

Supervisor Rich Gordon, chair of the CCS Parinership Fiscal Reform Task Force, presented
reform principles which were developed by the task force and adopted by the CCS Partnership
Board, as contained in the briefing materials. The purpose is to assist in guiding decisions,
actions and focusing the three associations (CSAC, League of Cities, California School Boards
Association) as they jointly and separately address the changes necessary to realign the
stateflocal relationship. The nine principles are as follows:

1. Responsive and Accountable Local Governments. Local govemments should have broad
authority, subject to voter approval for bonds and tax increases, to raise and expend a diverse and



broad set of revenues necessary to provide critical local services. Concentrating these decisions at the
local level will ensure greater transparency and accountability to the voters.

2. State Preemption of Local Control. Lacal control should be the rule and the state preemption of the
exception.

3. Enhanced Protection from State Mandates. Local governments need additional protection from
state mandates that attempt to micromanage local affairs.

4, Personnel Policies and Pensions. All local governments should have broad authority and flexibility
in personnel matters.

5. Focus on Outcomes in State Funding of Locally Delivered Services, When local agencies

administer state programs and mandates with state funds, they should be held accountable for the
measureable outcomes and given extensive administrative flexibility over the means and methods
chosen by local feaders to achieve those outcomes.

6. Modernize State Budgeting. The state budget process should be modemized fo reflect the best
practices in state financial management from across the county.

7. Update the State and Local Revenue Systems. The laws goveming the major state and local tax
revenues should be regulary updated and revised to reflect the transformation to a service-based
economy and the tax equity concems that have arisen over time.

8. Governance and Responsiveness. State government should pericdically review and recommend
improvements fo the structure, functions and financing of state govemment operations in order to assure
citizens that decisions are being made and services are being delivered in the most responsive and
efficient manner possible.

9. Organization of the State Legislature: The legislature should be modemized in order to achieve
greater effectiveness and responsiveness to the priorities of the people of the state, including changes in

how legislators are elected, limits on the length of their terms, the duration of the legislative session, and
the way in which the legislature operates.

Staff presented a set of reform principles intended to provide a county focus to those endorsed
by the CCS Partnership, and are meant to work in concert with the CCS principles. The CSAC
reform principles were approved by the various CSAC policy committees. They are as follows:

»  Reforms should align responsibility with authority among state and local govemments.
»  Reforms should result in responsible and transparent decisions in state government.

> Reforms should re-establish accountability and responsibility between California residents and
their elected leaders.

Additional details on these principles were contained in the briefing materials.

Motion and second to adopt the CCS Partnership and CSAC Reform Principles.
Motion carried unanimously.

CSAC COMMUNICATIONS AND LEGISLATIVE ADVOCACY STRATEGY PLAN

Staff presented a draft communications and legislative advocacy/strategy plan which was
developed with the assistance of the CSAC Budget Task Force. Components of the proposed
strategy inciude:




- Public education campaign

- Communications plan

- Social networking tools

- Enhancing CSAC Web site as a public education tool

- County supervisors as statewide advocates

- Theoretical “scorecard”

- Coalition-building

- Developffacilitate collaboration among legislators who are former county supervisors
- State budget principles

- "Restore the Partnership California”

- Focus on Human Services Funding Deficit

- Developing a Realignment Proposal for better outcomes

- Preparing for changes in the California criminal justice system

- Supporting reforms that address the dysfunction of state government.

At the direction of the Executive Committee, an ad hoc committee reviewed the “legislative
scorecard” component of the plan and made the following recommendation: Following the
deadline for introduction of new legislation, staff will identify the ten most important pieces of
legislation affecting county government and circulate the list to all legislators. Staff will then
track how each legislator votes on those bills. At the end of the legislative session, a scorecard
will be shared with individual legislators so they can see how they voted on the issues most
important to counties. The scorecard would not include a letter grade.

Motion and second to approve the CSAC Communications and Legislative Advocacy
Strategy Plan including the proposed “scorecard” concept. Motion carried

unanimously.

CSAC POLICY COMMITTEE REPORTS

Administration of Justice. Staff reported that the Administration of Justice policy commitiee
approved the CSAC Principles for Reform as outlined above. |n addition, the committee
received reports on the State Prison overcrowding litigation, the Corrections Reform legislative
package, AB 900 jail construction funding update, and a preview of the 2010 legislative session.

Agriculture & Natural Resources. Staff reported that the Agriculture & Natural Resources
policy committee approved the CSAC Principles for Reform. In addition, the committee
received reports on proposed Delta/Water legislation, Federal and State Wildland Fire
Protection, the updated Water Efficient Landscape ordinance, and the National Flood Insurance
Program.

Government Finance & Operations. Supervisor Worthley, chair of the Govemment Finance &
Operations policy committee, reported that the committee approved the CSAC Principles for
Reform. The committee also discussed the government reform initiatives currently in
circulation, as well as development of a set of pension reform principles which will be brought
back to the committee for consideration.

The Board of Directors heard presentations regarding the proposed government reform
initiatives from: Alonzo Gonzales of Repair California, Brandon Castillo of Californians fo
Protect Local Taxpayers, and Fred Keeley of California Forward.

Health & Human Services. Supervisor Kniss, chair of the Health & Human Services policy
committee, reported that the committee approved the CSAC Principles for Reform. In addition,

_6_



the committee received reports on Federal Health Care Reform, Medicaid Waiver (Section
1115), and 2010 state budget strategy.

Housing, Land Use & Transportation. Supervisor McGowan, chair of the Housing, Land Use
& Transportation policy committee, reported that the committee approved the CSAC Principles
for Reform. In addition, the committee received reports on Indian Gaming and Federal Lands
into Trust process, SAFETEA-LU Reauthorization, future housing needs in California, Napa
County’s workforce housing development ordinance, and SB 375 implementation. Supervisor
McGowan announced that the committee will be re-establishing the Indian Gaming Working
Group.

7 RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO CONDUCT CSAC BUSINESS
Staff presented the annual resolution authorizing the Executive Director and his staff designees
to execute and approve bank and other documents on behalf of the association.

Motion and second to approve resolution authorizing executive director to conduct
CSAC business. Motion carried unanimously.

8. TRIBAL AFFAIRS ADVOCACY PROPOSAL
During it's October meeting, The CSAC Executive committee conceptually approved entering
into a contract agreement for additional outside counsel and legal analysis regarding Federal
Indian Gaming issues related to a recent Supreme Court decision (Carcieri vs. Salazar).
Pursuant to a recommendation from the County Counsel's Native American Affairs Committee,
CSAC will be contracting with Washington DC-based Perkins Coie. Staff is working with CSAC
federal lobbyists Waterman & Associates to ensure that the scope of the contract avoids
redundancy with advocacy services already provided, that objectives are achievable, and that
costs are commensurate with these goals. A copy of the proposed confract was contained in
the briefing materials.

CSAC met with executive directors from other concerned states and there is interest from
several major states in joining in the Perkins Coie agreement. California’s share will be $30,000
for a one-year term, which assumes California will be joined by five or six other states at that
level to achieve the annual contract goal of $70,000 to $100,000. No action was recommended
to the Board of Directors. Staff will work with CSAC leadership o approve a contract that meets
necessary objectives.

9. INFORMATION ITEMS
Reports on the CSAC Institute for Excellence in County Govemment, Institute for Local
Govemment {ILG), CSAC Finance Corporation, CSAC Corporate Associates program, and the
Litigation Coordination Program were contained in the briefing materials, but no presentations
were made.

The Board of Directors acknowledged and thanked President Wyatt for his dedicated service
and hard work during his year as President.

The Rural Caucus reported that a discussion was held during their meeting regarding the
marijuana legalization issue and the need to coordinate efforts among counties and share
ideas. The officers will discuss this further during their December refreat.

Meeting adjourned.
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California State Associntion of Counties

March 4, 2010
TO: CSAC Board of Directors
FROM: Paul Mcintosh, Executive Director
Jim Wiltshire, Deputy Director
Karen Keene, Federal Legislative Coordinator

RE: Draft 2010 State and Federal Legislative Priorities

Attached please find a draft of the proposed CSAC 2010 state and federal
legislative priorities for your review and action.

Like last year, we carefully considered a number of options in this year of
unprecedented and sustained fiscal crisis. Once again, we concluded that a
single, unifying focus on protecting county programs and services is so
fundamental to this association and our members that it warrants standing alone
as our primary focus for the year. Our staff will, of course, attend to other key
policy areas of significance to counties pursuant to existing policy direction either
through CSAC platform or other policy principles and Board of Directors actions.

On the federal side, you will recall that pursuant to a renegotiated contract with
Waterman and Associates in 2007, CSAC has a nine-issue advocacy agenda for
federal legislative topics. In consultation with the Waterman firm, we have
identified eight issues for immediate advocacy. We recommend leaving the one
remaining issue in reserve for emerging topics throughout the year.

The eight federal issues of significance recommended for immediate advocacy
include:

1. New Authorization of The Nation’s Surface Transportation Law
(SAFETEA-LU)

Health Care Reform

State Criminal Alien Assistance Program (SCAAP)

Climate Change — Renewable Energy

Native American Affairs

Temporary Assistance For Needy Families (TANF) Reauthorization
Clean Water Act

Extension of ARRA/Support for Federal Jobs Package

© NG A WN

CSAC will maintain our practice of providing internal monitoring of other key
federal issues of interest to California counties, including, for this year, the
following proposed topics:

s Fuels Management



Draft 2010 State and Federal Legislative Priorities
Page 2

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
Telecommunications Reform

Foster Care Reform

Homeland Security

Byrne Grant Funding

Immigration Reform

Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund
County Payments/Secure Rural Schools (SRS) Program
2-1-1 Statewide

A brief description on each of the proposed federal priorities — for both direct
advocacy and internal monitoring — is provided in the attached materials.

We look forward to discussing these issues and priorities at your March 25
meeting.
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California State Association of Counties

CSAC 2010 STATE ADVOCACY PRIORITY

DRAFT - Presented to CSAC Board of Directors (March 2010)*
CSAC State Advocacy Priority: Protecting Programs, Services, and

Systems that Sustain Communities

California remains mired in a budget crisis of unprecedented magnitude. Even after nearly $60
billion in budget reductions over the last two fiscal years, the state finds itself facing an
estimated $21 billion budget shortfall through 2010-11. Given the dramatic effects of previously
implemented budget reductions and the likely consequences of additional cuts affecting all
Californians, the California State Association of Counties {CSAC) will focus its 2010 legislative
advocacy on protecting county programs, services, and systems. As in 2009, there are a number
of potential legislative priorities for counties, but none is as critical as how the Legislature
addresses the fiscal crisis.

Perennial fiscal crises over the last 30 years have highlighted the dysfunctional relationship
counties share with the state as its local service provider. Counties’ fates are inextricably tied to
that of the state. Now, though, considering the state’s ever-worsening fiscal condition, we are
concerned about the California we will leave to the next generation. County governments have
an important role in communities; we specialize in helping those most in need, in protecting the
public, and in creating living and working environments where individuals and industry can
thrive. In one way or another, counties serve every one of California’s 38 million residents every
day.

Therefore, California counties remain focused on communicating the consequences of state
budget actions to decision-makers and encouraging them to assess the cumulative impact of
their fiscal decisions on California counties and the citizens we serve. To that end, CSAC will
strive to educate state leaders and the public about county government and the many ways we
serve and improve the lives of Californians. Further, counties are committed to providing
expertise and assistance in creating practical solutions that achieve meaningful reforms and
make fiscal sense.

With these goals in mind, CSAC has identified the following principles that will guide our
advocacy efforts during the 2010 legislative session. The principles outlined below reflect long-
standing policies of the Association as outlined in the California County Platform and both
documents will inform the Association’s positions on specific budget and fiscal proposals.

- Protect the health and safety of all Californlans.
During this time of economic crisis, demands for government health services, human
services, and public safety services far outpace resources. Counties across the state are
seeing a spike in health care needs and human services caseloads — coming directly on the
heels of nine years of severe underfunding of program costs and significant state budget

* Approved by CSAC Executive Committee {1/2010) March 2010
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reductions. CSAC supports efforts to maintain core public services, including programs that
provide assistance to those in need, protect local communities, and that promote economic
well-being for Californians of all means.

Seeok budget solutions that address the structural deficit.

The state’s chronic budget troubles require meaningful changes that transcend the short-
term deficit. Cost shifts, borrowing, delays, deferrals, and other short-term “solutions” only
serve to create additional budget stress in the out-years and exacerbate the state’s chronic
budget imbalance. All levels of government must focus on the long-term objective of
cultivating reliable revenue sources that are adequate to fund priority programs, services,
and systems when they are run efficiently and effectively. CSAC supports reevaluating the
state’s revenue structure and reviewing program outcomes, as these are necessary steps in
developing a sensible state budget solution.

Promote programs and services that stimulate the economy and protect Jobs.
Counties partner with the state to provide services to Californians in interconnected systems
— transportation, flood control and water delivery, health and human services, and
corrections, to name a few. These systems are important components to a healthy
economy and the quality of life of all residents. CSAC supports evaluation of such systems
to ensure they provide cost-effective, adequate, and stable investments that meet current
and future needs.

Engage In long-term reform conversatlons.

CSAC joins the chorus echoing throughout the state: California government is broken. A
renewed state-local partnership is necessary to restore public trust in government and to
ensure a sustainable California. Considering our unigue role in providing critical programs
and services throughout California, counties seek a partnership with the state that allows us
to provide services in an efficient, effective, and sustainable manner, which we believe will
result in better outcomes and better lives for all Californians. To that end, the Association
has adopted CSAC Principles for Reform 2010 to guide our discussions on reform options,
whether they appear at the ballot box or within the halls of the State Capitol.

March 2010



DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFi' DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT

CALEFOR

Cruntees
CSAC 2010 FEDERAL ADVOCACY PRIORITIES

DRAFT - Presented to CSAC Board of Directors (March 2010)*

CSAC’s contract for federal affairs services with Waterman and Associates provides for a nine-
issue agenda. CSAC staff, in consultation with Waterman and Associates, developed the
following list of eight federal issues of significance to California’s counties, with one issue left in
reserve to gccommodate emerging topics.

New Authorization of the Nation's Surface Transportation Law (SAFETEA-LU)

The nation’s surface transportation law, SAFETEA-LU, is currently operating under an extension
that will expire on March 28. As of this writing, it appears as though Congress will renew the
current extension through the end of 2010, with authorizers hoping to complete a new six-year
transportation bill prior to the next extension’s expiration.

For its part, CSAC continues to actively promote its transportation reauthorization agenda with
key policymakers. Among things, the association is recommending a more streamlined and
flexible approach to allocating federal transportation funds to state, regional, and local agencies.
This policy change could take shape by reducing the current 108 programs under SAFETEA-LU
into a smaller number of more flexible programs, such as the 10 new federal programs
recommended by the National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study Commission.

Health Care Reform

Reform of the nation’s health care system has dominated the congressional agenda over the
past year, with additional legislative action expected soon. Both the House and Senate have
adopted their respective health reform bills, with President Obama releasing his health care
outline and urging action on his plan by the end of March.

CSAC supports health system reform legislation to provide health coverage and access to the
uninsured and funding for a robust public health system to detect and prevent disease.
Medicaid expansion initiatives, however, must minimize the additional fiscal contributions of
states and counties to fund such initiatives. CSAC also supports mitigating any reductions in the
Medicaid disproportionate share hospital (DSH) payment program, given the federal estimates
that 17 to 25 million will remain uninsured after reform is implemented.

State Criminal Allen Assistance Program (SCAAP)

The SCAAP program is a critically important budget item for many California’s counties. CSACis
one of the leading local government organizations in the fight to protect and enhance funding
for SCAAP, which continues to be underfunded by Congress. CSAC will continue to advocate for
maximum funding levels to offset the cost of housing undocumented criminals in county
detention facilities.

* Approved by CSAC Executive Committee {1/2010) March 2010
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Climate Change - Renewable Energy

Climate change and renewable energy legislation has advanced in both chambers of Congress,
but much work lies ahead. In the House, lawmakers narrowly approved comprehensive giobal
warming legislation (HR 2454), handing President Obama and House Democratic leaders a key
victory. In the Senate, the Environment and Public Works Committee approved its climate
change bill on an 11-1 Democratic-only vote after panel Republicans boycotted the committee’s
markup of the legislation. Before moving to the floor, several other Senate committees must
consider the package.

Among other things, CSAC is urging Congress to provide financial incentives to states that adopt
and set greenhouse gas emissions reductions targets. CSAC also is urging Congress to provide
additional funding for the Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant, which provides
resources to local governments for a variety of energy efficiency programs.

Native American Affairs

In the wake of this year’s U.5. Supreme Court ruling in Carcieri v. Salazar, key members of
Congress have introduced legislation that would provide the secretary of the U.S. Department of
Interior with authority to take land into trust for Indian tribes regardless of whether they were
under federal jurisdiction at the time of the passage of the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934. In
response, CSAC has been actively working with the California congressional delegation and
other key members of Congress to broaden the scope of the legislation to include much-needed
reforms in the fee-to-trust process. CSAC also has been working with the California
congressional delegation and the Obama Administration on other key tribal issues, including
potential modifications to laws and federal regulations related to off-reservation gaming.

As in the past, CSAC continues to be a leader in promoting legislation that would require tribes,
counties, and other local governments to reach judicially enforceable agreements that address
mitigation of off-reservation impacts, service impacts, and public safety costs associated with
tribal gaming and other related development.

Temporary Asslstance for Needy Famllles (TANF) Reauthorization

Congress must reauthorize the TANF program before September 30, 2010. The Obama
administration is proposing an extension of current programs for one more year, with a full
review of TANF in 2011. Congress — as well as previously issued regulations — placed additional
administrative burdens on the program via the 2005 Deficit Reduction Act. Many of those
provisions had the effect of changing the focus on following federally imposed processes to the
detriment of moving families into self-sufficiency.

CSAC is urging Congress to restore state and county flexibility to tailor work and family
stabilization activities to families’ individual needs. CSAC also supports maintaining the focus on
work activities under TANF, while recognizing that “work first” does not mean “work only.”

On a related matter, the TANF Emergency Contingency Fund enacted under the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act is slated to expire September 30, 2010. California’s counties
have worked with private and non-profit sectors to create 15,000 subsidized jobs through the
program. CSAC urges an extension and expansion of TANF-ECF through September 30, 2011.

March 2010
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Clean Water Act

The Clean Water Act (CWA) and subsequent amendments have positively impacted the health of
our nation’s rivers and streams, as well as introducing a host of unintended consequences. One
of the unintended consequences is the negative impact on the maintenance of flood protection
and drainage facilities from CWA Section 404 permitting.

CSAC will continue to collaborate with other interested stakeholders in seeking amendments to
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act to define maintenance of flood control channels or facilities
as a non-prohibited activity thereby exempting maintenance from requiring Section 404
permits.

Extenslon of ARRA/Support for Federal Jobs Package

CSAC supports a robust federal jobs package that provides funding for state and local
infrastructure, health and human services, community development, energy, and forest
restoration programs. With a statewide unemployment rate of 12.3 percent and California’s
sate budget crisis continuing to threaten the delivery of county services, federal investment in
state and local programs is not only critically needed, it represents one of the best ways to spur
positive economic growth.

When Congress approved ARRA in 2009, lawmakers made the decision to invest in a host of
local programs based on the recognition that county and city governments were capable of
implementing shovel-ready projects and delivering services that would help jumpstart the
nation’s flagging economy. Although certain sectors of the economy have shown signs of
improvement, more needs to be done.

California counties have the capacity to deliver projects in a variety of program areas, all of
which would assist in economic recovery efforts by putting people back to work. Accordingly,
CSAC strongly believes that providing federal dollars for programs such as highways and transit
assistance, the Community Development Block Grant, the Energy Efficiency and Conservation
Block Grant, Build America Bonds, and Forest Restoration activities represents a prudent
investment of federal jobs funds.

