LEGISLATION COMMITTEE
February 7, 2011
9:00 – 10:30 A.M.
651 Pine Street, Room 101, Martinez

Agenda

Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District IV, Chair
Supervisor John Gioia, District I, Vice Chair
Agenda Items:

Items may be taken out of order based on the business of the day and preference of the Committee

1. Introductions
2. Public comment on any item under the jurisdiction of the Committee and not on this agenda.
(Speakers may be limited to three minutes.)
3. State Budget Update – Presenters: Lara DeLaney, Cathy Christian
4. Federal Issues Update– Presenter: Paul Schlesinger
5. 2011 State Platform Issues– Presenters: Lara DeLaney, Cathy Christian
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

Re-alignment Principles
Redevelopment Agency Revenue
Vehicle License Fee (VLF) Extension for Public Safety
AB 3632 (Mental health services for special education students)
Funding for the Local Planning Council for Child Care and Development (LPC) and the AB 212 Child
Care Salary and Retention Incentive Program
f) Vasco Road Double Fine Zone (DFZ) Extension
6. 2011 Federal Platform Issues– Presenter: Lara DeLaney
a) Tier C and IRS tax implications-- Allowing Employees to Elect Reduced Pension Benefits (Mary Ann
Mason, County Counsel)
b) Carquinez Scenic Drive SF Bay Trail Improvement Project (Steve Kowaleski, Public Works)
7. RFP/RFQ Process for Federal and State Advocacy Services– Presenter: Lara DeLaney
8. Lobbying Trip– Oral discussion
9. Legislation Committee Meeting Schedule for 2011

10.


Adjourn to the next regular meeting scheduled for Monday, March 21, 2011 at 11:00 a.m.

The Legislation Committee will provide reasonable accommodations for persons with disabilities planning to attend Legislation Committee
meetings. Contact the staff person listed below at least 72 hours before the meeting. Access a telecommunications device for the deaf by calling
1-800-735-2929 and asking the relay service operator for (925) 335-1240.

 Any disclosable public records related to an open session item on a regular meeting agenda and distributed by the County to a majority of
members of the Legislation Committee less than 96 hours prior to that meeting are available for public inspection at 651 Pine Street, 10th
floor, during normal business hours.
 Public comment may be submitted via electronic mail on agenda items at least one full work day prior to the published meeting time.

For Additional Information Contact:

Lara DeLaney, Committee Staff
Phone (925) 335-1097 Fax (925) 335-1098
Lara.DeLaney@cao.cccounty.us

Glossary of Acronyms, Abbreviations, and other Terms (in alphabetical order):
Contra Costa County has a policy of making limited use of acronyms, abbreviations, and industry-specific language in its
Board of Supervisors meetings and written materials. Following is a list of commonly used language that may appear in
oral presentations and written materials associated with Board meetings:
AB
ABAG
ACA
ADA
AFSCME

Assembly Bill
HIPAA
Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act
Association of Bay Area Governments
HIV
Human Immunodeficiency Syndrome
Assembly Constitutional Amendment
HOV
High Occupancy Vehicle
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990
HR
Human Resources
American Federation of State County and Municipal
HUD
United States Department of Housing and Urban
Employees
Development
AICP
American Institute of Certified Planners
Inc.
Incorporated
AIDS
Acquired Immunodeficiency Syndrome
IOC
Internal Operations Committee
ALUC
Airport Land Use Commission
ISO
Industrial Safety Ordinance
AOD
Alcohol and Other Drugs
JPA
Joint (exercise of) Powers Authority or Agreement
ARRA
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
Lamorinda
Lafayette-Moraga-Orinda Area
BAAQMD
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
LAFCo
Local Agency Formation Commission
BART
Bay Area Rapid Transit District
LLC
Limited Liability Company
BCDC
Bay Conservation & Development Commission
LLP
Limited Liability Partnership
BGO
Better Government Ordinance
Local 1
Public Employees Union Local 1
BOS
Board of Supervisors
LVN
Licensed Vocational Nurse
CALTRANS California Department of Transportation
MAC
Municipal Advisory Council
CalWIN
California Works Information Network
MBE
Minority Business Enterprise
CalWORKS California Work Opportunity and Responsibility
M.D.
Medical Doctor
to Kids
M.F.T.
Marriage and Family Therapist
CAER
Community Awareness Emergency Response
MIS
Management Information System
CAO
County Administrative Officer or Office
MOE
Maintenance of Effort
CCHP
Contra Costa Health Plan
MOU
Memorandum of Understanding
CCTA
Contra Costa Transportation Authority
MTC
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
CDBG
Community Development Block Grant
NACo
National Association of Counties
CEQA
California Environmental Quality Act
OB-GYN
Obstetrics and Gynecology
CIO
Chief Information Officer
O.D.
Doctor of Optometry
COLA
Cost of living adjustment
OES-EOC
Office of Emergency Services-Emergency
ConFire
Contra Costa Consolidated Fire District
Operations Center
CPA
Certified Public Accountant
OSHA
Occupational Safety and Health Administration
CPI
Consumer Price Index
Psy.D.
Doctor of Psychology
CSA
County Service Area
RDA
Redevelopment Agency
CSAC
California State Association of Counties
RFI
Request For Information
CTC
California Transportation Commission
RFP
Request For Proposal
dba
doing business as
RFQ
Request For Qualifications
EBMUD
East Bay Municipal Utility District
RN
Registered Nurse
EIR
Environmental Impact Report
SB
Senate Bill
EIS
Environmental Impact Statement
SBE
Small Business Enterprise
EMCC
Emergency Medical Care Committee
SWAT
Southwest Area Transportation Committee
EMS
Emergency Medical Services
TRANSPAC Transportation Partnership & Cooperation (Central)
EPSDT
State Early Periodic Screening, Diagnosis and
TRANSPLAN Transportation Planning Committee (East County)
treatment Program (Mental Health)
TRE or TTE Trustee
et al.
et ali (and others)
TWIC
Transportation, Water and Infrastructure Committee
FAA
Federal Aviation Administration
UCC
Urban Counties Caucus
FEMA
Federal Emergency Management Agency
VA
Department of Veterans Affairs
F&HS
Family and Human Services Committee
vs.
versus (against)
First 5
First Five Children and Families Commission
WAN
Wide Area Network
(Proposition 10)
WBE
Women Business Enterprise
FTE
Full Time Equivalent
WCCTAC
West Contra Costa Transportation Advisory
FY
Fiscal Year
Committee
GHAD
Geologic Hazard Abatement District
GIS
Geographic Information System
HCD
(State Dept of) Housing & Community Development
HHS
Department of Health and Human Services
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
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OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY
TO:

Legislation Committee
Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, Chair
Supervisor John Gioia, Vice Chair

FROM:

Lara DeLaney, Legislative Coordinator

DATE:

