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Votes on Local Taxes November 2002

This November, voters in California considered more than 170 local measures related to local agency taxes, fees
and financing. Ninety-five (95) of these measures concerned city taxes, fees or financing. Sixteen (16) concerned counties
and fifty-eight (58) concerned special districts. Among the city measures, twenty-seven (27) were special taxes or bonds
requiting 2/3 votet approval and sixty-eight (68) concerned general taxes, advisory votes or use-testrictions requiring
majority voter approval.

General Tax Re-affirmations (La Habra window period taxes) Succeeded

Thirteen cities and three counties submitted measures to validate general tax increases previously enacted by city
council action. These were tax increases approved without voter approval in the early 1990s during the period when
Proposition 62 had been declared unconstitutional. Taxpayers in these communities have been paying these taxes for many
years, and these proposals did not increase the rates, but merely asked for voter ratification. All were successful.

City Measure . Yes No

City of Fowler iMeasure | 1Utility User Tax 1UUT | 52.2% :47.8%
City of Eureka | ‘Messure X :Utility User Tax ~ :UUT: 51.2% [48.8%
City of Fico Rivera  iMeasure P iAffirmationiraification of Ut '621?66/},', 36.0%
__________________________ e eigting Utility User Tax b b
City of Los Alamitos MeasureQ 'Utility User's Tax UUT ; 67.7%: 32 3%
City of San Bernardino Measure E (Transient Lodging Tax TOT+ 'éé'i%' 136.9%

_________________________.c_________________________________________________..______ ..................

City of Pacifica Measure D :Validation of Utility User Tax UUT : 65.6% 34 4%
City of Morgan Hill  iMessreC iOccupancy Tax i TOT + 'ié'éé/})"é%' 0%
City of Scotts Valley iMeasure R ‘Ratification of Utility Users Tax _ l-J-l-J-'I-'-I- 74.4% : 25.6%
City of Fairfield 1l Measure H ' Continuance of Existing Utility UJT'"'E;%'A%' 142.6%
....................................... USers Tax_ .
City of Healdsburg :Measure P Transient Occupancy Tax TOT : 89.3%: 10 7%
City of Rohnert Park  iMeasureU BusinessLicense Tax ¢ BLT 1 66.0% : 34.0%

.....................................................................................................

City of Santa Paula iMeasure E :Validation of the Action of the i TOT : 55.1% :44.9%
: 'City Council in 1994 to Increase : :
ithe Transient Occupancy Tax :
from 7% 10.10%

] 1 [
......................... L L L A A ey

County of Alameda :Measure B :Business License Tax iBLT : 64.8%:35.2%
County of Humboldt ~ :MeasureB i Transient Occupancy Tax | TOT 1 61.2% 38.8%
Sacramento County  :Measure H i Transient Occupancy Tax TOT | 61.3%:38.7%
Sacramento County  Measure G {Utility User Tax tUUT | 52.3% :47.7%
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Referendums — Citizen Petitioned Repeal/reduction Proposals Failed;
City Taxes Survive — Except One.

Local taxpayer activists forced - by referendum - thirteen (13) city tax tepeal/cut measures in eleven (11) cities.
These measures required majority voter approval. The city taxes survived in all cases - except in Greenfield, where voters
approved a proposal to cut the city UUT from 6% to 3%.

