














RESOLUTION REFERRED TO ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY POLICY COMMITTEE

*3, RESOLUTION OPPOSING THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS’ DECISION TO DEFER
ACTION ON AB 32 AND SB 375 AND TO ADOPT THE BOARD-APPOINTED TASK
FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS

Source: Desert/Mountain Division
- Referred to: Environmental Quality Policy Committee; Housing, Community & Economic
Development Policy Committee; Revenue and Taxation Policy Committee; and Transportation,
Communication & Public Works Policy Committee
Recommendations to General Resolutions Committee:
# Environmental Quality Policy Committee:
¢ Housing, Community and Economic Development Policy Committee:
# Revenue and Taxation Policy Committee:
¢ Transportation, Communication & Public Works Policy Committee:

WHEREAS, the Desert/Mountain Division of the League of California Cities has broad concerns
about the economy; and

WHEREAS, these concerns extend both to the ability of cities to deliver vital public services and
the viability of businesses which are critical to the State’s economic recovery; and

WHEREAS, the Desert/Mountain Division of the League of California Cities is concerned that
cities lack the resources to implement existing State mandates imposed at either the regional or local
level; and

WHEREAS, the League of California Cities Board of Directors appointed a Task Force to craft
a recommendation regarding AB 32 and SB 375, based upon the recommendations developed by four
policy committees; and

WHEREAS, the Task Force recommended that the League of California Cities Board of
Directors request specific actions by Governor Schwarzenegger and the California Air Resources Board
to delay certain deadlines and take other actions with respect to AB 32 and SB 375; and

WHEREAS, the League of California Cities Board of Directors rejected the specific
recommendations of the Task Force and four policy committees by deferring action on AB 32 and
SB 375; and

WHEREAS, the Desert/Mountain Division of the League of California Cities wishes to file an
official protest of the Board of Directors” decision to defer action on a position regarding AB 32 and
SB 375; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, by the General Assembly of the League of California Cities, assembled during the
Annual Conference in San Diego, September 17, 2010, that the League of California Cities finds,
determines and orders the adoption of the consolidated recommendations of four policy committees and
the Board appointed Task Force, as follows:

1. Request that the Governor exercise his authority to delay individual AB 32 implementation
deadlines.
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2. Request that the California Air Resources Board take the following three actions:

e Revisit and update economic and growth assumptions used to estimate 2020
business-as-usual emissions and recalculate AB 32 goal;

e Consider local government costs in all future studies relating to AB 32 and SB 375; and

e Request that the SB 375 targets be set in a way to reflect the economy and scarce
local resources.

3. Support (but not sponsor) any legislation that would suspend or delay implementation of
SB 375 until there is funding and resources in place to implement individual mandates and
requirements associated with the bill; and, be it further,

RESOLVED, that the specific recommendations developed by the four policy committees and
Task Force be considered by the General Assembly at the Annual Conference unless the Board of

Directors reverses its deferred action stance on AB 32 and SB 375 and adopts the Task Force
recommendations.

i

Background Information on Resolution No. 3

Source: Desert/Mountain Division
Title: Resolution Opposing the Board of Directors Decision to Defer Action on AB 32 and
SB 375 and to Adopt the Board-Appointed Task Force Recommendations

Background:

The Desert/Mountain Division adopted a Resolution formally opposing the Board of Directors decision
to defer action on the Task Force’s recommendations regarding AB 32 and SB 375. We took this action
out of concern of the impact these regulations will have on our economy and our ability to serve our
constituents, and do not want to be complicit by remaining silent on this issue.

The recommended revisions to the League’s current positions on AB 32 and SB 375 were crafted by a
Board-appointed Task Force after study of the issue by four League policy committees. The changes
recommended specific actions by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger and the California Air Resources
Board to delay certain deadlines and take other actions with respect to AB 32 and to suspend or delay the -
implementation of SB 375 until state funding is provided for the implementation of its mandates.

The Desert/Mountain Division believes that the Board’s decision to defer action on the specific
recommendations developed by the four policy committees and Board-appointed Task Force does not
represent the majority of the member cities. This Resolution is being presented for consideration by the
General Assembly at the Annual Conference to allow the entire membership to weigh in on the decision
of whether or not to adopt the Task Force recommendations regarding AB 32 and SB 375.