Feb. 02, 2011

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #3: State Budget Update

RECOMMENDATION
ACCEPT report on the State Budget and related matters and provide direction, as
necessary.
REPORT
Governor’s Budget Released
On January 10, 2011, Governor Jerry Brown released his Proposed Budget for FY
2011-12. Its four major elements are:
Realigning public safety and health services to counties.
Extending the temporary taxes for another five years.
Cuts to health, human services, and higher education.
Eliminating redevelopment agencies.
The Governor presents $26.4 billion of budget solutions to resolve a projected $25.4
billion gap between revenues and expenditures and leave a $1 billion reserve.
Proposed General Fund revenues for 2011-12 would be $89.7 billion (down 4.5 percent
from 2010-11) and expenditures would be $84.6 billion (down 8.2 percent). The
resulting surplus would cover the 2009-10 deficit remaining after his proposed changes
and leave a reserve.
The Legislative Analyst’s Office, in their overview document released later in the week,
generally agreed with the Governor’s definition of the problem. They recommended that
the Legislature give serious consideration to nearly all of the Governor’s proposals,
which they found to have merit. They also applauded the ongoing nature of many of the
Governor’s proposed solutions.
Governor Brown urged the Legislature to approve the statutory changes necessary to
implement the budget by March. He also wants them to call for an election – likely in
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June – to let voters decide on two measures related to the budget. One of the two ballot
measures would extend the temporary taxes that would otherwise expire this year and
implement some parts of the realignment. The other measure would allow the state to
redirect Proposition 10 funds, which currently fund First 5 Commissions. Specifically,
the measure would allow the state to sweep the current Proposition 10 reserve, and
then keep half of all future revenues for the benefit of the General Fund.
In a meeting with county representatives, and again in presentations to legislative
budget committees, Administration officials confirmed that the constitutional amendment
that implements pieces of the proposed realignment would also obligate the state to
continue funding the realignment after the taxes expire in five years.
In response to repeated questions from legislators about how the state would meet that
funding requirement after the taxes expire, Department of Finance Chief Deputy
Director Michael Cohen noted two things. First, getting the state’s budget in order would
save money and assist the state’s economic recover. Second, that decision would be up
to the discretion of a future Legislature and Governor.
Of course, if the tax extensions do not make it onto the ballot, or if voters reject them,
the Governor’s proposal would be woefully inadequate.
With regard to education funding, there is room to cut K-12 in this budget without
suspending Proposition 98. Because of the revenue drop caused by the economy, the
Proposition 98 guarantee would allow school funding to fall by about $2 billion.
However, the Governor proposes to keep state funding of schools at the same level as
in the current year, thus over-funding Proposition 98 by that same $2 billion.
Unlike budgets approved in recent years, this plan, if adopted, would balance in the outyears, at least through 2014-15. With adoption of the proposal in whole by March 1, and
with voters approving the tax extensions, the Administration projects surpluses in each
of those years of between a few million and a few billion.
The most significant cuts in the Governor’s proposed budget would be to Medi-Cal ($1.7
billion), CalWORKs ($1.5 billion), and UC and CSU ($1 billion combined).
Major non-tax revenue solutions include borrowing some special funds ($1.8 billion),
redevelopment funds ($1.7 billion), the Proposition 10 reserve sweep mentioned above
($1.0 billion in the budget year), and Proposition 63 funds ($0.9 billion, described
below).
The Governor proposes to include programs that Proposition 63 currently funds in the
realignment. Once realigned, the required maintenance of effort would be met by the
new revenue shifted to counties, which would be a growing revenue source. However,
in the first year, the state’s General Fund would benefit to the tune of roughly $0.9
billion. The Governor believes these changes can be made without voter approval
because they are in furtherance of the measure.
The proposed budget includes a plan to reenact the transportation tax swap, which
voters’ approval of Proposition 26 will invalidate absent legislative action. This
reenactment, according to the terms of Proposition 26 requires a 2/3 vote.
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In fact, the way the Governor has asked the Legislature to deal with this year’s budget,
many of these items will require 2/3 legislative approval, despite voters’ recent
authorization of majority-vote budgets. The Governor is asking the Legislature to make
the statutory changes necessary to implement the budget cuts – what we commonly call
trailer bills – by the beginning of March. But he does not want them to pass the Budget
Bill itself until after the proposed June special election. Because of that timing, the
Legislature would need to pass the trailer bills with a 2/3 vote so that they could go into
effect immediately.
The Assembly and Senate Budget Subcommittees have started to hold hearings on the
various cuts and realignment proposals in the Governor’s Budget due to the 60 day
timeframe. While the Assembly subcommittees seem to be holding hearings on the
cuts and realignment at the same time, the Senate has created a committee, Senate
Governance and Finance, to specifically review the Governor’s Realignment proposal.
The subcommittees (with chairs) and their jurisdictions are:
Senate Subcommittee No. 1 (Liu) – Education
Senate Subcommittee No. 2 (Simitian) – Resources, Environmental Protection,
Energy and Transportation
Senate Subcommittee No. 3 (DeSaulnier) – Health and Human Services
Senate Subcommittee No. 4 (Rubio) – State Administration and General Government
Senate Subcommittee No. 5 (Hancock) – Corrections, Public Safety and the Judiciary
Assembly Subcommittee No. 1 (Mitchell) – Health and Human Services
Assembly Subcommittee No. 2 (Bonilla) – Education Finance
Assembly Subcommittee No. 3 (Gordon) – Resources and Transportation
Assembly Subcommittee No. 4 (Buchanan) – State Administration
Assembly Subcommittee No. 5 (Cedillo) – Public Safety
Assembly Subcommittee No. 6 (Blumenfield) – Budget Process, Oversight and
Program Evaluation
The Legislature’s current plans are to continue to fill their calendars with subcommittee
hearings through Friday, February 11, holding as many as ten different hearings on a
given day. This will then leave nearly a month for further subcommittee hearings if they
do not manage to stay on schedule, as well as full budget committee hearings and floor
debates.
You can find the schedules for these and all other legislative hearings by looking at the
Daily Files (Senate and Assembly). Many committee hearings stream audio or video
online (Senate audio and limited video and Assembly audio and video).
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Realignment:
The cornerstone of the Governor’s budget plan is a ―vast and historic‖ realignment of
government services in California, returning authority and responsibility to cities,
counties, special districts, and school boards. The Governor proposes to eliminate
duplicative administration of services, limit overhead costs, and allow for locally
determined priorities while maintaining statewide goals and objectives.
Please note that what follows is a summary of the Governor’s Realignment Proposal.
There remain numerous questions about process, structure, and other details, and we
will continue to keep counties apprised of the latest information.
The Governor’s budget proposal outlines the historical context for such a discussion,
noting two major events that began the shift of government responsibility in California
from local governments to the state: the Serrano v. Priest decision that wealth
disparities in local school districts violated the equal protection clause of the California
Constitution and therefore required equalization of school funding; and Proposition 13,
which cut local property taxes by limiting rates, and the subsequent ―bail out‖ of local
cities, counties, and special districts. Subsequent events that counties are undoubtedly
familiar with shifted responsibilities back and forth between state and local
governments, leaving us with the governance system we have today.
The 2011‐12 realignment proposal, when fully implemented, would restructure how and
where more than $10 billion in a wide range of public services are delivered. While the
plan would have to be phased in over a number of years, the development of a
framework will begin immediately.
PHASE I REALIGNMENT
Public Safety. The first phase of the Governor’s proposed realignment encompasses
public safety broadly, including local law enforcement, detention, fire prevention and
response, as well as safety of children in the child welfare system, adults in the Adult
Protective Services program, and supportive services such as mental health and
substance abuse treatment, as outlined below.
Fire and Emergency Response Activities. The Governor is proposing to realign fire
protection services and medical emergency response in the most highly populated State
Responsibility Areas (SRAs) to local government. The Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection (CAL FIRE) currently provides wildland fire protection services in over 31
million acres of SRA. The Governor’s budget summary notes an increase in state costs
for providing such services and attributes these costs to population growth and urban
development within SRAs. The proposed realignment aims to ensure that local
governments that allow development within these areas are also responsible for
providing corresponding emergency response services. The proposal would require a
change in statute to revise the criteria and definitions of SRAs, and an extensive field
review of existing state responsibilities will be required of the Board of Forestry. The
proposal will result in the realignment of up to $250 million of CalFire’s fire protection
program to local governments.
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Court Security. The Governor’s spending plan proposes to give counties funding
responsibility for court security. As counties are aware, under current law, court security
is defined as a court operation, with costs covered out of the Trial Court Trust Fund.
Under this proposal, funding ($530 million) and responsibility for court security would
transfer to the counties, allowing courts and counties to negotiate service levels and
agreements locally. Responsibility for the provision of court security would remain with
county sheriffs departments.
Local Public Safety Funding. The Governor proposes ongoing support for local public
safety by dedicating GF (backfilled dollar‐for‐dollar with realignment funds) to programs
now funded out of the Local Safety and Protection Account (0.15 percent of the VLF).
Under this proposal, funding levels would effectively be restored to the levels enacted in
the 2008‐09 budget (prior to February 2009 budget revision). Funding would be
dedicated to specific programs – retaining historic allocation mechanisms – as follows:
Citizens’ Options for Public Safety (COPS): $107 million
Juvenile Justice Crime Prevention Act (JJCPA): $107 million
Booking Fee Subventions: $35 million
Probation Funding: $181 million
Small/Rural Sheriffs Program: $18.5 million
Local Assistance Programs (CalEMA): $57 million

Shift of Low‐Level Offenders. The budget would transfer to counties the responsibility
to manage low‐level offenders by requiring that non‐violent, non‐serious, non‐sex
offenders serve their terms locally either in jail and/or on probation. Eligible offenders
remaining in local jurisdiction could have no previous any violent, serious or sex
offenses. Resources from the realignment plan would be used to expand local capacity
to address the needs of this population.
Realign Adult Parole. The realignment proposal shifts the entire responsibility for the
adult parole program to county probation departments. Counties would assume
supervisory responsibility for all parolees upon their release from state prison. As for
expected implementation, it is our understanding that the state would identify a cut‐over
date at which time counties would assume prospective responsibility for supervision for
those released to parole.
Realign Remaining Juvenile Justice Programs. The Administration is proposing to
fully eliminate the Division of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) by June 30, 2014, requiring
counties to house, treat, and supervise all juvenile offenders – including the 707(b)
population now in DJJ’s jurisdiction. Moving this final increment of responsibility to
counties would mean that counties – beginning July 1, 2014 – would bear the entire
responsibility for the juvenile justice continuum.
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Mental Health Services. The Brown Administration is also proposing to give counties
full responsibility for administration and funding of three mental health programs – the
Early Periodic Screening Diagnosis and Treatment (EPSDT) Program, mental health
managed care, and mental health services for special education students (AB 3632).
The state would save $861 million General Fund.
Under the proposal, Mental Health Services Act (Proposition 63) funds would be used to
reimburse counties for costs in 2011‐12. Proposition 63 funds are proposed to be used
in 2011‐12 on a one‐time basis. In 2012‐13, the three programs identified, as well as
existing community mental health services funded with 1991 realignment funds, would
be funded through the proposed revenue source.
Substance Use Disorder Treatment. The realignment proposal also includes shifting
substance use disorder treatment funds and services to counties. The budget narrative
does not detail what programs this includes. By including mental health and substance
use disorder treatment funds in the realignment proposal, the Administration is hoping
to encourage creative models of integrated services for the new probation population as
well as other persons currently receiving treatment services.
Foster Care and Child Welfare Services. The realignment proposal also includes
transferring the primary program responsibility for child welfare services to the counties.
Please note that counties would assume 100 percent of the costs for child welfare,
foster care and adoptions. Additionally, the written material asserts that counties will be
given as much flexibility as possible to operate the program.
Adult Protective Services (APS). The Administration also proposes realigning the
entire APS program to counties. According to the budget document, counties would
have complete flexibility in determining services levels and priorities for their community.
PHASE II REALIGNMENT
The second phase of the Governor’s proposed realignment plan would focus on
implementation of national health care reform. With most individuals served by county
indigent programs becoming eligible for Medi‐Cal in 2014, the Administration assumes
there will be a natural shift of costs from counties to the state. The Administration wants
to examine the Local Revenue Fund Indigent Health Care Account (1991 realignment)
and determine which level of government is best suited to provide health‐related
programs.
Phase Two assumes the state will become responsible for costs associated with health
care programs, including California Children’s Services and In‐Home Supportive
Services, while counties assume responsibility for CalWORKs, food stamps
administration, child support, and child care. Under this proposal, public health
programs would remain at the local level.
State Operations. The Governor’s budget proposal anticipates commensurate
reductions to program administration at the state level. In the health and human
services area, the state would continue to act as the single state agency for federal
purposes, maintain data collection for oversight, serve as the fiscal and program
reporting entity to the federal government, retain licensing and certification
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responsibility, and maintain minimum federal audit requirements. However, the
Administration’s goal is to reduce state operations for those affected programs by at
least 25 percent, which would translate into hundreds of state positions being
eliminated.
In the corrections area, the elimination of the Department of Juvenile Justice and the
transfer of programs to the local level would mean the eventual elimination of over
4,000 line positions, in addition to reductions at CDCR headquarters.
The amount of reduction within CAL FIRE would depend on the final determination by
the Board of Forestry of the SRA classification.
Funding. The first phase of realignment relies on two sources of funding for
implementation.
First, it relies on voter approval of the continuation of the 1.15 percent Vehicle License
Fee (VLF) rate, which generates about $1.4 billion annually (associated with the
extension of 0.5% VLF), and continuation of the 1 percent sales tax rate, which
generates about $4.5 billion annually. These revenues would be deposited in the Local
Revenue Fund and dedicated to local governments for realigned programs. When these
tax sources expire in five years (assuming the voters approve them), the state would
provide counties with an amount equal to what these two revenue sources would
generate.
The CAL FIRE, parole reform, and low‐level offender proposals will be phased in over
time. Thus, the state would use funds from realignment sources to cover state costs
during the phase‐in.
The second source of funding, for specified mental health programs, is the use of
existing Mental Health Services Act (Proposition 63) funds for three existing mental
health programs (EPSDT, AB 3632, and Mental Health Managed Care). These funds
would be used on a one‐time basis and would require an amendment to Proposition 63
by the Legislature. The Administration believes that the continuation of these services at
the local level with dedicated funding is consistent with the requirements of Proposition
63, and thus does not require a vote of the people.
Timing. The timing for approval of this proposal assumes a June special election. The
Administration assumes that the Legislature will approve the programs to be realigned
and the underlying funding structure by March. The necessary statutory changes must
be final no later than June to ensure a smooth transition of programs to the local level.
CSAC Realignment Task Force
CSAC has reconvened their Realignment Task Force from 2010 which is meeting every
Friday at 1:00 p.m. for the next several weeks and is co-chaired by Supervisor Greg
Cox and Supervisor Valerie Brown. This group will hear updates from each of the four
technical working groups and consider the big picture. The four technical working
groups — Public Safety, Fire, Finance, and Health & Human Services — will meet
frequently as needed to identify and resolve the problems with and challenges inherent
in the realignment plan.
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The plan requires a constitutional amendment, which must be drafted and approved by
the Legislature by early March. All of the needed county protections, as well as the
broad list of which revenues and programs will change hands, must be decided before
that time. The rest of the details can be pinned down through the remainder of the fiscal
year.

