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Cyrah Caburian

From: Connie Cunningham <cunninghamconniel@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 18, 2020 3:52 PM
To: City Clerk
Subject: Oral Communications, in support of Rainbow Crosswalk

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
 
 
Hi, would you please read this for me during oral communications. Thank you! 
 
 
Mayor, Vice‐Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
 
I am speaking tonight to support the Rainbow Crosswalk Petition that has been signed by over 500 people of Cupertino. 
This is a fantastic idea whose time has come in Cupertino. CalTrans regulations do not forbid Rainbow crosswalks. They 
are vaguely worded and many crosswalks have been personalized before. Since CalTrans has not removed other rainbow 
crosswalks, it is a great time to put a happy, friendly crosswalk in a highly visible location to show residents and visitors 
that Cupertino is a welcoming place! 
 
 
With just a little paint we can enliven the street and bring a smile to many faces, especially those who may have felt left 
out. Let’s tell them today, that they are loved and that Cupertino is open to everyone. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
Connie Cunningham  
33 year resident 
 
 

⡈⡉⡊⡋⡌⡍⡎⡏Watch out for typos; Siri might be on duty. 
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Cyrah Caburian

From: Jean Bedord <Jean@bedord.com>
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2020 4:45 PM
To: City of Cupertino Planning Commission; City of Cupertino Planning Dept.; City Council; Cupertino 

City Manager's Office; City Clerk
Subject: Public comment on consideration of senior housing at Planning Commission, July 14, 2020

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Planning Commission, City Council and City Manager, 
 
As a reasonable member of the public, I was appalled at the consideration of the Westport/Oaks project at the Planning 
Commission.  Our city is desperately in need of market‐rate assisted living and memory units as well as senior BMR 
housing. Rather than solutions, I heard barriers to any type of housing in Cupertino ‐ no wonder the city has an anti‐
housing reputation.   
 
*  The BMR manual is written for dispersal of subsidized housing MARKET rate housing with ZERO services. Why the 
interpretation that it applies to bundled care services that clients pay for monthly????? The concept of "affordable 
assisted living" doesn't exist ‐ that's the realm of Medicaid / Medi‐Cal, a totally different funding source than resident 
income baked into the BMR manual. 
 
*  BMR housing needs financing. The Veranda required 11 sources of funding for 18 units, essentially a funding source 
for every 2 apartments.  This is not scalable.  So why doesn't the city allow the design of buildings to qualify for 
financial incentives? The city has lost potential housing, strictly due to financing considerations ‐ the approved Marina 
project is not financially viable, the approved Hamptons is on indefinite hold because of finances, the senior market‐rate 
housing at Main Street died with the financial meltdown of the Great Recession of 2008‐2009. There were NO multi‐
family housing applications in 2019 ‐ and we are already mid‐way through 2020, again with no progress. 
 
*  The distinction between a waiver and a concession makes no sense to me.  Why should a concession, but not a 
waiver,  require an onerous financial pro forma when grants and tax credits are a moving target????   
 
*  Lack of familiarity with the reality of senior housing by both commission members and the city were painfully obvious, 
based on comments.  Assisted living is both short‐term and long‐term, as residents have to move between different 
levels of care as their needs change, often suddenly.  I had 48 hours to find a higher level of care for my mother‐in‐law 
when she could no longer live in senior independent living at Chateau Cupertino.  My husband was in assisted living for 
several months following skilled nursing before I could take care of him at home.  Adult daycare is a life‐saver for 
couples where one partner has dementia, thus delaying a move to memory care, with the well spouse staying in the 
family home.  
 
My overall observation is that the city is overly bureaucratic and restrictive resulting in a lack of housing, at all income, 
and all age levels.  Why should contractors/developers even consider doing business here, unless they can operate 
under state mandates, rather than the city?  Less than 2% of our housing stock turned over in 2019 ‐ our community is 
frozen, and aging without the services needed by the community. 
 
I urge the city to reconsider the municipal code to simplify and incentivize housing, particularly the requirements 
for  LICENSED  senior housing. 
 
Please include this email in Written Communications for the city council meeting on Tuesday, July 21. 
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Warm regards,   
Jean Bedord 
30 year resident of Cupertino 
Age Friendly Cupertino Task Force member 
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Cyrah Caburian

From: Neil McClintick <neil.mcclintick@berkeley.edu>
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 6:56 PM
To: City Clerk
Subject: Oral Communication
Attachments: IMG_0608.png

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Hello, 
 
I'd like to give oral comment and provide this as a visual while I'm speaking. Thank you 
 
 
‐Neil 
‐‐  
Neil Park-McClintick 
UC Berkeley '19 
 
Grassroots Organizer, Cupertino for All  
Housing Justice Organizer, Working Partnerships USA 
 

"Give people what they need: food, medicine, clean air, pure water, trees and grass, pleasant homes to live 
in, some hours of work, more hours of leisure. Don't ask who deserves it. Every human being deserves it." 
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Cyrah Caburian

From: Choco Lee <choco.lee57@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 7:04 PM
To: City Clerk
Subject: ATTENTION CITY CLERK, PLEASE READ THIS LETTER INTO RECORD AT THE END OF THE ORAL 

COMMUNICATION ON 7/21

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Dear City of Cupertino, 
 
I am speaking today on behalf of CAYLA, the Cupertino Association of Youth LGBTQ+ Advocates, in support of the 
rainbow crosswalk petition. 
I am coca and am a recent graduate of Cupertino High School.  
 
The city of Cupertino has stalled the rainbow crosswalk project for too long against the wishes of its residents, citing 
regulations and liabilities to undermine the project. The Mayor has cited legal concerns over installing a rainbow 
crosswalk, despite the well‐documented number of crosswalks across the bay, and Cupertino’s own red crosswalks near 
city hall that are neither white, grey, nor yellow. Cupertino has a legacy of being anti‐LGBTQ—this is a no brainer that 
attempts to shine a light on being more inclusive—to stall any further shows a profound lack of allyship from Cupertino. 
A rainbow crosswalk at the intersection of Stevens Creek Boulevard and Main Street within 1000 feet of Cupertino High 
School is an important symbol of inclusion and acceptance for the vulnerable LGBTQ+ youth population in our city, and it 
should not be delayed any further. 

I remember the coding camp that I attended, the summer of my junior year. Given many options for a group project, 
one of them was a website that lists places that LGTBQ+ people can visit without being harassed. Being an LGBTQ+ 
myself, I was so excited that I told my parents about it.  
 
“What! I thought you were straight!” When I heard that, I felt like I didn’t matter. After that event, I stayed quiet and 
pretended to be someone that I am not.  
 
Not only did that event wounded me, but other small instances hurt my feelings. I would mentally cringe when someone 
calls me by the wrong pronouns or when someone says something wrong based on the gender that I display. Not only 
misgendering a person is disrespecting them, but you are also telling me their true gender identity doesn't matter.  
 
Keeping quiet about my true gender identity hurts, but I did this since I don't know if people will accept me as I am or 
reject me.  
 
I did come out and I was happy people did accept me. 
 
If the City of Cupertino built the Rainbow Crosswalk, that would be a comforting message that not only me, but LGTBQ+ 
people are welcomed here. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
coca 
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Cyrah Caburian

From: Alex F <alexandrafurey@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 7:04 PM
To: City Clerk
Subject: Oral communication on 7/21

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 

ATTENTION CITY CLERK, PLEASE READ THIS LETTER INTO RECORD AT THE END OF THE 
ORAL COMMUNICATION ON 7/21. Thank you!  
 
 
Dear City of Cupertino, 
 
I am speaking today on behalf of CAYLA, the Cupertino Association of Youth LGBTQ+ Advocates, in support 
of the rainbow crosswalk petition. 
My name is Xaander, I live in Cupertino, and I currently go to CHS. 
 
The city of Cupertino has stalled the rainbow crosswalk project for way too long against the wishes of its 
residents. The Mayor has cited legal concerns over installing a rainbow crosswalk, despite the well-
documented number of crosswalks across the bay, and Cupertino’s own red crosswalks near city hall that are 
neither white, grey, nor yellow. Despite many residents of Cupertino trying to prove how they are inclusive and 
"woke," Cupertino still has a legacy of being anti-LGBTQ and pretending to be more inclusive. Stalling this 
project any further will show a lack of allyship from Cupertino. A rainbow crosswalk at the intersection of 
Stevens Creek Boulevard and Main Street within 1000 feet of Cupertino High School is an important symbol of 
inclusion and acceptance for the vulnerable LGBTQ+ youth population in our city, and it should not be delayed 
any further. 
 