SOOOO>EO>>
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RESOLUTION REFERRED TO HOUSING, COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

POLICY COMMITTEE

+3. RESOLUTION OPPOSING THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS DECISION TO DEFER
ACTION ON AB 32 AND SB 375 AND TO ADOPT THE BOARD-APPOINTED TASK
FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS

Resolution #3 also referred to these policy committees: Environmental Quality; Revenue and
Taxation; and Transportation, Communication & Public Works. Please see Environmental
Quality Policv Committee section for the resolution and background information.

i
¢4, RESOLUTION RELATING TO RESPONSIBLE BANKING

Source: Richard Alarcén, Council Member, Los Angeles and
Karen Avilla, City Treasurer, Carson

Referred to: Housing, Community & Economic Development Policy Committee; and
Revenue and Taxation Policy Committee

Recommendation to General Resolutions Committee:

¢ Housing, Community and Economic Development Policy Committee:

# Revenue and Taxation Policy Committee:

WHEREAS, cities strive to spend taxpayer dollars wisely on services; and

WHEREAS, cities invest taxpayer dollars with a range of institutions that provide financial
service contracts each year; and

WHEREAS, it is important to ensure that taxpayer dollars are invested in institutions that are not
just fiscally sound, but are committed to investing back into our communities, generating positive
investment and lending in our cities; and

- WHEREAS, cities can help support the nation’s economic recovery by supporting financial
institutions that in turn re-invest in our local communities; and

WHEREAS, the national Community Reinvestment Act, passed by the U.S. Congress in 1977,
pioneered the use of transparent, responsible banking, by starting a federal rating system to measure
banks’ local lending and investment activity in the communities they take deposits from, providing
accountability to the communities that institutions serve; and

WHEREAS, three decades have passed since the original passage of the Community
Reinvestment Act (CRA), and due in part to the dramatic changes in the U.S. banking system since this
time, CRA does not provide the level of detail needed for local municipalities to determine our financial
partners’ lending activity and investment within a single city alone; and

WHEREAS, on March 20, 2002, the City of Philadelphia signed into law a requirement that all
banks authorized to receive deposits from the City submit an annual statement of community
reinvestment goals within Philadelphia, including but not limited to a summary of the home loans, small
business loans, and other lending and investment activity within Philadelphia, which independent studies
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have confirmed has resulted in increased access to credit among Philadelphia’s minority and low- and
moderate-income communities; and

WHEREAS, the City of Cleveland enacted into law a similar Community Reinvestment
Depository Ordinance in 1991, and since that time has negotiated over $10 billion in lending
commitments and investments through designated Community Reinvestment Initiative agreements with
designated depository banks, with an independent study by the Brookings Institution confirming that
compared to comparable midwestern cities Cleveland’s CRA Ordinance has resulted in “more bang for
the community development buck;” and

WHEREAS, on March 5, 2010, the Los Angeles City Council unanimously passed a Responsible
Banking Initiative that requires financial institutions with which the City contracts to provide an annual
“report card” detailing investment and lending activity within Los Angeles, to allow the City to reward
institutions that re-invest in Los Angeles by adding extra points to these institutions’ applications during

“the City’s RFP process for financial service providers; and '

WHEREAS, many municipalities could benefit from increased transparency about which of the
financial institutions their city taxpayer dollars are invested in are in turn re-investing in their city’s
homes, businesses, and non-profits, which will allow cities to hold banks to a higher standard of re-
investment by offering increased city business to those that are generating higher levels of investment,
lending, and community service activity within their city; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, by the General Assembly of the League of California Cities, assembled during the
Annual Conference in San Diego, September 17, 2010, that the League of California Cities strongly
encourages municipalities to require transparent, responsible banking from the financial institutions
receiving city funds; and, be it further ‘

RESOLVED, that the League of California Cities serve as a clearinghouse of information on the
responsible banking initiatives of municipalities across the country, such as those of Philadelphia,
Cleveland, Los Angeles and Carson, California; in order to help California cities interested in taking
steps to increase transparent, responsible banking in their own communities.