2010 CSAC Realignment Principles
Approved by the CSAC Board of Directors

Facing the most challenging fiscal environment in the California since the 1930s,
counties are examining ways in which the state-local relationship can be restructured
and improved to ensure safe and healthy communities. This effort, which will
emphasize both fiscal adequacy and stability, does not seek to reopen the 1991 statelocal Realignment framework. However, that framework will help illustrate and guide
counties as we embark on a conversation about the risks and opportunities of any statelocal realignment.
With the passage of Proposition 1A the state and counties entered into a new
relationship whereby local property taxes, sales and use taxes, and Vehicle License
Fees are constitutionally dedicated to local governments. Proposition 1A also provides
that the Legislature must fund state-mandated programs; if not, the Legislature must
suspend those state-mandated programs. Any effort to realign additional programs must
occur in the context of these constitutional provisions.
Counties have agreed that any proposed realignment of programs should be subject to
the following principles:
1. Revenue Adequacy. The revenues provided in the base year for each program
must recognize existing levels of funding in relation to program need in light of
recent reductions and the Human Services Funding Deficit. Revenues must also be
at least as great as the expenditures for each program transferred and as great as
expenditures would have been absent realignment. Revenues in the base year and
future years must cover both direct and indirect costs. A county’s share of costs for
a realigned program or for services to a population that is a new county
responsibility must not exceed the amount of realigned and federal revenue that it
receives for the program or service. The state shall bear the financial responsibility
for any costs in excess of realigned and federal revenues into the future. There
must be a mechanism to protect against entitlement program costs consuming nonentitlement program funding.
The Human Services Funding Deficit is a result of the state funding its share of
social services programs based on 2001 costs instead of the actual costs to counties
to provide mandated services on behalf of the state. Realignment must recognize
existing and potential future shortfalls in state responsibility that have resulted in an
effective increase in the county share of program costs. In doing so, realignment
must protect counties from de facto cost shifts from the state’s failure to
appropriately fund its share of programs.
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2. Revenue Source. The designated revenue sources provided for program transfers
must be levied statewide and allocated on the basis of programs and/or populations
transferred; the designated revenue source(s) should not require a local vote. The
state must not divert any federal revenue that it currently allocates to realigned
programs.
3. Transfer of Existing Realigned Programs to the State. Any proposed swap of
programs must be revenue neutral. If the state takes responsibility for a realigned
program, the revenues transferred cannot be more than the counties received for
that program or service in the last year for which the program was a county
responsibility.
4. Mandate Reimbursement. Counties, the Administration, and the Legislature must
work together to improve the process by which mandates are reviewed by the
Legislature and its fiscal committees, claims made by local governments, and costs
reimbursed by the State. Counties believe a more accurate and timely process is
necessary for efficient provision of programs and services at the local level.
5. Local Control and Flexibility. For discretionary programs, counties must have the
maximum flexibility to manage the realigned programs and to design services for
new populations transferred to county responsibility within the revenue base made
available, including flexibility to transfer funds between programs. For entitlement
programs, counties must have maximum flexibility over the design of service delivery
and administration, to the extent allowable under federal law. Again, there must be
a mechanism to protect against entitlement program costs consuming nonentitlement program funding.
6. Federal Maintenance of Effort and Penalties. Federal maintenance of effort
requirements (the amount of funds the state puts up to receive federal funds, such as IVE and TANF), as well as federal penalties and sanctions, must remain the responsibility
of the state.
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OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY
TO:

Legislation Committee
Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, Chair
Supervisor John Gioia, Vice Chair

FROM:

Lara DeLaney, Legislative Coordinator

DATE:

Feb. 02, 2011

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #4: Federal Issues Update

RECOMMENDATION
ACCEPT the report on federal legislative matters.

WASHINGTON, D.C. REPORT
The 112th Congress commenced with much fanfare the week of January 3 as
Republicans took control of the House after a four-year hiatus. With the biggest shift in
power on Capitol Hill in the past 70 years, GOP House leaders enthusiastically
welcomed 87 Republican freshmen into the fold.
For their part, Democrats scrambled to pass several pieces of legislation before handing
the gavel over to incoming House Speaker John Boehner (R-OH). Among the bills
signed into law by President Obama on the last day of the 111th Congress (January 4)
was the Food and Drug Administration Food Safety Modernization Act. The
measure is an overhaul of federal food safety legislation aimed to improve prevention of
food-borne illness and response to food-related outbreaks.
Members of Congress were sworn into office on January 5, marking the official start of
the 112th Congress. On the heels of the swearing-in ceremony, ambitious House
Republican leaders quickly set forth their agenda for the coming weeks. Topping their
list of priorities is the repeal of the controversial Patient Protection and Affordable
Care Act (PL 111-148, PL 111-152). The measure (HR 2), dubbed the “Repealing the
Job-Killing Health Care Law Act,” would essentially abolish the health care reform
law approved by Congress last year.
While the repeal bill sailed through the House, it is highly unlikely to get much attraction
in the Democratic-controlled Senate. Nevertheless, Republicans marched forward with
the repeal, though many see the vote as mostly a symbolic move. With Congress
unlikely to approve a repeal of the law, GOP lawmakers are planning to attack the
health care law on other fronts, such as restricting spending on discretionary programs
enacted in the bill, as well as limit funding for the Department of Health and Human
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Services, which serves as the primary executor of many of the health care regulations.
According to House Labor-HHS-Education Appropriations Subcommittee Chairman
Denny Rehberg (R-MT), de-funding the health care reform bill will be a top priority under
his reign.
The repeal measure was originally scheduled to be taken up by the House on January
12. However, action on the bill was stalled due to the shooting incident that occurred in
Tucson, Arizona on January 8. Representative Gabrielle Giffords (D-AZ) was meeting
with constituents in front of a local supermarket when she was shot and critically injured.
The vicious attack killed six people and injured 14.
In other news, Republican lawmakers will have to decide soon when to move forward
with the fiscal year 2011 appropriations bills. Currently, the federal government is
running on a continuing resolution (CR) that temporarily funds federal government
operations. With the current CR (PL 111-322) set to expire on March 4, lawmakers have
a short timeframe to work on a compromise package. Sure to ruffle Democratic feathers
is the GOP’s proposal to rescind non-military spending amounts to fiscal year 2006
levels.
The fiscal year 2011 spending bills, as wells as the repeal of health care reform, will be
early tests for the new House GOP majority. The Republicans will now have to reconcile
their campaign pledges with the realities of Washington as they set out to deliver on the
various promises made to constituents. Heading the list of promises is reducing “big
government,” rolling back federal spending and, as noted above, repealing the health
care overhaul.
In another development, CSAC President John Tavaglione and Executive Director Paul
McIntosh traveled to Washington the week of January 10 for the National Association of
Counties’ State Association Presidents and Executive Directors meeting. In conjunction
with the conference, the CSAC officials, along with CSAC’s Washington
representatives, met with a number of congressional offices to discuss the association’s
federal priorities for 2011.
The group met with Congressman Ken Calvert (R-CA) and staff members from the
offices of Representatives Zoe Lofgren (D-CA), who chairs the California Democratic
Congressional Delegation; David Dreier (R-CA), who heads the California Republican
Congressional Delegation; Jerry Lewis (R-CA); Mike Thompson (D-CA); and Senator
Dianne Feinstein (D-CA).
In other news from the County’s federal lobbyist, Paul Schlesinger, Mr. Schlesinger
reports that the Republican Study Committee (RSC) recently unveiled their proposed
Spending Reduction Act, which the RSC has purported would save the federal
government $2.5 trillion between Fiscal Year (FY) 2012 and FY 2021. The proposal
calls for the elimination of numerous federal programs as well as freezing all nondefense discretionary spending at FY 2006 levels for 10 years, starting in FY 2012.
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The plan would eliminate and/or reduce funding for over 100 programs including the
following notable federal programs/initiatives: New Start Transit Funding; the National
Endowment for the Arts; the National Endowment for Humanities; HUD’s HOPE VI
program; weatherization grants; and the Community Development Fund (which includes
CDBG funds), among many others. Additionally, the proposal would repeal the DavisBacon Act as well as the temporary FMAP increase provided by the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act. If this proposal is enacted, any funding received through grants
or formula under these programs would be eliminated or decreased.
Please note that while this draft legislation will most likely be introduced in the coming
days by Congressmen Jim Jordan (R-OH) and Scott Garrett (R-NJ), many in the
leadership have been unwilling to commit to these deep spending cuts, including such
high profile Members as House Speaker John Boehner (R-OH) and Majority Leader Eric
Cantor (R-VA). However, this proposal may still serve as the basis for future budget
negotiations and represents the opinions of a sizeable amount of the majority. As such,
at your request, we can provide you with draft letters to Members of your Congressional
Delegation, urging them to oppose these dramatic spending cuts.
For your reference, please find below an article from the Washington Post that provides
additional details on the RSC proposal.