CSAC INTERNAL MONITORING

in addition, CSAC wilf continue to provide internal monitoring on a number of issues that are of
significance to California’s counties.

Fuels Management

Congress approved as part of the fiscal year 2010 Interior Appropriations bill key provisions of
the Federa! Land Assistance, Management and Enhancement (FLAME) Act, which creates a
separate appropriations account to help fund large-scale federal emergency wildfire
suppression activities. Also pending before Congress is legislation that would create a grant
program to assist local communities in implementing activities and policies of nationally
recognized wildland fire codes and standards. The grants, administered by FEMA, could be used
to enforee local ordinances, develop incentive programs to retrofit hazardous structures, create
defensible space, and reduce hazardous fuel loads near communities. Additionally, the bill

March 2010
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would authorize the U.S. Forest Service and the Department of the interior to offer grants to
local communities for fire safe practices.

CSAC has actively supported legislation that would provide at-risk communities with incentives
to improve fire prevention efforts. The Association also has supported federal fuels
management, fire preparedness, and state and local fire assistance programs.

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)

The fiscal year 2010 federal budget included nearly $4.5 billion for HUD's Community
Development Fund, or a roughly $600 million increase over fiscal year 2009 spending levels. Of
the total amount, almost 54 billion is available for the Community Development Block Grant
(CDBG) program.

The CDBG funding provided in the fiscal year 2010 budget is on top of the $1 billion in funding
that was included as part of ARRA. CSAC has actively promoted full funding for the CDBG.

Telocommunlicatlions Reform

Unlike its predecessor, the 110th Congress did not consider major video franchising reform
legislation. Looking ahead, it remains to be seen if the 111th Congress and Obama
Administration will promote a telecommunications overhaul.

For its part, CSAC has resisted efforts in Congress to grant the Federal Communications
Commission with additional decision-making authority over state and local telecommunications
matters. However, CSAC supports funding for increased broadband penetration to rural and
hard-to-serve areas.

Foster Care Reform

As part of TANF reauthorization, Congress may consider legislation to reform the foster care
financing system, as well as provide additional resources to stabilize families and train and retain
child welfare staff. CSAC supports additional programmatic flexibility along with an updated
foster care payment methodology.

Homeland Security

The fiscal year 2010 appropriations bill for homeland security-related programs included level
funding for the state homeland assistance program {$890 million} and a $50 million increase to
$887 million for the Urban Area Security Initiative. The Emergency Management Performance
Grant program received a $25 million boost for a fiscal year 2010 level of $340 million.

CSAC has successfully advocated for increased funding for first responder programs, including
the State Homeland Security Grant Program and Emergency Management Performance Grants.
The association also has successfully lobbied to ensure that high-threat states, such as
California, receive a greater share of homeland security grant funds.

Byrne Grant Funding

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act {ARRA) made significant investments in the Byrne
Memorial Justice Assistance Grant (JAG). CSAC strongly supports prioritizing Byrne funding in
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fiscal year 2011, and we will continue to work collaboratively with our congressional delegation
and others in the coming year to secure and promote increased funding for this program and
the positive local outcomes it helps achieve.

Immigration Reform

CSAC supports comprehensive immigration reform that recognizes the role that county
governments play in the immigration arena. Any federal reform efforts should include the
following elements: {1) a state and local impact grant program for health and education
services; such a grant program should recognize that county governments — particularly along
the southwest border — incur significant unreimbursed health care costs related to the provision
of services to undocumented immigrants; (2) full funding for SCAAP; (3) border security strategic
planning; {4} federal training dollars for county law enforcement officers targeted to
jurisdictions along the borders; and, {5} the promotion of access to health care.

Cooperative Endangered Specles Conservation Fund

CSAC supports increased funding for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Cooperative Endangered
Species Conservation Fund from the 573.8 million current-year level to $125 million in FY2010.
This increase will restore the fund to approximately its fiscal 2001 level {adjusted for inflation)
and provide much needed support to regional Habitat Conservation Plans {HCPs) in California
and nationally.

County Payments/Secure Rural Schools Program

In 2008, Congress approved a four-year renewal of the Secure Rural Schools (SRS) program,
which provided $1.6 billion in SRS funding through 2011. Counties rely on this funding to
maintain local roads and other public infrastructure, operate search and rescue missions, and
provide many other essential local services. Stakeholder discussions are currently underway
regarding the next reauthorization. CSAC will monitor these efforts to ensure that California
county interests are protected.

2-1-1 Statewlde

CSAC has actively supported both state and federal legislation to help build and fund a statewide
2-1-1 referral system. 2-1-1is a free, easy-to-remember telephone number that connects
people to essential community information and services. In 2008, over one million Californians
called 2-1-1 for help finding needed community services such as rent and mortgage assistance,
food and shelter, health care, job training, transportation, child care, and senior care. 2-1-1 also
plays an informational role during emergencies and disasters and relieves pressure on the 9-1-1
system at these critical times. This value of this service was evident during the 2007 San Diego
wildfires when 2-1-1 call centers provided information and support to more than 130,000 callers
in five days.

Currently, just 21 of California’s 58 counties have 2-1-1 service. Some funding for 2-1-1
infrastructure may become available via federal economic stimulus funds or federal legislation.
CSAC will continue to work at both the state and federal levels to promote the need for a
comprehensive statewide 2-1-1 system.
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March 10, 2010

To: CSAC Board of Directors
From: Karen Keene, CSAC Senior Legislative Representative
Cara Martinson, CSAC Legislative Analyst

Re: Proposition 16: New Two-Thirds Requirement for Local Public
Electricity Providers

Staff Recommendation: The CSAC Agriculture & Natural Resources Policy Committee as
well as the CSAC Executive Committee have both recommended an “oppose” position on
this measure. Proposition 16 would seek to limit local government'’s ability to expand local
energy programs by imposing a new two-thirds voter approval requirement on local
governments before they can establish a Community Choice Aggregation (CCA) program,
expand a service area of a municipal utility district or use public funds to implement a plan to
become a CCA. The ballot measure will go before voters on the June 2010 ballot.

Existing CSAC Policy: CSAC has existing policy to support measures that enhance public
power options available to local governments. Specifically, chapter four of the CSAC
Platform states that “counties support measures that enhance local government's ability to
become community aggregators of electricity.”

Background: According to the LAQO, Californians generally received their electricity service
from one of three types of providers: investor-owned utilities (IOUS), publically owned
electric utilities, and electric service providers (ESPs), which serve customers who have
chosen not to receive their service from the 10U or publically owned utility. Another option,
Community Choice Aggregation, allows for electrical service within a CCA defined territory
through a contract with an ESP.

Community Choice Aggregation AB 117 (Chapter 838, 2002) established the Community
Choice Aggregation option. This program gives cities and counties, or groups of cities and
counties, the ability to supply electricity to the customers within their borders. However, a
CCA does not necessarily own the transmission and delivery systems. Instead, a CCA is
responsible for providing the energy commodity to its constituents—which may or may not
entail ownership of electric generating resources. A CCA gives local govemments more
control over the amount of renewable energy they use and supply to their constituents as
well as more local control over retail electricity rates. CCA also gives local governments the
ability to issue low-interest revenue bonds to finance community-scale renewable energy
projects. Currently, numerous cities and counties are in the process of developing CCAs,
including San Diego County, San Francisco, Marin County and the Kings River
Conservation District (12 cities in the Fresno area and Kings County), among others. Under
current law, CCAs must be approved by local elected officials but not by the public at large.
Individuals also have the opportunity to “opt out” of a CCA if they so choose.

Initiative Summary: Proposition 16 would enact a constitutional amendment requiring a
two-thirds voter approval by any community prior to spending or borrowing money to set up,
implement or expand local energy programs, or to create a Community Choice Aggregation
program. According to an LAQ analysis of the initiative, if an authorized local government
entity seeks to start up electricity service, it must receive approval by two-thirds of the voters
in the area proposed to be served. Also, if an existing publicly owned utility seeks to expand
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its electric delivery service into a new territory, it must again receive an approval of two-
thirds of the voters in both the area currently served by the utility and the proposed area.
Finally, the initiative would require two-thirds voter approval for a local government to create
a CCA,

Impact on Local Government: This measure would put further constraints on local
governments when seeking to implement public power options and alternatives to investor
owned utilities. With regard to the creation of a CCA, the current process allows rate payers
to opt out of CCA programs, if they so choose. The current process for establishing a CCA
or a municipal utility district (MUD} is carried out in a very transparent and public manner,
Additionally, the measure appears to blur the difference between ratepayer and taxpayer.
Debt incurred by a CCA or MUD is the responsibility of the ratepayers and not the general
fund of the associated local government.

Support/Sponsors of Initiative: PG& E appears to be the sole sponsor of the initiative.

Opposition:

Local Governments/Public Utilities

Burbank Water & Power

City of Berkeley

City of Glendale

City of Gridley

City of Lodi

City of Palo Alto

City of Redding

City of Roseville

City of San Francisco

County of San Francisco

City of Santa Clara

City of Sebastopol

CMUA Board of Governors

Marin County Board of Supervisors

Marin Energy Authority (representing 9 cities and the County of Marin)
Northern California Power Agency Commission
Sacramento Municipal Utility District Board of Directors
San Francisco Local Agency Formation Commission
Town of Fairfax

Organizations:

AARP Local Clean Energy Alliance
Agricultural Energy Consumers Association Sierra Club of California
Bay Localize The Utility Reform Network

California Association of Realtors
California Tax Reform Association
Climate Protection Campaign

League of California Cities

League of Women Voters of California
Local Power Inc.



Administration of Justice Policy Committee
Wednesday, March 17, 2010 = 3:00 to 4:30 p.m.

CSAC Offices » Peterson Conference Room*
1100 K Street = First Floor = Sacramento, California
Conference Call-in Number: (800)867-2581 » Passcode: 7500513#

*Limited seating available.

Supervisor Federal Glover, Contra Costa County, Chair
Supervisor Merita Callaway, Calaveras County, Vice-Chair

3:00p.m. . Welcome and Introductions
Supervisor Federal Glover, Contra Costa County

3:05 ll. Enbancing Court-Ordered Debt Collections: Proposed 2010 Joint

Court/County Legislative Package — ACTION ITEM
Elizabeth Howard Espinosa, CSAC Legislative Representative

3:20 lil. Update on AB 900 County Jail Construction Funding
Bob Takeshta, Corrections Standards Authority (CSA)

3:35 IV. Update on Federal Three-Judge Panel on Prison Overcrowding

Elizabeth Howard Espinosa and Rosemary Lamb, CSAC
Administration of Justice Staff

3:45 V. 2010-11 State Budget Update
Elizabeth Howard Espinosa, CSAC Legislative Representative
4:00 VI. 2010 Legislative Session: Overview of Key Justice-Related
Measures

Rosemary Lamb, CSAC Legislative Analyst

4:15 VIl. Update on Other Corrections-Related Efforts and Working Group
Activities
Elizabeth Howard Espinosa and Rosemary Lamb, CSAC
Administration of Justice Staff

4:25 VIIl. Closing Remarks and Adjournment
Supervisor Federal Glover, Contra Costa County
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March 9, 2010
TO: CSAC Administration of Justice Policy Committee

FROM: Elizabeth Howard Espinosa and Rosemary Lamb
CSAC Administration of Justice Staff

RE: Enhancing Court-Ordered Debt Collections: Proposed 2010 Joint
Court/County Legislative Package — ACTION ITEM

Recommendation. Staff recommends that the CSAC Administration of Justice Policy
Committee approve the pursuit of joint legislative effort with the Judicial Council/
Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) to enhance existing efforts to collect court-
ordered debt.

Overview. Courts and counties collaborate on local collections efforis of court-ordered
debt. The organizational structure of collection programs varies from jurisdiction to
jurisdiction. In some counties, the court undertakes the collections responsibility on
behalf of both the court and county; in others, the county has responsibility over the
function. In yet a third model, some jurisdictions share the responsibility, with functions
divided in some fashion between the local court and county — perhaps based on the
type of debt or on the age of the account. Within the county structure, collection efforts
reside in various departments, depending on the jurisdiction. County court-ordered debt
collection efforts exist in the offices of auditor-controller, the treasurer, and as a stand-
alone department under the county administrative officer, as a few examples.

Improving the collection of court-ordered debt has been a shared commitment of the
courts and counties, and a top personal priority of Chief Justice Ronald George.
Counties share the position that an appropriately aggressive and successful collection
effort yields important proceeds for both courts and counties. In many counties, the
revenue collected from delinquent court debts is used to meet statutorily required
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) payments to the state, so we have a significant stake in the
area of collections. In addition, many fines, penalty assessments, and surcharges
support a range of local initiatives and programs, as specified in statute.

Over the last decade or so, significant court and county resources have been dedicated
to improving and enhancing court-ordered debt collection efforts across the state. The
AQOC in particular has built a staff of subject matter experts to work with court collections
programs statewide to ensure that courts and counties alike are working to ensure
maximum enforcement of court orders. A joint task force — the Collaborative Court-
County Working Group — created statutorily in 2003 (SB 940, Escutia) developed and
recommended to the Judicial Council guidelines for a comprehensive collection program.
SB 940 also authorized courts and counties to create collaborative collection programs
to implement these guidelines.

More recently, the Judicial Council sponsored AB 367 (DelLeon, 2007) which, among
other things, required the development of performance measures and benchmarks to
review the effectiveness of the cooperative superior court and county collection
programs. Pursuant to the provisions of AB 367, the Judicial Council collected
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information from collections programs statewide during 2009 and produced a baseline
report, issued in January 2010, regarding best practices, program performance, and a
range of recommendations for improved collection outcomes. That effort will be updated
annually in future years and will serve as an important information resource as courts
and counties seek to improve collection efforts statewide.

Legislative Interest and Other Relevant Background. It should be noted that there is
substantial interest in court-ordered debt programs on the part of the Administration and
Legislature. On the one hand, the interest is financial. To the extent that there is a
significant amount of outstanding debt — a figure that is difficult to quantify, but could be
in the several billion dollar range — efforts to improve debt recovery are of interest in that
they have the potential to yield revenue during these extraordinarily difficuit fiscal times.
At the same time, interest in collection efforts is programmatic in nature: the variety and
differences among how collection efforts are organized at the local level make it difficult
to neatly and concisely articulate the operations and outcomes of statewide collection
efforts.

Indeed, efforts to mandate streamlined governance of collections programs have
emerged. In 2007, the Governor's May Revision proposed a unilateral transfer of
authority and governance for collection of court-ordered debt. The rationale for this
recommended policy change was that a unified collections effort governed by Judicial
Council rules, policies and procedures would produce a greater benefit and enhanced
accountability. Counties were strongly opposed to this effort for a variety of reasons
ranging from staffing concerns, extensive county investment in customized programs
and software, contractual obligations, and financial risks if revenue levels could not be
assured. The proposal was ultimately unsuccessful, but interest remains high in assuring
that counties and the courts are doing everything they can to recover debt ordered by
the courts.

Legislative Directive in 2008. In more recent legislative action, SB 1407 — the 2008
measure authored by Senate Preside pro Tempore Don Perata that authorized
increases for a range of fees, penalties and assessments to support the state's
courthouse capital plan — codified a joint commitment between the AOC and CSAC
regarding improvements to court-ordered debt collection programs. The expression of
this commitment in Penal Code Section 1463.010" reflects the courts’ and counties’
shared objective of strengthening and improving, where appropriate, existing
collaborative collection efforts across the state.

In response to this legislative directive, the AOC and CSAC convened meetings
beginning last fall with a group of collection professionals — representing programs
administered through both the counties and the court — to brainstorm ideas of mutual
interest and benefit that would help achieve the objectives set forth in PC Section
1463.010. The group reviewed dozens of potential options for process improvement and
provided valuable input and insights; those discussions produced a set of items
identified for legislative action described below.

' Relevant excerpt from Penal Code Section 1463.010: The California State Association of
Counties and the Administrative Office of the Courts are jointly committed to identifying,
improving, and seeking to expand access fo mechanisms and tools that will enhance efforts to
coflect court-ordered debt.
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2010 Legislative Objectives. Drawing from the ideas and input of court and county
coliections professionals, the AOC and CSAC have identified the following five key
elements for a potential legislative proposal in 2010:

= Strengthen existing authority and responsibility for a comprehensive
collection program of delinquent court-order debt. Under current law
(outlined in Penal Code Section 1463.007), the structure and approach of court
and county enhanced collections programs for delinquent payments are
incentivized by requiring certain collection activities in order for programs to
qualify as a "comprehensive collection program” and enabling them to recover
the costs of running the program. Drawing from input and data collected as part
of the report on court and county collection programs (pursuant to AB 367,
Del_eon?), the structure and content of the list of required or recommended
collection practices will be revisited and recast. This effort is intended to further
incentivize the most effective collection practices with a view toward improving
program performance.

= Develop and implement an amnesty program. To encourage a one-time
infusion of revenue and help reduce the level of debt currently uncollected, the
courts and counties plan to seek the authority to jointly pursue a targeted
amnesty program for traffic violations and non-traffic infractions (and possibly
some non-serious misdemeanors) — but excluding all serious misdemeanors and
felony violations — over a fixed period of time. The last time an amnesty program
was pursued was in 1996, pursuant to AB 3095 (Villaraigosa)®.

= Clarify authority related to discharge of accountability. Under existing law
(Government Code Section 25250 et seq.), the authority to discharge local debt
resides exclusively with the county board of supervisors, including debt ordered
by the court. In view of realigned and clearly defined responsibilities between
courts and counties following trial court funding reforms of the last decade or
more, it is appropriate to align the discharge authority with the entity to whom the
debt belongs. An added benefit of clarifying the discharge authority would be a
statewide effort to encourage local collections programs to reexamine practices
around the discharge of accountability so that uncollectible debt can be
discharged, setting more accurate and realistic expectations regarding debt
recovery — that is, better defining “uncollected” vs. “uncollectable” debt.

* Pursue intercept proposal on unclaimed property in cooperation with State
Controller’s Office. The State Controller's Office unclaimed property program
would be extended to allow for the offset against the payment of unclaimed cash
payment toward delinquent court-ordered debt. This effort would likely involve
amendment of Government Code Section 12419.8.

= Clarify authority for enforcing court-ordered debt beyond the 10-year
period applicable to civil judgments. Under current law (Penal Code Section
1214), it is unclear whether a fine remains enforceable after the 10-year period
applicable to enforcement of civil judgments. Restitution fines and restitution
orders are explicitly exempted from the 10-year limitation. Extending this
exemption to other types of court-ordered debt will give collection programs the
option of enforcing older delinquent debt if adequate resources exist to do so.

2 Chapter 132, Statutes of 2007.
? Chapter 742, Statutes of 1996.
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Taken together, these elements will seek to accomplish the following:

* Improved collections and enhanced revenue recovery;

»  More accurate profile of collectible debt;

* Expanded tools and strategies to maximize courts’ and counties’ enhanced
collections programs; and

* Greater compliance with court orders statewide.

Process. Given the timing of this committee's meeting and the need to put in motion the
process for seeking an appropriate legislative vehicle, CSAC and AOC staff have made
preliminary contact with Assembly Member Juan Arambula’s office. Mr. Arambula serves
as the chair of the Assembly Budget Subcommittee No. 4 with jurisdiction over the
courts; he has expressed an interest in collections programs in the past and has
indicated a willingness to incorporate a jointly sponsored package on collections into the
budget process.