I

Background Information on Resolution No. 4

Source: Richard Alarcén, Council Member, Los Angeles and Karen Avilla, City Treasurer, Carson
Title: = Resolution Relating to Responsible Banking

Background: ,

As a Councilmember from the City of Los Angeles and a Treasurer from the City of Carson, we know
that stewards of public funds must strive to ensure that taxpayer dollars are invested in businesses and
institutions that are not just fiscally sound, but committed to investing back into our communities.

On Friday, March 5, 2010, the Los Angeles City Council unanimously passed a Responsible Banking
Initiative that Councilmember Alarcdn introduced last year, which will require financial institutions with
which the City of Los Angeles does business to provide an annual “report card” detailing the institution’s
investment and lending activity within the City.

The purpose of the report card is to determine which institutions the City does business with are in turn
reinvesting in the City, by extending credit to residents and businesses, and investing capital in
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communities and development projects. The report card will allow policy makers to reward institutions
with above average rates of impact in the City, while decreasing business with those institutions that do
not recycle dollars back into the local economy.

This effort could be likened to a local version of the federal Community Reinvestment Act, by allowing
local policymakers to review the community reinvestment activity of the financial institutions with which
the City invests. It builds on the work of existing law in the cities of Philadelphia and Cleveland. Both the
City of Philadelphia, in 2002, and the City of Cleveland, in 1991, passed laws requiring annual
statements of community reinvestment goals from the institutions that manage their City deposits.

The City of Cleveland reports that, from 1991 through 2008, Cleveland has negotiated over 10 billion
dollars in lending commitments and investments with designated depository banks as a result of their
responsible banking law. In a 2003 report, the independent Brookings Institution compared three
Midwestern cities and praised the City of Cleveland for achieving “more bang for their community
development buck” through the use of their Community Reinvestment and other innovative City laws.

We owe it to the current and future residents of our Cities to ensure that taxpayer dollars are invested in
responsible banking institutions that are creating opportunities for investment and lending in our
communities. That’s why we urge the League of California Cities to encourage municipalities to require
transparent, responsible banking from financial service providers. With the strength of our collective
wallets combined, Cities will be sending a powerful message to banks: invest in us, and we will invest
in you.

DSOS

RESOLUTIONS REFERRED TO REVENUE AND TAXATION POLICY COMMITTEE

3, RESOLUTION OPPOSING THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS DECISION TO DEFER
ACTION ON AB 32 AND SB 375 AND TO ADOPT THE BOARD-APPOINTED TASK
FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS

Resolution #3 also referred to these policy committees: Environmental Quality; Housing,
Community & Economic Development; and Transportation, Communication & Public Works.

 Please see Environmental Quality Policy Committee section for the resolution and
background information.

1
¢4, RESOLUTION RELATING TO RESPONSIBLE BANKING
Resolution #4 also referred to the Housing, Community & Economic Development Policy

Committee. Please see the Housing, Community & Economic Development Policy
Committee section for the resolution and background information.

1

- Continued, Revenue and Taxation Resolutions -
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5. RESOLUTION RELATING TO UNFUNDED STATE MANDATES

Source: City of Santa Clarita
Referred to: Revenue and Taxation Policy Committee
Recommendation to General Resolutions Committee:

WHEREAS, unfunded mandates imposed upon local governments, including cities, counties and
special districts, by the State of California place a tremendous financial burden upon local governments; and

WHEREAS, some of the mandates placed upon local governments are the result of actions by
Boards and Commissions not directly accountable to the electorate; and

WHEREAS, the State of California and many local governments within the state are under
financial duress due to the continuing national economic crisis, and

WHEREAS, approximately twelve percent of Californians, are currently unemployed and
struggling to pay for basic life necessities, well above the national average; and

WHEREAS, mandates enacted by the State of California may result in the need for local agencies
to increase fees or taxes to satisfy the requirements of the mandate; and "

WHEREAS, as citied in a 2005 report on state mandates published by the League of California
Cities, the original intent of Property Tax Relief Act of 1972, which established the concept of state
reimbursement of local agencies for state mandated activities, was to limit the ability of local agencies to
levy taxes; and

WHEREAS, in 1979 the voters of the State of California approved Proposition 4 adding Article
XIII B to the California Constitution, requiring the state to provide a subvention of funds to local
governments for costs associated with state mandated programs, under specified conditions, and through
subsequent legislation creating the Commission on state mandates; and