House GOP group proposes deep spending cuts over next
decade
By Lori Montgomery
Washington Post Staff Writer
Friday, January 21, 2011; 12:00 AM

Congressional conservatives on Thursday demanded far more dramatic reductions in government
spending than House GOP leaders have recently proposed, in the first sign of a fissure between
old-guard Republicans and tea-party-backed newcomers.
Members of the conservative Republican Study Committee said the GOP must keep its campaign
pledge to immediately slice at least $100 billion from non-defense programs, an effort that would
require lawmakers to reduce funding for most federal agencies by a third over the next seven
months. And the group called for even deeper cuts over the next decade to return non-defense
spending to 2006 levels.
"One hundred billion dollars is the number the American people heard last fall. And, frankly,
when you look at it in the context that there's a $14 trillion debt, it seems to me we should be
able to find $100 billion," said Rep. Jim Jordan (Ohio), chairman of the study committee, a
group of economic and social conservatives whose ranks have swelled since the GOP won back
control of the House in the November midterm elections.
Reducing the size of the government is the top priority of many lawmakers who were swept into
Congress last fall on a tide of public anger about the rising national debt and federal spending on
the economy. The dispute over spending cuts is the first show of force by this new contingent
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and suggests that compromise with Democrats on fiscal issues could prove extraordinarily
difficult.
With 165 members - including 73 freshmen, many of them elected with tea party support - the
study committee represents more than two-thirds of House Republicans. Speaker John A.
Boehner (R-Ohio) will be under great pressure to meet their demands, even though his top
budget lieutenant has backed away from the $100 billion pledge since taking office this month,
saying it would be too hard to meet that goal with so much of the fiscal year gone.
House Budget Committee Chairman Paul Ryan (R-Wis.), who is empowered by new House rules
to unilaterally set a limit on spending, has said he plans to direct appropriators to slice only about
$60 billion from this year's budget. The House Appropriations Committee is identifying cuts at
that level.
But dissatisfaction with that approach erupted Wednesday, when the House Rules Committee
began considering a largely symbolic measure aimed at reaffirming the commitment to reduce
spending. Freshman Rep. Tim Scott (R-S.C.) insisted on changing the language to require faster
and deeper cuts than Ryan has proposed. The full House is set to vote on the measure Tuesday,
hours before President Obama delivers his State of the Union address.
Whatever happens in the House, such deep reductions are unlikely to win approval in the Senate,
where Democrats are still in charge.
Ryan did not respond to calls Thursday. A Boehner spokesman declined to take sides, saying the
GOP will iron out its differences in the days ahead.
"Our immediate goal is to cut spending to pre-bailout, pre-stimulus levels. That's what we
pledged, and that's what we'll fight for," said Boehner spokesman Michael Steel. "But that will
be the beginning, not the end, of our efforts to cut spending and create jobs - and we appreciate
every member's input."
Republican leaders made spending cuts a central tenet of the fall campaign, promising to slash
non-defense programs to 2008 levels. At the time, they said that would mean cutting more than
$100 billion from Obama's fiscal 2011 budget request. But Democrats never funded that request,
instead setting spending at a lower level in a temporary resolution that will fund the government
through March 4.
Republicans are at work on a new resolution to fund the government through the remainder of
the fiscal year, which ends Sept. 30. Ryan's approach would require cuts of about 15 percent at
agencies other than the departments of Defense, Veterans Affairs and Homeland Security. The
Republican Study Committee plan, by contrast, would reduce most agency budgets by about 30
percent.
According to Democratic estimates, cuts of that magnitude - if applied across the board - would
require the Justice Department to fire 4,000 FBI agents and 1,500 agents at the Drug
Enforcement Administration. The federal prison system would have to fire 5,700 correctional
officers, the Agriculture Department would have to cut about 3,000 food safety inspectors, and
the Head Start early-childhood education program would be forced to cut about 389,000 children
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from its rolls.
The study committee's proposal focuses instead on more palatable cuts, such as a plan to rescind
unspent money from the 2009 economic stimulus package. The group estimates that would save
$45 billion, though other congressional estimates put the figure as low as $3 billion.
The committee's proposal also would prohibit federal money from being spent on any provision
of Obama's health-care overhaul or its defense in court in 2011. The House voted this week to
repeal the law, which Republicans consider an unacceptable government intrusion into the
private health-care system.
In addition to its demand for immediate reductions, the study committee recommended cutting
more than $2.5 trillion in spending over the next decade by firing 15 percent of the federal
workforce and returning to 2006 spending levels for non-defense agencies starting in 2012.
The plan targets a long list of programs for elimination, including the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting, the National Endowment for the Arts, Amtrak and the U.S. Agency for
International Development.
In addition, the plan proposes to cut off payments to the District - about $210 million a year that compensate for burdens placed on the city by the federal government, such as the need for
an extra police presence during major political events, and revenue lost because vast tracts of
federal land are not taxed. It would also eliminate a $150 million repair budget approved for the
Washington area's Metro system.
But the list adds up to a tiny fraction of the total the study committee is looking to cut. Jim
Horney, a budget analyst at the left-leaning Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, said
Republicans would have to cut most agencies by more than 40 percent over the next decade to
meet the committee's goals.
At a noon news conference, committee members - including three freshman Republicans - said
they are up to the task.
"I think most freshmen feel like I do, that we've got to do some big, big things," said Rep. Joe
Walsh (Ill.), a tea party favorite from Chicago's northern suburbs. "If we don't do something like
this, the Republican Party is going to be in trouble electorally in the next two years. The voters
sent us here to do this."
WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 02, 2011

Earmark ban takes shape on Capitol Hill
By John Gramlich, Stateline Staff Writer

Daniel Inouye, the powerful chairman of the U.S. Senate Appropriations Committee, said
Tuesday (February 1) that he would prevent all earmarks from moving through the chamber
for the next two years, The Washington Post reports. Inouye's decision marks a reversal of
the public position he has taken for months and is certain to have negative fiscal consequences
for the states, including his own.
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Inouye, a Democrat, has been such a staunch defender of congressional earmarks that
Republicans and others have labeled him "King of Pork." His change of heart comes after the
GOP reclaimed the House of Representatives in November and vowed to put the brakes on
federal spending, beginning with earmarks. President Obama ramped up the pressure on the
Senate when he promised to veto any spending bill containing earmarks during his State of the
Union address last week.
"The handwriting is clearly on the wall," Inouye said Tuesday. "Given the reality before us, it
makes no sense to accept earmark requests that have no chance of being enacted into law."
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OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY

TO:

Legislation Committee
Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, Chair
Supervisor John Gioia, Vice Chair

FROM:

Lara DeLaney, Legislative Coordinator

DATE:

Feb. 02, 2011

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #5: 2011 State Platform

RECOMMENDATION
CONSIDER action to recommend the Board of Supervisors include policy
positions/position amendments to the 2011 State Platform related to the following:
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

Re-alignment Principles
Redevelopment Agency Revenue
Vehicle License Fee (VLF) Extension for Public Safety
AB 3632 Mental health services for special education students
Funding for the Local Planning Council for Child Care and Development (LPC)
and the AB 212 Child Care Salary and Retention Incentive Program
f) Vasco Road Double Fine Zone (DFZ) Extension

BACKGROUND
At its January 18, 2011 meeting, the Board of Supervisors considered adoption of the
proposed 2011 State and Federal Platforms. While the Board adopted the 2011
Federal Platform with referral of two matters to the Legislation Committee for further
consideration, the Board did not adopt the proposed 2011 State Platform, as there were
several additional issues the Board wanted to refer to the Legislation Committee for
review and recommendation (items a through c above).
Subsequent to the January 18, 2011 Board meeting, staff received information about
three additional legislative issues that have been requested to be included in the 2011
State Platform. Those issues are items d, e, and f above.
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a) Re-Alignment Principles in the “General Revenues/Finance Issues”
section of the Policy Positions:
At the January 18 Board meeting, Supervisor Gioia noted that there were General
Revenue/Finance Issues policy positions in the Platform that touched on the reforms of
the state/local relationship that are under discussion by the Legislature and the
Governor. However, these positions do not sufficiently address the Realignment
proposals that are currently under consideration.
The current Platform positions are:
36.

SUPPORT continued efforts to reform the state/local relationship in a way
that makes both fiscal and programmatic sense for local government.

37.

OPPOSE reductions in county-run State programs that shift responsibility or
costs to the County.

Supervisor Gioia requested that staff propose revisions that are aligned with the
Realignment Principles adopted by CSAC. Therefore, staff proposes the following:
36.

SUPPORT continued efforts to reform the state/local relationship in a way
that makes both fiscal and programmatic sense for local government and
conforms to the adopted 2010 CSAC Realignment Principles.

37.

OPPOSE reductions in county-run State programs that shift responsibility or
costs to the County.

b) Redevelopment Agency Revenue
At the January 18 meeting, the Board requested that the Legislation Committee
reconsider the language that staff had proposed with regard to the legislative priority
issue of Redevelopment Agency Revenue.
In light of the Board’s comments at the January meeting, staff recommends the
Legislation Committee consider endorsing the following language:
Past State budgets have shifted billions of dollars in property tax revenues from
redevelopment agencies to the Supplemental Educational Revenue Augmentation
Funds (SERAF). The previous FY 2009-10 revenue takes from redevelopment agencies
was intended to support schools and programs that service residents of the
redevelopment areas or that live in redevelopment-financed housing. However, in In
the FY 2011 State Budget, the SERAF funds were directed to court funding. The
Governor’s FY 2011-12 Budget proposes legislation to phase outeliminate existing
redevelopment agencies. Existing agencies would be required to cease creation of new
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obligations, and “successor agencies” would be required to retire RDA debts. This
approach could be considered contrary to the Administration’s stated desire to return
decision-making authority and funding to the local levels. Furthermore, the elimination
of redevelopment would eliminate a primary job engine for the State, eliminate the best
future implementation-vehicle for SB 375, eliminate the primary tool for blight elimination
and crime reduction in deteriorated neighborhoods, and eliminate the primary local
source of affordable housing financing in the State.
The County should monitor discussions of any change in the status of redevelopment
revenues, and work with the California State Association of Counties (CSAC), the
League of California Cities, and the California Redevelopment Association to educate
the Governor and Legislature on the value of redevelopment as an economic
development and smart growth tool as they conceive and adopt budgets in the future.
Some part of the redevelopment revenues may be appropriate to consider as part of a
budget solution that represents compromise among all stakeholders with an interest in
the State’s budget. Furthermore, all stakeholders should be at the table discussing the
State budget solutions.

