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No dealer, broker, salesperson or other person has been authorized by the City to give any
information or to make any representations other than those contained herein and, if given or made, such
other information or representation must not be relied upon as having been authorized by the City. This
Official Statement does not constitute an offer to sell or the solicitation of an offer to buy, nor shall there
be any sale of the Bonds, by any person in any jurisdiction in which it is unlawful for such person to
make such an offer, solicitation or sale.

This Official Statement is not to be construed as a contract with the purchaser or purchasers of the
Bonds. Statements contained in this Official Statement which involve estimates, forecasts or matters of
opinion, whether or not expressly so described herein, are intended solely as such and are not to be
construed as representations of facts.

The information set forth herein other than that provided by the City, although obtained from
sources which are believed to be reliable, is not guaranteed as to accuracy or completeness. The
information and expressions of opinion herein are subject to change without notice and neither delivery of
this Official Statement nor any sale made hereunder shall, under any circumstances, create any
implication that there has been no change in the affairs of the City since the date hereof. Further, a wide
variety of information, including financial information, concerning the City is available from the City,
City publications and City websites. No such information is part of or incorporated into this Official
Statement, except as expressly noted herein. Any such information that is inconsistent with the
information in this Official Statement should be disregarded.

Other than with respect to information concerning Financial Security Assurance Inc. (“Financial
Security”) contained under the caption “Bond Insurance” and Appendix G “Specimen Municipal Bond
Insurance Policy” herein, none of the information in this Official Statement has been supplied or verified
by Financial Security and Financial Security makes no representation or warranty, express or implied, as
to (i) the accuracy or completeness of such information; (ii) the validity of the Bonds; or (iii) the tax
exempt status of the interest on the Bonds.

When used in this Official Statement and in any continuing disclosure by the City, in any press
release and in any oral statement made with the approval of an authorized officer of the City, the words or
phrases “will likely result,” “are expected to,” “will continue,” “is anticipated,” “estimate,” “project,”
“forecast,” “expect,” “intend” and similar expressions identify “forward looking statements” within the
meaning of the Private Securities Litigation Reform Act of 1995. Such statements are subject to risks and
uncertainties that could cause actual results to differ materially from those contemplated in such forward-
looking statements. Any forecast is subject to such uncertainties. Inevitably, some assumptions used to
develop the forecasts will not be realized and unanticipated events and circumstances may occur.
Therefore, there are likely to be differences between forecasts and actual results, and those differences

may be material.

9% ¢ EE T3

The issuance and sale of the Bonds have not been registered under the Securities Act of 1933 in
reliance upon the exemption provided thereunder by Section 3(a)2 for the issuance and sale of municipal
securities. This Official Statement does not constitute an offer to sell or the solicitation of an offer to buy,
nor shall there be any sale of the Bonds by any person in any jurisdiction in which it is unlawful for such
persons to make such offer, solicitation or sale.

IN CONNECTION WITH THE OFFERING OF THE BONDS, THE PURCHASERS
MAY OVERALLOT OR EFFECT TRANSACTIONS WHICH STABILIZE OR MAINTAIN
THE MARKET PRICE OF THE BONDS AT LEVELS ABOVE THAT WHICH MIGHT
OTHERWISE PREVAIL IN THE OPEN MARKET. SUCH STABILIZING, IF
COMMENCED, MAY BE DISCONTINUED AT ANY TIME.
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OFFICIAL STATEMENT

$69,000,000
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS
(LAGUNA HONDA HOSPITAL, 1999)
SERIES 20051

INTRODUCTION

This Official Statement, including the cover page and the appendices hereto, is provided
to furnish information in connection with the offering by the City and County of San Francisco
(the “City”) of its $69,000,000 aggregate principal amount of City and County of San Francisco
General Obligation Bonds (Laguna Honda Hospital, 1999) Series 20051 (the “Bonds”). The
Bonds are secured by and payable solely from the ad valorem taxes levied for the Bonds under
the Ordinance (as defined below) and disbursed under the Declaration of Trust of the Treasurer
of the City (the “Declaration of Trust”) and from certain other legally available funds. The
Board of Supervisors of the City (the “Board”) has the power and is obligated to annually levy
ad valorem property taxes upon all property subject to taxation by the City without limitation of
rate or amount (except certain personal property which is taxable at limited rates) for the
payment of principal of and interest on the Bonds. See “CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY
LIMITATIONS ON TAXES AND EXPENDITURES.” For information on the City’s tax base, tax
collection system, property tax revenues, investment policy and outstanding debt, see “SECURITY
FOR THE BONDS” and APPENDIX A—"CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO—ORGANIZATION AND
FINANCES.”