WHEREAS, in 2004, the voters of the State of California adopted Proposition 1A expanding the
constitutional protections for local governments regarding state mandates; and-

WHEREAS, the State of California has struggled to balance its budget for the past several years
and has chosen to borrow funds from local governments, thus reducing traditional revenues to local
governments, forcing additional local program and service reductions and cutbacks; and

WHEREAS, various federal and state laws and regulations may result in the imposition of state
mandates on local governments; and

WHEREAS, an example of state imposed mandates are the establishment of Total Maximum
Daily Loads (TMDL) for such things as bacteria, chloride, metals, and toxicity, and

WHEREAS, in order to meet the obligations imposed by Regional Water Quality Control Boards

throughout California, local agencies may need to implement or increase fees and taxes to pay for new
programs or facilities, in order to avoid penalties for non-compliance; and
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WHEREAS, there appears to be no correlation between the imposition of state mandates, taxpayer
funded resources to pay for the costs of state mandates, California’s high unemployment rate, and the fiscal
conditions of the State of California and local governments; now, therefore be it

RESOLVED, by the General Assembly of the League of California Cities, assembled during the
Annual Conference in San Diego, September 17, 2010, that:

1. - The League of California Cities work with its member cities and other local government partners
to identify situations in which local governments must increase fees or taxes to meet state
mandated requirements; and

2. The League of California Cities petition the Governor of the State of California and Legislature
of the State of California to suspend or eliminate certain state mandates until improvement of the
national and California economy results in substantially lower statewide unemployment and
fiscal solvency of the State of California and local governments; and

3. The League of California Cities work with Members of Congress and the government of the
United States to suspend or eliminate certain federal mandates, passed along to the states for
implementation, until the improvement of the national economy results in substantially lower
national unemployment and fiscal solvency of the United States, the State of California and local
governments; and

4. That the League of California Cities will support legislation to suspend, eliminate, or otherwise
modify the negative impacts of state mandates on local agencies, particularly in which a new

local tax or fee or tax or fee increase is necessary to implement the mandate.

1

Background Information on Resolution No. 5

Source: City of Santa Clarita
Title:  Resolution Relating to State Unfunded Mandates

Background:

Reaching back at least forty years, local governments, including cities, counties and special districts, have
struggled with mandates placed upon them by the State of California. Under California law, whenever
the Legislature, Governor, or a state agency enacts a new law, executive order, regulation, or rule that
requires a local government to implement a new program or provide a higher level of service to an
existing program, the state shall reimburse the local agency for the increased cost.

Over the past two decades, the California Legislature has made a practice of borrowing, transferring,
shifting, or otherwise conveying from local governments to the State of California, as part of the state
budget balancing process, what have historically been considered local revenues. The failure of the State
of California, for the most part, to repay these funds to local governments has led to ballot measures
restricting the ability of the state to use local revenues to balance its continual budget deficit.

Against this backdrop, state regulatory agencies continue to impose requirements upon local
governments, which may result in the need to increase local fees or taxes. Failure to implement the
regulatory requirements may result in the imposition of substantial financial penalties, which must be
paid for by the local government and ultimately, taxpayers or rate payers within the jurisdiction.
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At a time when California’s unemployment rate is in excess of 12%, which is well above the national
unemployment rate, and California businesses are struggling to stay afloat in the worst national recession
since the great depression of the 1930s, the question of regulatory relief must be considered.

For example, many communities throughout the State of California are facing establishment of Total
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) requirements for such things as bacteria, chloride, metals, and toxicity.
While the environmental or other goals that are sought to be achieved are laudable, regulatory
requirements must be sensitive to the overlaying statewide and national economic climate and the ability
of local governments to pay for new programs and enhancements. In the Santa Clarita area, the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, through imposition of a Chloride TMDL mandate and its
required implementation, is causing local sanitation district ratepayers to pay a 50% fee increase over
four years for increased operational and new facility expenses and committing to long term additional
increases. Failure to approve the increase will likely invite substantial fines, totaling in the millions of
dollars collectively for the ratepayers.