In addition, staff recommends that the Legislation Committee consider the following
recommendations to the Board of Supervisors with regard to the on-going operations of
the Contra Costa Redevelopment Agency at this point in time:
A. The Board of Supervisors, acting as the RDA, should continue to consider
and approve contracts involving bond proceeds;
B. The Board of Supervisors, acting as the RDA, should continue to consider
and approve contracts involving tax increment subject to business
agreements and legal obligations; and
C. The Board of Supervisors, acting as the RDA, should continue to consider
and approve contracts set forth on Exhibit A—Contract Status Report.
See Attachment B for a report on some of the major accomplishments of the Contra
Costa Redevelopment Agency to date.

c) Vehicle License Fee (VLF) Extension for Public Safety
The VLF rate is currently 1.15 percent, but, absent legislative action to extend it, will
drop to 0.65 percent on July 1, 2011. The Vehicle License Fee (VLF) increase was
enacted as a component of the temporary taxes under Governor Schwarzenegger and
is dedicated to local public safety programs.
Specifically, 0.15 percent of the VLF is dedicated to the Local Safety and Protection
Account (LSPA). Revenue in the LSPA is statutorily dedicated to a range of local
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programs, including the Citizens’ Option for Public Safety (COPS), the Juvenile Justice
Crime Prevention Act (JJCPA), the rural and small county sheriffs’ local assistance
programs, booking fee “replacement” revenue, and a range of other local assistance
programs.
It will be critical for the Legislature to take action on the VLF extension early in 2011,
both to provide continuity for programs and – for one very significant practical reason –
to avoid a situation in which the Department of Motor Vehicles (if it appears that the
extension is at risk of lapsing) is forced to reprogram its systems to reflect a return to
the 0.65 percent rate. CSAC is on record supporting the VLF extension, as it is an
absolutely critical funding source for both frontline enforcement and prevention activities
at the local level.
Governor Brown’s proposed budget includes maintaining the Vehicle License Fee at
1.15 percent ($1.4 billion in 2011‐12 related to extension of 0.5% of VLF). However, the
Governor proposes ongoing support for local public safety by dedicating GF (backfilled
dollar‐for‐dollar with realignment funds) to programs now funded out of the Local Safety
and Protection Account (0.15 percent of the VLF). Under this proposal, funding levels
would effectively be restored to the levels enacted in the 2008‐09 budget (prior to
February 2009 budget revision).
Funding would be dedicated to specific programs – retaining historic allocation
mechanisms – as follows:
Citizens’ Options for Public Safety (COPS): $107 million
Juvenile Justice Crime Prevention Act (JJCPA): $107 million
Booking Fee Subventions: $35 million
Probation Funding: $181 million
Small/Rural Sheriffs Program: $18.5 million
Local Assistance Programs (CalEMA): $57 million
From the staff of the Probation Department, the difficulty with this proposal is two-fold. If
the source of funds is State General Fund dollars, then obviously funding every year
would be uncertain. Secondly, it would make it easier to separate Probation from the
other departments that now receive a portion of the VLF safety funding (Sheriff, local
police, District Attorney) and that often means Probation could be left out. There would
have to be a fail-safe written into the ballot measure -- something that would relieve
counties of the mandates if the state should fail to allocate an equivalent amount of
State General Fund.
Therefore, the VLF extension would certainly be our first choice. It would provide the
best chance to maintain a formula that would not only be sustainable but with the
revenue basically predictable. That is why staff recommends supporting a bill that
legislatively removes the sunset clause. Staff recommends that a policy be added to the
2011 State Platform that supports the VLF extension for public safety programs:
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SUPPORT legislation that removes the sunset clause of Vehicle License Fees
designated for law enforcement agencies that are currently set to expire on June 30,
2011. The financial impact for the Sheriff, Probation, District Attorney and local Police
Departments would be well over 12 million dollars.

d) AB 3632 Mental health services for special education students
Last fall, the Legislature rejected Governor Schwarzenegger’s proposal to suspend the
AB 3632 mandate and voted to continue the mandate on county mental health. This
included $133 million in outstanding county mandate claims and funding of $ 3million for
a best practices study. The conference committee, however, did not adopt the LAO
alternative which would have shifted the mandate from counties to schools.
Subsequently, the Governor line item vetoed all $132.9 million of funding to reimburse
counties for their unreimbursed costs from 2004‐05 through 2008‐09 for complying with
the AB 3632 mandate (Handicapped and Disable Students I and II, and Seriously
Emotionally Disturbed Pupils: Out of State Mental Health Services). In doing so, he also
declared that the mandate on counties for the 2010‐11 fiscal year was suspended.
The Governor’s action three months into the current fiscal year left many unanswered
questions for counties, schools, community‐based providers, parents and students
related to this special education program. The big question is whether the Governor’s
unilateral action to de-fund the program actually suspends the mandate. Moreover,
does the mandate suspension remove the financial obligations on counties? CSAC is
working with the County Counsels Association and the California Mental Health
Directors Association (CMHDA) to examine the policy and legal issues created by this
action and will provide additional information to counties.
At this time, Governor Brown’s budget proposal would fund the AB 3632 mandate on
counties using Proposition 63 funds, for a General Fund savings of $98.6 million.
Staff supports the LAO proposal that would shift the mandate from counties to schools.
Alternatively, there could be a legislative requirement that the private insurance
companies that insure the parents of these children be required to provide funding for
the necessary services.

e) Funding for the Local Planning Council for Child Care and Development
(LPC) and the AB 212 Child Care Salary and Retention Incentive Program

At the December 6, 2010 Family and Human Services (FHS) Committee Meeting, a
recommendation was made by committee members Supervisor Uilkema and Supervisor
Glover that a report be given to the Legislation Committee so that language in support
of the restoration of funding for the Local Planning Council for Child Care and
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Development (LPC) and the AB212 Child Care Salary and Retention Incentive Program
would be added the County’s state legislative platform. Attachment C is that report,
which contains;
1) Memorandum with legislative background summary for the LPC and information
about current State budget reductions
2) A one page summary of the impact of the LPC's work in Contra Costa County
3) Overview of the LPC mandates and additional data collected from 43 counties in
California.
Staff recommends that the following policy be added to the 2011 State Platform:
SUPPORT efforts by the Contra Costa Local Planning Council for Child Care and
Development and others to restore the FY 2010-11 state budget allocation to the FY
2009-10 levels for both the Local Planning Council for Child Care and Development
Grant and the Child Care Retention Program (AB 212). The main mandates of the local
planning councils (LPCs) include the following: providing a forum for local input into
child care planning and services that includes parents, providers, and other community
members; conducting assessments of child care need for all families at least every five
years; and creating a county‐wide child care plan. In addition, local planning councils
are responsible for administering the AB 212 retention program for teachers in
state‐funded programs, and for facilitating the transfer of funds between contractors to
maximize services to children all over the state.
f) Vasco Road Double Fine Zone (DFZ) Extension

SB 3 (Torlakson, 2006) established a Double Fine Zone (DFZ) for Vasco road.
Additionally, in the wake of a number of similar legislative requests, SB 3 became the
focus of specific legislative direction to provide a standard set of criteria and terms
governing DFZ’s, while approving the extension of the Vasco Road DFZ through 2010.
In 2007, the Legislature again addressed the general standards and criteria for DFZ’s in
AB 112 (Wolk) setting out general parameters for state highway segments to qualify for
DFZ’s, but excluded their application to Vasco road, under previously-approved SB 3.
Following in 2008, SB 1419 added changes to the DFZ criteria and continued the focus
on state highways as being eligible for DFZ. Additionally, two segments in San
Francisco were authorized to be DFZ’s and were not required to meet the now specific
criteria applicable to state highway designations as DFZ’s due to the unique, pedestrian
oriented issues on those segments.
At present there is no authority for the Caltrans or the CHP to authorize DFZ on nonstate highway segments. To re-authorize the Vasco Road as a DFZ, legislation will be
required. It will be vital to demonstrate that the elements in place during the DFZ on
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Vasco Road served their purpose and reduced traffic incidents, injuries and fatalities
during the period of operation.
Staff recommends a policy be added to the 2011 State Platform that supports legislative
efforts to re-authorize Vasco Road as a Double Fine Zone.
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EXHIBIT A -- Redevelopment Agency Project/Program Status Report
Commitment Driver
Under
Contract
Contra Costa Centre
Hookston Relocation
Placemaking - Civic Use/Bike Station
Station Enhancement
Areawide Infrastructure
Hookston HazMat
Wayfinding
Hookston Landscaping
Iron Horse Overcrossing
Transit Village Technical Consultants
North Richmond
Specific Plan Implementation
Third Street Enhancements
CHDC Office Expansion
Industrial Area Infrastructure
Truck Route Implementation
Heritage Point Predevelopment
Heritage Point Land Assemblage
Enterprise Zone Application
Los Deltas Reuse
Industrial Area General Plan Amend
Parkway Tot Lot
Abatement Revolving Loan Fund
Blight Removal Activities
Community Preservation
Homebuyer Resale Revolving Loan

$600,000
$1,750,000
$725,000
$1,000,000
$500,000
$645,000
$50,000

Totals

$1,900,000
$311,677
$150,000
$3,000,000
$6,000,000
$210,000
$833,000
$50,000
$40,000
$150,000