The deveiopment of the joint package is a work in progress. CSAC and the AOC
continue to vet specific legislative language through its original discussion group of
collections professionals, and each entity must then further vet the proposals through the
appropriate policy channels. On the CSAC side, we have committed to soliciting the
input of auditor-controllers (who would likely have an interest in the discharge of
accountability provisions) and a broader set of county revenue recovery officers (i.e.,
collections professionals) as well as other county groups with an interest in this area. We
intend to bring this matter back to the Administration of Justice policy committee at its
June meeting for a detailed update. At this time, we are asking the AOJ policy committee
for the authority to pursue the jointly sponsored legislative package with the
AOC/Judicial Council, with the understanding that we remain mindful of the need to
solicit input from affected parties.

Requested Action. CSAC staff is requesting the following direction from the AOJ policy
committee:

» Authorize staff to pursue a joint legislative package with the Judicial Council on
strategies to improve the collection of court-ordered debt;

= Soiicit input from appropriate county stakeholders including, but not limited to, the
auditor-controllers and the county revenue recovery officers; and

= Provide an update on the progress of this effort at the June meeting of the CSAC
AQJ policy committee.

Any action taken by the AOJ policy committee on March 17 will be advanced to the
CSAC Board of Directors for its review and action on March 25.

Staff Contact. Please contact Elizabeth Howard Espinosa (ehoward@counties.org or
916/650-8131) or Rosemary Lamb (rlamb@counties.org or 316/650-8116) for additional
information on this issue.
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March 10, 2010
To: CSAC Board of Directors
From: Paul Mcintosh, Executive Director

Re: Budget Strategy Update and Discussion

Recommendation. This item is for your review and discussion. Based upon our
conversations at the November meeting of the Board of Directors and
subsequent meetings with the Executive Committee, staff has prepared the
attached materials to assist in providing budget information.

Background. At your November meeting, we discussed with you a number of
items to enhance CSAC's communications and legislative advocacy for 2010. To
that end, staff has worked to develop more specific responses to the 2010-11
state budget. These include:

» Avoid new mandates/repeal suspended mandates/suspend pipeline
mandates

Consider options to mitigate corrections cost shifts

Eliminate program growth and funding restoration

Maximize federal funds

Improve the state-county partnership

Preserve programs that prevent costs in other systems

Consider new revenues and modernize the state’s tax structure
Seek broad government reforms

Support county efforts to reduce and contain pension costs

Additional detail on these items is included in the "Our View: California Counties
Respond to the Governor's 2010-11 Budget" attached to this memo and will be
discussed at this meeting.

We have also attached "County Impacts of Governor's 2010-11 Proposed
Budget,” which lists the most egregious proposals in the Governor's budget from
a county perspective; “Options for County Fiscal Relief," which was borne out of
a legislative request last year for our suggestions for legislative actions that
would provide counties with some fiscal relief; and six “white papers” on various
proposals in the Governor's budget.

As it appears that legislative action in the extraordinary session has been

completed, our attention now focuses on the May Revision. Staff will discuss the
outcomes of the budget special session, as well as expected next steps.



Action Requested. While we are not looking for specific action today, we do
want to hear your feedback on the various aspects of our efforts. We have
committed to provide regular updates to the CSAC officers, the Executive
Committee, and to your Board.

Staff Contact. For additional information, please contact Paul McIntosh at
pmcintosh@counties.org or 916.327.7500 ext. 506 or Jean Kinney Hurst at
jhurst@counties.org or 816.327.7500 ext. 515.




Our View: California Counties Respond to the Governor's 2010-11 Budget

The California State Association of Counties (CSAC), recognizing the serious and
significant budget deficit facing state government, offers the following for consideration |
as the Legislature attempts to address the Governor’s budget proposals to resolve the
estimated $20 billion deficit through 2010-11.

Regrettably, the Governor’s proposed budget is based on unrealistic assumptions,
significant risks, and cost shifts to counties. Just as the Governor seeks a fair and flexible
relationship with the federal government, counties urge an equally fair and flexible
relationship between the state and local governments as partners in the provision of
services to all Californians.

Below we have offered other suggestions for approaching this fiscal crisis. Additionally,
understanding that cuts must be made, we offer options for county fiscal relief and
alternatives to the Governor’s budget proposals, where possible. Our suggestions
include the following alternatives proposed for your consideration and discussion:

* Avoid new mandates/suspend pipeline mandates

» Consider options to mitigate corrections cost shifts

= Eliminate program growth and funding restoration

= Maximize federal funds

= Improve the state-county partnership

= Preserve programs that prevent costs in other systems

* Eliminate/consolidate state programs and services

= Consider new revenues and modernize the state’s tax structure
®» Seek broad government reforms

= Support county efforts to reduce and contain pension costs

AVOID NEW MANDATES/REPEAL SUSPENDED MANDATES /SUSPEND P

Given the serious fiscal crises facing the state and local governments, counties urge the
Legislature to stop approving new mandates and consider suspending mandates that
are currently awaiting adjudication by the Commission on State Mandates. The state
has suspended funding for most reimbursable mandates and owes more than $1 billion
in payments to local governments. It is irresponsible to continue to pass new laws that
will likely require eventual reimbursement, while requiring local agencies to foot the bill
for the near future when the state cannot fund the services required by existing law.

Since a number of mandates have been long-suspended, and counties consider a second
year of mandate suspensions, CSAC supports two options for managing the problem of
unpaid mandates:
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1. Repeal suspended mandates. While many mandated services and programs
are worthy policy objectives, it is unlikely that the state will be able to afford
appropriate reimbursement of such mandates in the near term. Thus,
counties support repeal of suspended mandates, so as to not shift the costs
of these programs to local governments.

2. Give a time-certain for mandate suspensions. If the state is not willing to
repeal suspended mandates, it should provide a time certain for suspension
to allow counties some predictability in managing their own budgets and
services.

Further, while awaiting action by the Commission on mandate claims, local agencies are
required to provide the services outlined by new legislation. Given that the mandate
determination process can take years to finalize, counties suggest that the Legislature
suspend provisions of law associated with mandate claims awaiting action by the
Commission. {The mandate adjudication process at the Commission could continue as
usual.) Undoubtedly, many of these claims will result in reimbursable mandates that
the state can ill afford.

Budget alternative:

Hold bills that mandate new programs or higher levels of service on local
governments. Either repeal suspended mandates or provide a time
certain for suspension of such mandates. Consider suspending provisions
of law that are the subject of mandate claims currently before the
Commission.

CONSIDER OPTIONS TO MITIGATE CORRECTIONS. COST SHIFTS

The Governor’s budget includes a proposal to increase county responsibility for
incarceration of certain felons in county jails at a time when the state also is
implementing a range of legislatively approved policy changes designed to offlioad

prison costs and populations. The 2010-11 budget proposal contemplates changing
sentencing law so that certain felons would serve time in jail rather than state prison.
This proposal is nothing short of a wholesale cost shift to counties that many —if not all
— jurisdictions are ill-equipped to manage, given that 32 counties currently are operating
under a jail population cap. Further, counties contend that the state cannot escape
paying for this obligation because it is effectively requiring the counties to take on a new
or higher level of service — a clear violation of Proposition 1A (2004).

This proposal will undoubtedly result in more offenders being released early from our
jails and expose counties to more lawsuits regarding overcrowding conditions. Further,
these offenders — and others who likely will end up in our communities as a result of
policy changes enacted in 2009 — will require reentry services if there is any hope of
mitigating recidivism rates. This proposal — along with continued pressures to reduce
state prison costs and population — will impact not only our criminal justice system and
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public safety partners, but will increase demands for alcohol and drug treatment,
mental health care and vocational education programs.

Is it appropriate, for example, to consider dedicating a new revenue source, like the VLF,
to counties to address the detention and service needs of this new population?
Shedding of prison costs and population shifts the burden — directly or indirectly — to
local government. Counties are being asked to deal with a population of criminal
offenders in great need of services with few resources available to provide such
services. Without action, the state is likely to see little progress in addressing its chronic
recidivism problem and all levels of government will face increased costs. If counties do
not advocate for funding to address the needs of this group — even while opposing the
“jail dump” proposal outright ~ we will acquire more offenders locally and be forced to
address their needs within our current program capacity.

Budget alternative:

The Legislature should consider increasing the VLF back to 2% and
dedicate the new increment (0.85%) to build service capacity locally to
manage this population.

ELIMINATE PROGRAM GROWTH AND EUNDING RESTORATION

With the exception of federally mandated funding for caseload growth, no program or
department should be provided funding for growth of any kind, whether it be caseload
or enrollment growth. When significant program reduction and elimination is
considered for the basic safety net for California’s most vulnerable—seniors and
children—funding growth does not make sense. State departments should be forced to
live with what they have for at least another year. Likewise, any restoration of funding
should be delayed until at least next year.

Budget alternative:

Given the severity of the budget reductions currently on the table, it is
reasonable to ask the state to hold programs and services to base funding
for another year.

MAXIMIZE FEDERAL FUNDS

A number of the Governor’s proposed budget cuts will be counterproductive if the
federal government extends federal funding to states. For example, it appears likely that
the federal government may extend temporary enhancements for Medicaid, Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), and other programs for at least two additional
quarters. Therefore, counties suggest the Legislature take no action on the reductions in
the Special Session that may impact these opportunities for federal funding. For
example, the proposals to reduce CalWORKs will interact with any extension of the
TANF Emergency Contingency funding. Until the extent of federal funding is known later
this spring, counties strongly urge the Legislature to withhold action. As the Legislative
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Analyst points out, savings from CalWORKs grant cuts would be seriously eroded if the
TANF Emergency Contingency is extended.

Budget alternative:

Focus on securing additional federal funds where possible and avoid
action in the Special Session on any budget proposal that will negatively
impact the ability of the state to secure additional federal flexibility or
funding. CSAC will coordinate federal advocacy efforts with those of the
Administration and Legislature.

IMPROVE THE STATE-CO

The Governor’s budget includes a number of proposals that would permanently shift
new populations to counties for services and eligibility. Other proposals shift costs to
counties. While the Governor is critical of the federal government for dumping
significant costs on states, his own spending plan does exactly that to counties. Such
actions only further damage the government-to-government spirit of partnership that
counties believe is integral to the success of any fiscal solutions. The Legislature should
engage counties directly in discussions about implementation of budget solutions and
should consider the broader implications of state budget decisions on local
governments. Additionally, we encourage the Legislature to take meaningful action to
offer at least some flexibility or fiscal relief to counties, as we grapple with the same
ecanomic realities as those facing the state. CSAC has prepared a list of options for local
fiscal relief and mitigations, attached.

Budget alternative:

While counties realize that state budget reductions are imminent and that
counties will likely see caseload and service increases as a result, we urge
the Legislature to consider mitigations and other opportunities for local
fiscal relief to allow counties to better manage the impacts.

PRESERVE PROGRAMS TH

Counties are very concerned that cuts to alcohol and drug treatment, mental health
services, CalWORKSs, and child welfare will lead to costs in other systems, particulariy the
justice system. The Governor proposes to eliminate the remaining $18 million for the
Offender Treatment Program and shift $452 million out of local mental health
{Proposition 63 ballot measure). In addition, CalWORKs grants would be cut by 16
percent. As the state struggles to reduce costs in the corrections systems, cuts to
prevention programs are exceedingly short-sighted.
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Budget alternative:

The state should place a priority on funding programs that reduce or
avoid out-year costs in other programs. Given the state’s chronic
structural imbalance, investment in programs that reduce costs in other
systems makes sense for long-term state fiscal planning.

CONSIDER NEW REVENUES AND MODERNIZE THE STATE'S TAX STRUCTURE

Over the last two fiscal years, $60 billion in spending has been cut from the budget and
yet the state remains $19 billion in deficit. The Governor’s proposal to rely on nearly $7
billion in federal revenue has been widely panned by experts, including members of
California’s Congressional delegation. In all likelihood, the Governor’s assumption about
the receipt of federal funds will not materialize, meaning draconian “trigger cuts” to
eliminate basic safety net programs will be on the table this year. Many believe at this
point that the long-term budget crisis cannot be solved through additional cuts alone
and that the one-time tricks and gimmicks have been exhausted. A number of interest
groups, and even the non-partisan Legislative Analyst’s Office, have urged the
Legislature and Governor to consider new revenues. [t is time that the state, with its
county partners, consider which programs are vital and must be preserved. Once that
determination is made, those priorities must be reconciled with the funding available.
Potential ways to close the gap include, but are not limited to: closing tax loopholes,
extending the tax increases that will expire in 2011, revisiting the VLF reduction, and
pursuing some of the tax issues that have long been part of CSAC’s platform — like
lowering the vote threshold for local revenues to support local programs.

CSAC also supports modernizing the state’s outdated tax structure, which relies heavily
on revenue from a very few Californians and a goods-based economy. Broadening the
sales tax base and reducing the overall sales tax rate, for example, could be an
important step to restoring stability to state and local revenues.

Budget alternative:

The Legislature should consider reasonable revenue reforms that stabilize
the state’s boom-and-bust revenue cycle and provide stable and adequate
funding for public services.

SEEK BROAD GOVERNMEN

Counties support broad government reforms that:
= Align responsibility with authority among state and local governments.
= Resultin responsible and transparent decisions in state government.
= Reestablish accountability and responsibility between California residents and
their elected leaders.
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CSAC is continuing to evaluate the various reform proposals currently in circulation and
will work with the Legislature on its own reform plans. However, it is imperative that
reform proposals address the serious dysfunction that exists between the state and
local governments.

Budget alternative:

The state’s long-term fiscal stability requires meaningful government
reforms, including appropriate financial support of jointly administered
programs, flexibility to allow locals to adapt services and operations to
meet local needs, reasonable local revenue-raising authority, focused
legislative oversight, open and public legisiative hearings, thorough fiscal
review of legislative proposals, sound budgeting practices, and rational
limits on legisiative terms.

SUPPORT COUNTY EFFORTS TO REDUCE AND CONTAIN PENSIONS COSTS

The unprecedented market decline of 2008 has serious and long-term consequences for
public retirement funds. As employer rate changes begin to take effect, counties can
expect employer contributions for pensions to account for a larger and growing share of
their budgets. Because increased employer costs are coming at a time when counties
are facing severe state budget cuts and unprecedented declines in local revenue, the
sustainability of public pensions and public scrutiny is an evermore present issue.

CSAC approaches the concept of pension reform and ongoing local negotiations over
pension benefits with the overarching goal of ensuring trust in public pension systems
and empowering local elected officials to exercise sound fiduciary management. In
response to pension reform initiatives under consideration in 2005, CSAC adopted a set
of guiding principles that reflect local priorities and values. (See Appendix A.) At the
June 2010 Government Finance and Operations Committee meeting, staff will
recommend an update to the principles.

Statewide pension reform has found renewed interest over the last two years.
Governor Schwarzenegger proposed changes to retirement ages and formulas for new
state employees as part of the budget process in 2009-2010 and in his State of the State
address in 2010. The California Foundation for Fiscal Responsibility (CFFR), founded by
former Assembly Member Keith Richman, proposed an initiative to significantly reduce
pensions for all new public employees. There does not however, appear to be a viable
statewide proposal for CSAC to consider at this time; the Governor has not introduced
legislation on this topic and CFFR has struggled to raise funds to qualify their initiative
for the ballot.

Instead, there are minor reforms proposed at the state level and counties are taking the
challenge on directly in their negotiations with employees. Assembly Member
Hernandez and Senators Correa and Simitian introduced identical bills, AB 1987 and SB
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1425, respectively, to address the issue of pension spiking, the practice of securing pay
increases or maximizing opportunities to cash out vacation and other benefits for the
purpose of increasing a retirement allowance beyond what it would have otherwise
been. Counties, including Alameda, Orange, and Shasta, have recently negotiated
contract changes that address the long-term sustainability of the pension benefits
provided to public safety employees.

Statewide reform may soon return to the forefront as it’s been widely reported that
gubernatorial candidates Meg Whitman and Jerry Brown have stated a willingness to
address pension costs. Albeit from very different perspectives, with Whitman
supporting a 401k style defined contribution plan and Brown supporting the defined
benefit structure currently in place.

February 2010

— 32



Appendix A. Additional Resources on Pension Reform

Pension Reform Guiding Principles

Protect Local Control and Flexibility

Local elected officials should be able to develop pension systems that meet the needs of
their workforce, maintain principles of sound fiduciary management, and preserve their
ability to recruit and retain quality employees for key positions that frequently pay less
than comparable positions in the private sector. A statewide mandated retirement
system is neither appropriate nor practical, given the diversity of California’s
communities. Further, a mandated defined contribution retirement system could force a
reconsideration of the decision of local governments not to participate in Social
Security.

Eliminate Abuse

Public pension systems provide an important public benefit by assisting public agencies
to recruit and retain quality employees. Any fraud or abuse must be eliminated to
ensure the public trust and to preserve the overall public value of these systems.

Reduce and Contain Costs
Public pension reform should provide for cost relief for government, public employees,
and taxpayers.

Increase Predictability of Costs and Benefits for Employee and Employer

Responsible financial planning requires predictability. Employers must be able to predict
their financial obligations in future years. Employees should have the security of an
appropriate and predictable level of income for their retirement after a career in public
service.

Strengthen Local Control to Develop Plans with Equitable Sharing of Costs and Risks
between Employee and Employer

Equitable sharing of pension costs and risks promotes shared responsibility for the
financial health of pension systems and reduces the incentive for either employees or
employers to advocate changes that result in disproportionate costs to the other party,
while diminishing the exclusive impact on employers for costs resulting from increases
in unfunded liability.

Increase Pension System Accountability

Public pension systems boards have a constitutional duty to (a) protect administration
of the system to ensure benefits are available to members and (b) minimize employer
costs. The constitutional provisions and state statutes governing such boards should
promote responsible financial management and discourage conflicts of interest.