City Measure Yes No
City of Greenfidld____Monterey County __iMeasureG _iReduction of utility userstax i 67.3%! 32.7%: ¢
_QLIY_PT_KJP_QQ'_W_______dM_Qr_‘t_‘?r_":Y_QE)}{’]tX _____ M‘?@?‘_Jf?_':___B_‘%FZ‘??‘_PTHE'_“_EXHS_EF?_F??(________________i__z_i?_l_‘f/?.]_l@@_ﬁ__
City of Pacific Grove __:Monterey County __:MeasureP ‘Reduceutilityusers'tax . 36.0%: 64.0%: O
Cityof Sdlinas . Monterey County ___iMeasureO ¢ '?F‘.QL!??([‘?P‘?[ %'ﬁ[@Q-QE'J!EY.l{?e.r.S.E?Z‘---E-.@?.Q‘f/‘.’ 88.0% ¢ .’5?_-
Cityof Seaside ___iMonterey County :MeasureS Taxratelimitation . P A37%: 56.3%: <
Cityof Irvine ________:OrengeCounty \Measure GG :Business Utility Tax ... 309% 69.1%: S
City of Moreno Valley :RiversideCounty _ MeasureF iRepeal uilityusersitex i 46.3%i 537%: <
City of Palm Springs __iRiverside County __ iMeasureU :Repeal utilityuserstax i 412%: 588%: O
City of Plm Springs __iRiversdeCounty __iMeasureV iAmendHotel Tax i 29.6%: 70.4%: %
City of Palm Springs __:Riverside County __:MeasureX :Parking (limitationsand fees) ;. 40.0%: 60.1%: &
City of Secramento .S."Z‘QE"E‘EU‘?J!‘.’.(?PHVJEY-- M‘?@?‘Jf?l-- U.tl'.'.tY-T?X.- Reduction ... E-.A:@l.‘f/i’ -5?’.9%’. .’5?--
City of Stockton ______iSan Joaguin County :MeasureZ iUtilityTexCut . 37.2%; 62.8%; ¢
City of Santa Cruz iSanta Cruz County iMeasureP  iRepeal of Utility Users Tax 25.2%5r 74.8%: &

Countywide Special Sales & Use Tax Votes
— Most Extensions Succeeded, Increases Failed

Three counties proposed extensions of existing special countywide sales and use tax rates: Nevada County for
library services, Riverside and Madera Counties for transportation improvements. As special taxes, these measures required
2/3 voter approval. Nevada and Riverside passed, Madeta failed. Four other counties proposed new countywide sales and
use taxes for transportation improvements. Three of the four received over 50% yes vote but all four failed with less than
the 2/3 vote needed.

County Measure T|tIe Proposal YES%- 0% ;

..............................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................

Solano County Measure E County Transp Improv Exp Plan, % Cent Sales Tax iNew : 59.8%15 40. 2% %
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City Sales & Use Tax Increases Succeeded

Two cities proposed increases in the local sales and use tax rate for general services. These cities received special
legislative authorization to pursue a higher local sales tax rate. As general taxes, the proposals required majority voter
apptroval and both Sebastopol (1/8 of a cent) and West Sactramento (1/2 cent) wete successful. West Sacramento also
placed on the ballot a companion advisory measure allowing voters to indicate their approval of specific uses of the new
revenue.

City Measure Title Progosal @ No
City of Sebastopol iMeasureV___iTransaction and Use Tax____ilncresseby 0.125cents 16520} 34.8%! 0
City of West Sacramento __iMeasure . iAdvisory Use of Measure K iAdvisory Restrict Usetovarious | 81.9%: 18.1%; <

City of West Sacramento ‘Measure K iHalf Cent Sales Tax !Increase 0.5 cents | 64.3%: 35.7%: &

Utility User Taxes: Proposals for New or Increased UUTs Fail — Except One.

Seven cities proposed new or increased Utility User Taxes. These are general taxes, requiring majority voter
approval. Two cities (Oakland, Whittier) accompanied the proposals with advisory measures identifying priorities for the
use of the increased revenue. The advisory measures passed. The tax increases failed — with the lone exception of the city
of Richmond which increased it’s UUT from 8% to 10%.

