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In Brown We Trust?

JUNE BONDS COULD BREAK CITY

In an historic act of fiscal irre-
sponsibility—and possible politi-
cal sutctde—Mavor Brown and the
Board of Supervisors have arro-
gantly laid their careers on the line.
In June. they expect San Francisco
voters to "trust’ them and approve
four bond issues totaling—with
principal and interest: $672 mul-
hon. See Bond Chart. p. 2°

\oters who look beyond the
simplistic—and untruthful—Ciry
Hall ballot arguments n the
Voter's Handbook will discover
that none of the bond proposals
are sound. They all throw good
money after bad. They propose to
reward abject operational failures
by increasing the overloaded bond
mortgages draining our assets.

San Franciscos 1996 Com-
prehensive Annual Financial Re-
port lists outstanding long-term
debt obligations at $4.1 billion.
The City's legal debe limit 1s $1.6
billion. In order to extend its bor-
rowing capacity on paper, City
Hall accountants subtract $3 bil-
lion of this debt as “inapplicable”
to the debr limit. Magically ex-
cluded debt items are labeled
“Loans,” “Proprietary Interests,”
“Notes,” “Certificates of Partici-
pation,” “Revenue Bonds.”

City Hall subtracts three-
quarters of a billion in Redevelop-
ment Agency bonds, even though
this debt 1s covered by property

taxes. City Hall subtracts $2.2 bil-
lion in outstanding Revenue
Bonds. even though the City’s
General Fund 1s ulumately lable
tor covering this bonded debt.
Debt 1s debt. The existing
debt limit exists for a good rea-
son. The limit 1s being systemati-
cally circumvented and subverted
by forces that are completely alien
to the interests of ordinary San

Franciscans.

CREDIT MELTDOWN

In 1993. a horrified Wall
Street began lowertng San Francis-
co’s municipal credit ratng from
“Less Best” to “Medium.” “See Rat-
img Chart. p. 5 If the June bonds
pass the scrutiny of the voters.
Wall Street may take even more
drastic action to curb City Hall’s
compulsive spending.

The major Department heads
comprising the Capital Improve-
ments Advisory Committee rub-
ber-stamped Mayor Brown's mas-
sive push to increase our debr by
two-thirds of a billion dollars—
because they have no political guts.
Covering their behinds, members
of the Commuttee remarked
open meetings that the proposed
bond 1ssues are inadequately pre-
pared and formulated; that the
City only has $10 mullion available
for increased debt capacity

through the end of Fiscal Year

[997-98; that

reached our prudent debt himit™

“we have ncarly

that “the bonds were placed on the
June ballot because a low voter
turn-out ts expected.”

The City Admunistraror, the
Mayor’s Budget Direcror. the
Supe’s Budger Analyst. and the
City Controller are all on record
complaining that none of the
bonds on the June ballot were
brought to them with needs data
or financial analvsis—or any re-
laton rto strategic. long-term
planning. {Such as creating a re-
served debt margin for the next
earthquake).

Despite the Commuttee’s re-
peated pleas tor strategic plans and
financial details. none of the offi-
cuals promoting the bonds provid-
ed anything but thetorical asser-
tions and bottom-line demands
based on thin air. The Budget Di-
rector observed, “The race 15 on to
get bonds passed before we hit the
debt limit.”

Mark Primeau, Director of
Public Works. repeatedly asked
“Where are

your master plans? The voters want

bond proponents,

to know what you plan to do with
the money? It erodes public con-
fidence to keep going to the pub-
lic for more money!”

Budget Analyst Harvey Rose
told the Supe’s Finance Commut-
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