February 2010



010Z Y2104

(2v$D) sanuna) Jo uonpi0ssy 3101S DiLLIOfi|DD

"0TOZ 2unf ul palenidaya 1nd ji sSuiaes
ul uoliw 9'THTS sawnsse |esodold

5101095

algnd pue a1eald ay} yjoq ssoloe spoedul J1LLIOUOID pPeolq aAeY

(1M SHHOMIED Ul SIUSWISIAUISIQ "S31IUNO0I 0] S350 YIYs pue Auaaod
Jadaap ojui saijiwey} ysnd ‘Aduainiyns-4|as o3 saljiwey Juiaow ul
wesdouid 3yl jo ss220ns 3y} ualeasyy sjesodoad ayy “(eydoad 000'vZ)
sieah aAl} ueyl S53] "$MN 2YI Ul UdDQ dARY Ooym sjuesdiuiw) jeda)

0] S11J2Ud(Q dlBU|W]|D pUE ‘SudWISINqWIal 13pIacld a1ed pjiyds 3Inpal
uazad g1 Aq sjuead syYOM|eD 92npal 0] sasodoad J1ou1dA09 ay)

"SUO[IINP3I SHYOMIED

‘1oedw) (B0 uMOWUN (3)e)S
9y} 03 SBUIABS UOK||IW OFS UBYL BION

‘3oedwt |easy Ajunood juedjludis
g umouun ‘Ajlenuue uoljiw 9'T6ZS
40 suiaes a1e3s e sawnsse |esodoud
 peduwj|edsy

*s3[IudAN( Joj WNO2 |eUIWILID Jjnpe

u) sSuipaadoid asow ul }nsas pinod jesodoad sy] "SaIUNWLWOD J1BY)
0} UIN}aJ p|nom — SUOIIN}ISUL J NPE Ul 8} 8AISS 0} 8|q181j2 Jou due
oym — awos ‘uosiid ajels 0] sa1l|1de) UOIIUIISP [[Q WOJ) pallajsuel)
aq pjnom ,ino ade, oym s3|1usAni ay) JO UlBA) '$3IUIIUBS
SJ9PUY0 3jluaani 03 sppe-awl Jo asn Y3 Inpau 0} sasodoad os|e
91e1s 9y "YnsaJt pjnom jeyy uondnpas uonendod syl 01 a|geinqune
s8uiaes gg uonisodoud Uy uolfjiw £ 9$ 01 UONIPPE ul SSUIAeS

IfQ Ul uol|lw £'THS A3IYIE pINOM 31e35 3Y) ‘TZ 03 57 wody (ra)
221ISN[ 3JIUBANT JO UOISIAIQ 3Y3 Jo uonaipsun( a8e syl uidnpaa Ag

‘Slapuayo
ajiuaan( a0 uondo
juswade|d ajels udnpay

‘adeuew

0} — 3|qissoduul JouU JI — YNAPIP 9 ||1m s|1ef [eao] papmodd o3 wajqoad
Buipmouosano uosiud s 23e1s Yiys o1 jesodoud "ded uonendod e

uiynm spief unpesado alse Apealje saluUN0d OE ueyl aloy "uosud aels
ueyy Jayyed sjief |eao| ut JeaA auo 03 dn Joy pajessdiedul aq p|nod
uolssassod Snup Suipn|oul S31UO(RY X3S-UOU “JUB|OIALOU ‘SNOLIBS-UOU
paynads Jo pa1dIAU0D SI3puayo ‘seinlels uuajuas JuiBueyd Ag
I Aewwng|

‘uosud jou ‘jief 01 suoja4
~ |esodosd

S S |
jodpng posodoid TT-0T0Z S,40UIA0Y jo s)redun) Ajuno)




010¢ Yo

(2vsD) saizunoy fo uoipossy 31035 DiLofiioD

(Munod g ¢ /1018

90/ ApuaLInd) Ayunooy,0/ /9181S%0¢€
'SAMD (AMunoo 96z /91e18 957 Ajjualind)
AUNod 965/31815 % T :suondopy
{A1unod %409/3181S %0¥ AjIuaiind)
Alunod 9,6/ /91e1S %G :34e) 191504 :3q
pInom 1503 Jo saleys mau ay) sjesodoud
aY1 Japun "S1503 O 534EYS mau U]
UoJ||IW G 'gNGS SWNSSE pINOM S313UNDD

SU33) 8y} U $311UN0I uo 1oedwl |eualod
"TT-0TOT Ul pun4 |e13uUssH uol||lWw 7°95$
pue 0T-600¢ U! Uoljjiw g'€S JO SJulARS
pung |eJauacn 10} OTOZ ‘T 2UN[ 3AIIDYD
dv4D 3yl sleuiwils o} sasodoud

1e8pnqg ayL "TT-0TOZ Ul pun4 [eJ3ud9
uoljiw €°/0TS pue JeaA Juaind ayy

Ul pund |RJ3UILY UOI[|iW T°8S JO SBulaes
10} 0TOZ ‘T aunf aAaye wesdoud |y
3y 23euiwija o] sasodoud 103pnqg ay |

Joedwj |easiy

'S313UN0D 01 13edwW]| P3P UCH||IW 8BTS

|

— *SUI||fW 4o

"JS02 UMO JI9Y] 18 S3IAIDS apiaold 0] palinbal aq ||1m sa13unod jeyy
Sulueaw P32 Ul ulewas JUBWILSI} 104 SJU3WaAIINbal Aloyniels ay)
198pnq pasodold s JouiaA0g 3yl ul Jo} papiacad si g uonisodoayd
10} poddns oN ‘wesdoid Juawieal] JApuUayQ asnqy adueisqns

3y} 4oy (uol)|iw gT$) Suipuny Ino 013z 03 sasodoud JOUIBAOD) Y|

‘swesFoid

papunpiapun Ajni3om 3say] 10} dZljelslew o} s|ie} sfulaes eia
Buipuny Juapiyns ji de3-dois ou sapiaosd adendue| s, uonelsiuiwpy
2y "S9JIAIBS 3JBJDM P|IYD pPUE ‘Boue]s|Ssy suondopy ‘aJdel 191504
10} 15092 Jo aJeys Ajunod paseasdu| ue asodw| pue swesdoud s, uaip|iys
J0j saanyipuadxs pun{ |eJ3U35) 91.]1S ISEIIIIP PNOM 3]3S BY3 ‘uJn}
up ‘s3uiaes AJunod ul uol|(lw §'g0SS 31ea1D (|Im Suolldnpal weldold
9say | ‘sweidosd SSH| pue SHYOMIED Byl 01 suononpadl Aq pajeald
LS3uiaes, Ayunod ay3 Sundadipad sssodoud uojesisiuiwpy sy

‘'sweadoud asue)sisse je1audld AJunod 104 9)q181|8 awod3q

pinom sjenpialpul asay) jo Auey ‘128pnq $,10UIBA0D) 343 ._wucs_
2IURISISSE SHUOM([ED 250 p|nom suosiad 0o’y 19Ylouy “S|enplaipu|
0002z dundeduw ‘(dv4D) weadoud 8ouelsIssy pood elulo|e)

ay3 9jeulw|)d@ o3 sasodoud sousanon ay) ‘uollippe uy “sanljiqesip

Yylm suosiad pue sio1uas 000 ZT sivedwi yiym ‘(jdvD) siuesdiuwy
10§ wesdoud sruelsissy Yysed syl eurwid o3 sasodord 1o0uisaog ayl
T ~ Mewuwnsg

‘wesdord juswieal|

13puayp asnqy
aduelsqns ajeuiwipl

‘swelfoud s,ualp(iya 104
3502 40 aJeys AJunod maN

‘aaue)sIsse
JuesSiwaw areunw)g
‘ [esodoid




0T0Z Y210 {Ovs2) sanunod fo uo1pII0ssY 31015 DILIOMID)

siapinoad AJunod 03 531502 PIys os|e ||Im (STulAes pun4 |e1aua9

uol|jiw ST TS) SIues|LL) ulepad oy |BD-IpaJA 8d0ds-|Iny ajeuiwy|d

0} |esodold 3y} ‘uonippe uj "sojulR pue sjendsoy Alunod o0} 53502

Yiys ||im sjesodoud sjuswied-o0) ‘swiniwaid Jo/pue syuswannbay

‘siejjop; uawAed-02 ydnouyl Buieys 3502 PIseaIIUI SOGLIISIP UORENISIUIWPY

4O sUOI[jIW JO SUa) 3Y3 Ul SIUNOJ)| ay} ‘|esodoud ay3 uo le3ap 3|1y st 313yl ySnoy] ‘salFaleds

uo eduw) |B13udlod ‘pun4 [B13U9 3e1s| JUSWIUIRIUOD 3502 JO uonejuawWa|dwi 3y} JOj uUo1INpal pung;
3y3 01 s3uIAeS JO SUO||jIW JO SPaJpuny| |eJauU39 uol||iw 0g/$ B sauljino 383png pasodoud s JoulsA0g ay]
- T T 7 sjaA3|juannd ie sadem

‘sjesodoud |eD-1pa N

"S3IUN0I uo 12edwl Aed 01 anujjuod Ay 4l @8em winwiuiw anoge sadem Jo 31500 ||ny
umowun "TT-0T0Z Ul pund |eJauan! ayy Joy 3|qisuodsal 3q pINom $313uno) “ajepuewt Julujedieq aAl}da||jod "1n2 uoneddiped
uol||lw Z'8EES PUB JE3A JudIInd mﬁ_ Aioiniels ayy o1 a8ueyd pasodoad ou s| 3J3Y) “uol||IW GTTS JO mmc_>mmm 283em s3AIBS
Ul puny |eJauan uol||itl §'9Z$ JO sdulnes e 10§ a8em wnuwiulw 03} sadem aonpau 0} sasodoud JOUIBA0G 3Y | aalpoddng awoH-u|

‘Y3|BAY |RIUBW AN UNLLIWIOD 10} |9AD| |B20] 3y} je Bujwwesdoad
JUSLIND 3JeUlWI|3 ||IM SIY] *SSIIN0S3L pung [BI3UID) YUM
‘'swelfolsd Ajunwwos payoddns Ajluauiind swesdold yyjeay [pluaw 03 SpUNy 10y S3JIAIBS 'spuny {10y

|edo| wody swesdosd pund |eiausn Y} EIH |BIUDIA U] UOI||IW §°ZGPS 19941PaJ 03 OTOT SUNT UL SI9I0A|  SDIIAIBS YIedH |eJudln)

21e15 FuiISIXd 03 UO|IW €°ZSTS JO YIYS| 210)aq ainseaw 10]|eq Jayjoue adejd 0} sasodoad os|e JouIaA0H Byl | €9 uolsodold 12a.41pay
|jesodoud

Pedw) |easty) Azewwuns




0T0c¢ Y310

{3vsD) sanuno3 fo uonoIIOSSY 31DIS BILIOLIDD

‘9T AQ maid Ajuo v NH pouad awes;
a3 Surinp seasaym ‘g5 Ajprewixoldde
28e1aae uo maas zy dodd ‘80

-£00T Y3no.yl £0-£007 wold :Juipuny
uopepodsuelsy syaye Ajpanedau
|esodoud ay3 moy sajelysuowap

V1NH pue z{ doid yioq 104 saiel ymos3d
Suedwod ‘JeABMOH "OLIBUSIS SIY]
Japun Sulpuny} uoijepodsuely 10y SsO|
waal-3uo| 3y} 03 }0adsal yum vm_ta:wt:
aq ued Junowe Jejop Jjdads ou|
‘a)qe|leae ejep paliwli) AI3A 9y} uo paseg
B T Pedwy |edsi

"paInguUIsSIp 8q pjnom uoiesi|qo adlAIes!

1qap 2yl puoAaq 9|QE|IBAE 3NUSAS. MOY JES[IUN S| }] INQ ‘AIALDS|
1g2p Buisealoul J0j $3U3I-5 01 dn xel sed syl aSealoul 0} I1els a3yl
mo|je pjnom |esodold ay] “JeaA |e1ul @y} ul 3nd xe) uojesd Jad Juad-g
B 40 Jud|eAtnba ay) Jo ‘uol|jiw 9/6$ Ajd1ewixosdde Ag |eJinau anuaas)
Sulaq Jo HOYs S||B) 3SEIIDUI SIY] "IJIAIIS 1g3p puoq uonepodsuesy
10J puny |esauad ay)y 0} Uol||IW £09S PUE SPEOJ pUE 5333.3S |ed0)

01 6Z9% ‘dILS @Y1 01 796 4O uolelo||e 104 (Y1NH 10 JUNOIIY XB | J3sn
AemySiH) auijosed uo xe} 3s12xa Ju3d-g°QT € 91nIIsul 0} sasodoud
10UIBA0CL) By} ‘UChEeUIWI|D Xe] S3|es By} 40} Judwadejdal e sy ‘|9salp
pue aujjosed uo xe} sa|es 3y} jeulwl)d 03 sasodoud Jousdaon ay |

Alewwng

‘dems puny uopeuodsued)
. ~ |esodoid




0T0Z Y240

(¥$3) $a111noy fo UONDIOSSY 2101S DILIOSIDY)

1g3p palapi0-1No0d 3|qe3d3|[03un JulSieyasip

10} Aza0y3ne Ajlue|d {SUOIIe|OIA D1Je]} PUB SUCIIIBLLU)
Juedusis uo wessoid Ajsauwe ue Juawajdwi ‘swesdosd uonI|joI

Ajjeizusiod 1ng ‘umowyun

"siej|jop jo ‘pun4 |eJauac) 3iels sy apisino Sulpuny yum mEEmoam
Suoi[|iw Jo spaipuny Ajlennualod|  Alajes Jlqnd |edo| |ea1ad 1oy ANjIgels |edst) apiaoad E:oBA

‘sie(|op 40 ‘sppafoud JuswaSeurw Youns UBGIN PUB 19]BMWIOIS,

‘wesSold uonda)|0d 199p

paJjueyus 10} syuswsalinbay pue ssulsping cwfw_._wbm_ pa4ap10-1Nod 0] Sjuswsasdueyus poddng

‘swesdoud Alajes a1qnd |edoj 01

ajel 47A paiedipap Joj Ajoyine puaix3y

‘8T¢
doud wouy sadieyd 10 $99) Juswadeuewl
HounJ ueqin pue J3)emuwIols

Suoljjiw jo spalpuny >__m_quHOn_m 10} w_u_>o._n_ 0} aNU2A=l o9} m:t:uwm ut Sa1lunaod 1s51sse ﬁ_30>>,

"ME| 1US14NJ JO SUOREIIWI| 3Y] 03 3NP 34NIINJISEIJUI
uonejuawnuow Aaains SuiSe ay) aa1asaud 03 spuny JusPRIYNS
| 1an0231 Jouued $311UN0d asnedaq alenbapeur s1 me| Sunsixy

"Jauuew a|gejnba aiow e ul paldv[|0d 3q 0] 33} Y] MO||e

‘umouun pue sa21J0 5,42p102ay Y] 18 UOISNJUOD IJBUII[D PINOM
ERETE ‘ D
|edasi4 |EJ07 |ENULY |B13U930d Alewwng |esodougd

"S9UO PIIID|BS Uey} Jayiel

siajsuely Auadosd |eal ||e uo adueulplo
[ea0] Aq 93} uonealasaid Juswnuow
PaMO|[E 3} 192|103 0} SIIUNOD MO||e 0}
685/ 7 UOI3S 3POD) JUSWUIDAOL) pUBLLY

|esodougd

jJo10y [e9s1d Auno 1o) suopdo




010z Yoiony (ovs3) sapauna) fo uonpiaossy 3103S DILLOfI0D
'§1032e) [ELISNPUl
| -uou o3 Aujiqesip jo a3ejuadlad e
‘s10)28} |elIsnpul-uou 1o} saatojdwa uoipodde Aj@jendoidde 0] Sa1UNO3 Mo e
"umouyjun Supiesuadwos wouy siahojdwa 13301d pjnom pajdeus | eyl suoisinold Juawuoipodde ajelsuiay
‘ssaAo|dwa 03 51502 [3uuosIad:
|EUOCILIPPE Ul SUOI||IW JO SPRJPUNY Ul }NS3L P|NOd ‘palIeUD
J1 ‘saako|dwa Jo sassed jeuolppe o3 suoidwnsaid apiacad|
01 pue 38e1aA02 uodwnsald Sunsixa puedxa 0} sidwany
‘uollesned |ellsnput jo Jjooud Jo uspang nayl Suises
Aq sa31n195 snopaezey pue |eyA apiaold oym sasiojdws o}
syjauaq uonesuadwod jeuoiyippe aplaosd 03 si suolidwnsaud
Asoiniels asayy jo asodund ay] ‘JuswAo|dwa Jo 3sINoI.
ay} ul uasiie aaey 01 pawnsaad aJe (saaueisqns |ealwsaydolq {985 AV ‘v99 gV ‘82T 9V 01 uoiusoddo
0} aunsodxa pue ‘siduiuaw ‘@seasip SNoOIdU| BUloq-poo|q 935} "y40Mm 1€ 1n220 J0u pIp Anful
‘s150|n248qn} ‘eluownaud ‘3jqnoJy Heay ‘ejuaay ‘Jasued ue 1ey3 aroid 03 sa13uUn0d aJinbad jeyy
‘Siej|op Jo 53} s1ao1jo Ayayes oignd Aq palagns suoipuod |edlpaw suondwnsald uonesusdwod S13yJom
Suol(|lw JO spalpuny A[|enqualod| u1enad 1eyl saplaocid me| uonesuadwod S13)I0M BluIo)I[eD) mau ppe Jo Juilsixa puedxa jou og
I ey o - o
|easi4 [e207 |BNUUY |BIIUI0d Arewwng jesodold [esodold




010 Y210

(ovsD) sanuna) fo uonDIIosSSYy 311§ DiLI0fIID)

‘siejjop
J0 suoljjiw Jo sua} Ajjenualod

"$39J1394 WOJJ JUIBPIP B1e Jey) saaAo|dwa

gunsixa 104 suonngiuod asio|dwa aleizo8au 01 ANIqIXal4
343 {(VDHW3d) 1V a.e) [endsoH (edipajA @aAojdw3 dijgnd
3Y} Japun a.1ed Yyijeay Joj 1oesjuod jey) sapuade olqnd mo|y

‘uoIlei324edul o3 Joud s3utuies ou

pey Aayl yZnoyl uaas zeE'GTS A28 pInom Aayy uayl ‘me|
Japun pamoj|e sieaA om] [|n} 3y} 10§ JUNOWE SIY] IAISI3J 0}
aJam alewu] ue §| “jtef ul Bupdom ajlym sinoo ey Ainful ue
Jo asnedaq xaam Jad gHT$ 01 p3J1IuL S| UOeIdIIRIU| 03 Joud

s8uiuiea ou ym ajewu) uy ‘siuawalsinbal Bupuajuas sisyl
193W 0} JBPJO Ul [1ef BY) JO BPISINO JO Ul }IOM S3WIAWOS!
oym sjief Ayunon jo sajewul o} saijdde osje Emfoi

"(uingqysy
879 85 Woddns) "yDHW3d 4apun
AJjIqixald 1oe1u0d sapuade olqnd mo||y

(ol12IN 9TS gv Hoddns) "sajewu
fref Ayunod 03 pred syuawAed Ayyiqesip

painfu o1 pied ajeJ Ayjiqesip Asesodwa) wnwiuw m__t.m Asesodwa} 10j 3381 Wnwuiw jeaday

‘uoiesuadwo)

SI2NIOAN JO uoISIAIQ 9Y) Aq pala|dwod sisAjeue

Y YHM JUDISISUOD WIISAS JUDLIND DY) Japun sasAojdwa

pue sisAo|dws Jo aduauadxa |enjoe syl uo paseq aq p|noys
668 95 Ul paysi|qelsa se|nuIoy) ay) Jaje o0} uone|sida) Auy
'$1502 uoljesuadwod S1HI0M J13Y3 Ul aseasdul Juadlad 99

B padsua|ladxa $913uno ‘swuojal ay) Suipadald siead 1noy ay)
Ul ‘aai1oafgns Ajgaao Buiaq se pazidniid ussg pey jeyl WaisAs
E 0} SUOI1B[ND|ED pPaseq-e N0y ‘BA1103[qo pue sauljaping
plepuels 1y3nouq g8 95 "WaisAs (ad) Ayjrgesip jusueuwrad
ay1 Buipnjoul ‘sanss| Jo a8uels apim e passalsppe (ueidiydoogd)
668 95 Ul swioyas uonesuadwod S1aNIoM 00T BYL

.C>>O:v_r_3

‘sJe|jop

40 SUO|||IW Jo sua} Aj|ellualod
o I

|edS14 |ED07 |[ENUUY |BIIUIOd

Alewwns jesodoid

(€£¢ 9S 03 uonisoddo

23G) "palsnipe AjluesngJe jou pue
saaho|dwa pue siaAo|dw? Jo 3dualadxs
9Y1 uo paseq ate s3unes Ayjiqesip

jeiued Jusuewdad ay) 0} sa8ueyd aunsul

|esodougd




0T0Z Y2100

{owsD) sannuno) fo uonpiaossy 2301S Ditiofiin)

uoljjiw +oowm _umHmE_Hmu

"Wwa)sAs 9y} JO saleRsuaq

3yl Aq papuny A||nJ 10U SI 1eY] BIBIS BY] Ul WIYSAS

xe} Ajuo 3y3 51 walsAs xel Apadoad ay] uonensiujwipe

xe3 Axadoad yym paje|dosse s1500 JO aleys 113Y) 10}

Aed saiyua 3uixey |je 1eyl uninsud AQ S31IUNOI 15ISSE P|NOAA

'$1502 uonensiuiwpe xey Apadoad
40 31BYS ;S|OOYIS 4O UOI||00 BZHOWINY

'sie|jop|
$0 suoljiw 40 susy Ajlennualod

- ‘paiinbaJ suondap
>ucmum> uo Juipuadasp s8unod 0} SZUIABS Ul 3 NS3J PINOAA

‘siejjop
Jo suoljiw 4o sud3 Ajjepualod

.m._m__o_uw
JO suol||iw Jo Sua} >__mzcmpom7

N EMIENE)
uondo uo Juipuadap saiUNO2 0} SBUIABS U] 3 NS3J PINOM

‘PasINBXD
:o_pao uo Suipuadap sanunod 03 mmc_>mm Ul }|nsaJ pinom

‘91€1s 3] pue S3UNod 0} Em__oU,
JO suol|IwW Jo sua) Ajjennualogd

Juedyudis
>__ms:muon_ g :265_::