The scheduled payment of principal of and interest on the Bonds when due will be
guaranteed under an insurance policy (the “Policy”) to be issued concurrently with the delivery
of the Bonds by Financial Security Assurance Inc. See “BOND INSURANCE” herein and
APPENDIX G—"SPECIMEN MUNICIPAL BOND INSURANCE POLICY” hereto.

FINANCING PLAN
Authority for Issuance

The Bonds are issued under the Constitution of the State of California (the “State”) and
pursuant to the Charter of the City (the “Charter”) and the Declaration of Trust.

The Bonds are authorized under Proposition A, which was approved by at least two-
thirds of the voters of the City at an election held on November 2, 1999. Proposition A
authorized a total of $299,000,000 in aggregate principal amount of bonds. The text of
Proposition A is as follows:



LAGUNA HONDA HOSPITAL, 1999. Shall the City and County incur
bonded debt and/or other evidences of indebtedness and/or undertake
lease financing, in an aggregate principal amount not exceeding
$299,000,000, for the acquisition, improvement, construction and/or
reconstruction of a new health care, assisted living and/or other type of
continuing care facility or facilities to replace Laguna Honda Hospital,
and reduce the property tax impact by requiring the application of
available tobacco settlement revenues received by the City and County,
and any state and/or federal grants or funds received by the City and
County that are required to be used to fund these facilities, (a) to finance
the acquisition, improvement, construction and/or reconstruction costs of
such facilities, and (b) to pay the principal and redemption price of,
interest on, reserve fund deposits, if any, and/or financing costs for the
obligations authorized thereby?

The specific terms and conditions for issuance and sale of the Bonds are contained in
Ordinance No. 24-04 adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the City (the “Board”) on February
10, 2004, and approved by the Mayor of the City (the “Mayor”) on February 19, 2004 (the
“Ordinance”) and Resolution No. 585-05 adopted by the Board on August 9, 2005, and approved
by the Mayor on August 12, 2005.

In May 2005, the City issued one series of fixed rate bonds under Proposition A in the
aggregate principal amount of $110,000,000 (the “Fixed Rate Bonds”) and three series of
variable rate bonds under Proposition A in the aggregate principal amount of $120,000,000 (the
“Variable Rate Bonds” and, together with the Fixed Rate Bonds, the “Other Proposition A
Bonds”). After the issuance of the Bonds, all authorized bonds will have been issued under
Proposition A.

Purpose

The net proceeds of the Bonds and the Other Proposition A Bonds will be used for the
“Project,” as set forth in the ordinance authorizing the election that approved Proposition A,
which defines the Project as follows:

“Project” is defined to include, without limitation, all works, property and
structures necessary or convenient for the acquisition, improvement, construction
and/or reconstruction of a new health care, assisted living and/or other type of
continuing care facility or facilities to replace Laguna Honda Hospital, including,
without limitation, infrastructure or other improvements in the areas appurtenant
to, or which provide access to, such new facility or facilities.

Laguna Honda Hospital originally opened in 1866 and currently provides over 1,000
residents with long-term care regardless of their ability to pay, including skilled nursing, AIDS
and dementia services, hospice, rehabilitation, and acute care. The hospital also provides adult
day health care and senior nutrition programs. See “SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS” herein.



THE BONDS
Description of the Bonds

The Bonds are issued in the principal amounts set forth on the front cover hereof, in the
denomination of $5,000 each or any integral multiple thereof, and will be dated and bear interest
from their date of delivery. The Bonds are issued as fully registered bonds, without coupons,
with interest payable on each June 15 and December 15 in each year, commencing December 15,
2005. The City Treasurer (the “Treasurer”) will act as paying agent and registrar for the Bonds.
Payments of principal of and interest on the Bonds will be made by the Treasurer, as paying
agent, to the registered owners whose names appear on the bond registration books of the
Treasurer as of the close of business on the last day of the month immediately preceding each
Interest Payment Date (the “Record Date”), whether or not such day is a business day. The
Bonds will be initially registered in the name of Cede & Co. as registered owner and nominee for
The Depository Trust Company (“DTC”), New York, New York, which is required to remit
payments of principal and interest to the DTC Participants for subsequent disbursement to the
beneficial owners of the Bonds. See APPENDIX E—"DTC AND THE BOOK—ENTRY ONLY SYSTEM.”