Sincerely, 
Xaander 
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Cyrah Caburian

From: CG <cg95125@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 6:30 PM
To: City Clerk
Subject: Rainbow crosswalk

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Dear Councilmembers ‐  
 
The City of Vancouver painted a rainbow crosswalk in a densely populated neighborhood. They were astonished and 
thrilled with the positivity that ensued. The same happened in Seattle, WA. Happy City (happycity.org) did an 
experiment with the rainbow crosswalk and discovered that pedestrians were kinder to strangers. It produced a flurry of 
positive emotions in visitors, regardless of their sexual orientation. Visitors reported feeling 40% happier at the rainbow 
intersection than they did at the standard one a block away. They were 60% more likely to meet friends at that 
intersection and want to remain in the area to eat and shop. They also believed that if they lost their wallet there, they 
were much more likely to get it back if a stranger found it. 
 
Loneliness and social isolation are a pressing concern during these unprecedented times. Even more so for the LGBTQ+ 
community. Let's spread some cheer and let our residents and visitors know that Cupertino is a unique, inclusive City 
and one that the locals care about.  
 
Thank you, 
Cathy 
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Cyrah Caburian

From: CG <cg95125@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 7:04 PM
To: City Clerk
Subject: Rainbow crosswalk

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Dear Councilmembers ‐  
 
The City of Vancouver painted a rainbow crosswalk in a densely populated neighborhood. They were astonished and 
thrilled with the positivity that ensued. The same happened in Seattle, WA. Happy City (happycity.org) did an 
experiment with the rainbow crosswalk and discovered that pedestrians were kinder to strangers. It produced a flurry of 
positive emotions in visitors, regardless of their sexual orientation. Visitors reported feeling 40% happier at the rainbow 
intersection than they did at the standard one a block away. They were 60% more likely to meet friends at that 
intersection and want to remain in the area to eat and shop. They also believed that if they lost their wallet there, they 
were much more likely to get it back if a stranger found it. 
 
Loneliness and social isolation are a pressing concern during these unprecedented times. Even more so for the LGBTQ+ 
community. Let's spread some cheer and let our residents and visitors know that Cupertino is a unique, inclusive City 
and one that the locals care about. 
 
Thank you, 
Cathy 
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Cyrah Caburian

From: Draven Valcourt <drav3nvalcourt@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 7:08 PM
To: City Clerk
Subject: Rainbow Crosswalk

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 

ATTENTION CITY CLERK, PLEASE READ THIS LETTER INTO RECORD AT THE END OF THE 
ORAL COMMUNICATION ON 7/21.  
 

Dear City of Cupertino, I am speaking/writing today on behalf of CAYLA, the Cupertino Association of 
Youth LGBTQ+ Advocates, in support of the rainbow crosswalk petition. I'd like to remain anonymous 
for privacy and use the name Draven Valcourt, but I am a student and resident of Cupertino.  

The city of Cupertino has stalled the rainbow crosswalk project for too long against the wishes 
of its residents, citing regulations and liabilities in an effort to undermine the project. The Mayor has 
cited legal concerns over installing a rainbow crosswalk, despite the well-documented number of 
crosswalks across the bay, and Cupertino’s own red crosswalks near city hall that are neither white, 
grey, nor yellow. Cupertino has a legacy of being anti-LGBTQ—this is a no brainer that attempts to 
shine a light on being more inclusive—to stall any further shows a profound lack of allyship from 
Cupertino. A rainbow crosswalk at the intersection of Stevens Creek Boulevard and Main Street 
within 1000 feet of Cupertino High School is an important symbol of inclusion and acceptance for the 
vulnerable LGBTQ+ youth population in our city, and it should not be delayed any further. In times like 
these, where there's much need for equal representation in society, now would be an optimal time to 
begin the rainbow crosswalk project. As we have seen in the BLM movement, suppressed and 
ignored societies need more representation in modern day. A rainbow crosswalk would be ideal for 
the LGBTQ+ community representation because a) it would spread awareness b) it represents 
LGBTQ+ c) it would make Cupertino a more welcoming town. If we show our support to suppressed 
groups, people will become more accepting and educated towards them, making our town a much 
more wholesome and welcoming environment. Please consider starting the rainbow crosswalk.  
 

Sincerely, Draven Valcourt 
 



1

Cyrah Caburian

From: Phoenix <pragya.natarajan@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 8:00 PM
To: City Clerk
Cc: City Council
Subject: Public Comment for July 21st, 2020 Council Meeting

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Dear City of Cupertino, 
 
I am emailing the city council today in support of the rainbow crosswalk and the comments made by CAYLA members 
during the city council meeting on Tuesday 7/21. I agree with the sentiments expressed by many others; a rainbow 
crosswalk on Stevens Creek being built will signal to the LGBTQ+ students that cross it that their city cares about their 
wellbeing, despite the discrimination they could face in the public or at home.  

 
 

Approximately $30,000 is how much the rainbow crosswalk will cost vs $10,000 for a regular crosswalk. 
Materials used for rainbow crosswalks are generally Methyl Methacrylate paint and thermoplastic paint 
because they last longer and are much more durable. Compared to the 3 years once repainting of 
regular crosswalks, these can hold up for up to a decade. The usual white paint used is water-based. 
San Francisco’s famous castro street crosswalks are made of thermoplastic and it holds up for nearly 
a decade. 
 
 

As transgender health protections have been reversed.Trump lobbied for repealing Section 
 1557 of the Affordable Care Act, which established that it is illegal to discriminate on the basis of 
"race, color, national origin, sex, age or disability in certain health programs and activities.” Now the 
trump adminitstration has redefined sex from gender identity to biological sex, so it’s legal to 
discriminate based on gender identity.  
 
 

Transgender members of our community already have to pay costs equivalent to the rainbow 
crosswalk for transitioning surgeries and hormonal medications despite having insurance coverage. If 
hospitals can discriminate against patients, it is simply violating human rights.  
 
 

In these simply obscene times people of the lgbtq+ community require solidarity. If people of our 
community, the community of cupertino, aren’t allowed to express themselves and feel supported, 
what kind of a city are we? 
 
Sincerely, 
Pragya Natarajan 
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Cyrah Caburian

From: Phoenix <pragya.natarajan@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2020 10:39 AM
To: City Council
Cc: Darcy Paul; Jon Robert Willey; Liang Chao; Rod Sinks; Steven Scharf
Subject: [IMPORTANT] 07/21/2020 City Council Meeting Follow Up

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Dear City of Cupertino, 
 
 
I am emailing the city council today in support of the rainbow crosswalk and the comments made by CAYLA members 
during the city council meeting on Tuesday 7/21. I agree with the sentiments expressed by many others; a rainbow 
crosswalk on Stevens Creek being built will signal to the LGBTQ+ students that cross it that their city cares about their 
wellbeing, despite the discrimination they could face in the public or at home.  

 
 
Approximately $30,000 is how much the rainbow crosswalk will cost vs $10,000 for a regular crosswalk. Materials used 
for rainbow crosswalks are generally Methyl Methacrylate paint and thermoplastic paint because they last longer 
and are much more durable. Compared to the 3 years once repainting of regular crosswalks, these can hold up 
for up to a decade. The usual white paint used is water-based. San Francisco’s famous castro street 
crosswalks are made of thermoplastic and it holds up for nearly a decade. 
 
 

As transgender health protections have been reversed.Trump lobbied for repealing Section 1557 of the 
Affordable Care Act, which established that it is illegal to discriminate on the basis of "race, color, national 
origin, sex, age or disability in certain health programs and activities.” Now the trump adminitstration has 
redefined sex from gender identity to biological sex, so it’s legal to discriminate based on gender identity.  
 
 
Transgender members of our community already have to pay costs equivalent to the rainbow crosswalk for 
transitioning surgeries and hormonal medications despite having insurance coverage. If hospitals can 
discriminate against patients, it is simply violating human rights.  
 
 
In these simply obscene times people of the lgbtq+ community require solidarity. If people of our community, 
the community of cupertino, aren’t allowed to express themselves and feel supported, what kind of a city are 
we? 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Pragya Natarajan 
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Cyrah Caburian

From: City of Cupertino Written Correspondence
Subject: FW: Photo for Weed control

From: Liang‐Fang Chao <lfchao@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 9:23 PM 
To: City Clerk <CityClerk@cupertino.org> 
Subject: Fwd: Photo for Weed control 
 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Liang‐Fang Chao <lfchao@gmail.com> 
Date: Tue, Jul 21, 2020 at 5:32 PM 
Subject: Photo for Weed control 
To: Liang‐Fang Chao <lfchao@gmail.com> 
 

 



1

Cyrah Caburian

From: City of Cupertino Written Correspondence
Subject: FW: 7/21 webinar info

From: Kirsten Squarcia <KirstenS@cupertino.org>  
Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2020 12:22 AM 
To: City Clerk <CityClerk@cupertino.org> 
Subject: FW: 7/21 webinar info 
 
For written comms – weeds 

 

Kirsten Squarcia 
City Clerk 
City Manager's Office/City Clerk's Office 
KirstenS@Cupertino.org 
(408) 777-3225 

 

 

From: Bhanu Pisupati <bnp979@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 5:19 PM 
To: Kirsten Squarcia <KirstenS@cupertino.org> 
Subject: Re: 7/21 webinar info 
 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Hi Kirsten  
Thank  you for your phone call today. 
Please find attached pictures of our lawn. 
 