PRy
|easi4 |30 [Enuuy |e1U30d

1

"PIsILXI,

:ozao uo m:_v:mawu saiqunod 0} sBUIARS Ul 3 NSDI PINOAA |

*SUCITpOos
J1WOU0I3 3SAY] Ul 3DIAIIS JO [9A3] JayBiy e Jo swesSoud
MaU aplaoad 03 uoryisod e uj Jou aJe SUSWUIAA0T |ed0]

‘as1MaY|1] "sau0 mau Aue pioye jouued Ajdws | (5300q 3y}

uo Apease ase jey) sjuswAed JUaWISINGLUIDL d1BpUBLL BY),

pJojje ||1 ued ajels ay| ‘sadywwo) suonerdoiddy ayy ul
p|2y aq sa1auade |edo| uo spuawalinbas pajepuew apnjoul 0}
[ennualod ayl yum |jiq Aue 1ey3 1s288ns Aj|ny3oadsas sapunod
‘ssazoud w>;m_m_mm_ 3y} .._m:Ef duiaow si uone|sida| UM

Aewuwing |esodoud

'SU0II3|3 Axueden [e1apa)/alels
104 JUBWIBSINGIRL 3)L1S 3ZMOoYINY

‘opjel jlew

-Ag-210A Y81y e yum seaue ul Aj|epadsa
‘uonindo Ayunod je upald 1ad pamo)je
51330A paJ231s13a4 JO Jaquinu 3y} aSea.du|
'SU0|303|d |e13ads pue

Ajuo-|eoo| 104 Ajjeidadsa ‘uondo Ajunod
18 SUORD3|2 10]|eq iBW-||e 3ZHOYINY
~uonesisiuiwpe
xel Apadoud 10 ‘suoijdaie ‘Alajes

0} paie[aJ 350y} 1daIxa ‘UoISSIWILWOY)

8y3 1e ssad0u4d u sejepuew |je puadsns

‘9jepuewd
|edoj-91e1s 0} INP JUBWISINGULR 3Jinbau
_:s ey co_am_m_mm_ >:m anoidde jou on_

|esodoud




010z Y310

(Iv$D) sanuno) fo uonbI>0ssYy 101 DILLIOSIOD

"Jol1184 unrodad Jo JudIXd pue
adAy uo Suipuadap ‘umouun

‘Buimold

pue uolfjiw 09TS AlPlewixosddy
j2lPy

|easi4 [er07 |enuuy |erjualod

"RHIQIX3]} PUE STUTAES

3502 10} mO|je 0} $213uUnod uo syuawalinbai 3uiodal ayy

J0 2wos duiaaljaJ JBPISUOD p|noYs ainle|sida] ay3 ‘anuijuod

pInoys sjuawalinbai Suipodal |esapay aiym ‘sweadoud

paJaisiuiwpe-Ajjulol 104 sswodino pue ‘aesn pue puewiap

32IA135 ‘speo|ased 0] se sa|ouade ajels 0} Hodau Ajjusnbaly 0)

palinbal aue sjuswpedap s921A19S uBWNY pUE y}jeay AJuno)

R " sapunod 03 Aj3sod

AjpwaJixa s| pue papungiapun Aj|e21U0JYD U33q Sey Ijepuew
a1 S82IAL9S BsaY) aplaold sjooyds eyl saainbal me| |esapay

Atewwns jesodoud

‘'SIUaWRJIINbay

Suinodas uienad Jo saUNGI IA)|3Y

‘ "~ 'S3|3UN02 Uo IlEpUBLl
(s1uapnis uonesnpa |eRads 10} SAIALAS
Yyijeay |elusw) Z€9€ gy ay3 ajeurun|y

jesodoud

42



A lhF ORN GOVERNOR’S PROPOSED 2010-11
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Governor’s Proposals Could Shift $200 Million in Costs to
Counties as General Relief Cases Rise

California’s counties will bear the potentially large fiscal impact — up to $200 million a year — of the
Governor's proposals to eliminate three immigrant assistance programs in 2010-11. Once the programs
— CAPI, CFAP, and CalWORKs for recent non-citizen legal immigrants — are eliminated, former recipients,
many of whom are seniors and/or disabled, will turn to the last aid available: County General Relief/
General Assistance.

Using data from the Department of Social Services on the number of cases and statewide average grant
amount for November 2009, CSAC estimates that the Governor’'s proposals to eliminate CAPI, CFAP, and
CalWORKs benefits for recent immigrants could result in 72,144 new General Relief and General
Assistance cases. With the average monthly grant of $232, these cuts could cost counties nearly $17
million a month and $200 million a year — a direct cost shift to counties almost equivalent to the
estimated savings for the state.

Each county is solely responsible for funding General Assistance or General Relief benefits. The program
is designed to provide support to indigent adults who are not supported by their own means, other
public funds, or assistance programs. Grants include cash aid and may include transportation and
housing vouchers, gift cards and/or donations of needed supplies such as clothing and toiletries.

Governor's Budget Proposals

Estimated State: Number of
Savings Recipients

Program Proposed Cut Population

g?csagrg:rstlfs;:nce Eliminate the it p il I
. disabled $107.3 million GF 10,886
immigrants program immigrants
{CAPI}
California F
Aisi];:an:e oo Eliminate the Aged, blind, and
disabled $56.2 million 37,258
Program program immigrants
(CFAP)
Eliminate All non-citizen
CalWORKs for CalWORKs Grants legal immigrants
Legal for Recent Non- who have been 557.6 million 24,000
immigrants Citizen Legal in the U.S, less
Immigrants than five years
TS $221 million 7%,%44
recipients

All proposals assume an effective date of June 1, 2010, but estimated state savings are listed only for the
2010-11 fiscal year.

CSAC Staff Contacts. For further information regarding this budget proposal, please contact CSAC
Health and Human Services staff: Kelly Brooks at 916/327-7500 x531 or kbrooks@counties.org or Farrah
McDaid Ting at 916/327-7500 x 559 or fmcdaid @counties.org.

California State Assoclation of Counties
1100 K Street = Suite 101

Sacramento, CA 95814 | 916/327-7500
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NOTES

Source: General Relief/General Assistance Data, November 2009; California Department of Social

Services; http://www.cdss.ca.qgov/research/PG343.htm

GENERAL RELIEF/GENERAL ASSITANCE: County General Assistance or General Relief is designed to
provide relief and support to indigent aduits who are not supported by their own means, other public
funds, or assistance programs. Each county's GA program is established by the Board of Supervisors, and
benefits, payment levels, number of recipients, and eligibility requirements vary among each of
California's 58 counties. Each county is solely responsible for funding General Assistance or General
Relief benefits.

CAPI: Created in 1997, the CAPI assists aged, blind, and disabled people who do not qualify for federal
Supplemental Security Income (551} because of their immigration status.

CFAP: Created in 1997, the CFAP provides state-funded food stamp benefits to qualified non-citizens
who are not eligible for federal food stamp benefits.

CalWORKSs: The Governor’s proposed cut would affect non-citizen legal immigrantis who have been in
the U.S. less than five years, including the following individuals: Parolees; Conditional Entrants; Legal
Permanent Residents; Permanently Residing in the U.S. Under Color of Law (PRUCOL); and Battered
Non-citizens.
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Sweeping Proposition 63 Funds for Two Years Would Gut
Local Mental Health Services

The Governor has recycled a proposal from last year to sweep Mental Health Services Act (MHSA) funds
for two years, but has upped the ante by doubling the amount to be taken each year to $452 million.
Just last May, the voters soundly rejected his previous attempt at sweeping these funds.

The Governor proposes to use these MHSA funds to backfill the state funding in the Early and Periodic
Screening, Diagnosis, and Treatment (EPSDT) Program and Medi-Cal Mental Health Managed Care. In
other words, it would raid the MHSA to backfill the state’s General Fund spending in other areas.
However, the cost of decimating community mental health programs will be far larger, as untreated
mental iliness is the leading cause of disability and suicide and costs state and county governments
billions of dollars each year in emergency medical care, long-term nursing home care, unemployment,
state hospitals, juvenile justice, and jails and prisons.

This proposal comes at a time when the behavioral health needs of our communities are increasing due
“to the influx of Iraq and Afghanistan veterans, the stress of the economic crisis, and the elimination of
funding for prevention and drug and alcohol treatment programs statewide. Furthermare,
disinvestments out of mental health services will certainly lead to increased homelessness and increased
pressure on General Assistance programs in our counties.

The Facts

» County MHSA allocatlons will be reduced by:
« 50 percentin 2011-12
* 29 percentin 2012-13

» Loss of Federal Funding
California receives approximately $1.6 billion in FFP for the Medi-Cal program each year. If the
Governor's proposal were to pass, the state would lose approximately $250 million in FFP each year.

> Jobs and Opportunities Wil Be Lost
With revenue losses of that magnitude, counties will layoff employees and eliminate contracts with
private providers and community based organizations. in addition, fewer individuals will be served
by the mental health system — imperiling the ability of individuals to recover and lead productive
lives, with tax-paying jobs. The indirect costs of all mental illness imposed a nearly $79 billion loss on
the U.S. economy in 1990 {the most recent year for which estimates are available) (Rice & Miller,
1996).

» The Ballot Measure Includes Language to Divert an Additional $847 Million
The proposed ballot measure would also include language to allow the state to take and additional
$847 million in 2010-11 if sufficient federal revenues do not materialize.

Where would the proposal leave us? The community mental heath safety net is the only tool we have
to prevent individuals with serious mental iliness from becoming homeless, institutionalized, or
incarcerated. The Governor's scheme to use MHSA funding to reduce the state’s funding responsibilities

Callfornia State Assoclation of Countlies
1100 K Street = Suite 101

Sacramento, CA 85814 | 916/327-7500
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for other existing key statewide mental health programs is complicated and ill-conceived and will have
long-term implications for counties’ ability to provide services to our communities.

CSAC Staff Contacts. For further information regarding this budget proposal, please contact CSAC
Health and Human Services staff: Kelly Brooks at 916/327-7500 x531 or kbrooks@counties.org or Farrah
McDaid Ting at 916/327-7500 x 559 or fmcdaid@counties.org.
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Recipe for Chaos:
Shift of Responsibility for Felons to County Jails

The Governor is proposing to modify sentencing practices by allowing offenders convicted of specified non-
serious, nonviolent, non-sex felonies to be incarcerated for up to one year and one day in local jails. The state
would achieve savings of $291.6 million as a result. Crimes eligible under this proposal include auto theft, check
fraud, grand theft, drug possession, grand theft, petty theft with a prior, possession for sale, receiving stolen
property and theft with felony prior.

Why does this matter to countles? Currently, 32 county jails are operating under either a court- or self-
imposed population cap. Further, approximately 200,000 county jail inmates are released early every year. The
Governor's proposal to shift certain felons to county jails would further exacerbate overcrowding at the local
level, While the state would benefit from cost savings and reduced prison populations, this proposal would
wreak chaos in our county criminal justice systems, making population management of county jails more
complex, pushing more county jail systems to the breaking point, forcing counties to release more offenders
early with no services and supports to aid in the transition from detention back into the community, and
impacting a range of county service departments from probation to mental health and drug and alcohol
treatment. The Governor’s proposal estimates that approximately 12,600 offenders would serve out felony
sentences of up to 366 days in a county jail during 2010-11.

The state can't escape Its obllgatlon. The state appears to be relying on a theory that the mandate exemption
regarding the creation of a new crime or changing the definition of a crime would allow them to shift the
detention responsibility for felons to counties without triggering a violation of Proposition 1A {(2004). Counties
are not convinced that this theory will stand up given that the function of housing felons is one presently carried
out by the state and the act of pushing down that responsibility to counties is indeed a cost shift, because it
would require the counties to provide a new or higher level of service. As a practical matter, the shift of this
population will result in nothing more that a push of offenders back into cur communities. And with no
transition plan or targeted treatment to create a smooth reentry, the proposal will only exacerbate the
persistent cycle of recidivism that plagues our state. Further, it will do nothing in the short- or long-term to
reverse the cycle of reoffending or to alleviate the unsustainable population levels in our state and local
detention facilities.

Systemlc reform needed. Counties oppose this approach unequivocally. Real solutions will result from
comprehensive reform. CSAC's corrections reform policy acknowledges that “local and state corrections systems
are interconnected, [and that) true reform must consider the advantage — if not necessity — of investing in
local programs and services to help the state reduce the rate of growth in the prison population.”

CSAC Staff Contacts. For further information regarding this budget proposal, please contact CSAC
Administration of Justice staff: Elizabeth Howard Espinosa at 916.650.8131 or ehoward@counties.org or
Rosemary Lamb at 916.650.8116 or rlamb@counties.org.

Callfornla State Assoclation of Countles
1100 K Street = Suite 101

Sacramento, CA 95814 | 916/327-7500
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County “Savings” Proposal Shifts Costs
for Children’s Programs

The Administration proposes redirecting the county “savings” created by reductions to the CalWORKs
and {HSS programs in the 2010-11 budget year. According to the Governor, these program reductions
will create an estimated $505.5 million in county savings; in turn, the state would decrease state
General Fund expenditures for certain children’s programs and impose an increased county share of
cost for Foster Care, Adoptions Assistance, and Child Welfare Services.

CcuTs

Estimated Estimated
State Savings County Savings

Program Description

CalWORKs Reduce grants by 15.7 $604 million $15 million
percent

CalWORKs et cadl $57.6 million $2.2 million
legal immigrants
Limit services to

IHSS recipients with Fi 51.1 billion 5618.6 million
score 4 and below
Reduce state wage $338 million Would not create any

1HSS participation to $8.00 county savings
per hour

TOTALS $2.1 billion $635.8 million

The Administration proposes redirecting the county “savings” created by the proposed reductions above
by decreasing state General Fund expenditures for children’s programs and imposing an increased
county share of cost.

SHARING RATIO CHANGES
i Current Sharing Ratio Proposed Sharing Ratio
{State/County) {State/County)
Foster Care 40/80 25/75
Adoptions Assistance 75/25% 41/59
Child Welfare Services 70/30 30/70

NOTE: The sharing ratio adjustments would be permanent and the Administration’s language provides
no mechanism to halt them if the estimated savings fail to materialize.

CSAC Staff Contacts. For further information regarding this budget proposal, please contact CSAC
Health and Human Services staff: Kelly Brooks at 916/327-7500 x531 or kbrooks@counties.org or Farrah
McDaid Ting at 916/327-7500 x 559 or fmcdaid@counties.org.

Californla State Assoclation of Counties
1100 K Street = Suite 101

Sacramento, CA 95814 | 916/327-7500
WWW.CSac.counties.org
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In-Home Supportive Services Cuts Problematic

Like the movie Groundhog Day, the Governor has again proposed two significant — and familiar —
reductions in the In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) program for the 2010-11 fiscal year: eliminating
services for a majority of current recipients based on the Functional Index {Fl}, and reducing state
participation in wages down to the state minimum wage.

2010-11 Fiscal Year Proposals

Elimination of Services: Would eliminate all services for recipients with Fl scores of less than 4. Wouid
affect approximately 400,000 recipients in the current year and 429,000 in 2010-11 and resuilt in
estimated state savings of up to $872.6 million General Fund in 2010-11 (if implemented with the wage
reduction proposal below).

Reduction in State Wage Participation: Reduce state participation in wages down to $8.00 per hour,
which is the state minimum wage. The state’s participation in benefits -- .60 cents per hour — would
remain the same.

Action: While the Legislature reviewed these proposals during budget hearings held in the Eighth
Extraordinary Session, they did not take action. It is understood that they will be part of the larger 2010-
11 fiscal year budget discussion this spring.

What Does this Mean for Countles?

The proposal to reduce wages to minimum wage may shift costs to counties. There is no proposed
change to the statutory collective bargaining mandate. Counties would be responsible for the full cost of
wages above minimum wage if they continue to pay wages at current levels. This is a direct cost shift to
counties.

Eliminating IHSS services for more than 400,000 people would eliminate hundreds of thousands of jobs
and have a negative effect on the economy — resulting in an estimated 2 percentage point increase in
the state unemployment rate. The individuals receiving IHSS are low-income and could not afford to pay
out-of-pocket for the services provided through the program. This would have the effect of shifting care
to other sectors of the government including the developmental disability system, aging programs, long-
term care and emergency rooms. Because the IHSS program is predominantly funded by the federal
Medicaid program, reducing these services also would return an estimated $1.7 billion annually to the
federal government if fully implemented.

2009-10 (Current Year) IHSS Cuts Under Injunction

Do the above proposals sound familiar? They should: As part of the 2009-10 budget, the Legislature
passed and the Governor signed legislation {ABX4 4) to eliminate all IHSS services for recipients with a FI
score of 2 or below, and eliminated domestic services for those with Fl scores of 4 or below. Under the
cuts, an estimated 40,000 recipients would have lost all IHSS services, including personal care; another
90,000 would have lost such services as meal preparation, food shopping and help with laundry and
housecleaning.

; Callfornla State Assoclation of Countles
1100 K Street = Suite 101
] Sacramento, CA 95814 | 916/327-7500
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The state had estimated savings of $82.1 million in FY 2009-10 if implemented by November 1, 2009.
However, a coalition of disahility rights and organized labor groups filed suit (V.L. v Wagner) on behalf of
recipients and caregivers and won an injunction that bars the state from implementing the cuts, and the
U.S. Court of Appeals, Ninth Circuit, has just reaffirmed the injunction. It is unclear whether the state
will appeal the case to the U.5. Supreme Court.

As for the wage reductions, the Legislature passed and the Governor signed legislation that reduced the
state’s participation in IHSS provider wages from a maximum of $12.10 per hour to a maximum of $9.50
per hour. Representatives for providers and recipients also sued the state for this action (Martinez et al
v. Schwarzenegger et of), and were successful in receiving a federal injunction that prevents the state
from implementing the wage cut, which the U.S. Court of Appeals, Ninth Circuit, also just upheld.

CSAC Staff Contacts. For further information regarding this budget proposal, please contact CSAC
Health and Human Services staff: Kelly Brooks at 916/327-7500 x531 or kbrooks@counties.org or Farrah
McDaid Ting at 916/327-7500 x 559 or fmcdaid@counties.org.
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Proposed First 5 Sweep Would Gut
Existing Local Programs for Children

The Governor, as part of his 2010-11 budget, has again proposed placing before the voters a ballot
measure that would redirect up to $550 million in First 5 funding to state programs serving children in
2010-11. While the Legislature did not act to place this on the June ballot, it remains a possibility that
this could appear on the November 2 ballot.

The Proposal: The Governor's proposal would shift 50 percent of the First 5 revenues directed to state
and local accounts for programs ($242 million in 2010-11) for five years and take a one-time sweep of
state and local reserves (5308 million). The redirected First 5 funds would be used to backfill current
state General Fund spending on children’s health and social services programs.

Please note that an almost identical ballot initiative {Proposition 1D) on the May 2009 special election
ballot was rejected by 66 percent of the voters statewide.

