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Democratic
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INTRODUCTION: Candidates for the state legislature in 2016 are respectfully requested to answer
these questions relevant to the respective and often complementary roles of the state and city
governments in California. While the League does not itself endorse candidates, the responses
to this questionnaire will be shared with elected city officials in each legislative district for
consideration in their own endorsement decisions as well as posted on the League website. Thank
you for your participation. Please email your response to Bismarck@cacities.org or by fax to 916658-8240 by no later than March 31. If you have any questions, please contact: League Public Affairs
Director Bismarck Obando at Bismarck@cacities.org or 916-658-8273.
LOCAL CONTROL. The relationship between the state and cities functions best as a partnership where major policy
issues are approached by the state with careful consideration of the varied conditions among the state’s 482 cities and
an appreciation of the importance of retaining local flexibility to tailor policies to reflect local needs and circumstances. Still, at times, cities have to respond to state legislation they believe undermines the principle of “local control” over
important issues such as land use, housing, finance, infrastructure, elections, labor relations and other issues directly
affecting cities. What is your perspective on local control and state preemption of local control? (Please explain).
Local control is, on balance, almost always a better option than central control. The idiosyncrasies of and differences
between different communities and regions of our great state often demand dynamic and sometimes divergent
answers to the same issues. Multifaceted, and/or multiple different, approaches to issues and challenges not only
make more sense when locally produced and implemented, but allow there to be a marketplace of ideas from which all
can benefit. Are there exceptions to this? As with anything, yes. However, it is safe to say that in most cases, all
wisdom doesn't necessarily come from Sacramento.
That said, Sacramento often has far better resources than the local government. But, such a disparity in resources is
less an advantage and more of a responsibility. State legislators must never forget that local and regional input is
crucial to the success of remedies for various issues. The state legislature should never be about enhancing its power,
but should rather continually focus upon enhancing cooperation with local and regional communities. Local needs
should always drive solutions.
Sometimes, communities' needs come into conflict with other communities' needs. In such cases, communication,
coordination and cooperation--facilitated by representatives in Sacramento--becomes even more vital to the process.
The bottom line is that the state government is the creature of the many communities that make up California; it should
serve these communities first and foremost, always. There will always be disagreements, but as long as our priorities
remain aligned with our purpose, government will work better and agreeable compromises can and will be achieved.
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TRANSPORTATION FUNDING. Cities and counties are struggling with a $78 billion, 10-year maintenance funding
deficit for the local streets and roads system. This amount is needed simply to maintain existing infrastructure; delaying
these repairs by just 10 years would increase the deficit to $99 billion. Meanwhile, millions of cars, trucks, busses and
other vehicles have been added in California, utilizing our already over-burdened transportation network. At the same
time, gas tax revenues (that benefit both the state and local system) have not been raised since 1994; they have been
eroded by inflation, expanded use of electric and more efficient vehicles, and more recently declined 26% since Fiscal
Year 2013-14. How would you support addressing this infrastructure funding deficit?


Additional state gas or other vehicle taxes:

Yes

No


Additional state user fees (similar to the vehicle registration fee):

Yes


Expanded local authority to raise taxes and fees locally:

No

Yes

No


Return transportation funding from General Fund ($1 billion/yr.) and reform CalTRANS:

Combination of approaches:

Yes

Yes

No

No


Other approaches? (Please explain)
Improving transportation must be a partnership at all levels--municipal & county, state AND federal. What is needed is a
dynamic and multifaceted approach that both invests in and improves the infrastructure we already have (much of which is in
disrepair, slowly bleeding away infrastructure funds through the need for continuous maintenance and upkeep), while it also
aggressively pursues more diverse transportation options which include more light rail, subway, busway as well as
bicycle-friendly environments.
A federally created and run infrastructure bank would go a long way in financing many of the projects we need to undertake.
That is out of the state's power at all levels, but should be a policy we all seek to convince Washington to pursue.
As to the suggestions listed above, to me, a gas tax is a temporary, short term fix at best. I am for such a tax only from the
perspective of achieving needed short term infrastructure benefits. The higher gas prices are raised, the more people will
choose alternative energies in the longer run, which is on balance a good result, but it will deplete the efficacy of the tax
increase. State user fees, I believe, may find a similar fate as the gas tax, and I believe it will give us little benefit short or long
term. Expanded local authority to raise taxes & fees and transportation funding coupled with CalTRANS reform will reap
some benefits.
That said, I believe our biggest boost would probably come from the federal government in the form of some sort of
infrastructure bill--or an infrastructure bank!