Thank you.  
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Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Jul 21, 2020, at 4:41 PM, Kirsten Squarcia <KirstenS@cupertino.org> wrote: 

To  address  the  City  Council,  click  on  the  link  below  to  register  in  advance  and  access  the 
meeting: 
  
Online 
Register in advance https://cityofcupertino.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_uCcBdPYkQauVNrhCsN5KjA 
  
Phone 
Dial:  (888)    788 0099 and  enter  Webinar  ID:  954 8674 1464 (Type  *9 to  raise  hand  to  speak). 
Unregistered participants will be called on by the last four digits of their phone number. 
  
Thanks, Kirsten  
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Kirsten Squarcia 
City Clerk 
City Manager's Office/City Clerk's Office 
KirstenS@Cupertino.org 
(408) 777-3225 

<image005.png><image007.png><image009.png><image011.png>

<image015.png> 
  

<072120 Closed Session and Regular.pdf> 



CC 07-21-20 
 

#20, 
Proposition 15 

 
Written Comments 





Proposition 15 July 3, 2020 
Initiative 19-0008 (Arndt. #I) 

INCREASES FUNDING SOURCES FOR PUBLIC SCHOOLS, COMMUNITY 
COLLEGES, AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT SERVICES BY CHANGING TAX 
ASSESSMENT OF COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL PROPERTY. INITIATIVE 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT. 

• Increases funding sources for K-12 public schools, community colleges, and local
governments by requiring commercial and industrial real property be taxed based on
current market value, instead of purchase price.

• . Exempts from taxation changes: residential properties; agricultural land; and owners of
commercial and industrial properties with combined value of $3 million or less.

• Any additional education funding will supplement existi11g school funding guarantees.

• Exempts small businesses from personal property tax; for other businesses, provides
$500,000 exemption.

Summary of Legislative Analyst's Estimate of Net State and Local Government Fiscal·· 
Impact: 

• Increased property taxes on commercial properties worth more than $3 million providing
$6.5 billion to $11.5 billion in new funding to local governments and schools.
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Allocation of Revenues From Schools and
Communities First for Selected Counties

Prepared by

Blue Sky Consulting Group

May 4, 2020



METHODOLOGY

Estimates of the amount of additional property taxes from the SCF initiative for individual
local jurisdictions were developed by first estimating the additional revenue to be
contributed by individual parcels in each community. The additional revenue from each
parcel was then allocated to the relevant jurisdictions in which the parcel is located (e.g.,
to the city, school district, any special districts serving the parcel and the county) based on
the current allocation of property taxes for that parcel. For each jurisdiction, the total
amount of additional revenue was calculated by summing the contributions from each
parcel in that jurisdiction. The amount of additional revenue generated by each parcel
was adjusted to reflect estimated 2021-22 revenues and reduced by the proportionate
share of the anticipated administrative costs.

The amount of additional revenue to be generated by each parcel was estimated based on
disparity ratio for that parcel as calculated by USC PERE. ( The disparity ratio is the
relationship between a property’ s market value and its assessed value.)

The total amount of revenue based on USC PERE’ s midpoint estimate of new revenues for
2021-22 is $11.4 billion, and the net revenue is $10.9 billion after subtracting the LAO’s
estimate of reductions due to administrative costs, etc., ($0.5 billion).



Commercial Property Tax Reform
Estimated Allocation of Revenues 2021- 22

Alameda

Entity Amount
COUNTY GENERAL 175,369,000

COUNTY LIBRARY 4,291,000

ALAMEDA CO. FIRE DEPT. 3,070,000

BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT 1,353,000

ALAMEDA CO. MOSQUITO ABATEMENT 562,000

AC TRANSIT 24,168,000

SF-BART 3,973,000

EAST BAY REGIONAL PARK 17,610,000

ALAMEDA COUNTY WATER 1,220,000

E.B.M.U.D. 6,563,000

CITY OF ALAMEDA 6,947,000

CITY OF EMERYVILLE 5,245,000

CITY OF FREMONT 20,660,000

CITY OF HAYWARD 15,182,000

HAYWARD AREA REC & PARK 3,985,000

CITY OF NEWARK 4,521,000

CITY OF OAKLAND 60,466,000

OAKLAND ZOO 297,000

CITY OF PLEASANTON 12,918,000

CITY OF SAN LEANDRO 8,357,000

CITY OF UNION CITY 5,635,000

CITY OF LIVERMORE 8,218,000

LIVERMORE AREA REC & PARK 2,267,000

CITY OF BERKELEY 17,557,000

CITY OF ALBANY 1,247,000

CITY OF DUBLIN 6,076,000

CITY OF PIEDMONT 419,000

OTHER 11,085,000

TOTAL 429,261,000



Commercial Property Tax Reform
Estimated Allocation of Revenues 2021- 22

Fresno

Entity Amount
FRESNO COUNTY 23,879,000
FRESNO CO FIRE 1,166,000
FRESNO CO LIBRARY 1,089,000
CITY OF CLOVIS 2,445,000
CITY OF COALINGA 238,000
CITY OF FIREBAUGH 348,000
CITY OF FOWLER 167,000
CITY OF FRESNO 15,391,000
CITY OF HURON 80,000
CITY OF KERMAN 248,000
CITY OF KINGSBURG 346,000
CITY OF MENDOTA 130,000
CITY OF PARLIER 249,000
CITY OF REEDLEY 404,000
CITY OF SANGER 441,000
CITY OF SELMA 222,000
CITY ORANGE COVE 109,000
CITY SAN JOAQUIN 40,000
CEMETARY DISTRICTS 236,000
NORTH CENTRAL FIRE 232,000
CONSOLIDATED MOSQ 335,000
FRESNO MET FLOOD 1,399,000
FRESNO MOSQ ABMT 156,000
COAL HURON PRK- REC 309,000
CLOVIS MEMORIAL 280,000
COALINGA HOSPITAL 263,000
COALINGA LIBRARY 125,000
OTHER 615,000
TOTAL 50,942,000



Commercial Property Tax Reform
Estimated Allocation of Revenues 2021-2022

KERN

Entity Amount
CO. GENERAL FUND 25,694,000

CO ADVERTISING 59,000

CO. FIRE FUND 5,297,000

CITY OF ARVIN 218,000

CITY OF BAKERSFIELD 9,787,000

CITY OF CALIFORNIA CITY 350,000

CITY OF DELANO 1,038,000

CITY OF MARICOPA 14,000

CITY OF MC FARLAND 166,000

CITY OF RIDGECREST 302,000

CITY OF SHAFTER 467,000

CITY OF TAFT 169,000

CITY OF TEHACHAPI 366,000

CITY OF WASCO 394,000

CEMETARY DISTRICTS 213,000

EAST KERN HEALTH CARE
DISTRICT

52,000

KERN VALLEY HOSPITAL 21,000

MUROC HOSPITAL 50,000

NORTH KERN- SO TULARE
HOSPITAL

53,000

TEHACHAPI VALLEY HLTH CARE
DST

53,000

WEST SIDE HOSPITAL 54,000

DELANO MOSQ ABATE 84,000

Entity Amount
KERN VECTOR CONT 503,000

WEST SIDE MOSQ 39,000

BEAR MNT REC& PARK 83,000

MCFARLAND REC- PK 30,000

NOR REC & PK DIST 533,000

SHAFTER REC & PK 60,000

TEH. REC & PARK 64,000

WASCO REC & PARK 51,000

WST SIDE REC & PK 25,000

MOJAVE UTIL DIST 48,000

S SAN JOAQUIN MUNICIP
UTILITY

107,000

EAST KERN AIRPORT 42,000

E NILES COM SER 32,000

STALLION SPRG CSD 27,000

KERN DELTA WTR 204,000

TEHACHAPI- CUMMINGS WATER 343,000

ANTELOPE VAL E KERN WTR
AGENCY

110,000

KERN CO WATER AGENCY 516,000

NOR MUNI WATER 63,000

OTHER 196,000

TOTAL 47,781,000



Commercial Property Tax Reform
Estimated Allocation of Revenues 2021- 2022

Los Angeles County

Entity Amount
LOS ANGELES COUNTY GENERAL 1,337,450,000
L.A. COUNTY ACCUM CAP OUTLAY 353,000
L A COUNTY LIBRARY 16,485,000
COUNTY ROAD DISTRICT 907,000
CONSOL. FIRE PRO. DIST.OF L.A.CO. 128,246,000
L A C FIRE-FFW 21,540,000
CO LIGHTING MAINT DIST 3,036,000
L.A.CO.FL.CON. DR.IMP.DIST. MAINT. 5,133,000
LA CO FLOOD CONTROL MAINT 29,041,000
BELVEDERE GARBAGE DISPOSAL
DIST

431,000

FIRESTONE GARBAGE DISPOSAL
DIST

374,000

L A CO WATER WORKS 585,000
PALOS VERDES LIBRARY DIST
MAINT

359,000

L A CO WEST VECTOR CONTROL
DIST.