In a time of economic uncertainty and high unemployment, is it appropriate to require California
taxpayers to pay for new regulatory requirements or is it reasonable to suspend or eliminate certain state
mandates until such time as unemployment levels return to more traditional levels and national, state and
local governments return to financial stability? '

SSS>>S>>>>

RESOLUTIONS REFERRED TO TRANSPORTATION, COMMUNICATION &
PUBLIC WORKS POLICY COMMITTEE

¢3.  RESOLUTION OPPOSING THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS DECISION TO DEFER
ACTION ON AB 32 AND SB 375 AND TO ADOPT THE BOARD-APPOINTED TASK
FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS

Resolution #3 also referred to these policy committees: Environmental Quality; Housing,
Community & Economic Development; and Revenue and Taxation. Please see Environmental
Quality Policy Committee section for the resolution and background information.

6. RESOLUTION RELATED TO ENHANCING PUBLIC SAFETY WHILE DRIVING
A MOTOR VEHICLE

Source: City of Elk Grove
Referred to: Transportation, Communication & Public Works Policy Committee
Recommendation to General Resolutions Committee:

WHEREAS, cities throughout the State of California hold the health and safety of their residents
as a paramount concern; and

WHEREAS, the use of text messages has grown exponentially in recent years; and

WHEREAS, any time a driver attempts to send an electronic text message while driving, his or
her attention is diverted from the road; and

WHEREAS, a recent Virginia Tech study showed sending electronic text messages while driving
makes an accident 23 times more likely; and
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WHEREAS, a study conducted by The Transport Research Laboratory in the United Kingdom
showed that sending text messages while driving is riskier than driving under the influence of alcohol or
drugs; and

WHEREAS, Senate Bill 28 and California Vehicle Code Section 23123.5 ban writing, sending,
or reading electronic text messages while operating a motor vehicle in the state of California; and

WHEREAS, the League supports this type of traffic safety enhancement as demonstrated through ‘
their support of motorcycle helmets, child restraints, seat belt and speed limit laws; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, by the General Assembly of the League of California Cities, assembled during the
Annual Conference in San Diego, September 17, 2010, that the League encourages cities to promote safe
driving across California and the education of the general public about the dangers of texting while driving.

i

Background Information on Resolution No. 6

Source: City of Elk Grove
Title: Resolution Relating to Enhancing Public Safety While Driving a Motor Vehicle

Background:

On September 24, 2008, the Governor of California, Arnold Schwarzenegger, signed Senate Bill 28
(“SB 28”) into law. SB 28 is codified in section 23123.5 of the California Vehicle Code and prohibits
any person from driving a motor vehicle while using an electronic wireless communications device to
write, send, or read a text-based communication. SB 28 complements an existing law which Governor
Schwarzenegger signed in 2006 requiring motorists to use hands-free devices while talking on a mobile
phone when driving a motor vehicle.

Many studies recognize that the distraction that occurs while using electronic devices while operating a
motor vehicle is very dangerous:

e It is estimated that 28% of crashes — 1.6 million crashes per year — can be attributed to cell
phone talking and texting while driving. (Source: National Safety Council)

e Drivers who use hand-held devices are four times as likely to get into crashes serious enough to
injure themselves. (Source: Insurance Institute for Highway Safety)

e Using a cell phone while driving delays a driver's reactions as much as having a blood alcohol
concentration at the legal limit of .08 percent. (Source: University of Utah)

Because the health and safety of the residents of Elk Grove is paramount to the members of the City
Council; on May 12, 2010, the Elk Grove City Council unanimously adopted a resolution promoting
awareness of the dangers of texting while driving. The City is embarking on an aggressive, yet
economical, public outreach campaign to educate its residents about the dangers of texting while driving,
which includes: educational links on the City’s Web site, a flyer in the city’s utility billing insert which
reaches every household, free promotional items for residents specifically geared toward this topic, and a
spotlight feature in the City’s bimonthly newsletter.

Other cities in California are encouraged to enhance public safety in their community by educating
residents about the dangers of texting while driving a motor vehicle. Educational outreach will benefit
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drivers, passengers, by-standards, bicyclists, walkers and runners. Local governments have the ability to
implement cost-effective educational tools to communicate with residents about this important public
safety issue. '

All local government officials and employees in California want to protect their families, themselves, and
others. Please put down your phone when you are driving or use a hands-free device and do not text. It’s
safe and it’s the law.

SOSOSES>>>

[NOTE: No resolutions were assigned to the following policy committees: Employee Relations and
Public Safety.] " ‘
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