First 5 Commisslons Meeting Local Needs: The California Children and Families Act, or Proposition 10,
which was passed in 1998, collects tobacco taxes to fund health, well-being, and school readiness
programs for children aged 0 to 5. The Act created a state First 5 Commission and a commission in each
county, known as First 5.

Proposition 10 revenues currently fund all county First 5 Commissions. The First 5 Commissions
coardinate a wide range of health and developmental services for our state’s youngest children,
including child care, preschool, suppart for at-risk families, child abuse prevention and treatment,
parenting education, family literacy, and nutrition and anti-obesity efforts.

Funds are being used for diverse services, including:

*  Premiums for health insurance, including outreach and enroliment to connect children to services

*  Primary care services, including immunizations

= Oral health services, including screening, treatment and case management for children who would
not otherwise have access to dental services

= Comprehensive services {including mental health and substance abuse treatment) for at-risk families

»  Home visiting programs for newborns and at-risk families

= Parenting education programs

»  High quality preschool programs for 3- and 4-year olds

»  High quality child care and early education programs for infants and toddlers

County commissions served more than 500,000 children through health programs funded with First 5
dollars. [n addition, child development programs (inciuding preschool and child care programs) served
more than 270,000 children. Another 270,000 children were served by programs aimed at improving
family functioning, including home visits and services for at-risk families.

In short, county First 5 Commissions play a key role in providing health and human services to children
throughout the state. As state and local government revenues decline, local First 5 dollars are helping to

California State Assoclation of Countles
1100 K Street = Suite 101

Sacramento, CA 95814 , 916/327-7500
Www.csac.counties.org




plug holes in the safety net for California’s youngest residents. These flexible local funds are being used
to support existing programs that might otherwise be cut further.

The Bottom Line: The Governor's proposal to sweep First 5 revenues for a single year would gut existing
local health, mental health, and human services programs that have been tailored to meet the unique
needs of each county’s youngest residents.

CSAC Staff Contacts. For further information regarding this budget proposal, please contact CSAC
Health and Human Services staff: Kelly Brooks at 916/327-7500 x531 or kbrooks@counties.org or Farrah
McDaid Ting at 916/327-7500 x 559 or fmcdaid@counties.org.




March 5, 2010
To: CSAC Board of Directors

From: Paul Mcintosh, Executive Director
Eraina Ortega, Legislative Representative

Re: California Complete Count Committee: Update on 2010 U.S. Census—
INFORMATION ITEM

The 2010 U.S. census is fast approaching and National Census Day, when all
census forms should be returned, is April 1, 2010. As you know the federal
government relies on census data to determine the number of congressional
seats each state is entitled to. An accurate count will ensure California does not
lose a congressional seat. Equally important to counties, Washington uses the
census data to allocate billions of doliars in funding for health and human
services programs, education, and infrastructure projects. It is estimated that for
every person counted, $1000 in federal money is allocated. A complete and
accurate count is critical to ensuring California gets its fair share of funding.

The California Complete Count Committee, appointed by the Governor and
including Paul Mclntosh, announced on December 23, 2009 the availability of $1
million to fund County Complete Count Committees in the 13 counties with the
highest percentages of the hard to count population. Hard to count refers to
people and communities shown to be most at risk of being missed in the census.

The top 13 hard to count counties were ranked based on their share of the
Census 2000 undercount, the counties identified are: Los Angeles, San Diego,
Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, Alameda, Santa Clara, Sacramento, Fresno,
San Francisco, Kern, Contra Costa, and San Joaquin. The Governor's Office of
Planning and Research (OPR) allocated funds in early 2010.

Beginning March 15, census forms will be mailed to all Californians. The
Complete Count Committee is planning a statewide event on March 20, 2010
entitied Be California, Be Counted. Most of the hard to count counties and others
will hold local events in conjunction with the statewide event.

Staff Contact. Please contact Eraina Ortega (eortega@counties.org or
(916)327-7500 x521) for additional information.
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California State Association of Counties

March 10, 2010
To: CSAC Board of Directors
From: Paul Mcintosh, Executive Director

Re: CSAC Reform Task Force Update

Recommendation. The CSAC Reform Task Force held its first meeting on
Wednesday, February 17. Task Force Chair Supervisor Kathy Long will provide
the Board of Directors with a verbal report. There is no action requested at this
time.

Background. The CSAC Officers appointed a Fiscal Reform Task Force in
December to vet the various reform proposals in circulation for the November
ballot. Members include:

Supervisor Kathy Long, Chair Supervisor Matt Rexroad, Vice Chair
Supervisor John Benoit Supervisor Bruce Gibson

Supervisor Ted Novelli Supervisor Mark Lovelace
Supervisor Greg Cox Supervisor Liz Kniss

Supervisor Susan Adams Supervisor Tom Tryon

Supervisor Tracey Quarne

The Committee was primarily tasked with discussing reform proposals sponsored
by California Forward, Repair California (Bay Area Council), and the League of
California Cities. Each of these proposals has approached reform in a different
way and thus impacts counties differently.

In addition, as recently as last week, two groups — Repair California and
California Forward — dropped their efforts to qualify measures for the November
ballot due to lack of funding. The League of California Cities, along with the
California Transit Association and the California Alliance for Jobs, continues to
gather signatures and will likely qualify their measure by June.

We are working to reconvene the Reform Task Force prior to policy committee
review of pending ballot measures.

Action Requested. There is no action requested at this time.
Staff Contact. For additional information about the CSAC Reform Task Force,

please contact Paul Mclntosh at pmcintosh@counties.org or 916.327.7500 ext.
506 or Jean Kinney Hurst at jhurst@counties.org or 916.327.7500 ext. 515.




California State Associafion of Counties

(Sn( March 11, 2010

To: CSAC Board of Directors
1100 K Street , . . .
Suite 10] From: Karen Keene, CSAC Senior Legislative Representative
Sucamento Cara Martinson, CSAC Legislative Analyst
Calfomio
#3814 RE: CSAC Medical Marijuana Working Group
Taiphone
916.327-1500 The CSAC Rural Caucus voted on November 18, 2009 to initiate a forum to discuss county
. ]Fﬂsﬁsvai; issues related to medical marijuana. CSAC President Tony Oliveira has since created a
e CSAC Medical Marijuana Working Group, which held its first meeting on February 24, 2010.

The Working Group, co-chaired by Supervisor Mark Lovelace of Humboldt County and
Supervisor Susan Adams of Marin County, was appointed by the CSAC Officers and has
the objective of serving as a venue for research and information sharing to help counties
navigate the maze of local, state and federal laws and regulations related to medical
marijuana.

The Working Group's scope encompasses the legal, social, public safety, public health, and
environmental impacts of the medical marijuana issue. This subject spans the entire policy
committee framework of CSAC, including revenue and taxation, land use, administration of
justice, health and human services and agriculture and natural resources. The goal is to
provide information about county responsibilities in the regulation of medical marijuana and
the location of medical marijuana dispensaries. It is not CSAC’s goal to develop policy in
this area, but simply to help provide resources and create a forum for counties to share
information.

Recent court decisions and confusion surrounding Proposition 215 and the Medical
Marijuana Program Act were the primary topics of discussion at the group's first meeting in
February.

Proposition 215 provides certain legal protections for qualified patients and caregivers that
cultivate and use marijuana. However, almost immediately following the passage of the
ballot measure in 1996, local governments faced various uncertainties with implementation
and regulation related to the legal and illegal usage of medical marijuana. Counties have
identified issues relating to land use and zoning, environmental problems and public safety
and law enforcement issues, o name a few.

The Working Group, which included participation from Marin, Humboldt, San Francisco, Los
Angeles, Sacramento, Tehama, Trinity, Mendocino, Sierra and Calaveras County, will be
developing a series of white papers addressing a variety of issues that counties are faced
with when attempting to regulate medical marijuana. Topics are to include land use issues,
costs and taxation issues, law enforcement, public health implications and agriculture/
weights and measures.

For more information about this group, please contact Cara Martinson, CSAC Legislative
Analyst at 916-327-7500 ext. 504, or cmartinson@counties.org.




CAFEO

RNIA
Cowitees

California State Association of Counties
1100 K Street, Suite 101

Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone (916) 327- 7500

Facsimile (916) 321- 5047

Date: March 10, 2010
To: CSAC Board of Directors
From: Paul Mcintosh, Executive Director

David Liebler, Director of Public Affairs & Member Services
Erin Treadwell, Communications Coordinator

Re: New CSAC Communications Tools

We wanted to keep you informed of a number of new communications tools that CSAC has rolled out in
our ongoing effort to enhance our communications with our members, the media, the Legislature and
public. Following is a brief summary of these new communications methods.

CSAC Blog — “The County Voice”

CSAC has recently developed a blog titled “The County Voice.” Found on the CSAC Web site, this new
blog will provide access to breaking information on issues in Sacramento and Washington DC, as well as
provide a forum for the exchange of viewpoints within the California County family. We urge you to not
only use this site for information, but also to express your views on topics of interest as well.

Web Page URL: www.csac.counties.org/blogs/

Audio Casts on Web Site

CSAC has begun providing audio summaries of key budget issues and making these summaries available
on our Web site. The brief summaries compliment the more detailed information made available
through CSAC's Budget Action Bulletins. The audio casts can be found on the CSAC Web site by clicking
on the microphone icon found on the Home Page.

Web Page URL: www.csac.counties.org/default.asp?id=2759

Ongoing Use of Social Media Networking Sites
CSAC is utilizing the growing popularity of Facebook and Twitter to communicate our key messages and

provide information to new audiences. Viewership of these two methods has been growing steadily
over the past few months. CSAC Executive Director Paul Mcintosh uses “tweets” on a regular basis
under his own name.

Facebook Web Page URL: www.facebook.com/pages/Sacramento-CA/California-State-Association-of-
Counties/39393695817 ?ref=ts

Twitter Web Page URL: www.twitter.com/CSAC_Counties

New Electronic Publication

CSAC is in the process of developing a new electronic publication that will incorporate information
currently contained various e-publications, such as the Legislative Bulletin and Around Our Counties. By
providing a new “one-stop shop” for our members, readers will now only have to access one source for
the latest CSAC news. The new electronic publication will also be published on a weekly basis
throughout the year. We expect to roll it cut this spring.

Links to all of these new tools can be found off the CSAC Web Site’s Home Page at
WWWw.csac.counties.org
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February 19" marked the one-year anniversary of the CSAC Institute for Excelience in
County Government. Since that time, the Institute has gradually grown in popularity,
with four individuals receiving their credentials at the CSAC Annual Meeting in
November.

The Institute Winter/Spring schedule features 17 courses for county supervisors and
senior executives. A complete course schedule is attached. The Governing Council will
soon begin planning the course schedule for the Summer/Fall.

Enroliment Update

Attendance at Institute classes continues to be strong, averaging around 25 registrants
per class. To date, more than 750 students have attended Institute courses. The most
popular courses to date have been: Financing California Counties, 97 students over
three classes; Water in California, 55 students; and Fiduciary Responsibility, 41 students,
All courses continue to receive extremely positive reviews.

Upcoming Courses

The Institute has a busy Spring line-up, as the schedule includes 10 courses that will be
held between tomorrow {March 26) and June 3. As part of this, the institute will be
holding a series of courses on health-care issues this Spring: County Health Care
Systems, April 22; County Mental Health Obligations, Services and Funding, May 20, and
Realignment 101, June 3-4 (See below).

We will also continue to hold courses in the Bay Area in Alameda County in order to
minimize travel time and investment for staff in nearby counties.

Institute and the CSAC Legislative Conference

In conjunction with the CSAC Legislative Conference, the Institute will be holding a
course titled Realignment 101: How Did We Get it? Where Did It Go? The course will be
held in two parts — Thursday afternoon, June 3, and Friday morning, June 4. Interested
parties can register for the course when they register for the Conference. We are
anticipating a good turnout for this class.



We also anticipate holding our second “graduation ceremony” during the Legislative
Conference as a number of individuals are nearing the level of credits needed to receive
their credentials.

Continue to Spread the Word

The Institute continues to market upcoming courses through its Web site
(www.csacinstitute.org), regular e-mail blasts, and free advertising in California Counties
magazine and the 2010 CSAC Roster. The best marketing, though, continues to be word
of mouth. We encourage county supervisors and senior executives to take courses of
interest in the coming months. We have found that once an individual takes a course,
they return for additional courses and often bring colleagues along.



Low Cost i Professional Development for California Counties

2010 WINTER/SPRING
COURSE SCHEDULE

LEADERSHIP AND PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT

112 Getting Things Done: The Art of Working with
Others to Achieve Objectives

Examines the practices that improve the likelihood of achieving

desired objectives. It examines the elements which contribute

to success, from interpersonal relations to building a system of

monitoring and a culture of accountability.

Friday, 19 February 2010 10:00-3:30
Sacramente ¢ $75/person for counties « 3 credits + Board/Execs

113 Coalltion Bullding: Creating Consensus

Examines the techniques and practices of creating consensus. -
It provides practice tips for those with a ieadership or
facilitative role in building coalitions. This course provides
hands-on skills in creating, leading, facilitating and keeping
coalitions on track,

Friday, 9 Aprll 2010 10:00-3:30

Sacramento + $75/person for counties + 3 credlts + Board/Execs

114 Publlc Engagement: Involving the Communhty In
Declslon Making

Explores practical tips to maximize the effectiveness of public

forums, hearings, town halls, and other forms of community

engagement. Participants examine techniques that help the

public take into account the hard choices and trade-offs in

decisions, and how to demonstrate that public ideas and

recommendations are taken seriously.

Thursday, 17 June 2040 10:00-3:30

Sacramento « $75/person for counties + 3 credits + Board/Execs

360 Managing Confilct (even hostllity) and
Disagreement In Comfort

Designed to help County Supervisors and executives identify

constructive approaches to positively managing conflict

whether from the dais, in a meeting, or one-on-one.

Participants develop tools to quickly analyze and respond to

difficult situaticns and create practical, positive outcomes.

Friday, 14 May 2010 10:00-3:30
Sacramento + $75/person for counties *+ 3 credits + Board/Execs

372 To Do or Not to Do: Leadershlp in Declslon
Making

This best practice course examines how values and past

experience guides one in perceiving facts when engaged in

decision making. It introduces a step-by-step approach to

problem solving and handy decision making tools.

Thursday, 29 Aprll 201.0 10:00-3:30
Sacramento + $75/person for counties + 3 credits + Board/Execs

See also; 352 - Making an tmpression, 362 -
Communicating Directly with Your Public, and 381 -
Creative Budget Solutions

[Gi

Callfornia Btals
Assoclation of Counllas

(sn( INSTITUTE
POR EXCELLENCE IN

COUNTY GOVERNMENT

COUNTY GOVERNANCE

150 Local Governance In Californla

Provides an overview of local government structures - cities,
special districts, JPAs, regional agencies, LAFCo, and others -
and their responsibilities in California with a focus on how it
relates to counties.

Friday, 23 Aprll 2010 10:00-3:30
Qakland + $75/person for counties + 3 credits « Board/Execs

151 Financing Callfornla Countles

Provides an in-depth examination of the federal, state and local
county funding sources and how those funds are typically
spent. The class explores county discretionary levels with key
funding sources and how the funds may be spent.

Friday, 26 February 2010 10:00-3:30
Oakland + $75/person for counties » 3 credilts + Board/Execs

153 Labor Relations In Local Government -
Negotlating Contract Changes

Examines the basics of labor negotiations and renegotiations,

keys to concession bargaining, unfair practices, and employee

benefits. Participants expiore roles in negotiatians, and

strategies to negotiate layoffs, furloughs, and other contract

changes to limit contract costs.

Friday, 12 March 2010 10:00-3:30
Qakland « $75/person for counties + 3 credits + Board/Exets

308 Fiduclary Responslbility - Managing the County
Treasury
Explains the fiduciary standards of diligence, respensibility and
honesty as they relate to oversight of investment functions,
Participants focus on the cntical information that shapes the
county investment officer's strategy and what they need to
know to perform their oversight role of the county's treasury
operations and investment portfolio.

Thursday, 11 March 2010 10:00-3:30
Sacramento « $75/person for counties ¢« 3 credits « Board/Execs

381 Creatlve Budget Solutlons and Innovatlve
Service Redesign
Given mandated services, citizen expectations and the scope of
the current economic meltdown, counties across California
cannot simaly cut their way out of their deep budget challenge.
This interactive course will explore the paradoxes and
dilemmas of typical budget cutbacks, a menu of creative
hudget solutions, practical tools , and leadership approaches.
Two case studies from San Mateo County will be used to
identify innovative approaches and lessons learned.

Thursday, 14 January 2010 10:00-3:30
Sacramento + $75/person for counties + 3 credits + Board/Execs

For more information and to register
please visit: www.csacinstitute.org



POLICY DEVELOPMENT
Water

311 Water In Californla — The Politics, Distributlon ...
and the Future

Provides the policy overview and history to this complex 1ssue

in an interactive and practical manner. Participants explore the

current status of water storage and delivery systems in the

state, and pressures on the water system outside of drought

and growth, including climate change and environmental

regulation. :

Thursday, 4 February 2010 10:00-3:30

Sacramento + $75/person for countles + 3 credits + Board/Execs

POLICY DEVELOPMENT
Health and Human Services

310 County Health Care Systems - The
Responsibliitles and Resources

Mandated responsibilities, funding sources, and state/ federal
program reductions among the issues explored in this policy-
makers course on county public health services. Examines
indigent care, Medi-Cal services and public health.

Thursday, 22 Aprll 2010 10:00-3:30

Sacramento » $75/person for counties + 3 credits + Board/Execs

361 Effectlve Partnerships with County-Funded
CBO's

Counties fund and rely on community-based organizations

(CBOs) to provide county services, The success of the services

delivered depends on the relationship between the county and

the CBO. Find out in this course on how to select, establish and

maintain effective relationships with CBOs,

Thursday, & May 2010 10:00-3:30
Sacramento + $75/person for counties + 3 credits + Board/Execs

303 County Mental Health Obligations, Services and
Funding
This survey course introduces the statutority mandated
responsibilities and other services counties provide. It
examines innovative approaches to mental health services and
highlights funding options for those services. Participants
explore county approaches to services for those involuntarily
committed and services for special-education students.

Thursday, 20 May 2010 10:00-3:30
Sacramento ¢ $75/person for counties « 3 credits + Board/Execs

307 Reallgnment 102: How DId We Get 1t? Where Did
it Go?

What is realignment, where did it come from and how does it

work? This course examines the history and rationale for

establishing it and why programs were included or added over

the years. Partictpants examine the mechanics and what

programs realignment funds today.

Folfowing the CSAC Legislative Conference!
Thurs-Friday, 3-4 June 2010 1:30-4:30 & 8:30-11:30
Sacramento * $75/person for counties + 3 credits + Board/Execs

COMMUNICATION

352 Making an Impression: Medla Intervlewing and
Presentatlon Skills

Designed for seasoned professionals and elected officials, this

course helps polish presentations and strengthen delivery skills

in any public setting, It covers practical strategies for planning,

preparing and delivering presentations that audiences retain,

Hands-on work includes labs and constructive critiques.

Friday, 22 January 2010 10:00-3:30
Sacramento + $75/person for counties * 3 credits « Board/Execs

362 Communicating Directly with Your Publlc: Using
New Medla Resources

The traditional news release, news conference or public service

announcement is becoming less effective in communicating

the county's perspective on issues. This course examines the

elements of a communication strategy and how new media

tools fitin.

Friday, 26 March 2010 10:00-3:30
Sacramento ¢ $75/person for counties + 3 credils » Board/Execs

See also: 360 - Managing Conflict and
Disagreement in Comfort

For more information and to register for these courses, visit: www.csacinstitute.org

Look for information on the website about other Institute courses and about becoming a
California Credentialed County Supervisor or a California Credentialed County Senior Executive

UPDATED 14 December 2009, Schedule subject to change. Please see websiie for urrent detalls,
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Update
March 2010

The Institute’s Board of Directors and staff are very grateful for CSAC’s continuing
support for the Institute’s efforts in service to local officials. The Institute is also
mindful of the importance of assessing program effectiveness according to specific

performance indicators.