293,000

GREATER L A CO VECTOR CONTROL 477,000
CO SANITATION DIST 17,470,000
STA CLRTA VLY SANIT DIS OF LA CO 992,000
SOUTH BAY CITIES SANIT DIST OPER 281,000
BEACH CITIES HOSPITAL DIST 370,000
CITY- ALHAMBRA 4,933,000
CITY- ALHAMBRA - OTHER 327,000
CITY- AGOURA HILLS 1,063,000
CITY- ARCADIA 4,054,000
CITY- ARTESIA CTRL COM' L CORR RP 785,000
CITY- AVALON 496,000
CITY- AZUSA 3,256,000
CITY- BALDWIN PK 3,595,000
CITY- BALDWIN PK CONSOL. LT DIST 389,000
CITY-BELL 1,309,000
CITY- BELLFLOWER 2,741,000
CITY-BELL GARDEN 1,608,000
CITY-BEV HILLS 14,462,000
CITY-BRADBURY 35,000
CITY-BURBANK 16,720,000
CITY-CARSON 6,909,000
CITY-CALABASAS 1,039,000
CITY-CALABASAS - OTHER 349,000
CITY- CLAREMONT 1,740,000

Entity Amount
CITY- COMMERCE 2,917,000
CITY- COMPTON 5,097,000
CITY- COVINA 3,262,000
CITY-CUDAHY 841,000
CITY- CULVER CITY 4,973,000
CITY-CERRITOS LOS COYOTES RP 3,159,000
CITY- CERRITOS - OTHER 578,000
CITY- DOWNEY 6,397,000
CITY- DOWNEY - OTHER 153,000
CITY- EL MONTE 5,291,000
CITY- DUARTE 1,541,000
CITY- DUARTE - OTHER 334,000
CITY- DIAMOND BAR 1,978,000
CITY- EL SEGUNDO 4,580,000
CITY- GARDENA 3,753,000
CITY- GLENDALE 15,529,000
CITY- GLENDORA 2,521,000
CITY- HAWAII GDNS 575,000
CITY- HAWTHORNE 4,379,000
CITY- HERMOSA BCH 1,585,000
CITY- HIDDEN HILL 69,000
CITY- HUNTINGTN P 2,332,000
CITY- INDUSTRY 4,716,000
CITY- INGLEWOOD 7,592,000
CITY- IRWINDALE 1,599,000
CITY- LA PUENTE 1,420,000
CITY-LA PUENTE - OTHER 106,000
CITY-LAKEWOOD 2,892,000
CITY- LA VERNE 2,253,000
CITY- LAWNDALE 1,162,000
CITY- LA MIRADA 2,357,000
LA MIRADA - S. E. REC AND PARK 697,000
CITY- LOMITA 781,000
CITY- LOMITA - OTHER 102,000
CITY- LONG BEACH 32,031,000
CITY- LA CANADA- F 933,000
CITY- LANCASTER 5,179,000
CITY- LANCASTER - OTHER 175,000
CITY- LA HABRA HT 176,000
CITY- LOS ANGELES 473,601,000



Los Angeles, cont.

Entity Amount
CITY- LYNWOOD 3,313,000
CITY-MALIBU 1,021,000
CITY- MANHATTAN B 3,329,000
CITY-MAYWOOD 885,000
CITY- MONROVIA 3,202,000
CITY- MONTEBELLO 3,627,000
CITY- MONTEREY PK 4,065,000
CITY- NORWALK 3,758,000
NORWALK - S. E. REC AND PARK 752,000
CITY- PALOS VRD 484,000
CITY- PALMDALE 5,338,000
CITY- PALMDALE STREETLIGHT DIST 244,000
CITY- PARAMOUNT 2,587,000
CITY- PASADENA 21,460,000
CITY- PICO RIVERA 2,829,000
CITY- PICO RIVERA - OTHER 279,000
CITY-POMONA 11,017,000
CITY-POMONA - OTHER 25,000
CITY- RANCHO P V 1,693,000
CITY- REDONDO BCH 5,651,000
CITY- ROSEMEAD 2,276,000
CITY- ROSEMEAD - OTHER 225,000
CITY- ROLLING HLS 55,000
CITY- ROLL HLS ES 438,000
CITY- S FERNANDO 1,550,000
CITY- SAN DIMAS 1,583,000
CITY- SAN DIMAS - OTHER 275,000
CITY- SAN GABRIEL 2,303,000
CITY- SAN MARINO 859,000
CITY- SANTA CLARITA 7,832,000
STA CLRTA STREET LIGHT MAINT #2 475,000

Entity Amount
CITY- SANTA CLARITA LIBRARY 956,000
CITY- SANTA FE SP 3,683,000
CITY- SANTA MONIC 16,418,000
CITY- SIERRA MADR 545,000
CITY- SIGNAL HILL 839,000
CITY- SO EL MONTE 1,515,000
CITY- SOUTH GATE 3,434,000
CITY- SO PASADENA 1,763,000
CITY- TEMPLE CITY 1,499,000
CITY- TEMPLE CITY - OTHER 111,000
CITY- TORRANCE 14,494,000
CITY VERNON 2,794,000
CITY- WALNUT 1,095,000
CITY- WEST COVINA 5,289,000
CITY-W LAKE VILL 769,000
CITY-W LAKE VILL - OTHER 143,000
CITY-W HOLLYWOOD 6,885,000
W HOLLYWOOD LIGHTING MAINT
DIST