Business
Agreement

Legal
x

x
x

x
x
x

x

x
x

Tax
Increment

$265,000
$209,000

$2,473,000
$420,000
$15,000
$310,000
$219,000
$25,000

x
x
x
x
x
x

x

x
x

x

x
x

x

$470,183
$1,741,000

x
x
x
x
x
x
x

$776,751

x

x

$60,000
$200,000
$4,700,000
$40,000
$1,200,000

$29,208,611

Bonds

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

$50,000
$25,000
$10,000

$2,040,000

Budget

Source

x
x
$75,000
$50,000

Bay Point
Orbisonia Heights Land Assembly
BART Specific Plan Infrastructure
Enterprise Zone Marketing
Youth homes
Homebuyer Resale Transaction costs
Community Preservation
Rodeo
Parker Ave Capitalized Maintenance
Rodeo Creek Improvements
Downtown Infrastructure
Waterfront HazMat Remediation
Waterfront Infrastructure
Community Preservation
Town Plaza Mixed-Use Project
Montalvin Manor
San Pablo Ave./Kay Road Ped Impvts

Contract/
Amendment
Pending

x
x

x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x

x

x
x

x

x
x

x
x
x
x

x
x

x
x

x
x
x
x

MEMORANDUM
DATE:

January 21, 2011

TO:

Lara DeLaney, Senior Management Analyst, County Administrator’s Office

CC:

Family and Human Services Committee
Supervisor Gayle B. Uilkema, District II, Chair
Supervisor Federal D. Glover, District V, Vice Chair
Dorothy Sansoe, Sr. Deputy County Administrator
Contra Costa County Office of Education
Dr. Joseph A. Ovick, Contra Costa County Superintendent of Schools
Dr. Pam Comfort, Associate Superintendent, Educational Services
Contra Costa LPC Council Members

FROM:

Ruth Fernández, LPC Coordinator/Manager, Educational Services

SUBJECT:

50% Reduction Local Planning Councils in 2010‐2011 California State Budget

BACKGROUND
The Contra Costa County Local Planning Council for Child Care and Development (LPC) was established in
April 1998. Required by AB 1542, which was passed in 1993, thirty members of the LPC were appointed
by the County Board of Supervisors and the County Superintendent of Schools. Childcare consumers
and providers, public agency representatives, and community representatives each comprise 20% of the
LPC. The remaining 20% are discretionary appointees. Membership is for a three‐year term. On
January 7, 2003, membership was decreased from 30 to 25 members, due to the difficulty being
experienced in filling all of the seats.
CURRENT REDUCTIONS
(July 1, 2010 – June 30, 2011)

State Budget Cuts of 50% to LPCs and 25% for the Child Care Salary and Retention Programs‐AB212 were
announced in October 2010. More information on Quality Improvement Budget Activity funds can be found on
the California Department of Education web site: http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/cd/re/draftsum1011.asp
California Department of Education
Quality Improvement Budget
State Budget
Section

Activity

5.1.6.9(a)

Local Child Care and
Development Planning
Councils Grant

5.1.6.5(d)*

Child Care Retention
program: AB 212

Quality
2009‐10
State
Allocation
$6,637,000*

Quality
2009‐10
County
Allocation
$113,253

2010‐11
Total
State Allocation
Reductions
$3,318,000

2010‐11
County
Allocation
Reductions
$56,627

$15,000,000

$428,483

$3,175,000

$321,362

*LPC funding sources: $5,750,000 from federal Child Development Block Grant and $887,000 from state matching funds
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Impact of Local Planning Council for Child Care and Development (LPC)
In Contra Costa County
The following are County highlights of the work of the LPC in Contra Costa:
¾ Regularly provides needs assessment of child care supply and demand in the County, most
recently titled: A Profile of Child Care Needs in Contra Costa County: 2006‐2015.
¾ Participates in local workforce investment boards and economic development initiatives in
acknowledgement of the critical linkage between child care and economic development.
¾ Convenes representatives from all State contractors in Contra Costa County to coordinate
services and advocate for the retention of over $43 million dollars in subsidies serving 5,592
children through the County. The meetings are held quarterly at the Contra Costa County Office
of Education and are titled: State‐funded Program Administrators Meetings
¾ Collaborates, coordinates and plans in concert with other County agencies and institutions to
assure child care is part of the service continuum for families and that supports are sustained for
the ECE workforce (i.e. child care policy language for Housing Element plans and reports).
¾ Developed and oversee a countywide professional development program (AB212 PDP) for
employees working at state‐funded child development programs which provide essential child
care and education services to over 5,500 children in Contra Costa County.
¾ Partnered with the local First 5 Commission to coordinate countywide professional development
services and resources for the ECE workforce which helped secure over $12,000,000 for local
CARES funds that include both county and state First Five Commissions apportionments for the
CARES initiative.
¾ Brought into the County over $2,000,000 in federal grant funding from the Early Learning
Opportunities Act to support home instruction services for parents of young children,
professional development and educational resources for early childhood educators and families.
¾ Facilitated the retention of $12,000 for services provided to children eligible for subsidized care.
¾ Spearheaded the implementation of professional development and education events for the
early care and education workforce and the community at large, such as:
o Annual Young Children’s Issues Forum (event is open to the public, has been held
consistently once a year since 2005). 2008 Symposium‐Transitioning into Kindergarten:
Building Bridges between Preschool and Kindergarten Educators.
o Parent Public Education Campaign: Road Map to Kindergarten, a publication that would
provide families with a navigation road map for the year before their child enters
kindergarten.
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Overview of the Role of Local Planning Councils
Mandates
The main mandates of the local planning councils (LPCs) include the following: providing a forum for
local input into child care planning and services that includes parents, providers, and other community
members; conducting assessments of child care need for all families at least every five years; and
creating a county‐wide child care plan. In addition, local planning councils are responsible for
administering the AB 212 retention program for teachers in state‐funded programs, and for facilitating
the transfer of funds between contractors to maximize services to children all over the state.
In addition to the state mandates, local planning councils around the state engage in additional efforts
to bring needed services to the children and families in their communities.
If the 50% cut for LPCs is still maintained, what do counties stand to lose in terms of services for
children and families?
LPCs bring all local stakeholders together, including subsidized and non‐subsidized providers, employers,
county welfare departments and human service agencies, Local Education Agencies (LEAs), regional
centers, colleges, First 5 Commissions, tribal councils, job training programs, and parent organizations to
create local strategic priorities for child care services for all children and families who need them. They
work to improve the effectiveness of and access to child care subsidies, and ensure that training and
quality improvement initiatives truly reach local communities.
Without adequate state support for LPCs there is no centralized local planning mechanism for child care
or one that is accountable to the County Board of Supervisors, County Superintendent of Schools, and
State Department of Education. In this regard, the role of the LPCs is essential as the local and statewide
gatekeepers of quality for child care and development services for all children.
The benefits of restoring LPCs
By restoring funds to Local Planning Councils, counties are able to fulfill their State Mandates (Ed‐Code
8499, Local Planning Councils). These include setting local priorities for future child care funding,
completing needs assessments for child care supply and demand and developing and implementing a
Countywide Comprehensive Child Care Plan with strategies that increase the availability, accessibility,
and affordability of high quality services that preserve California’s diverse child care delivery system.
The work of the LPC is tailored to its own community, and responds to the unique challenges and
opportunities that each county may face. The LPCs have become central communication hubs for all
elements of the ECE infrastructure within each county. Its role is critical to expanding services and
ensuring that all types of providers are able to respond to new expectations related to quality care.
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The Value of Local Child Care Planning Councils to Local Communities
Below are examples of the accomplishments documented by Local Planning Councils in California. Please
note that the data below reflects reporting for the past 5‐7 years from 43 counties, or 74% of the total 58
counties in California. Data was collected by the California Child Care Coordinators Association.
Leveraged Funding: Totaling $146,659,909
Prior to current State budget cuts, funding for the LPCs remained static at $6,637,000 annually for all 58
counties. In the first year of implementation (2009‐10) for the Voluntary, Temporary, Transfer of Funds
process (a new state mandate for the Councils), LPCs facilitated the retention of more than $3 million in
state contract funds to directly serve children in their communities.
Grant funding awarded to local planning councils from federal, state, local and private foundations (Early
Learning Opportunities Act, First 5 grants, Packard and other foundations, etc) totaled $109, 613,563. In
San Diego County alone, more than $90 million has been secured to fund an early education initiative.
Funding secured for CARES programs (Comprehensive Approaches to Raising Educational Standards)
through state and local First 5 Commissions totaled $34,882,804.
Child Care Facilities Development and Improving the Regulatory Environment
Of the 43 local planning councils reporting, 30 of them worked with their county and city planning
departments and other officials to ensure that child care facility development be included in 65 general
plans. In addition, many LPCs have established Facilities Committees to work on such issues as zoning
amendments to increase the capacity for child care, and mitigating traffic to improve the environment
for opening new facilities.
Economic and Workforce Development
In addition to serving thousands of early education professionals statewide through the administration
of AB 212 funds, LPCs in most counties have provided additional support to higher education, serving on
advisory boards, creating and teaching classes, identifying and developing career pathways starting with
high school students, and facilitating cohorts for Early Childhood Education (ECE) degree programs.
Building Capacity and Quality
Local planning councils in all counties build quality and capacity through holding workshops and
conferences, conducting outreach campaigns, promoting inclusion of children with special needs, acting
as professional growth advisors, and providing other supports to the ECE professionals in their counties.
Outreach and Collaboration
Local planning councils are required by statute to collaborate but all councils in the state go far beyond
what is required. The local collaborations are almost too numerous to cite, but include – in addition to
child development programs, both private and publicly funded – resource and referral agencies, First 5
commissions, Head Start grantees, alternative payment programs, tribal groups, child abuse prevention
councils, mental health services, public health departments, child welfare reform teams, foster care
agencies, P‐16 councils, social services departments, special education departments, chambers of
commerce, workforce development boards, economic development corporations, and city and county
governments.
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OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY

TO:

Legislation Committee
Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, Chair
Supervisor John Gioia, Vice Chair

FROM:

Lara DeLaney, Legislative Coordinator

DATE:

Feb. 02, 2011

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #6: 2011 Federal Platform

RECOMMENDATION
CONSIDER recommending that the Board of Supervisors include the following policy
position in the 2011 Federal Platform:
a) Tier C and IRS tax implications-- Allowing Employees to Elect Reduced Pension
Benefits: The County will support legislation that would modify the Internal
Revenue Code and corresponding regulations to permit public employees to
make an irrevocable election between their current pension formula and a less
rich pension formula.
ACCEPT report on the Carquinez Scenic Drive SF Bay Trail Improvement Project.