AFFORDABLE HOUSING. With the loss of $1 billion in redevelopment funding that previously went to affordable housing and the exhaustion of past state affordable housing bond funds, California has virtually no resources to construct
affordable housing. Affordable units often require additional public subsidy so that rents and/or purchase prices can be
made affordable to low and moderate income households. What is your solution to the affordable housing crisis?


Allocate a portion of state general fund dollars for affordable housing:

Yes

No


Establish a new permanent source of affordable housing funding from a new revenue source such as a recently
contemplated $75 state tax or fee on various real estate instruments:

Yes

No


Establish a local-state matching program, where local funding commitments
to affordable housing are matched dollar-for-dollar with a state contribution:

Yes

No


Reduce the regulatory burden on housing production imposed by CEQA and other regulations:

Yes

No
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Combination of these approaches:

Yes

No


Other approaches? (Please explain)
Housing is a double-edged sword. If you are a homeowner, you are quite happy with a high demand, low supply market because it drives value up and builds equity in your
home. Some of the resulting conditions of a high demand, low supply market are not a bad thing for the economy, either, as they increase homeowners’ economic options—
and we want people to have economic options. These conditions also afford our communities with significant levels of property tax revenue, which we in turn use to keep our
communities livable, desirable and stable.
On the other hand, if one is looking to break into the housing market, there are significant barriers to any hardworking family or individual to achieve that goal. Due to the
constricted supply of housing, prices are too high in many cases to have any realistic chance of obtaining a home, which in turn puts a strain on the rental market—and
rentals are also in short supply.
Rent control, or housing subsidies do nothing to solve the incongruence of supply and demand in this market—they in fact exacerbate the issue. What we thus need to do is
take a look at zoning laws to allow for more single family, condominium and apartment construction, and then economically incentivize more building of such residences. The
enhanced supply will drive housing prices down—not instantaneously, but over time....
Those who are the poorest in our society are facing a whole different issue. It is the most basic need for shelter no matter where they are. In such cases, it is incumbent upon
government to find and/or create solutions. Here we need to continue what has been happening in places as disparate as Utah and downtown Los Angeles—that is to build
low-cost, yet dignified, housing for the indigent and poor. We must additionally offer services to help with counseling for abuse, addiction, depression, etc…, and work with
these people to get them off the streets and into society again, one step at a time. Finding funding and finding locations for such housing are perhaps the most vexing
challenges.
I support the building of, or conversion of, certain existing structures to affordable and heavily subsidized (when necessary) housing, coupled with massive investments in
counseling and programs for abuse, addiction, depression and the like along with job programs to help get these people back on their feet. We must deal with the root
causes by offering a helping hand.

WATER CONSERVATION AND STORMWATER. Faced with the ongoing drought and increasing federal and state clean
water regulations, local governments have struggled to enforce water conservation requirements and remove contaminants from stormwater and urban water runoff without reducing funding for public safety and other general fund
commitments. How should the state assist cities with this challenge?


Providing increased grants through state bonds financed from the state General Fund:

Yes

No


Providing cities and other water agencies with increased flexibility
to implement water conservation rate pricing and raise funds locally:


Combination of these approaches:

Yes

Yes

No

No


Some other approaches? (Please explain)
All of the above is the short answer. California needs to continue to make water conservation a top priority. We must get
better at storing and reusing the water we receive and already utilize. In the most severe of cases, price rationing (by
increasing water prices to reduce consumption) must be an (admittedly undesirable) option at the local level.
But, conservation is only part of the long term puzzle. We must think also of supply, based upon the realities of our climate.
The state water project was, and still is, a supply-side solution to a demand problem. It brings water from where it is to where
we need it to be. It has facilitated massive growth in our state--economically and with regard to population. But, that growth
has proven to be almost Malthusian, and the state water project has reached its apex. That has left the state with mostly
demand-side options in the form of water conservation.
It is my belief that California can return to supply-based solutions. While we must continue to conserve and recycle, that will
never change the fact that we have tapped into ALL of our regional resources and that precipitation is the only way these are
replenished. I have proposed going outside of our region to accentuate our supplies—such as reexamining the Alaska to
California Fresh Water Pipeline (there is reason to believe it would be far less expensive than originally estimated)—to
accentuate supply as we simultaneously continue to pursue current conservation strategies. See:
www.dennisrbullock.com/water.html
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