411,000

CITY-WHITTIER 4,023,000
ANTELOPE VY.- EAST KERN WATER
AGY

1,082,000

SANTA CLARITA VALLEY WATER-
CLWA

3,470,000

PALMDALE WATER DIST 327,000
THREE VALLEY MWD 454,000
SAN GABRIEL VAL MUN WATER
DIST

949,000

OTHER 9,383,000
TOTAL 2,415,008,000



Commercial Property Tax Reform
Estimated Allocation of Revenues 2021- 22

Merced

Entity Amount
COUNTY GENERAL FUND 6,887,000

COUNTY FIRE 1,017,000

ATWATER CITY 590,000

ATWATER CITY FIRE 141,000

DOS PALOS CITY 59,000

GUSTINE CITY 54,000

MERCED CITY 2,173,000

MERCED CITY FIRE 13,000

LIVINGSTON CITY 427,000

LOS BANOS CITY 626,000

REGIONAL OCCUPATIONAL 47,000

MOSQUITO ABATEMENT 238,000

CEMETARY DISTRICTS 117,000

WINTON LT 6,000

BLOSS HEALTHCARE DIST 41,000

WESTSIDE HOSPITAL 10,000

DELHI COUNTY WATER 7,000

HILMAR COUNTY WATER 12,000

SANTA NELLA CO WATER 17,000

WINTON SANITARY 6,000

DOS PALOS DRAINAGE 7,000

GUSTINE DRAINAGE 5,000

MERCED IRRIGATION DIS 316,000

OTHER 48,000

TOTAL 12,864,000



Commercial Property Tax Reform
Estimated Allocation of Revenues 2021- 2022

ORANGE

Entity Amount
ORANGE CO GEN.     FUND 126,735,000

ORANGE COUNTY PUBLIC LIBRARY 8,486,000

O C FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT 19,338,000

O C PARKS CSA 26 14,948,000

ANAHEIM CITY 19,453,000

ALISO VIEJO CITY 1,249,000

BREA CITY 3,997,000

BUENA PARK CITY 4,450,000

COSTA MESA CITY 10,015,000

COSTA MESA CITY - DISTRICTS 10,000

CYPRESS CITY 1,982,000

CYPRESS CITY - DISTRICTS 248,000

DANA POINT CITY 1,184,000

DANA POINT CITY - OTHER 607,000

FOUNTAIN VALLEY CITY 4,029,000

FULLERTON CITY 8,417,000

GARDEN GROVE CITY 6,609,000

GARDEN GROVE CITY - DISTRICTS 548,000

HUNTINGTON BEACH CITY 10,550,000

IRVINE CITY 9,058,000

IRVINE CITY - DISTRICTS 678,000

LA HABRA CITY 3,097,000

LA PALMA CITY 632,000

LA PALMA CITY - DISTRICTS 13,000

LAGUNA BEACH CITY 3,046,000

LAGUNA BEACH CITY - DISTRICTS 301,000

LAGUNA HILLS CITY 1,130,000

LAGUNA HILLS CITY - DISTRICTS 300,000

LAGUNA NIGUEL CITY 1,330,000

LAGUNA NIGUEL CITY - DISTRICTS 913,000

LAGUNA WOODS CITY 426,000

LAKE FOREST CITY 2,133,000

LAKE FOREST CITY - OTHER 749,000

LOS ALAMITOS CITY 881,000

LOS ALAMITOS CITY - OTHER 80,000

MISSION VIEJO CITY 2,166,000

MISSION VIEJO CITY - OTHER 2,935,000

Entity Amount
NEWPORT BEACH CITY 11,650,000

ORANGE CITY 9,121,000

PLACENTIA CITY 1,911,000

PLACENTIA CITY - DISTRICTS 118,000

RANCHO SANTA MARGARITA CITY 1,094,000

SAN CLEMENTE CITY 3,136,000

SAN CLEMENTE CITY - OTHER 90,000

SAN JUAN CAPISTRANO CITY 1,711,000

SAN JUAN CAPISTRANO CITY - OTHER 158,000

SANTA ANA CITY 19,189,000

SANTA ANA CITY - OTHER 83,000

SEAL BEACH CITY 1,388,000

STANTON CITY 1,398,000

STANTON CITY - OTHER 201,000

TUSTIN CITY 3,678,000

TUSTIN CITY - DISTRICTS 313,000

VILLA PARK CITY 125,000

WESTMINSTER CITY 3,128,000

WESTMINSTER CITY - OTHER 414,000

YORBA LINDA CITY 1,991,000

YORBA LINDA CITY - OTHER 371,000

CYPRESS RECREATION AND PARK DIST 1,038,000

BUENA PARK LIBRARY DIST- GEN
FUND( FMR 704.01)

789,000

IRVINE RANCH WATER DIST 2,826,000

MIDWAY CITY SANITARY DIST-
GEN.FUND

691,000

MOULTON NIGUEL WATER DIST 3,014,000

ORANGE CO VECTOR CONTROL DIST 1,092,000

SANTA MARGARITA WATER DIST 484,000

O C FIRE AUTHORITY- GEN FUND 35,639,000

ORANGE COUNTY WATER DISTRICT 5,295,000

ORANGE COUNTY TRANSIT
AUTHORITY

2,744,000

OC SANITATION 20,809,000

OTHER 2,432,000

TOTAL 410,844,000



Commercial Property Tax Reform
Estimated Allocation of Revenues 2021- 2022

Riverside

Entity Amount
COUNTY GENERAL PURPOSE 82,695,000
CO FREE LIBRARY 2,224,000
CO STRUCTURE FIRE PROTECTION 6,248,000
COUNTY - DISTRICTS 106,000
CITY OF BANNING 751,000
CITY OF BEAUMONT ANX 1,252,000
CITY OF BLYTHE ANX 415,000
CITY OF CALIMESA 222,000
CALIMESA CITY FIRE 147,000
CITY OF CANYON LAKE 167,000
CATHEDRAL CITY FIRE 330,000
CITY OF CATHEDRAL CITY 1,138,000
CITY OF COACHELLA ANX 935,000
CITY OF CORONA 6,863,000
CITY OF DESERT HOT SPRINGS 564,000
CITY OF LAKE ELSINORE ANX 1,473,000
CITY OF LA QUINTA 1,103,000
CITY OF HEMET BASIC AREA ANX 1,986,000
CITY OF INDIAN WELLS 257,000
CITY OF INDIO DS 2,807,000
CITY OF MORENO VALLEY 4,524,000
MORENO VALLEY FIRE 1,152,000
CITY OF MORENO VALLEY LIBRARY 318,000
CITY OF MURRIETA 2,095,000
CITY OF MURRIETA LIBRARY 183,000
CITY OF NORCO 802,000
CITY OF PALM DESERT 1,077,000
CITY OF PALM SPRINGS 3,657,000
CITY OF PERRIS 2,374,000
CITY OF RANCHO MIRAGE 687,000
CITY OF RIVERSIDE 11,062,000
CITY OF SAN JACINTO ANX 833,000
CITY OF TEMECULA 2,414,000
CITY OF MENIFEE 1,507,000
CITY OF MENIFEE FIRE PROTECTION 356,000
CITY OF WILDOMAR 568,000

Entity Amount
CITY OF WILDOMAR FIRE
PROTECTION

143,000

CITY OF EASTVALE 905,000
CITY OF EASTVALE FIRE PROTECTION 295,000
CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY 2,433,000
RIV CO REGIONAL PARK & OPEN SP 685,000
FLOOD CONTROL 8,235,000
COUNTY SERVICE AREAS 121,000
RANCHO MIRAGE CSD FIRE 672,000
RANCHO MIRAGE CSD LIBRARY 280,000
CEMETERY DISTRICTS 418,000
CATHEDRAL CITY COMMUNITY
SERVICE

304,000

EDGEMONT COMMUNITY SERVICES 373,000

JURUPA COMMUNITY SERVICES 835,000

RUBIDOUX COMMUNITY SERVICES 520,000

MORENO VALLEY CS 338,000

COACHELLA FIRE PROTECTION 227,000

IDYLLWILD FIRE PROTECTION 167,000

MURRIETA FIRE 1,174,000

DESERT HOSPITAL 997,000

SAN GORGONIO PASS MEM HOSPITAL 175,000

BANNING LIBRARY DIST 76,000

BEAUMONT LIBRARY 110,000

CV MOSQUITO & VECTOR CONTROL 787,000

NW MOSQUITO & VECTOR CNTL DIST 353,000

BEAUMONT CHERRY VALLEY REC & PK 130,000

DESERT RECREATION 545,000

JURUPA AREA REC & PK 177,000

VALLEY WIDE REC & PK 129,000

VALLEY SANITARY 243,000

COACHELLA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 1,714,000

CVWD 2,709,000

MISSION SPRINGS WTR DIST 241,000

IDYLLWILD CO WATER 120,000



Riverside, cont.

Entity Amount
DESERT WTR AGENCY 204,000

SAN GORGONIO PASS WTR AGENCY
DS

320,000

EMWD 4,232,000

ELSINORE VALLEY MUNICIPAL WATER 762,000

LAKE HEMET MUNICIPAL WATER 79,000

WESTERN MUNICIPAL WATER 2,943,000

CITY BEAUMONT - OTHER 140,000

RIV CORONA RESOURCE
CONSERVATION

156,000

RCWD 1,568,000

OTHER 550,000

TOTAL 182,877,000



Commercial Property Tax Reform
Estimated Allocation of Revenues 2021-22

Sacramento

Entity Amount
COUNTY - OTHER 56,000

SACRAMENTO WATER AGENC 447,000

COUNTY LIBRARY 1,122,000

COUNTY GENERAL 38,274,000

SACRAMENTO METRO FIRE 10,703,000

COSUMNES CSD 2,343,000

NATOMAS FIRE 374,000

PACIFIC- FRUITRIDGE FIRE 405,000

MISSION OAKS PARK 160,000

SUNRISE PARK 274,000

FULTON - EL CAMINO PAR 209,000

RIO LINDA- ELVERTA PARK 158,000

CORDOVA PARK 473,000

SOUTHGATE PARK 300,000

CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA 1,799,000

REGIONAL OCCUP CENTER 109,000

CITY OF CITRUS HEIGHTS 1,130,000

SACTO- YOLO MOSQUITO 986,000

CITY OF FOLSOM 2,636,000

CITY OF GALT 387,000

CITY OF ISLETON 25,000

CITY OF SACRAMENTO 19,519,000

CITY OF ELK GROVE 1,723,000

ELK GROVE CITY-LAGUNA 254,000

CITY OF FOLSOM SOUTH 50,000

DEV CENTER HANDICAPPED 139,000

OTHER 1,006,000

TOTAL 85,061,000



Commercial Property Tax Reform
Estimated Allocation of Revenues 2021- 22

San Bernardino

Entity Amount
COUNTY GENERAL FUND 138,321,000

FLOOD CONTROL 10,844,000

COUNTY FREE LIBRARY 3,000,000

CITY OF ADELANTO 827,000

TOWN OF APPLE VALLEY 2,645,000

CITY OF BARSTOW 1,102,000

CITY OF BIG BEAR LAKE 488,000

CITY OF CHINO 6,096,000

CITY OF CHINO HILLS 2,671,000

CITY OF COLTON 2,477,000

CITY OF FONTANA 7,012,000

CITY OF GRAND TERRACE 550,000

CITY OF HIGHLAND 2,001,000

CITY OF LOMA LINDA 1,563,000

CITY OF HESPERIA 2,451,000

CITY OF MONTCLAIR 1,989,000

CITY OF NEEDLES 297,000

CITY OF ONTARIO 18,729,000

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 7,474,000

CITY OF REDLANDS 5,794,000

CITY OF RIALTO 6,345,000

CITY OF SAN BERNARDINO 11,477,000

Entity Amount
CITY OF TWENTYNINE PALMS 1,162,000

CITY OF UPLAND 4,367,000

CITY OF VICTORVILLE 5,471,000

CITY OF YUCAIPA 2,101,000

TOWN OF YUCCA VALLEY 984,000

FONTANA FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 9,411,000

HESPERIA FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 1,293,000

RANCHO CUCAMONGA FIRE DISTRICT 5,090,000

SAN BDNO CNTY FIRE PROTECT
DISTRICT

5,679,000

BARSTOW FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 844,000

APPLE VALLEY FIRE PROTECTION DIST 1,409,000

CHINO VALLEY INDEPENDENT FIRE DIST 3,851,000

CHINO BASIN WTR CONSERVATION DIST 836,000

INLAND EMPIRE UTILITIES AGENCY 9,782,000

SAN BERNARDINO VALLEY MUNI WATER 2,915,000

WATER DISTRICTS 1,747,000

CSAs 1,182,000

OTHER 3,946,000

TOTAL 296,223,000



Commercial Property Tax Reform
Estimated Allocation of Revenues 2021- 22

San Francisco

Entity Amount
GENERAL FUND 480,611,000
BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT 4,434,000
BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT
DIST.