Redemption Provisions
Optional Redemption

The Bonds maturing on or before June 15, 2012, shall not be subject to optional
redemption prior to maturity. The Bonds maturing on or after June 15, 2013 are subject to
optional redemption prior to their respective stated maturities, at the option of the City, from any
source of available funds, as a whole or in part on any date (with the maturities to be redeemed to
be determined by the City and by lot within a maturity) on or after June 15, 2012, at the
following redemption prices (each expressed as a percentage of the principal amount of Bonds to
be redeemed), together with accrued interest to the date fixed for redemption:

Redemption Period Redemption Prices
June 15, 2012 through June 14, 2013 102%
June 15, 2013 through June 14, 2014 101
June 15, 2014 and thereafter 100

Optional redemption of Bonds and notice thereof may be rescinded under certain
circumstances. See “Conditional Notice; Right to Rescind Notice of Optional Redemption”
below.

Mandatory Sinking Fund Redemption

The Bonds maturing on June 15, 2030 (the “Term Bonds”) are also subject to redemption
prior to their stated maturity date, in part, by lot, from mandatory sinking fund payments, at the
principal amount thereof, but without premium, on June 15 in each of the years in the amounts
set forth below (except that if the Term Bonds have been optionally redeemed as described
above, the amounts of such mandatory sinking fund payments will be reduced by the principal
amount of all the Term Bonds so optionally redeemed).



Mandatory Sinking Fund Sinking Fund

Payment Date (June 15) Payment Amount
2027 $4,030,000
2028 4,230,000
2029 4,440,000
2030%* 4,660,000

* Maturity.

Selection of Bonds for Redemption

Whenever less than all the Outstanding Bonds maturing on any one date are called for
redemption on any one date, the Treasurer shall select the Bonds or portions thereof (in
denominations of $5,000 or any integral multiple thereof) to be redeemed from the Outstanding
Bonds maturing on such date not previously selected for redemption, by lot, in any manner
which the Treasurer deems fair.

Notice of Redemption

Notice of any redemption of Bonds shall be mailed, postage prepaid, to the respective
registered Owners thereof at the addresses appearing on the bond registration books not less than
thirty (30) nor more than sixty (60) days prior to the redemption date. The notice of redemption
shall (a) state the redemption date; (b) state the redemption price; (c) state the dates of maturity
of the Bonds and, if less than all of any such maturity is called for redemption the distinctive
numbers of the Bonds of such maturity to be redeemed, and in the case of Bonds redeemed in
part only, the respective portions of the principal amount thereof, to be redeemed; (d) state the
series and the CUSIP number, if any, of each Bond to be redeemed; (¢) require that such Bonds
be surrendered by the Owners at the office of the Treasurer; and (f) give notice that further
interest on such Bonds will not accrue after the designated redemption date.

The actual receipt by the Owner of any Bond of notice of such redemption shall not be a
condition precedent to redemption, and failure to receive such notice or any defect in such notice
shall not affect the validity of the proceedings for the redemption of such Bonds or the cessation
of interest on the date fixed for redemption.

No less than thirty (30) days nor more than sixty (60) days before the redemption date,
notice of the redemption shall be given by (i) registered or certified mail, postage prepaid, (ii)
confirmed facsimile transmission or (iii) overnight delivery service, to each of the Securities
Depositories and each of the Information Services.

The notice or notices required for redemption shall be given by the Treasurer. A
certificate by said Treasurer that notice of call and redemption has been given to Owners of the
Bonds as herein provided shall be conclusive as against all parties, and no Owner whose Bond is
called for redemption may object thereto or object to the cessation of interest on the fixed
redemption date by any claim or showing that said Owner failed to actually receive such notice
of call and redemption. Any notice of redemption may be cancelled and annulled if for any



reason funds are not or will not be available on the date fixed for redemption for the payment in
full of the Bonds then called for redemption, and such cancellation and annulment shall not be a
default hereunder.

Conditional Notice; Right to Rescind Notice of Optional Redemption

The City shall have the right to provide a conditional notice of redemption to the Owner
of any Bond and to rescind any optional redemption by written notice to the Owner of any Bond
previously called for redemption prior to the redemption date. Notice of rescission of
redemption shall be provided in the same manner notice of redemption was originally provided.
The actual receipt by the Owner of any Bond of notice of such rescission shall not be a condition
precedent to rescission, and failure to receive such notice or any defect in such notice shall not
affect the validity of the rescission.