Thus, for the Institute’s quarterly updates to the
CSAC Board, our goal is to tie our reports to the
following performance indicators of: 1) resources
published and disseminated, 2) workshops and |
conference sessions produced, 3) website usage, 4) |
specific contributions to CSAC activities, and 5)
fundraising. We also have a goal of promoting local
control by communicating to the state the various

good things local agencies are accomplishing in the
Institute’s program areas.

Resources Released Last Quarter

MNATRATANBANY THI RATME B0

LAND

USE AND
PLANNING

Guide 1o Local Planisg

s Local Government 101 and Land Use. The latest in ILG's series of “Local
Government 101" materials is back from the printer’s : Understanding the Basics
of Land Use: Guide to Local Planning and Understanding the Basics of Land Use:

Glossary of Land Use and Planning Terms.

Complimentary copies of these publications are being mailed to county and city
planning directors in early February. Digital versions of these publications for

personal use are also available without charge at

o www.ca-ilg.org/planningguide (Guide to Local Planning)

o www.ca-ilg.org/planningterms (Glossary of Land
Use and Planning Terms)

Hardcopies are also available for sale for $10 each.
Proceeds help fund the Institute’s work in service to
local officials (see pie chart on page 4 of our report).

» Public Engagement and Greenhouse Gas
Reductions. Also completed in late January was How
to Harness the Power of Your Community to Address
Climate Change: A Local Official’s Guide. ILG prepared
this resource as part of its contract with the Air
Resources Board to help local agencies with
greenhouse reduction efforts.

Hipw to Harmess (he Power of Your Cammumity
10 Address Chmate Change
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Public Engagement in Budgeting: Completed in January, A Local
Official’s Guide to Public Engagement in Budgeting describes county and
city efforts to involve the public in local budgeting. It is being Putdic £
distributed to county administrative officers and finance directors, as
well as to other local officials throughout the state. ICMA has expressed
an interest in promoting it to a national audience as well.

Climate Change and Public Health. Completed in December 2009, this
short whitepaper explains the connection between public health and
climate change. It benefited from review and suggestions from several
county public health officers. It is available on the CCAN website at:
http:/ /www.ca-ilg.org/ClimateWhitepapers.

Intergovernmental Conflict Resolution. A Local Official’s Guide to

Selecting a Conflict Resolution Professional for Inter-Agency Disputes R N
(www.ca-ilg.org/ mediatorselection) has been distributed to counties _ Selecting a Conflict
and cities statewide in California, as well as nationally through the ge“i;’;::g:i’i;‘g;;tg:

National Association of Counties, the National League of Cities and the
International Municipal Lawyers Association. This is the final
pamphlet in the series that the Institute produced over the last year as
part of its efforts to encourage local agencies to consider alternative
dispute resolution for intergovernmental disputes. See generally

www.ca-ilg.org/mediate.

et SR

Workshops and Conference Sessions

CSAC Institute. We continue to help as we can with these sessions as follows:

Session Consult on Recruit Provide
Topic Scope Speaker(s) Materials

Water in California #*
Financing California
Counties *
Fiduciary Responsibility »*
Labor Relations »* »
New Media * »*
Coalition Building *
Effective Partnerships with
CBOs » »* *
Managing Conflict *
Public Engagement » * *

Youth Engagement Presentation, CGI staff delivered a session on youth engagement to SF
Peninsula area teens attending the March 6th “YAC Attack 2010: Youth Leadership
Conference” in Santa Clara. This is the annual gathering of more than 200 youth sponsored by
Region 4 of the California Park and Recreation Society.

— g2 — www.ca-ilg.org



Institute for Local Government Report
March 2010
Page 3

Website Usage

The Institute takes advantage of Google Analytics to understand how our new ILG website
(www.ca-ilg.org) is being used. Although the information is imperfect, here’s what we do know.

Over the last quarter, at least 9 California counties (Santa Clara, San Mateo, Ventura, Humboldt,
Kern, Alameda, Santa Cruz, Sonoma and Sacramento) accessed the information on the Institute’s
website and stayed a respectable amount of time on the site (by Internet standards: 8:28 minutes
average). During this period, the Institute’s site had 14,588 visits with an average visit of 3.8 pages
and an average time spent on the site of 4 minutes.

The analytics also suggest that state agencies are getting information from the ILG site. In fact, the
State seems to be our most frequent visitor (1745 visits, 6 pages per visit, an average of just under 8
minutes per visit). We also were visited by the State Senate (27 visits, about 6 minutes and 6 pages
per visit), Legislative Counsel, the Attomey General’s office and a number of individual state
agencies (CalTrans, Department of Water Resources, for example). Given that our site highlights
the great things local agencies are doing, we hope this is a good sign.

We expect to get more sophisticated in interpreting this data with time and look forward to
providing the CSAC Board with more information.

Other Contributions to CSAC Activities
California County Articles:

o November/December: The Institute’s columns highlighted new public service
ethics and other resources available to assist counties in their efforts.

o January/February: The Institute’s column analyzed the opportunities for public
engagement on corrections and re-entry issues (and the resources the Institute makes
available to help).

o March/April: Dovetailing with the issue’s environment theme, the Institute highlighted the
resources available on greenhouse gas, sustainability and environmental protection from
the Institute’s website.

Fundraising

o Collaborative Governance Initiative (Public Engagement): The James Irvine Foundation
made a significant three-year grant ($1.2 million) in support of the Institute’s work in support
of resources for local officials on inclusive public engagement.

e Institute Partners Program: The Institute is grateful to report that the following firms have

renewed their status as ILG Partners for 2010: 1) Best, Best and Krieger, 2) Richards, Watson
and Gershon, 3) Burke, Williams and Sorensen, 4) Aleshire and Wynder.

63 www.ca-ilg.org
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PUC/Investor-Owned Utilities Public Goods Funding;: The Institute will receive $1,037,000
over three years from the PUC’s Public Goods Program funding to support the California
Climate Action Network’s recognition program, “The Beacon Award: Local Leadership
towards Solving Climate Change.” Formal launch of the Beacon Award is anticipated for
spring 2010.

Leveraging League Resources: A key Institute goal is to leverage League and CSAC support.
Here is the anticipated mix of Institute revenues for 2010:

ILG 2010 Revenue Sources
Interest Income Corporate
\ 1% - Contribulions
Foundation / 6%
Grants \ T 7:;»‘ Contract
S \ ) V -Revenue
! 36%
j Workshops
1% i .
League
Publicaiions _Contributi
0%, CSAC ont:ﬂz:»l;otlons
L Contributions
5%
I

INSTITUTE PROJECT STAFF CONTACT INFORMATION
WE WELCOME YOUR THOUGHTS

JoAnne Speers, Executive Director  916.658.8233 e jspeers@ca-ilg.org
Terry Amsler, Director, Collaborative Governance Initiative o 916.658.8263 o tamsler@ca-ilg.org

Yvonne Hunter, Director, California Climate Action Network and Communities for Healthy Kids
916.658.8242 » yhunter@ca-ilg.org

Steve Sanders, Director, Land Use and Healthy Communities ® 916.658.8245 » ssanders@ca-ilg.org

Betsy Strauss, Director, Intergovernmental Conflict Resolution Project  916.658.8208 e bstrauss@ca-
ilg.org

Additional General Contact Information:
Telephone: 916.658.8208 e Fax: 916.444.7535
Office Address: 1400 K Street, Suite 205, Sacramento, CA 95814

L INSTITUTE Local Agency Asonnation Relatiors L-UsAC Relagomeshne Board Repopts 2ot Star2ulbeandieport dis
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CALIFORNIA STATE ASSQCIATION OF COWUNTIES

FINANCE CORPORATION

March 10, 2010
To: CSAC Board of Directors
From: Tom Sweet, Executive Director, CSAC Finance Corporation

RE: Finance Corporation Program Update
INFORMATICN ITEM

The following are highlights of the numerous programs that the CSAC Finance Corporation offers
to your counties:

CalTRUST
» CalTRUST currently has over 80 participants and current assets exceed $840 million.
¢ Erin Carthen has been hired as the new CalTRUST Client Services Specialist. Erin
replaces the position previously held by Pam Dolk. Erin has been with Welis Fargo/Wells
Capital Management for over 8 years.

California Communities

+« The 2010 Tax and Revenue Anticipation Notes {TRANs) and Cash Flow Financing
program is now open for enrollment. The program has been modified to include Reverse
Repurchase Agreements as an altemate to TRANs. An update on the changes made to
the TRANs program will be presented at our April meeting.

» Terri Schutten, Executive Director of the County Administrative Officers Association of
California, and retired CAO of Sacramento Counly, is the newest Commissioner now
serving on the California Statewide Communities Development Authority Board.

U.S. Communities
» Paul Mcintosh and Laura Labanieh attended the U.S. Communities Supervisory Board
meeting on February 10". It was reported that though overall California purchases were
down in the last year, California County purchases continued to grow.
= .S Communities has awarded a new contract for roofing supplies and related products
and services to Garland/DBS Inc.

General Information

+ On March 11, 2010 we hosted a workshop in conjunction with the CSAC Institute for
Excellence in County Government. The workshop, “Fiduciary Responsibility - Managing
the County Treasury” featured Mark Saladino, Chuck Lomeli, and Richard Winnie as
faculty. There were over 30 county officials in attendance.

s We are continuing to meet with individual counties and their department heads to present
our programs and benefits. Please let us know if you would like a meeting set with your
county's department heads.

If you have any questions regarding these or any other CSAC Finance Corporation programs
please do not hesitate to contact us via phone, 916.327.7500 x556, or via email,
tsweet@counties.org; Laura Labanieh at 916.327.7500 x536 or llabanieh@counties.org; Laura Li
at 916.327.7500 x560 or lli@counties.org.
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Memorandum

March 10, 2010

To: CSAC Board of Directors

From: Paul Mcintosh, CSAC Executive Director
Lindsay Pangburn, CSAC Corporate Relations Manager

Re: Corporate Associates Program Updates
INFORMATION ITEM

Following please find updates on the CSAC Corporate Associates program activities so far this
year.

+ The Corporate Associates Steering Committee held their annual planning meeting in
January in San Diego County. The meeting agenda included the election of our 2010
program president: Kirk P. Kleinschmidt, Director of Government Relations-Northern
California Region for Kaiser Foundation Health Plan, Inc. and Kaiser Foundation
Hospitals.

+ Membership and sponsorship solicitation efforts for 2010 are underway, with current
efforts geared towards California events at the NACo Legislative Conference this month
in Washington, D.C., and the CSAC Legislative Conference in early June.

» We have already received 2010 membership commitments from more than 40
organizations, with a total income to-date of $103,500. New members so far this year
include Siemens Building Technologies, at the Silver ($5,000) level.

« The Exhibit Hall for the CSAC 2010 Annual Meeting in Riverside County is already 15
percent committed for this year, with general registration opening later this month.

» We are continuing to distribute regular communications to all Corporate Associates
members, including a monthly e-newsletter, California County magazine and Executive
Director's Watch.

« Upcoming events:

» Corporate Associates Business Meeting — June 2 in Sacramento
» Corporate Associates Golf Tournament — June 4" in Sacramento

If you have any questions about the Corporate Associates program, please feel free to contact
Lindsay Pangburn, at (916) 327-7500 ext. 528, or [pangbum@counties.org.
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MEMORANDUM

To: Supervisor Tony Oliveira, President, and
Members of the CSAC Board of Directors

From: Jennifer Henning, Litigation Coordinator
Date: March 25, 2010
Re: Litigation Coordination Program Update

This memorandum will provide you with information on the Litigation
Coordination Program’s activities since your last meeting in November. If you
have questions about any of these cases, please do not hesitate to contact me.

I. New Amicus Case Activity Since November, 2009

City of Arcadia v. State Water Resources Control Board
Pending in the Fourth Appellate District, Division Three (filed Jan. 23,
2010)(G041545)

Twenty cities in the Los Angeles area challenged the Water Board’s 2004
Triennial Review of the Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region.
The plan included standards for stormwater and urban runoff that the cities
alleged did not take into account the factors required to be considered under
Water Code sections 13241 and 13000. Specifically, the cities argued that the
Board considered potential future uses of the stormwater and urban runoff rather
than probable future beneficial uses of the water, as is required by statute. Asa
result, the cities argued they faced unreasonable and unachievable Total
Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs). The trial court agreed and issued a writ of
mandate requiring revision of the Water Quality Standards in the Basin Plan,
though the court permitted the current TMDL’s to remain in place until the new
standards are developed. The Water Board appealed the trial court’s ruling, and
the cities cross-appealed the decision to leave the standards in place during the
court-ordered review. CSAC will file a brief in support of the cities.

Building Industry Association v. County of Stanislaus

Pending in the Fifth District Court of Appeal (filed Aug. 15, 2008)(F058826)
This case is a challenge to the county’s agricultural land mitigation

program. The program includes a General Plan policy requiring a 1:1 ratio

mitigation as a condition of approval for any change in the General Plan land use

designation from agricultural to residential. The program’s guidelines allow the

mitigation requirement to be satisfied by either obtaining a mitigation easement

1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814 (916) 327-7535 FAX (916) 443-8867
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over an equivalent area of comparable farmland, paying an in-lieu fee (for small
conversions), or implementing another measure approved by the Board. The BIA
successfully challenged the program in superior court. The court determined that the
program violates Civil Code section 815.3°s prohibition against the exaction of
conservation easements and that there was no reasonable relationship between the
mitigation requirement and the conversion to residential use since the program did not
prevent the loss of the converted farmland. The county has appealed and CSAC will file a
brief in support. '

Brown v. Venoco )
Pending in the Second Appellate District (filed Sept. 2, 2009)(B218607)

. This case involves a pre-election challenge filed by the Carpinteria City Attorney to
the Paredon Oil and Gas Initiative, which would have required adoption of a new specific
plan, local coastal program and development agreement, and directed the city to issue all of
the necessary permits to authorize an onshore and offshore oil and natural gas project. The
Initiative supersedes any inconsistent city ordinances and regulations, and no
environmental analysis would be conducted under CEQA. The City Attorney sought relief
from preparing a title and summary arguing, among other things, that the Initiative was
invalid because it: (a) concerns a non-negotiated development agreement for a specific
project, which the electorate lacks the power to adopt; (b} would cause inconsistencies in
the general plan; (c) utilizes the initiative process to circumvent the environmental review
necessary for such projects under CEQA; and (d) intrudes on the City’s essential
government functions. The trial court ruled against the city on most claims, and the city
has appealed. CSAC will file a brief focusing on the importance of the legislative / non-
legislative distinction in determining the validity of initiative subject matter.

Bryan v McPherson
590 F.3d 767 (9th Cir. Dec. 28, 2009)(08-55622), petition for rehearing en banc pending
(filed Jan. 11, 2010)

A City of Coronado police officer pulled plaintiff over for a seatbelt violation.
Plaintiff was admittedly agitated, but did not verbally or physically threaten the officer or
attempt to flee. While plaintiff was facing away from the officer, the officer used a taser on
him, causing him to fall to the ground and sustain injuries. He brought this action for
excessive force. The trial court denied the officer qualified immunity, finding it would
have been clear to a reasonable officer that shooting plaintiff with the taser was unlawful.
The Ninth Circuit affirmed. The court found the use of the taser under the facts was
unreasonable. But the court went on to conclude that “[t]he physiological effects, the high
levels of pain, and foreseeable risk of physical injury lead us to conclude that the [taser]
and similar devices are a greater intrusion than other nonlethal methods of force we have
confronted,” and as such constitute an intermediate, significant level of force that must be
justified by a strong government interest compelling the employment of such force. The
city is seeking rehearing, and CSAC has filed a brief in support.
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Children’s Hospital & Research Center Oakland v. Workers’ Compensation Appeals
Board
Pending in the First District Court of Appeal (filed Feb. 11, 2010)(A127580)

In this case, a former hospital employee became infected with HIV and filed a
workers’ compensation claim asserting that she was exposed to the virus from children
with whom she worked in a non-medical setting over the course of her 20-year career. She
is seeking discovery from several hundred medical files to determine whether she did, in
fact, work with HIV-infected children. Over the hospital’s objections under Health and
Safety Code section 129075 and the Privacy Clause of the California Constitution, the
WCAB granted her limited discovery about the HIV status of these nonparty children,
which could require disclosure of information about the HIV status of several dozen to
several hundred children. The hospital has filed a writ petition in the First District, and
CSAC will file a brief in support.

City and County of San Francisco v. Superior Court (Marcelino C.)
Request for Immediate Stay and Petition for Review in the California Supreme Court
Denied (Jan. 13, 2010)(S179069)

Welfare and Institutions Code section 329 allows any person to request a social
services agency to investigate allegations of abuse or neglect. Following the investigation,
the social services worker can either initiate a petition (if the worker determines the minor
meets the standards under W&I 300 (b) or (g)), or notify the requestor of the decision not
to proceed. The requestor may seek review of the decision not to proceed in juvenile court.
Under W&I 331, the court may either “affirm the decision of the social worker or order
him or her to commence juvenile court proceedings.” Here, Legal Services for Children
made a request for an investigation of a 17 year old runaway from Guatemala. The agency
determined that he did not meet the standards set forth in 300(b) or (g). But on appeal to
the juvenile court, the court ordered the agency to take the minor into protective custody.
The First District temporarily stayed the order, but ultimately denied the agency’s writ
petition. The agency sought an immediate stay and review in the California Supreme
Court, which CSAC supported, by the stay was denied.

Conservatorship of Whitley
Unpublished Decision of the First Appellate District, 2009 Cal.App.Unpub.LEXIS 5983
(1st Dist. July 23, 2009)(A122896), petition for review granted (Oct. 22, 2009)(S175855)
This case raises the issue of what types of interest in a case can preclude a
successful plaintiff from obtaining attorney fees under the private attorney general statute
(Code of Civil Procedure 1021.5). Generally, fees under 1021.5 are granted when the
financial burden imposed on plaintiff in litigating the matter is out of proportion to his or
her personal interest in the litigation. In this matter, where a conservator was successful in
blocking the Regional Center’s attempt to transfer her conservator brother to another
facility, there were no financial interests for the court to consider. But the First Appellate
District denied attorney fees under 1021.5, finding that even personal, non-pecuniary
interests can disqualify a plaintiff from eligibility for 1021.5 fees. The California Supreme
Court has granted review to the following: May an award of attorney fees under the private
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attorney general statute be denied because the prevailing party had a significant non-
pecuniary personal interest in the outcome of the litigation? CSAC will file a brief in
support of the Regional Center.

Doe #1 v. Reed
586 F.3d 671 (9th Cir. Oct. 22, 2009)(09-35818), cert. granted (Jan. 15, 2010)(09-559)
The question raised in this case is whether individuals who sign referendum
petitions are entitled to have their names kept private, or whether the petitions are public
documents subject to disclosure under Washington State’s public records act, The district
court, applying strict scrutiny, granted a temporary restraining order preventing release of
the referendum signatures, but the Ninth Circuit applied a lower level of scrutiny to
conclude that the signatures should be released. The United State Supreme Court has
agreed to review the following issue: Whether strict scrutiny should be applied to questions
concerning a public records act and the propensity of such acts to disclose information
protected by the First Amendment. CSAC will file a narrowly tailored brief in the
Supreme Court urging the Court to issue an opinion limited to the facts of this case.