1,462,000

TOTAL 486,507,000



Commercial Property Tax Reform
Estimated Allocation of Revenues 2021- 22

San Joaquin

Entity Amount
COUNTY GENERAL 24,350,000
ROAD DISTRICTS 658,000
COUNTY LIBRARY 669,000
CEMETARY DISTRICTS 75,000
FIRE DISTRICTS 2,855,000
SJC FLOOD CONTROL 219,000
LIGHTING DISTRICTS 9,000
SJC MOSQUITO ABATEMENT 531,000
RECL. DISTRICTS 36,000
CSA/ CSD 51,000
WATER DISTRICTS 113,000
IRRIGATION DISTRICTS 902,000
S J REGIONAL TRANSIT DISTRICT 126,000
CITY OF ESCALON 208,000
CITY OF LODI 1,850,000
CITY OF MANTECA 1,545,000
CITY OF RIPON 335,000
CITY OF STOCKTON 6,379,000
CITY OF TRACY 2,071,000
CITY OF LATHROP 847,000
OTHER 48,000
TOTAL 43,877,000



Commercial Property Tax Reform
Estimated Allocation of Revenues 2021- 22

San Diego County

Entity Amount
COUNTY GENERAL 147,281,000
COUNTY LIBRARY 3,642,000
COUNTY DISTRICTS - OTHER 66,000
PERMANENT ROAD DIVISION 10,000

COUNTY SERVICE AREA 255,000
SAN DIEGO COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL
DISTRICT

214,000

ALPINE FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 120,000

FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICTS - OTHER 149,000
NORTH COUNTY FIRE PROTECTION
DISTRICT OF SD COUNT

510,000

LAKESIDE FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 503,000
RANCHO SANTA FE FIRE PROTECTION
DIST. OF SD COUNT

347,000

SAN MIGUEL CONSOL. FIRE
PROTECTION DISTRICT

880,000

BORREGO SPRINGS FIRE PROTECTION
DISTRICT

103,000

NORTH COUNTY CEMETERY 162,000
CEMETERY DISTRICTS - OTHER 88,000
CARLSBAD CITY 6,516,000
CARLSBAD CITY 1973 ANNEX ORD
1147

265,000

CHULA VISTA CITY 4,849,000
CHULA VISTA CITY - OTHER 829,000
CORONADO CITY 2,785,000
DEL MAR CITY 281,000

EL CAJON CITY 2,890,000
ENCINITAS CITY 3,175,000
ENCINITAS CITY - OTHER 64,000
ESCONDIDO CITY 3,692,000
IMPERIAL BEACH CITY 521,000
LA MESA CITY 1,554,000
LEMON GROVE CITY 615,000
NATIONAL CITY 2,477,000
OCEANSIDE CITY - DIST 5,531,000
POWAY CITY 1,209,000

Entity Amount
POWAY CITY POWAY MUNICIPAL
WATER DISTRICT

1,665,000

POWAY CITY - OTHER 203,000
SAN DIEGO CITY 79,741,000
SAN MARCOS CITY 1,835,000

SANTEE CITY 1,903,000
SOLANA BEACH CITY 879,000
SOLANA BEACH CITY - OTHER 54,000

VISTA CITY 3,674,000
GROSSMONT HEALTHCARE DISTRICT 684,000
PALOMAR HEALTH 2,092,000
TRI CITY HOSPITAL DISTRICT MAINT 1,078,000
SAN MARCOS FIRE PROTECTION
DISTRICT

855,000

VISTA FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 140,000

FALLBROOK PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT 148,000

SANTA FE IRRIGATION
LAN

122,000

VALLECITOS WATER DISTRICT 614,000

CARLSBAD MUNICIPAL WATER
DISTRICT

428,000

OLIVENHAIN MUNICIPAL WATER
DISTRICT

151,000

OTAY WATER IMP DIST B - WATER
SERVICE

250,000

RAMONA MUNICIPAL WATER
DISTRICT

417,000

RINCON DEL DIABLO MUNICIPAL
WATER DISTRICT

124,000

PADRE DAM MUNICIPAL WATER
DISTRICT

251,000

CWA CITY OF SAN DIEGO 1,203,000

CWA VISTA IRRIGATION 120,000

OTHER 543,000

Total 290,757,000



Commercial Property Tax Reform
Estimated Allocation of Revenues 2021- 22

SANTA BARBARA

Entity Amount
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY GENERAL 28,906,000

BUELLTON CITY PROPERTY TAX 359,000

CARP CITY 480,000

GOLETA CITY PROPERTY TAX 1,222,000

GUADALUPE CITY 145,000

LOMPOC CITY 883,000

SANTA BARBARA CITY 5,326,000

SANTA MARIA CITY 3,455,000

SOLVANG CITY 231,000

SB COUNTY FIRE PROTECTION DIST 4,973,000

SB COUNTY FLOOD CNTRL/ WTR CNSRV 301,000

SANTA MARIA FLOOD ZN 3 218,000

SOUTH COAST FLOOD ZN 2 856,000

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY WTR AGENCY 387,000

SANTA MARIA PUBLIC AIRPORT DIST 273,000

SANTA MARIA CEMETERY DIST 134,000

CARP/ SUMMERLAND FIRE DIST 867,000

MONTECITO FIRE DIST 377,000

SANTA BARBARA MET TRANSIT DIST 136,000

GOLETA WEST SAN RUNNING 395,000

OTHER 1,025,000

Total 50,949,000



Commercial Property Tax Reform
Estimated Allocation of Revenues 2021- 22

Santa Clara

Entity Amount
SANTA CLARA COUNTY 255,781,000
SANTA CLARA COUNTY LIBRARY 4,658,000
CAMPBELL 3,463,000
CUPERTINO 4,914,000
GILROY 2,891,000
LOS ALTOS 2,423,000

LOS ALTOS HILLS 341,000
LOS GATOS 2,932,000
MILPITAS 9,396,000
MONTE SERENO 111,000
MORGAN HILL 2,378,000
MOUNTAIN VIEW 18,624,000
PALO ALTO 20,940,000
SAN JOSE 76,867,000

SANTA CLARA 18,413,000
SARATOGA 1,272,000
SUNNYVALE 22,602,000
SARATOGA FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 318,000
CENTRAL FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 10,934,000

CENTRAL FIRE PROTECTION ZONE NO. 1 349,000
LOS ALTOS HILLS COUNTY FIRE DISTRICT 308,000
SOUTH SANTA CLARA COUNTY FIRE
PROTECTION DISTRICT

303,000

MIDPENINSULA REGIONAL OPEN SPACE
DISTRICT

9,146,000

SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 19,431,000
EL CAMINO HOSPITAL 4,832,000
BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT
DISTRICT

2,449,000

CAMPBELL MUNICIPAL LIGHTING
DISTRICT

279,000

MOUNTAIN VIEW PARKING DISTRICT
NO.02

548,000

SANTA CLARA COUNTY IMPORTATION
WATER- MISC DISTRICT

6,473,000

OTHER 359,000
TOTAL 503,735,000



Commercial Property Tax Reform
Estimated Allocation of Revenues 2021- 22

VENTURA

Entity Amount
COUNTY GENERAL FUND 40,497,000

COUNTY LIBRARY 480,000

FIRE PROTECTION DIST 12,397,000

County Flood 2,878,000

CONEJO REC & PK 2,277,000

PL VLY REC & PK 607,000

SIMI REC & PK 976,000

WATER DISTRICTS 57,000

VENTURA PORT 217,000

UNITED WTR CONS DIST 399,000

CITY CAMARILLO 1,379,000

CITY FILLMORE 425,000

CITY OJAI 288,000

CITY OXNARD 8,567,000

CITY PORT HUENEME 414,000

CITY SANTA PAULA 831,000

CITY SIMI VALLEY 2,435,000

CITY SIMI VALLEY - DISTRICTS 965,000

CITY THOUSAND OAKS 3,657,000

THOUSAND OAKS VRSD 180,000

CITY SAN BUENAVENTURA 5,056,000

CITY OF MOORPARK 729,000

CITY OF MOORPARK - DISTRICTS 31,000

CAMARILLO SAN M & O 131,000

CALLEGUAS MUN WTR 1,047,000

CASITAS MUN WTR 326,000

CAM LTE MAINT 245,000

T O CITY WIDE LTE ZN 1 266,000

VTA CO MAINT #1 T O 141,000

CAMARILLO HEALTH CARE 248,000

OTHER 418,000

TOTAL 88,564,000



CC 07-21-20 
 

#22, 
FY 2020-21 City 
Work Program 

 
 