City Measure Title Proposal Yes No
Cityof Oakland L’Y'.‘?%‘f?.'i“. _iTemporary Utility Tax Surcharge i Temporary increase from 7.5% to ?_"{0_' _32.8%: 67.2% 'ﬁ?. ]
City of Oakland Measure FF Ex:ee::eepéeﬁ:?? Programs Advisory 'Advisory Restrict use to violence prevq 52.7%: 47.3%5 &
Gity of Placentia” ™ Ihisaairez” ™ TRestore Utility Taxto % T Restore S0 UUT T 3 B e
City of Richmond ~ !Measured "l ty User Tax ‘Increasefrom 8% 0 10% { 54.7%; 453%; &
City of Tulare MeasreC i 'Utility User Tax incresse maximum raie  iIncrease maximum rae (cap) | 40.0%; 60.0%; &
Cityo Whittier___iMeasireW _‘Incresseutility user tax____ lIncreasefrom 5% 0 7.5% | 32.7% 67.3% &
City of Whittier __iMeasreV__iPriaritiesfor Ussof UUT {Advisory Resirict Use o various | 56.6% 43.4%: &
City of Cathedral CityMeasure O iUtility User Tax 7777 New 4% U0UT 1733390 66.7% &

City of Rohnert Park :MeasureS i Telephone and Video Tax ‘New UUT 4% residential, 6% busn  : 21.0%: 79.0%: ¢



—4— November 12, 2002

Transient Occupancy Tax Increases: Most succeed

Sixteen (106) cities proposed increases to their Transient Occupancy Taxes (TOT). Eleven (12) of the sixteen
succeeded in attaining majority voter approval, the amount needed for these general taxes. South Lake Tahoe combined its
measure with an increase in its Business License Tax and succeeded. Four TOT increase proposals failed (Lodi, Oakland,
Seal Beach, Yucca Valley). El Dorado County failed with its proposal to increase its TOT. Alameda County and Yuba
County succeeded with proposals for new TOTs. These county TOTs apply to unincorporated areas.

Agency Name 1Measure ‘Proposal IYES%:NO%:

City of Oakland________ Hincreasefrom 10%1t013% i 43%: 57% o

ncrease from 8% to 10%
ncrease from 8% to 9.5%

City of Seal Beach iiMeasure EE ___ Hincrease from 9%012%

Cityof Barstow iiMeasureY__ilncreasefrom 10%1t0125% =

City of YuccaValley  MeasureF_ _ ilncreasefrom 7%109% ;

City of Del Mar iProposition G__{Increase from 10%10105% :

Cityof Poway iProposition N_ iIncreasefrom 6%t010% :

CityofLodi ... nMeasureU __ilncreasefrom 9% t010% ... :

Cityof Ripon . __uMeasureV_ ___ilncreasefrom4%t010% . ... ... :

City of Atascadero . iMeasure K-02 ilncrease from 9%1010% . . ... : :

City of Rohnert Park_____iMeasureT ___ilncreasefrom 11%1t012% _ .. ___ 1.59%: 41%: <
City of South Lake TahoeiiMeasureZ ____!Incr from 10% t0 12% and Busn Lic Tax i 56%: 44%: <
County of El Dorado_____:MeasureV_____:lncrease TOT from8%1t010% . 1 45%: 55%: ¢
Countyof Yuba iiMeasure X iTransient Occupancy Tax 10%_ 1.52%; 48%;: O
County of Alameda iMeasure A iTransient Occupancy Tax 10% | 54%: 46%: <&

TOT Increases Earmarked for Tourism Failed — Except One

In Santa Cruz County, an increase in the TOT to be earmarked for tourism services was on the ballot in three
cities and the county. The measutes failed to achieve the 2/3 vote needed. San Jose also narrowly failed to gain 2/3 voter
approval for a TOT increase earmarked for convention center expansion and services. Only the tiny city of Fortuna in
Humboldt County succeeded with such a proposal: a 2% increase in the city TOT, with 1% earmarked for tourism
promotion.