Franchise Tax Board v. Superior Court (Gonzales)
Previously published at: 177 Cal. App.4th 36 (1st Dist. Aug. 27, 2009)(A122723), petition
Jor review granted (Dec. 12, 2009)(5176943)

This case is a Franchise Tax Board (“FTB”) income tax refund action pursuant to
Revenue and Taxation Code section 19382. The taxpayer requested a jury trial, which the
trial court denied. But the First District, in a matter of first impression, found that there is a
right to a jury trial in a tax refund action brought by the taxpayer pursuant to Article I,
section 16 of the California Constitution. The court found that the determinative issue is
whether the right to a jury trial attached to a tax refund action as an “historical” matter in
1850 common law. The court undertook an historical analysis of the common law of
California in 1850 and concluded that a tax refund action is a “legal” rather than an
“equitable” claim, notwithstanding cases holding that actions to recover taxes paid under
protest are equitable in nature. The Supreme Court has granted review. CSAC will file a
brief in support of the FTB emphasizing the costs associated with creating a new right to a
jury trial for tax matters.

Greene v. Camreta

588 F.3d 1011 (9th Cir. Dec. 10, 2009)(06-35333), petition for rehearing en banc denied
(Mar. 1, 2010)

The Ninth Circuit has found that a child protective services caseworker violates a minor’s
Fourth Amendment rights by interviewing the minor without a warrant at her school, in the
presence of law enforcement, in response to reports that she may be the victim of sexual
abuse. In the case, a social worker following up on reports of abuse went with a deputy
sheriff to interview the minor at her school. Her mother subsequently brought this lawsuit
alleging the warrantless interview violated the girl’s Fourth Amendment rights. The Ninth
Circuit agreed, holding that once the police have initiated a criminal investigation into
alleged abuse in the home, responsible officials must provide procedural protections

— 70
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appropriate to the criminal context. In this circumstance, that means that a warrant must be
obtained before a minor can be interviewed at her school about suspected abuse.
Defendants sought rehearing, which CSAC supported. Unfortunately, rehearing was
denied.

Guzman v. County of Monterey
178 Cal.App.4th 983 (6th Dist. Oct. 28, 2009)(H030647), petition for review denied (Feb.
24,2010)(S178397)

CSAC filed an amicus brief in this case last year in the Supreme Court, and the
Court issued a favorable ruling finding that the duty to notify consumers about
contaminated water rests with the operator of the water system and not the county. On
remand, the court nevertheless found that the county had a mandatory duty to review water
quality data reports, and could be held liable under Government Code section 815.6 for
failing to do so. Monterey County sought Supreme Court review, which CSAC supported.
Unfortunately, review was denied.

Los Angeles Unified School Dist. v. County of Los Angeles
181 Cal.App.4th 414 (24 Dist. Jan. 27, 2010)(B213703), petition for rehearing denied
(Feb. 23, 2010)

The school district petitioned to compel defendants County of Los Angeles, City of
Los Angeles, and numerous community redevelopment and other local agencies to increase
its allocation of community redevelopment project mitigation payments (pass-through
payments) under Health and Safety Code section 33607.5. The Second District agreed with
the school district that the district’s ERAF revenue should be included in calculating its
percentage share of property taxes. As such, the court concluded that any property tax
revenue deemed allocated to the ERAF under Revenue and Taxation Code sections
97.2(d)(5) and 97.3(d)(5) necessarily qualifies as property tax revenue to the school that
received it. The court remanded to the trial court for further proceedings, including
litigation over the issue of whether there is a right to reimbursement. The county sought
rehearing, which was denied. CSAC is prepared to support a petition for Supreme Court
review if the county decides to go forward.

Paland v. Brooktrails Township CSD Board of Directors
179 Cal.App.4th 1358 (1st Dist. Dec. 3, 2009)(A122630), petition for review denied (Feb.
10, 2010)(S178708)

The First Appellate District published an opinion earlier this year rejecting a
challenge brought by a pro per litigant/customer to the CSD’s water fees. He failed to pay
water fees and the CSD padlocked his meter, but continued to charge minimum monthly
service charges because he did not deactivate his account. He alleged the minimum
monthly service charges were invalid under Prop. 218. The First District disagreed. The
court first found the service to be "immediately available" because all the plaintiff had to
do was pay his bill. It also found the minimum monthly service charges did not violate
Prop. 218. Four taxpayer advocates filed requests for depublication of the case in the
California Supreme Court. Instead of granting depublication, the Court granted review on
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its own motion, vacated the decision, and remanded it for reconsideration in light of the
requests for depublication. On remand, the court upheld its earlier decision, finding that “a
minimum charge imposed on parcels with connections to a water district's utility systems
for the basic cost of providing water or sewer service, regardless of actual use, is a charge
for an immediately available property-related water or sewer service as defined in article
X1 D, section 6, subdivision (b)(4), and consequently does not require ballot approval by
affected owners.” CSAC filed a brief in support of the district on remand. A petition for
review was denied.

Qualified Patients Assoc. v. City of Anaheim
Pending in the Fourth Appellate District, Division Three (filed Mar. 19, 2008)(G040077)
In 2007, the City of Anaheim adopted an ordinance prohibiting marijuana
dispensaries within the city since “federal and state laws prohibiting the possession, sale
and distribution of marijuana would preclude the opening of medical marijuana
dispensaries sanctioned by the City of Anaheim.” Patients filed this challenge, and the trial
court upheld the ordinance. The case was appealed, and was argued and submitted on
September 23, 2009. However, on December 21, on the court’s own motion, submission
was vacated and the court ordered further briefing on whether the language of certain
Health and Safety Code sections reflects a legislative intent to preempt local government
action in regulating medical martjuana activity as a nuisance. CSAC filed a brief in
support of the city.

Quon v. Arch Wireless Operating Co.
529 F.3d 892 (9th Cir. June 18, 2008)(07-55282), petition for rehearing en banc denied
(Jan. 27, 2009), petition for certiorari granted (Dec. 14, 2009)(08-1332)

Plaintiff, a City of Ontario police officer, challenged the city’s review his text
messages on a city-owned pager after he repeatedly went over his word limit. The
employee had read and agreed to a city policy, which while not specific to text message
pagers, did specify that computers and e-mail were not to be used for personal business and
were subject to monitoring. But the police department also had an informal policy that the
text messages would not be audited if the employee paid for any overages. A panel of the
federal Ninth Circuit Court of Appeal found that the city's action of reading plaintiff's text
messages violated his Fourth Amendment rights. The court also found that even if the
messages were public records subject to disclosure under the Public Records Act, the Act
does not diminish an employee's reasonable expectation of privacy. The full Ninth Circuit
Court narrowly rejected rehearing the case, but the United States Supreme Court granted
certiorari. CSAC filed a brief in support of the city.

Sequoia Park Associates v. County of Sonoma

176 Cal.App.4th 1270 (st Dist. Aug. 21, 2009)(A120049), petition for review denied (Dec.
2,2009)(S176718) :

This case involves the question of whether Government Code section 66427.5, which was
adopted in the 1990°s to help facilitate conversions of mobilehome parks to resident
ownership, preempts local regulations over such conversions. Section 66427.5 releases the
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park from local rent control in the event of a conversion to resident ownership. The county
adopted an ordinance with an application process for the approval of such conversions.
Plaintiff challenged the county's conversion ordinance on grounds of state preemption. The
trial court upheld the validity of the ordinance in all respects. The First District reversed,
concluding that the county’s ordinance is both expressly and impliedly preempted by
section 66427.5. The county sought Supreme Court review, which CSAC supported, but
review was denied.

Sonoma County Water Coalition v. Sonoma County Water Agency
Pending in the First District Court of Appeal (filed Apr. 10, 2009)(A124556)

The Sonoma County Superior Court has struck down the Sonoma County Water
Agency’s 2005 Urban Water Management Plan adopted pursuant to the Urban Water
Management Planning Act (Water Code §§ 10610 et seq.). Specifically, the court found
that “[u]nder the plan, while the volume of available water may be adequate to meet future
demands, the availability of that water has not been adequately addressed.” The court was
also concerned about relying on rights to water flows that the Agency does not yet possess,
the failure to coordinate with relevant agencies, the failure to consider the impact of
recycled groundwater on the availability of water supply in the future, and a lack of
specificity of demand management measures intended to address water shortfalls. The
Agency has appealed arguing that the trial court imposed requirements that are not in the
Act. The Agency also argues that the court used the wrong standard of review in re-
evaluating the complex environmental, engineering, biological and water supply issues,
rather than deferring to the Agency’s judgment absent evidence of abuse of discretion.
CSAC filed a brief in support of the county.

Tichinin v. City of Morgan Hill
177 Cal.App.4th 1049 (6th Dist. Sept. 21, 2009)(H031019), petition for review denied (Jan.
13,2010)(S177501)

A rumor circulated in the City of Morgan Hill that the city manager and the city
attorney were having an affair. When the city attorney opposed a construction project of a
client of attorney Bruce Tichinin, the client authorized Tichinin to hire a private
investigator to see if the alleged affair was true and was having an impact on the city
attorney's actions. The city subsequently discovered the surveillance and adopted a
resolution condemning Tichinin's actions. Tichinin filed this 1983 litigation, but the trial
court dismissed the action. The Sixth District reversed. The court found that the lawsuit
was indeed filed to challenge protected speech of the City Council, but the court ultimately
concluded that hiring a private investigator is conduct protected by the right to free speech
since it is an information-gathering activity. The resolution condemning Tichinin and
publicly reprimanding him was likely to deter private investigations of city officials. Thus
Tichinin’s allegations sufficiently supported a prima facie showing of success on the merits
and the trial court erred in striking the claim. CSAC filed letters supporting review or
depublication, but both were denied.
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I1. Amicus Cases Decided Since November, 2009
In addition to the new amicus cases already decided, which are discussed above, the
following amicus cases have been decided since the Board’s last meeting:

Bull v, City and County of San Francisco
--- F.3d---, 2010 U.S.App.LEXIS 2684 (9th Cir. Feb. 9, 2010)(05-17080)(en banc)
QOutcome: Positive

The Ninth Circuit, sitting en banc, has concluded that a blanket policy of strip
searching without reasonable suspicion of all individuals arrested and classified for housing
in the general jail population does not violate the arrestees' clearly established
constitutional rights. The court noted that it was ruling on the facial constitutionality of the
policy, and not considering any allegations that the policy was not scrupulously followed.
But as to the policy, the court found it was not meaningfully different from the policy
considered by the U.S. Supreme Court in Bell v. Wolfish (1979) 441 U.S. 520, which
upheld strip searches of pre-trial detainees after contact visits. CSAC filed a brief in
support of en banc review.

Chavez v. City of Los Angeles
47 Cal.4th 970 (Jan. 14, 2010)(S162313)
Outcome: Positive

After five years of litigating a statutory retaliation action against the city, plaintiff
was awarded $11,500 in damages. He then requested $871,000 in attorney fees under the
fee provisions of the Fair Employment and Housing Act (Gov. Code § 12965(b)). The
California Supreme Court found that a trial court has discretion in denying attorney fees
where the damages award shows minimal success on the merits: Code of Civil Procedure
“1033(a), interpreted according to its plain meaning, gives a trial court discretion to deny
attomey fees to a plaintiff who prevails on a FEHA claim but recovers an amount that
could have been recovered in a limited civil case. In exercising that discretion, however,
the trial court must give due consideration to the policies and objectives of the FEHA in
general and of its attorney fee provision in particular. Here, we further conclude that, in
light of plaintiff's minimal success and grossly inflated attorney fee request, the trial court
did not abuse its discretion in denying attorney fees.” CSAC filed a brief in support of the

city.

Committee for Green Foothills v. Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors
48 Cal.4th 32 (Feb. 11, 2010)(S163680)
Outcome: Positive

As mitigation for a development on the Stanford University campus, the university
was to provide two public trails on land identified on the countywide trails master plan, for
which an EIR had already been certified. The Board certified a trails agreement between
the university and the county. The agreement approved a specific alignment for one trail
and gave the university a specified time to develop a specified alignment for the other. As
to the unspecified trail, the Board determined that since it was not approving any specific
trail improvements as part of the agreement, no CEQA review was required. A Notice of
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Determination was properly filed. Over five months later, plaintiffs challenged approval of
the agreement on CEQA grounds. Despite the 30-day statute of limitations, the Sixth
District concluded that plaintiff might be able to allege that a 180-day statute of limitations
applies when a lead agency files an erroneous notice of determination. The California
Supreme Court unanimously reversed, holding that the filing of an NOD triggers a 30-day
statute of limitations for all CEQA challenges to the decision announced in the notice.
CSAC filed a brief in support of Santa Clara County.

Conservatorship of John L.
—- Cal.4th ---, 2010 Cal.LEXIS 1667 (Feb. 25, 2010)(S157151)
QOutcome: Positive

The Supreme Court has found that at a hearing to establish an LPS conservatorship,
appointed counsel may communicate a proposed conservatee's waiver of his or her right to
be present, and an effective waiver will be inferred by virtue of counsel's authority to act on
his or her client's behalf with the client's consent. The Court noted the undisputed fact that
conservatee told his appointed attorney he was not contesting the proposed conservatorship
and did not wish to appear at the hearing. The Court found its conclusion to be consistent
with decisions generally recognizing that, even though certain rights implicated in civil
proceedings are substantial, they may be waived by an attorney with the client's express
consent. CSAC filed a brief in support of San Diego County.

Lexin v. Superior Court
47 Cal.4th 1050 (Jan. 25, 2010)(S157341)
Qutcome: Positive

The defendants in this action, six former pension board members, filed a writ
petition challenging a Superior Court ruling that there was sufficient evidence to bind them
over for trial on Government Code section 1090 charges. The charges stem from
deliberations and actions taken by the Board members regarding a "trigger” in an employer
contribution contract, which would quickly bring additional funding through accelerated
payments into the retirement system when the system's funding ratio falls below the trigger
percentage. The San Diego County Superior Court found that the Board members' interest
in the government pension at issue in this case is not within the scope of the "salary"
exemption under Government Code sections 1090 and 1091.5, and is therefore subject to
the Section 1090 prohibition. On appeal, the Fourth District determined that pension
benefits are within the definition of “salary” for the purposes of the exception provided by
Section 1091.5(a)(9). But the court went on to find that the exception was not applicable
because the increased pension benefits "directly impacted" petitioners' departments or
employing units. The fact that the benefit extended to every single city department and/or
employing unit did not negate the direct impact.

The Supreme Court reversed. “[T]he trustees of the City's retirement system board
were not burdened by a conflict of the sort section 1090 prohibits: a division in the
loyalties of public servants between the public interests of their constituents and private
opportunities for their own personal financial gain. Rather, by intentional Jegislative
design, many of the board's trustees were members of the retirement system and thus had
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interests in common with the membership as a whole. That the Lexin defendants were
financially interested in the agreement here --- like thousands of their fellow retirement
system members --- was a consequence of this fact. The public services exception to
section 1090 --- section 1091.5(a)(3) --- recognizes that financial interests shared with one's
constituency do not present the dangers the state's conflict of interest laws were designed to
eradicate.” The Court went on to find that one of the trustees who had personalized
benefits (not available to other members of the retirement system) presented a genuine
conflict problem that does not fall under any statutory exception. CSAC filed an amicus
brief in this case.

Priceline.com, Inc. v. City of Anaheim
180 Cal.App.4th 1130 (4th Dist. Div. 3 Jan. 5, 2010)(G041338)
Outcome: Positive

The city initiated administrative proceedings to collect unpaid Transient Occupancy
Taxes from several online travel companies (OTC). The city entered into a contingency fee
agreement with outside counsel to handle the tax coliection proceeding. The OTCs filed
this action, arguing that the city may not employ contingent fee counsel in a tax-collection
proceeding. The trial court ruled in favor of the city, and the Fourth District affirmed,
concluding there is no bar to use of contingency fee lawyers to assist government lawyers
as co-counsel in ordinary civil litigation. CSAC filed a brief in support of the city.

Steinhart v. County of Los Angeles
47 Cal.4th 1298 (Feb. 4, 2010)(S158007)
Outcome: Positive

This is a Prop. 13 case involving reassessment of property. Plaintiff acquired a life
estate interest in real property upon the death of her sister. The county treated this as
change in ownership and reassessed the property. Plaintiff sought a refund of taxes, and
when that was denied she filed this action. The trial court found in the county's favor,
concluding in part that a transfer of a life estate to a non-spouse third party is a change in
ownership under Revenue and Taxation Code section 60. Plaintiff appealed and the
Second District reversed. The court concluded that conveyance of a life estate is not
substantially equal to the value of the fee interest, and therefore no change of ownership
occurs for Prop. 13 purposes. But the Supreme Court unanimously reversed. The Court
first found that plaintiff had to apply for assessment reduction even though her claim
presents a pure question of law, and that the county was not estopped from relying on
plaintiff’s failure to exhaust her remedies. The Court also concluded that under these facts,
there was a change in ownership within the meaning of article XIII A, section 2,
subdivision (a). CSAC filed a brief in support of the county.

Sunset Skyranch Pilots Assoc. v. County of Sacramento
47 Cal.4th 902 (Dec. 28, 2009)(S165861)
QOutcome: Positive
A private airport within the county was operating as a non-conforming use. In
1989, the county refused to renew its business license because of the non-conforming
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situation, and required the airport to obtain a conditional use permit. In an earlier
unpublished decision, the appellate court upheld the CUP requirement. The airport
subsequently applied for a 10-year CUP, and was granted a S-year CUP in 1999. In 2004,
the airport sought to renew its CUP. Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors voted not to
renew the CUP. No CEQA document was prepared on the basis that a denial is not a
project under CEQA. The trial court ruled in favor of the county, but the appellate court
found that denial of the CUP renewal would result in the closure of the airport, and that
such closure was a project under CEQA triggering CEQA review. The Supreme Court
unanimously reversed in an 8-page opinion. “The Court of Appeal erred because it
misconstrued the nature of the project at issue. Declining to renew the conditional use
permit was not a public project under CEQA, because the county did not ‘directly
undertake[]’ to close the airport. (§ 21065, subd. (a).) Instead, it decided not to reauthorize
a private activity that required ‘the issvance . . . of a. . . permit.” (§ 210635, subd. (c).) The
airport operation was the ‘project’ in question, and projects rejected by a public agency are
specifically exempted from CEQA requirements. (§ 21080, subd. (b)(5).)” CSAC filed a
brief in support of the county.

United Farm Workers of America v. Administrator, Environmental Protection Agency
592 F.3d 1080 (9th Cir. Jan. 26, 2010)(08-35528)
Outcome: Negative

The Federal Insecticide, Fungicide & Rodenticide Act requires all pesticides
registered with the EPA before 1984 to go through a reregistration process. This case is a
challenge to the EPA’s decision to reregister a pesticide known as AZM for certain
applications. The statutory scheme provides different appeal mechanisms depending on
whether the EPA held a “public hearing” prior to issuing its decision. Where a public
hearing is held, an appeal can only be made by a party to the proceeding, and must be made
within 60 days directly in a Court of Appeal. Where there is no public hearing, any person
adversely impacted by the decision can appeal to the district court within normal statutory
timelines, generally 6 years. For the AZM reconsideration, the EPA took public comments
on the proposal but held no adjudicative proceedings. Plaintiffs challenged the action in
district court, but the court dismissed finding the “public hearing” element had been
satisfied and any appeal should have been raised within 60 days in a Court of Appeal. This
appeal followed. The Ninth Circuit affirmed, finding “[t]he plain meaning of ‘hearing’ is
satisfied by the process the EPA provided the manufacturers, the growers, the
environmental groups, and the Farm Workers. To conclude that there was ‘no hearing’
would fly in the face of the process.” Circuit Judge Pregerson dissented, concluding that
the words "public hearing" refer to a quasi-judicial process, not the mere solicitation of
written comments from the public. CSAC filed a brief in this case supporting more public
input through a formal public hearing.