BACKGROUND
At its January 18, 2011 meeting, the Board of Supervisors considered adoption of the
proposed 2011 State and Federal Platforms. While the Board adopted the 2011
Federal Platform, it referred two federal matters to the Legislation Committee for further
consideration and/or action:

a) Allowing Employees to Elect Reduced Pension Benefits in Tier C
In 2006, Contra Costa County and the Deputy Sheriff’s Association jointly obtained state
legislation that would allow members of the Association to make a one-time irrevocable
election between their current pension formula and a less rich pension formula, called
Tier C. Orange County and its labor organizations obtained similar legislation in 2009.
However, neither County has been able to implement this state legislation because
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such elections currently have negative tax consequences for employees and for
retirement plans under federal tax law as interpreted by the Internal Revenue Service.
Like many local government entities nationwide, the County’s fiscal position would
benefit greatly from reduced pension costs. Allowing local government entities to
implement collective bargaining agreements and state legislation that permits
employees to elect less rich pension formulas would be a significant step in reducing
pension costs.
Proposed Federal Platform Policy Position: The County will support legislation that
would modify the Internal Revenue Code and corresponding regulations to permit public
employees to make an irrevocable election between their current pension formula and a
less rich pension formula.

b) Carquinez Scenic Drive SF Bay Trail Improvement Project
At the January 18 meeting, Supervisor Uilkema expressed concern about the proposal
by staff to remove the Carquinez Scenic Drive SF Bay Trail Improvement Project from
the list of appropriations requests for FFY 2012. She requested that the Legislation
Committee review this proposal in greater detail.
Contra Costa County received a federal earmark for $1.0 million in 2005 for the
Carquinez Scenic Drive SF Bay Trail Improvement Project. The project was estimated
to cost $6.0 million. In October 2010, East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) was
awarded the TIGER II federal grant to construct a trail on Carquinez Scenic Drive. The
TIGER II funds that would be received and EBRPD’s Measure WW funds will fill the
funding gap for the proposed trail project. Hereafter, EBRPD will be the lead agency for
the remaining preliminary engineering, design, and construction of the Carquinez
Scenic Drive SF Bay Trail Improvements. EBRPD will assume ownership and
maintenance of the trail once constructed.
The trail will be constructed along the closed portion of Carquinez Scenic Drive as
described in the attached document. (Attachment A.) EBRPD has requested the
assignment of easement for a trail on Carquinez Scenic Drive. Once the easement is
accepted by EBRPD, Contra Costa County will be vacating the roadway right-of-way
within this closed segment. The Contra Costa County Real Property Division is
currently processing these requests and is expected to complete the assignment and
vacation sometime in April 2011.
A draft MOU between the County and EBRPD has been reviewed by our County
Counsel, and staff hopes to bring the agreement to the full Board for approval in the
near future. In conclusion, it appears the project is now fully funded and, therefore, no
additional appropriations/earmarks are required.
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CARQUINEZ SCENIC DRIVE – SF BAY TRAIL SEGMENT
Carquinez Scenic Drive was originally built in the late 1800s to early 1900s as a narrow, twolane paved road overlooking the south shore of Carquinez Strait between Crockett and Martinez
(see attached map). As the first improved road that linked East and West Contra Costa County,
it provided convenient access and breathtaking views along one of the least developed coastal
areas of the county.
However, a 1.7-mile segment of the road succumbed to
landslides during heavy rainstorms in the early 1980s,
thus forcing the road segment’s closure in 1983.
Although gated shut and unmaintained, the damaged
road continues to attract heavy local use as a hiking,
biking, and dog-walking trail because of beautiful
panoramic vistas of the strait combined with intimate
views of the oak woodlands and wildlife that flourish
along its winding path.
To address the demand for a safe, accessible, and well maintained trail, the Association of Bay
Area Governments (ABAG) Bay Trails Project commissioned a series of studies to explore
reopening the roadway as a multi-use trail that could be transferred to and managed by East
Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) as part of the San Francisco Bay Trail system.
From 2005 to 2008, the Contra Costa County Public Works
Department (CCCPWD) and EBRPD used these studies to
develop a conceptual plan for the repair of landslides and
construction of a 12-foot wide trail. At the same time,
CCCPWD completed biological and archaeological studies
with ABAG planning grant funds to lay the technical
foundation
for
compliance
with
the
California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). NEPA compliance is
required because the project will involve federal funding.
As of September 2009, the estimated cost to fulfill CEQA and NEPA compliance, perform
geotechnical studies, develop a design, and construct the trail is approximately $6 million.
Currently, $1 million in funding is available through a 2005 federal earmark. CCCPWD and
EBRPD are actively exploring options to close the $5 million funding gap, including the use of a
portion of EBRPD’s Measure WW funds, $4.05 million of which have been designated for use in
the area surrounding the proposed trail segment “to expand outdoor recreation opportunities,
preserve shoreline areas, and connect park trails for all users from historic Port Costa to the San
Francisco Bay and Ridge Trails.”
This trail segment is included in EBRPD’s 2007 Master Plan, the Bay Trail plan, the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission’s (MTC’s) Transportation 2030 Plan, and the Contra Costa
Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. EBRPD and CCCPWD continue to work towards
ultimate completion of this project in order to fill an immensely scenic and inspiring gap in the
San Francisco Bay Trail system.
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OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY

TO:

Legislation Committee
Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, Chair
Supervisor John Gioia, Vice Chair

FROM:

Lara DeLaney, Legislative Coordinator

DATE:

Feb. 02, 2011

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #7: RFP/RFQ Process for State and Federal Advocacy
Services

RECOMMENDATION
PROVIDE direction to staff on RFP/RFQ process for state and federal advocacy
services. Issues to consider include whether to survey other urban counties on cost of
advocacy services; where and how to solicit for services; how responses will be
evaluated and by whom.

BACKGROUND
The County currently has three contracts in effect for state and federal legislative and
appropriations advocacy:
1.

Federal Advocacy: Alcalde & Fay, with primary representation by Paul
Schlesinger with additional appropriations related support from Charlotte
Hrncir. This contract is managed by the CAO’s office.

2.

State Advocacy: Nielsen, Merksamer, Parrinello, Gross and Leoni (“Nielsen
Merksamer”) with primary representation by Cathy Christian, health carerelated representation by James Gross, and additional advocacy services
provided by Alan Fernandes. This contract is also managed by the CAO’s
office.

3.

Transportation Advocacy: Smith Watts, Inc. with representation by Mark
Watts. This contract is managed by the Public Works Department.

The following is a summary of the contracting history with our Federal and State
advocates and the status of their current contracts. Staff recommends that a Request
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for Proposals (RFP) or a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) be developed to solicit
interest from qualified firms in providing advocacy services to the County for FY 201112 and beyond.

Alcalde & Fay
On contract since:

December 1, 2001

Contract Term (current): November 1, 2007 through October 31, 2010, extended to
June 30, 2011 by Board action on January 11, 2011.
Contract Amount:

$349,500 ($113,500/year: $9458/monthly retainer)

How Paid:

County General Fund, from the Board of Supervisors’
General Administration budget

History of contract:
 April 24, 2001 the Board of Supervisors directs the CAO to issue an RFP for
federal advocacy services. (Supervisor Uilkema prepared the Board Order.)
 The RFP was disseminated broadly, including a posting in Rollcall.
 24 proposals were received. Top 4 firms were interviewed by CAO and Assistant
CAO in D.C. during October 2001. Firms included: Alcalde & Fay, Honberger &
Walters, Patten Boggs, and Waterman.
 Alcalde & Fay selected “primarily because of its outstanding record of success
representing several public agencies in the Bay Area: County of Marin, the
Sonoma County Water District, and the Golden Gate Bridge District. Other
factors included a working familiarity with the leader of the lobbying team that
would be assigned to the County, the size of the firm, its balance of public and
private clients, and the long-term stability of its client base, its relationship with
key legislators in addition to Contra Costa’s legislative delegation, its familiarity
with the needs and concerns of local government agencies and local elected
officials, and its willingness to invest time and resources in helping the County
develop an effective representation program.”
 Alcalde & Fay is a minority-controlled/employee-owned firm that supports the
County’s MBE contracting goals.
 First contract executed for December 1, 2001 through November 30, 2003.
$100,000 annually plus $3,000 for expenses.
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 Contract renewed for November 30, 2003 to December 1, 2006 for $100,000
annually plus $3,000 for expenses.
 Contract amendment for December 31, 2006 to December 31, 2007 and
increased amount to $105,000 plus $3,000 for expenses.
 Current contract for November 1, 2007 to October 31, 2010 at $113,500 per year
plus $3,000 for expenses.
 Services provided include: assisting the County in developing and implementing
an effective federal advocacy strategy and annual legislative program to
influence federal laws and policies and increase funding for County priorities and
operations; research, monitoring and providing information to the County;
representing County interests in meetings with members of Congress and/or their
staff and with federal agencies, boards, commissions, committees and other
bodies as appropriate; participating in appropriate coalitions and working groups
on behalf of the County; arrange for meetings involving County officials in
Washington, D.C.; preparing and delivering briefings and activity reports as
needed; and performing other related duties, as mutually agreed upon.
In addition to assisting the County with securing appropriations earmarks over the
years, Alcalde & Fay was successful in ensuring that the 2007 Water Resources
Development Act (WRDA) bill included language important to the County including:
 Mt. Diablo Mercury Mine Clean-up Project – Extended the RAMS program with a
cumulative authorization of $20 million.
The Statement of Managers
accompanying the statutory language said that, in “carrying out this section, the
Secretary shall give priority to the Mt. Diablo Mercury Mine Clean-up project in
Contra Costa County, California.” This was the only project named in the entire
country.
 Flood Control Projects – For Grayson Creek/Murderer’s Creek, Pinole Creek,
Walnut Creek Channel, Wildcat/San Pablo Creek Phase 1, and Wildcat/San
Pablo Creek Phase II flood control projects, work done by the local sponsor (the
County Flood Control District) prior to the date of the local partnership
agreements will be allowed to be credited to our share of the nonfederal project
cost. Additionally, for Grayson Creek/Murder’s Creek, Walnut Creek Channel,
and Wildcat/San Pablo Creek Phase II, the Army Corps of Engineers is directed
to consider ecosystem restoration benefits in determining the federal interest in
the project (which affects priority ranking and funding).
 Use of Dredged Materials for Levees – Authorizes a feasibility study on using
Sherman Island as a dredged material rehandling facility.
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Over the past few years, the County has also requested a substantial increase in
advocacy from Alcalde & Fay with regard to Delta Water issues, as well as Indian
Gaming.
Nielsen Merksamer
On contract since:

January 1, 2004

Contract Term (current): January 1, 2008 to December 31, 2010, extended to June
30, 2011 by Board action on January 11, 2011.
Contract Amount:

$600,000 ($200,000/year: $16,667/monthly retainer)

How Paid:

67.5% County General Fund, 12.5% Flood Control/Clean
Water funds, 10% CCHP, 10% Redevelopment

History of Contract:
 Prior to retaining Nielsen Merksamer, the County contracted with L. Scott
Sphann and Associates, who received an annual retainer of $111,946, for state
advocacy and annual legislative program services.
A $25,000 annual
subcontract with Nielsen Merksamer was entered into in January 2003 ($2,083
monthly retainer) for services related specifically to state budget issues.
 The shift in state representation placed an increased emphasis on the state
budget and the state-local relationships. Nielsen Merksamer is recognized for its
expertise in the broad area of state and county relations, particularly fiscal
relationships.
 Nielsen Merksamer is a law firm specializing in government and political law and
related litigation. They represent approximately 70 clients in the legislative and
regulatory arenas in Sacramento, including approximately 10 local government
entities, Fortune 500 companies, labor organizations, health care interests and
various associations.
 First contract executed for the period January 1, 2004 through December 31,
2005 in the amount of $120,000 annually. Budgeted 79% County General
Funds, 21% Flood Control/Clean Water Funds.
 Contract renewed in December 2005 for period January 1, 2006 through
December 31, 2007 in the amount of $200,000. Budgeted 67.5% County General
Funds, 12.5% Flood Control/Clean Water Funds, 10% CCHP, 10%
Redevelopment.
 Contract renewed in December 2007 for period January 1, 2008 through
December 31, 2010 in the amount of $200,000 annually. Budgeted 67.5%
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County General Funds, 12.5% Flood Control/Clean Water Funds, 10% CCHP,
10% Redevelopment funds.

Summary of Key Advocacy Services Provided by Nielsen Merksamer
Sponsored Legislation
Senator Tom Torlakson carried three sponsored bills on behalf of the County in 200506, two of which were enacted. With the assistance of the Senator’s staff and his
personal attention to a bill which the County brought to him near the end of the session,
we were successful in enacting SB 524, which authorizes the Board to establish
different retirement benefits for different classifications of Deputies in the Sheriff’s office.
Nielsen Merksamer worked both with the retirement committees in the Legislature, and
with the technical staff from CalPERS, to ensure that the bill was crafted carefully.
Nielsen Merksamer also worked closely with the advocate for the Contra Costa Deputy
Sheriff’s Association. Nielsen Merksamer was able to convey the importance of this bill
to the County and to the Sheriff, as well as to the Deputy Sheriff's Association, and the
bill was approved with the unanimous support of both houses, which ultimately paved
the way for a Governor's signature.
Another County-sponsored bill carried by Senator Torlakson, SB 968, which permits the
continuance of funding for the County's Zero Tolerance for Domestic Violence program,
also was signed by the Governor. In addition to repealing the original sunset and
allowing the program to continue with funds received through a fee imposed on certain
vital records, the bill also modified the fee structure in a manner that will enable the
County to collect additional revenues for the program. Because of the hard work of
County staff, its advocates, and Senator Torlakson, the County was able to preserve
and improve the Zero Tolerance for Domestic Violence program.
The final County-sponsored bill carried by Senator Torlakson was SB 521, which would
have permitted the County to increase recording fees on certain property-related
documents. The fees would have established an on-going revenue source for the
County’s Housing Trust Fund to facilitate the development of low-income housing. The
bill was supported by many housing advocates, but was opposed by the California
Association of Realtors. The bill was approved by the Senate but failed passage in the
Assembly.
Another of the County's successful legislative sponsorship efforts came from the hard
work of Assembly Member Loni Hancock. Her County-sponsored bill, AB 2253,
increases a County's ability to combat the problem of illegal dumping. Specifically, this
bill allows for a County to impound, and in some cases forfeit, vehicles use in the
commission of illegal dumping. Though, the bill was scaled back from its original version
by the Speaker amid concerns expressed by the ACLU, the bill passed out of the
legislature on a bi-partisan vote and was signed by the Governor.
AB 239 (DeSaulnier), the County's Housing Trust Fund bill, was another version of SB
521 (Torlakson) which was defeated in the Assembly in 2006. Sponsored jointly with
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San Mateo County, AB 239 would have authorized the County to increase recording
fees on certain property transactions in order to raise funds to help finance the
construction, rehabilitation, or purchase of housing for low income households.
Unfortunately, the mechanism by which AB 239 proposed to fund the County’s Housing
Trust Fund again garnered the fierce opposition of the California Association of
Realtors. Despite this significant opposition, the County and Nielsen Merksamer
worked closely with Assembly Member DeSaulnier and were successful in securing
Assembly approval for the bill this year. However, the bill was opposed by the Chair of
the Senate Local Government Committee, who held it in that committee. Next year, we
plan to work with the County’s housing advocates, as well as the Board, to seek
alternative strategies and solutions. The proposed 2008 Legislative Program includes
continued sponsorship of AB 239. Other Bay Area counties are interested in this issue,
and we hope to explore the feasibility of a larger coalition effort.
AB 1494 (DeSaulnier) attempted to expand the definition of a group home under state
law to include the Chris Adams Center operated by County. AB 1494 passed by a 2/3
margin out of both the Assembly and Senate. Asssembly Member DeSaulnier brought
county representatives and young people from the Chris Adams Center to Sacramento
to testify in support of the bill, and their presence was a major factor in our
overwhelming success in the Legislature. Unfortunately, Governor Schwarzenegger
vetoed the bill. The Governor’s veto message indicated that his opposition was
primarily for fiscal reasons, although we argued that the State costs were no more, and
even less, than any other group home facility for this population.
Budget
The California budget process and the protection of local government revenue was, and
continues to be, a primary concern and focus of Contra Costa County advocacy efforts.
Despite years of state budget deficits, the County advocates worked closely with other
county government entities, including but not limited to CSAC, to keep the cuts to
county programs at a minimum.
Land Use and Housing
The County and its advocates were part of a group that lead the way toward
meaningful, yet reasonable, reform that preserved the important powers of a County's
ability to redevelop. Among these reform efforts, SB 1210 (Torlakson) and SB 1206
(Kehoe) improved the definition of blight and added certain notice provisions to secure
people’s property rights from some noted abuses of the Redevelopment system. In
addition, the County advocates worked to help defeat a statewide proposition
(Proposition 90) that would have impeded a local government's ability to improve certain
under-served communities.
Telecommunications
Nielsen Merksamer worked extensively with CSAC and the League of California Cities
in opposing AB 2987 (Nunez) which drastically alters the franchising of video service
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providers. Unfortunately, the Legislature’s desire to facilitate the delivery of “new” video
technologies to consumers outweighed some of the serious policy issues raised by local
government advocates and the bill was approved and signed by the Governor.
Local government was successful in obtaining amendments to the bill which
grandfathered in the existing PEG channels, as well as extending the obligation to
permit the County access to the video service providers channels in case of
emergencies. There remain many issues which will undoubtedly be addressed in
subsequent legislation, and the PUC is currently considering regulations to implement
the bill.
Indian Gaming
In addition to assisting the County with issues surrounding the land acquisition efforts of
the Scotts Valley Band of Pomo Indians and the Guidiville Band of Pomo Indians,
Nielsen Merksamer opposed efforts in the Legislature to distribute revenues from the
Special Distribution Fund only to those Counties whose tribes are contributing to the
fund (SB 288, Battin). The purpose of the fund was to provide mitigation funds to local
governments who incurred costs related to Indian casinos, and the fund was not limited
to only those counties whose tribes paid into the fund. The bill was sponsored by the
large casino tribes in Southern California, and it was approved by the Legislature and
the Governor.

Delta Water Issues
Nielsen Merksamer continues to remain active on behalf of the County on water and
Delta-related legislation. Cathy Christian participates in and help plan the bi-weekly calls
with the Delta County Coalition and work with county staff and federal lobbyists on
numerous issues related to protecting the County’s stake and its leadership position in
the Delta. Ms. Christian coordinates with other Delta County lobbyists on administrative
issues so that the DCC is well-informed as the individual counties work with the Delta
Stewardship Council, the Delta Protection Commission and the Delta Conservancy.
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LEGISLATION COMMITTEE
February 7, 2011
9:00 – 10:30 A.M.
651 Pine Street, Room 101, Martinez

Schedule

Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District IV, Chair
Supervisor John Gioia, District I, Vice Chair
2011 Meeting Schedule
DATE/AGENDA
February 7, 2011*
March 21, 2011
April 18, 2011
May 16, 2011
June 20, 2011
July 18, 2011
August 15, 2011
September 19, 2011
October 17, 2011
November 21, 2011
December 19, 2011



ROOM
101
101
101
101
101
101
101
101
101
101
101

TIME
9:00 am
11:00 am
11:00 am
11:00 am
11:00 am
11:00 am
11:00 am
11:00 am
11:00 am
11:00 am
11:00 am

The Legislation Committee will provide reasonable accommodations for persons with disabilities planning to attend Legislation Committee
meetings. Contact the staff person listed below at least 72 hours before the meeting. Access a telecommunications device for the deaf by calling
1-800-735-2929 and asking the relay service operator for (925) 335-1240.

 Any disclosable public records related to an open session item on a regular meeting agenda and distributed by the County to a majority of
members of the Legislation Committee less than 96 hours prior to that meeting are available for public inspection at 651 Pine Street, 10th
floor, during normal business hours.
 Public comment may be submitted via electronic mail on agenda items at least one full work day prior to the published meeting time.

For Additional Information Contact:

Lara DeLaney, Committee Staff
Phone (925) 335-1097 Fax (925) 335-1098
Lara.DeLaney@cao.cccounty.us