City Measure Title Proposal

T e oo e e m o e m e e e e e e e e e e FEEE TR TS S e m e mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm e m oo B TR SR,

ClyolFata  Memwrew TransenOcopancyTax tearmark 196 of tax for tourism promo § > 77 T
City of San Jose :Convention Center Expansion & Services :Increase TOT from 4% 1t014% _ _ : 64.8

Ci tyofCapltoI a ! LTrans' ent Occupancy Tax for Tourism iIncrease by 1% for tourism ] ' ]
Cityof SantaCruz  ‘MeasureQ i Transient Occupancy Tax for Tourism  tIncreaseby 1% for tourism | 555061 445%; ¢
City of Watsonville MeasureT ‘Transient Occupancy Tax for Tourism  tIncreaseby 1% for tourism | 66.0%

'Transient Occupancy Tax for Tourism
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General Obligation Bonds with Property Tax Increases

A city or county may propose an increase in property taxes — either AV based or parcel based — to finance general
obligation bonds. Such a proposal requires 2/3 votet approval. Thete were twelve (12) GO bond proposals on the
November 2002 ballot including one from a special district (SF Bay Area Rapid Transit), four county proposals and seven
city proposals. The BART proposal for seismic safety upgrades failed as did all the county proposals for seismic safety and
affordable housing, Six of the seven city proposals succeeded. Only Palo Alto’s proposal for Library and Community
Center facilities failed. The six successful were for a wide variety of needs from fire safety to parks, libraries and an animal

shelter.

City ‘Measure ) No

Bay AreaRepid Transit {Measure BB _iSdsmic Safety BondIssue 1 64.2% ! 35.8%} 13810 $14/$100KAV _
Cityof Albany ______:MeasureF iCity Services Improvements Bond Issue |} 69.5% .30 5%; &_1$81.55/$100kAV.
City PIAUP.VP.G.V?[‘E’? ............... 'E'.f?.§t.a.f'.‘2'2 Upgrade - BondIssue || 1 723%; L 27 .7.%' & _1$11.66 per $100kAV
Cityof Berkdley _ ___:Measurel iNew Animal Shelter Bond ssue. ______} 685%: 3_% _5_°4>' ©_i$6.60BI00kAV
Cityof Fremont ______:MeasureR 'F'.@.@@ff_e_‘y_@?f_“?_'%!? _____________________________ . 26, 9_%' ﬁ?- $7.16/$100kAV. ____
Cityof Marina _______:MeasureR iLibrarybondmeasure 1 807%} 19.3%; ¢ 5_5_39_9?_5?}99'_‘5_\_/_ -
Cityof Oakland | :MeasureDD__ '9!@@@ Water, Safe ParksBond Issue _____: 80.2%; 19.8%; < 5_5_19_3_9@19‘2"_ ______
Cityof PaloAlto ____:MeasureD ":'_Qf_a_r y and Community Center Facilities __; 61.4%: 38.6%; % 1$28.02 per $100kAV
County of Alameda __ :MeasureJ ___:Seismic Retrofit of Old City Hall Bond Isstle : 39.6%: 60.4%;  '$24.80/S100KAV
County of LosAngeles iMeasureA __:Earthquakeand Fire Safety - Bond Issue i 60.4% Pana
SanFrandisco  _MeaswreB _ ‘AffordebleHousingBonds i 56.6%: 43.4%: ¢ 1$22.90 per $100kAV
San Francisco 1V eterans Building Seismic Safety Bonds ' 55.6%; 44.4%: ¢ 1$11.20 per $100kAV

Special Taxes for Parks and other services: Four of Five Fail

Five local agencies proposed new parcel taxes for parks improvements and services. Measures in the Jenny Lind
Memotial District in Calaveras County, the City of Adelanto, the Pajaro/Sunny Mesa Community Services District
(Monterey County), and the Valley Center Parks District (San Diego County) failed. Mesa Park District in Marin County
succeeded with a 71.3% approval. Special taxes for mosquito abatement in San Joaquin County, a Veterans Memorial
Building in Humboldt County, and water system improvements in The Spalding Community Services District in Lassen
County failed. Special taxes for flood control in a special district of Marin County and for transportation services in
Alameda/Contra Costa passed.