Written Comments 



1

Cyrah Caburian

From: Connie Cunningham <cunninghamconniel@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 18, 2020 2:48 PM
To: City Council; City Clerk
Subject: Agenda Item 22, City Council Meeting July 21, 2020

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Dear Mayor, Vice‐Mayor, and Councilmembers: 
 
I urgently call on you to NOT remove the Housing Program for De Anza College Students as described in this Agenda 
Item 22 for several reasons.  
______ 
Agenda Item 22, City Council Meeting July 21, 2020 
Subject: FY 2020‐21 City Work Program‐ Consider adding a Housing Survey item and removing the Housing Program for 
De Anza College Students item. 
Recommended Action: 1. Consider adding the Housing Survey item to the FY 2020‐21 City Work Program 
2. Remove the Housing Program for De Anza College Students item from the FY 
2020‐21 City Work Program 
3. Authorize expenditures not to exceed $24,000 to fund the Housing Survey 
_______ 
 
Here are my reasons: 
 
1. Since the Housing Commission handles only Below Market‐Rate (BMR) strategies, it would be more appropriate to put 
the Housing Survey under the Planning Commission’s work items. The Planning Commission will be holding a study 
session for RHNA (Item #1) which also feeds into the next General Plan and Housing Element. This Housing Survey covers 
all housing needs for the city, not just BMR housing. 
 
2. A closer look at the various line items under the Housing section of the FY2020‐21 Work Plan might yield funding for 
this Housing Survey. However, all other line items except for Item #4, ADU’s, (Planning Commission) were designed for 
BMR housing strategies, and helping our most vulnerable neighbors. It is not appropriate to fund the Housing Survey in 
this way. 
 
3. The Housing Survey estimate is for $24,000. As noted below in excerpts from the FY 2020‐21 City Work Plan approved 
June 2, 2020, there is no need to remove Item #6. Although I urge the City Council to look elsewhere for ways to fund 
the Housing Survey, please note that the Item 6 estimate is $50,000, so could be modified rather than eliminated. 
 
4. That idea is true also of Items #2, #3, #5 and  #7. (Described below) All have estimates larger than $24,000. The 
Council should direct City Staff to look more closely at the details of those budgets and keep Item #6 on the City Work 
Program, 
 
5.   Housing Work Plan Item #8 is to look into the Governor’s $1.4 Billion pledge to help the homeless (unhoused 
resident) population. Not only does the Governor pledge funding for programs that help unhoused people, but, also, 
Senator Beall has been helping housing insecure students in our County for many years.  I, specifically, refer to the 
building recently set‐aside with his help in San Jose for San Jose State students who are housing insecure.  
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6.  On January 20, 2020, the City Council received a report on Homelessness (Unhoused Residents). Partners in that 
report included De Anza College, West Valley Community Services, and the Santa Clara County Office of Supportive 
Housing. Ideas were presented about a variety of needs in our City, and possible solutions. 
 
7. I have heard the misconception stated that, since schools are closed except for online classes, all the De Anza College 
students have probably gone home. Please remember that students without housing before the pandemic did not all 
have homes to which to return. They are still sleeping in their cars or other places that are not intended for human 
habitation. 
 
For these reasons and more, I urgently call upon you to NOT approve this Agenda Item 22.  Details below include the 
Work Items discussed in this email.  
 
Sincerely,  
Connie Cunningham 
33 years living in Cupertino 
Housing Commission (self‐only) 
 
 
Proposed FY2020‐21 City Work Plan, approved June 1, 2020 
 
Housing 
 
Item #1:  Planning Commission: Study Session... for next RHNA cycle. $5,000 Size: Small 
 
Item #2:  Housing Commission:  For FY 2020‐21, the City Work Plan was edited to state that the Housing 
Commission’s Housing Strategies Work Item is limited to Affordable Housing Strategies. *Continued from FY2019‐20 City 
Work Plan.  $50,000.  Size: Medium. (Note:  Last year’s Item was not completed due to COVID‐19.) 
 
Item #3: Housing Commission: Find a way to build moderate income and ELI/DD homes.$150,000 *Continued from 
FY2019‐20 City Work Plan. $150,000. Size: Medium.  
 
Item #4 Planning Commission: ADU Plans. City Council Study Session Directive. $10,000 Size: Small. 
 
Next section of five items has subtitle of Homelessness (Unhoused residents) 
 
Item #5: Housing Commission: Review Human Services Housing and Human Services Grants (HSG). City Council Study 
Session Directive. $500,000 Size: Small 
 
Item #6 Housing Commission: Housing Program for De Anza College Students. City Council Study Session Directive. 
$50,000 Size: Small 
 
Item #7 Housing Commission: Homeless (Unhoused Residents)Services and Facilities. $100,000. Size: Small 
 
Item #8: Housing Commission: Research Governor’s $1.4 Billion ($1,400,000,000) pledge for use with local programs. No 
budget required. Size: Small 
 
Item #9: Housing Commission: Transportation to/from Service Providers, $25,000. HSG Grants. Size: Small. 
 
———‐ 
 
 

⡈⡉⡊⡋⡌⡍⡎⡏Watch out for typos; Siri might be on duty. 
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Cyrah Caburian

From: Marisa Spatafore <spataforemarisa@fhda.edu>
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 4:55 PM
To: City Clerk
Subject: Fw: De Anza College submission to City Council and city staff
Attachments: De_Anza_President_Letter_to_City_Council_July_2020.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Also sending to the generic City Clerk address. Thank you. 
 

From: Marisa Spatafore <spataforemarisa@fhda.edu> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 4:46 PM 
To: Kirsten Squarcia <KirstenS@cupertino.org>; Kerri Heusler <KerriH@cupertino.org> 
Subject: De Anza College submission to City Council and city staff  
  

Dear Kirsten (cc Kerri), 
 
Please see attached for the letter from De Anza College President Lloyd Holmes to City Council and relevant 
city staff. This is essentially what we would like read with the item, and per your request, will send a 
submission closer to 9 p.m. Thank you. 
 
Best, 
Marisa 
 
Marisa Spatafore  
Associate Vice President 
Communications & External Relations 
De Anza College 
21250 Stevens Creek Blvd. 
Cupertino, CA 95014 
408.864.8672 
www.deanza.edu 
www.facebook.com/deanzacollege 
instagram.com/deanzacollege/ 
@deanza_college 
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Cyrah Caburian

From: Marisa Spatafore <spataforemarisa@fhda.edu>
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 9:04 PM
To: City Clerk
Cc: Kirsten Squarcia; Kerri Heusler; Lloyd Holmes; Rob Mieso
Subject: Agenda item #22: De Anza College comments for the record
Attachments: De_Anza_President_Letter_to_City_Council_July_2020.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Please find below abbreviated comments that we are requesting be read for the record at the appropriate 
point for Agenda Item #22. Attached, for your convenience, is the letter submitted earlier to City Council and 
city staff. Please feel free to be in touch with any questions. Thank you.  
 
************************* 
 

First, I would like to say that as the new president of De Anza College, as of July 1, I look forward 
to meeting each member of City Council, as well as city staff. 
  
I am writing today, however, to express my disappointment at the message sent by today’s 
agenda item #22, the elimination of $50,000 in funding for a partnership with De Anza College on 
a student home share program, with those funds to be diverted to funding a city housing survey. I 
ask that City Council continue to be attentive to the needs of students at your local college, 
including the serious issues of housing insecurity and homelessness. I am aware that both City 
Council and the Housing Commission have heard from members of college senior staff on this 
issue, which remains significant during this pandemic, and that these senior staff members have 
been working closely with city staff over the past year and more. 
  
We work to inform students of available resources, including Catholic Charities’ home share 
program, which matches students with those in the community who have a room available to 
rent. Once we learned how well established this program is – although certainly there are 
significant associated costs —we told city staff that in our view, it is not necessary for Cupertino 
to, in effect, re‐create this wheel with the college. 
  
Having said that, however, we were surprised to learn that the funding as it relates to De Anza 
College is proposed to be diverted, and are concerned that this may send the message that City 
Council is not supportive of the demonstrable needs of our students. Please refer to the more 
extensive letter submitted to City Council and city staff earlier today. 
  