Agency Name 'Measure : 'YES% NO% : :Comment

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Spalding Community Services District :Water Supply/Quality Parcel Tax 1 55.3%: 97 :
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Special Taxes for Fire & Paramedic Services —2/3 Vote Difficult for Many.

There were forty-nine (49) different local measures to increase or extend special taxes for fire or emergency
medical services. Most (Forty-three) were proposed by fire protection districts. Two simply extended existing rates and
passed easily. In Hesperia, the proposal to extend and increase the fire tax failed, leaving the tax to expire. Among the
proposals for increased or new fire taxes, 17 passed and 23 failed. Increases of existing taxes fared somewhat better (12
yes, 9 no) than proposals for new taxes (5 yes, 14 no).

Special District ECountM ‘Measure iProposal YES% ENO%

Westwood Community Services District -Lassen County ' -Flre Parcd Tax

-

'

'
___________________________________________________________________ e mmmememmamamemm e mem et m e s e Tl ERRPEREREE - - - -

v

'

!

Kentfield Fire District 'Mann County ‘Measure N :Paramedic Speual Tax EExtend

r"i’"'\

San Dlego County

St il Sl St Rl Tl

il Bl Tl Tl

Dobbins/Oregon House Fire Ptorection Distr ;Yuba County ‘Measure W ,Flre Protection Special Tax ,Increase ' 73.9% ; 26.1%; <
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City/County Measure . ) Yes No .
CityofAtbany ‘MeasureG___ :Emergency Medical ServicesFunding New 1 66.8%: 332% &
Cityof SnMarino______ ‘MeasureO iPublicSafety Special Tax ____ iExtend i 79.9%: 20.1%: &
Cityof SnRefadl MeasureP ‘Paramedic Special Tax____ increase } 75.8%! 24.2%
Cityof SenAnseimo iMeasureH :Paramedic Special Tax_____ iExtend | 73.4%} 26.6%; 5
CityofRoss _ ‘MewsureG _ 'ParamedicSpecial Tax  ‘Extend | L T7.3%; 22.7%: 5
Cityof Lackspur ‘Pavamedic Special Tax__ iBxtend } 86.1%: 13.9% &
CityofFarfax___ ‘MesueD ‘Paramedic Specidl Tax__ Extend 1 726%: 27.4% 5
Cityof CorteMadera ___  :MeasureC _  ‘ParamedicSpecial Tax _ ‘Extend/lncresse 76.6%;: 234%: ¥
City of NevedaCity {Measure K______iFire Protection Spedial Tax_____ iincrease P 71.3%: 28.7%; 3
Cityof BuenaPark {Measure| 1911 Police, Fire, and Paramedic Tax iNew P 65.7% ] 34.3%! &
CityofLaQuinta ___ :MeasureM :FireandParamedicTax _  New : 65.9%: 34.1% ¥
Cityof SolanaBeach Proposition P___iFee Increasefor Fireand Medical Services iIncrease : 62.0%; 38.0%: ¢
County of Humboldt {Measure C______iSpecial Tax for VeteransMemorial Building New | 44.1%! 55.9% ¢
' ' Preservation of Trauma Centers and : : : :
County of Los Angeles ‘Measure B EEmergencyMedicaI Services; Bioterrorism  :New P 73.2%: 26.8%! ¢

Incorporation Votes

Four communities held votes to become new cities. The City of Rancho Cordova will become California’s 478%
city on May 1, 2003. The community of Castro Valley in Alameda County turned down an incorporation proposal.
Hollywood and San Fernando Valley voters turned down proposals to secede from the City of Los Angeles.

Charter City Votes

Two cities adopted charters for the first time: Desert Hot Springs and Indian Wells.

2]