We ask for reaffirmation from City Council that it supports efforts on behalf of the students of De 
Anza College with unmet basic human needs. Thank you. 
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 Lloyd Holmes, President, De Anza College 
 
***************************** 
 
Marisa Spatafore 
Associate Vice President 
Communications & External Relations 
De Anza College 
21250 Stevens Creek Blvd. 
Cupertino, CA 95014 
408.864.8672 
www.deanza.edu 
www.facebook.com/deanzacollege 
instagram.com/deanzacollege/ 
@deanza_college 
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Cyrah Caburian

From: Peggy Griffin <griffin@compuserve.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 10:29 PM
To: City Clerk
Subject: Fwd: 2020-07-21 CC Agenda Item #22 - Housing Survey - SUPPORT OPTION 4!

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Hi Kirsten, 
 
Q:  Would you be able to read my email during Agenda Item #22 for me when the public speaks? 
 
I need to go but need to have this info spoken. 
 
Sincerely, 
Peggy 
 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Peggy Griffin <Griffin@Compuserve.com> 
Date: July 21, 2020 at 8:02:05 PM PDT 
To: City Council <CityCouncil@cupertino.org> 
Cc: City Clerk <CityClerk@cupertino.org>, Deborah Feng <DebF@cupertino.org> 
Subject: 2020‐07‐21 CC Agenda Item #22 ‐ Housing Survey ‐ SUPPORT OPTION 4! 

  
Dear Honorable Mayor Scharf, Vice Mayor Paul, and Council Members, 
 
I support Option 4‐mail survey to each resident with a household‐specific code.  Although this option is 
the most expensive, it guarantees that the data you collect is correct.  Sending to each home ensures 
that you reach everyone, even those that don’t do online surveys 
 
Options 1‐3 DO NOT guarantee that the data actually is from Cupertino residents.  Why waste money on 
invalid data?  Why pay for trash data?  Bad data IN results in inaccurate analysis OUT. 
 
If you’re going to do this survey, do it right!  Get accurate data!   
 
Thank you, 
Peggy Griffin 
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Cyrah Caburian

From: Peggy Griffin <griffin@compuserve.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 10:35 PM
To: City Clerk
Subject: Re:  2020-07-21 CC Agenda Item #22 - Housing Survey - SUPPORT OPTION 4!

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
  
I think I need to say... 
 
Please include my original email below as Written Communication for the 2020‐07‐21 City Council meeting agenda 
#22.  I would like it read during the public comment for this agenda item if possible. 
 
thank you, 
Peggy Griffin 
 
 

On Jul 21, 2020, at 10:28 PM, Peggy Griffin <Griffin@compuserve.com> wrote: 

  
Hi Kirsten, 
 
Q:  Would you be able to read my email during Agenda Item #22 for me when the public speaks? 
 
I need to go but need to have this info spoken. 
 
Sincerely, 
Peggy 
 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Peggy Griffin <Griffin@Compuserve.com> 
Date: July 21, 2020 at 8:02:05 PM PDT 
To: City Council <CityCouncil@cupertino.org> 
Cc: City Clerk <CityClerk@cupertino.org>, Deborah Feng <DebF@cupertino.org> 
Subject: 2020‐07‐21 CC Agenda Item #22 ‐ Housing Survey ‐ SUPPORT OPTION 4! 

  
Dear Honorable Mayor Scharf, Vice Mayor Paul, and Council Members, 
 
I support Option 4‐mail survey to each resident with a household‐specific 
code.  Although this option is the most expensive, it guarantees that the data you collect 
is correct.  Sending to each home ensures that you reach everyone, even those that 
don’t do online surveys 
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Options 1‐3 DO NOT guarantee that the data actually is from Cupertino residents.  Why 
waste money on invalid data?  Why pay for trash data?  Bad data IN results in inaccurate 
analysis OUT. 
 
If you’re going to do this survey, do it right!  Get accurate data!   
 
Thank you, 
Peggy Griffin 
 
 
 

 



CC 07-21-20 
 

#23, 
Ordinance 
Regarding 

Prohibition of 
Parking 

 
Written Comments 



1

Cyrah Caburian

From: Ram Namita Sripathi <rnsripathi@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2020 6:20 PM
To: City Council
Subject: Re: removal of parking on mcclellan road

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
In addition to the inconvenience caused in my  previous email email,   a few drivers have mentioned that the existing 
barrier is a potential danger in teh night. It is dangerous in the night especially if they are turning left from stelling into 
mcclellan or turning right from stelling into mcclellan . A new driver to the area has to be particularly careful to ensure 
they avoid the separation.  
 
I request the city to kindly take the residents opinion into consideration before starting any work on this project.  We 
live on the street and have to face the reality of your decision everyday.  We have an equal number of senior citizens 
who live on the street and it it difficult for them to maneuver  the planned barrier.  They will not be able to attend the 
city meeting because of technological challenges and social isolation will prevent them from attending in any other way. 
 
This is a kind request. 
 
Best regards, 
Ram Sripathi 
 
 
 
 
On Mon, Jul 13, 2020 at 10:03 PM Ram Namita Sripathi <rnsripathi@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hello City Council,  
 
We received a letter in the mail regarding loss of parking on mcclellan road. This is a bad idea as it put visitors in great 
risk and also risk to residents when backing out of their driveways. This feature or facility seem to create a great 
inconvenience to the residents living on the street. 
 
Im not sure if youve been on mcclellan during busy hour (non covid times). There is quite a risk posed to backing out. 
Now with the divider the risk becomes more. Its possible there have been no fatal accidents but there have been many 
near misses. Please ask any resident who lives on the street on their experience and how its become worse over the 
years. 
If we have to back into the drive way, even that poses a risk as we have to signal to the traffic behind that we want 
some space. Please imagine how difficult it is with constant traffic. 
 
Any repair person visiting the home or visitor (family and friends) will have to park their vehicle on a side street and 
come over. They may even have to cross a street that is busy.  Can you please consider these fact before coming to a 
decision. 
 
I'll speak to the folks on teh street and ask them to email you or attend teh city council meeting  on 7/18.  
 
Please treat this as a formal no or a complaint against taking this basic right away from teh residents. I hope you 
understand the problems tax paying long term residents will face should their family and friends be  inconvenienced.  
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Thanks and looking forward to explaining during the meeting. 
 
Regards, 
Ram Sripathi 
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Cyrah Caburian

From: Kirsten Squarcia
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 10:59 AM
To: Deborah L. Feng
Cc: Lauren Sapudar; Cyrah Caburian
Subject: RE: Regional Housing Needs Allocation timeline
Attachments: 2020-07-16 Newsom and HCD final.pdf

Thanks Deb – we will include as a written communication for tonight. 
 

 

Kirsten Squarcia 
City Clerk 
City Manager's Office/City Clerk's Office 
KirstenS@Cupertino.org 
(408) 777-3225 

 

 

From: Deborah L. Feng <DebF@cupertino.org>  
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 10:55 AM 
To: Deborah L. Feng <DebF@cupertino.org> 
Cc: Kirsten Squarcia <KirstenS@cupertino.org> 
Subject: FW: Regional Housing Needs Allocation timeline 
 
For Council consideration; see item #24 on tonight’s agenda. 
 
Deb 
 

 

Deborah L. Feng 
City Manager 
City Manager's Office 
DebF@Cupertino.org 
(408) 777-3250 

 

 

From: Andi Jordan <andi@citiesassociation.org>  
Sent: Thursday, July 16, 2020 1:37 PM 
Subject: Fw: Regional Housing Needs Allocation timeline 
 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Dear Executive Board, Board of Directors, Legislative Action Committee Members:  
cc: City Managers, Planning Collaborative Members 
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Please see the attached letter sent to the Governor and HCD Director.  
 

Andi Jordan  

Executive Director 

Cities Association of Santa Clara County  

PO Box 3144 

Los Altos, CA  94024 

408.766.9534  

 

LinkedIn | email | Twitter | website  

From: Andi Jordan <andi@citiesassociation.org> 
Sent: Thursday, July 16, 2020 1:32 PM 
Subject: Regional Housing Needs Allocation timeline  
  
Dear Governor Newsom & Gustavo Velasquez, HCD Director 
  
cc:        Senators Wieckowski, Beall, Hill, Monning 

Assembly Members Rivas, Kalra, Chu, Berman, Low, Stone 
Therese Watkins McMillan, Executive Director, Association of Bay Area Governments 
Seth Miller, Peninsula Division, League of California Cities 

  
Please see the attached letter from the Cities Association of Santa Clara County President and Legislative Action 
Committee Chair.  
  
My best,  
~Andi 
  
Andi Jordan  
Executive Director 
Cities Association of Santa Clara County  
PO Box 3144 
Los Altos, CA  94024 
408.766.9534  
  
LinkedIn | email | Twitter | website  
  



P.O. Box 3144 
Los Altos, CA 94024 

www.citiesassociation.org 
408-766-9534  
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