Defeasance
Any Bonds may be defeased prior to maturity in the following ways:

(a) By irrevocably depositing an amount of cash which together with amounts
then on deposit in the Bond Account, is sufficient, without reinvestment, to pay and discharge all
of the Outstanding Bonds (including all principal, interest and premium, if any) at or before their
stated maturity date; or

(b) By irrevocably depositing Federal Securities not subject to call, together
with cash, if required, in such amount as will, without reinvestment, in the opinion of an
independent certified public accountant, together with interest to accrue thereon and moneys then
on deposit in the appropriate Bond Account together with the interest to accrue thereon, be fully
sufficient to pay and discharge all of the Bonds (including all principal and interest and premium,
if any) at or before their stated maturity date;

then, notwithstanding that any of the Bonds shall not have been surrendered for payment,
all obligations of the City with respect to all said outstanding Bonds shall cease and terminate,
except only the obligation of the City to pay or cause to be paid from funds deposited pursuant to
paragraphs (a) or (b) above, to the Owners of said Bonds not so surrendered and paid all sums
due with respect thereto; provided that the City shall have received an opinion of bond counsel to
the effect that said Bonds have been defeased.

If cash or Federal Securities have been set aside and are held for the payment of principal
of any particular Bonds at the maturity date thereof and all interest installments and any
redemption premium thereon in accordance with the preceding paragraph, then such Bonds shall
be deemed defeased within the meaning and with the effect as provided in the preceding
paragraph.

For purpose of the above-described provisions, “Federal Securities” means direct
obligations of the United States of America (including obligations issued or held in book-entry
form on the books of the Department of the Treasury) or evidence of ownership in a portion
thereof (which may consist of specified portions of interest thereon and obligations of the
Resolution Funding Corporation which constitute interest strips) if held by a custodian on behalf



of the Trustee or obligations the principal of and interest on which are unconditionally
guaranteed by the United States of America, and “pre-refunded” municipal obligations rated in
the highest rating category by Moody’s and S&P or any security issued by an agency or
instrumentality of the United States of America which is selected by the Director of Public
Finance that results in escrow fund being rated AAA by S&P and Aaa by Moody's at the time of
initial deposit to the escrow fund and upon any substitutions or subsequent deposit to the escrow
fund.

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS

The following are the sources and uses of funds in connection with the Bonds:

Sources

Principal Amount of Bonds $69,000,000.00

Original Issue Premium 1,907,137.80
TOTAL SOURCES OF FUNDS $70,907,137.80

Uses

Deposit to the Bond Account $ 1,403,660.32

Deposit to the Project Account 68,650,000.00

Purchaser's Discount'” 503,477.48

Cost of Issuance® 350,000.00
ToTAL USES OF FUNDS $70,907,137.80

" Also includes premium for the Policy.
@ TIncludes fees for services of rating agencies, Co-Financial Advisors and Co-Bond Counsel, costs of the City,
printing costs and other miscellaneous costs associated with the issuance of the Bonds.

[Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank]



Debt service payable with respect to the Bonds and the Other Proposition A Bonds is as

follows:

DEBT SERVICE SCHEDULE

Series 20051 Bonds Other Proposition A Bonds
Total
Total Debt  Fiscal Year Debt

Period Ending Principal Interest Total Fixed Rate Bonds Variable Rate Bonds @ Total Service Service
June 15, 2005 - - - - $75,10045 $  75,100.45 $75,100.45 $75,100.45
December 15, 2005 - $839,139.25 $839,139.25 $2.972,997.81 2.253.419.18 5,226,416.99 6,065.556.24 -
June 15, 2006 - 1,557,165.63 1,557,165.63 2,689,143.75 2.252.580.82 4,941,724.57 6,498.890.20 12,564,446.44
December 15, 2006 - 1,557,165.63 1,557,165.63 2.,689,143.75 2.253.419.18 4,942,562.93 6.499.728.56 -
June 15, 2007 - 1,557,165.63 1,557,165.63 2,689,143.75 2.252.580.82 4,941,724.57 6,498.890.20 12,998.,618.76
December 15, 2007 - 1,557,165.63 1,557,165.63 2,689,143.75 2.253.419.18 4,942,562.93 6.499.728.56 -
June 15, 2008 $1,780,000 1,557,165.63 3,337,165.63 8.,904,143.75 2,253,000.00 11,157,143.75 14.,494,309.38 20,994,037.94
December 15, 2008 - 1,521,565.63 1,521,565.63 2.533.768.75 2.,253,000.00 4,786,768.75 6.308.334.38 -
June 15, 2009 1,855,000 1,521,565.63 3,376.565.63 8,998.768.75 2,252,580.82 11,251,349.57 14,627.915.20 20,936,249.58
December 15, 2009 - 1,475,190.63 1,475,190.63 2,372,143.75 2.253.419.18 4,625.562.93 6.100,753.56 -
June 15,2010 1,945,000 1,475,190.63 3,420,190.63 9,092,143.75 2.252,580.82  11,344,724.57 14,764,915.20 20,865,668.76
December 15,2010 - 1,426.565.63 1,426.,565.63 2,204,143.75 2,253.419.18 4,457.562.93 5,884,128.56 -
June 15,2011 2,040,000 1.426.565.63 3.466.565.63 9.159.,143.75 2,252,580.82 11,411,724.57 14.878.290.20 20,762,418.76
December 15,2011 - 1,385.765.63 1,385.765.63 2.091.,125.00 2,253.419.18 4.344,544.18 5.730.309.81 -
June 15,2012 2,125,000 1,385.765.63 3,510.,765.63 9.291.,125.00 2.,253,000.00 11,544.,125.00 15.054,890.63 20,785,200.44
December 15,2012 - 1,343.265.63 1,343.265.63 1.911,125.00 2,253.,000.00 4,164,125.00 5.507.390.63 -
June 15,2013 2,210,000 1,343.265.63 3,553.265.63 9.361.,125.00 2,252,580.82 11,613,705.82 15,166,971.45 20,674,362.08
December 15,2013 - 1,288.015.63 1,288.015.63 1.724,875.00 2,253.419.18 3,978.294.18 5.266.309.81 -
June 15,2014 2,320,000 1,288,015.63 3,608,015.63 9,469.,875.00 2,252,580.82  11,722,455.82 15,330,471.45 20,596,781.26
December 15,2014 - 1.230.015.63 1.230.015.63 1.531.250.00 2.253.419.18 3.784,669.18 5.014.684.81 -
June 15, 2015 2,435,000 1,230,015.63 3,665,015.63 9,586,250.00 2,252,580.82  11,838.830.82 15,503.,846.45 20,518,531.26
December 15, 2015 - 1,169,140.63 1,169,140.63 1,329,875.00 2,253.419.18 3,583.294.18 4,752,434.81 -
June 15, 2016 2,555,000 1,169,140.63 3,724,140.63 9,724.875.00 2,253,000.00 11,977.875.00 15,702,015.63 20,454,450.44
December 15,2016 - 1,105,265.63 1,105,265.63 1,120,000.00 2.,253,000.00 3,373,000.00 4,478.265.63 -
June 15,2017 2,685,000 1,105.265.63 3,790,265.63 9,885.,000.00 2,252,580.82  12,137,580.82 15,927.846.45 20,406,112.08
December 15,2017 - 1,051,565.63 1,051,565.63 900.,875.00 2.253.419.18 3,154,294.18 4,205,859.81 -
June 15,2018 2,790,000 1,051,565.63 3,841,565.63 10,055,875.00 2,252,580.82  12,308.455.82 16,150,021.45 20,355.881.26
December 15, 2018 - 995.,765.63 995.,765.63 672,000.00 2.253.419.18 2.925.419.18 3,921,184.81 -
June 15,2019 2,905,000 995.,765.63 3,900,765.63 10,242,000.00 2,252,580.82  12,494,580.82 16,395.346.45 20,316,531.26
December 15,2019 - 935.850.00 935.850.00 432,750.00 2.253.419.18 2,686,169.18 3,622,019.18 -
June 15, 2020 3,025,000 935.850.00 3,960.850.00 10.482,750.00 2.253,000.00 12,735.750.00 16,696.,600.00 20,318,619.18
December 15, 2020 - 873.459.38 873.459.38 181,500.00 2.,253,000.00 2.434,500.00 3.307.959.38 -
June 15, 2021 3,150,000 873.459.38 4,023.459.38 7.441,500.00 5.557.072.49  12,998.572.49 17,022,031.87 20,329,991.25
December 15,2021 - 808.490.63 808.490.63 - 2,191.450.15 2.191.450.15 2.999.940.78 -
June 15, 2022 3,280,000 808.490.63 4,088,490.63 - 13.305,743.18  13,305,743.18 17.394.233.81 20,394.,174.59
December 15, 2022 - 740.,840.63 740.,840.63 - 1,983.008.88 1,983.008.88 2.,723.849.51 -
June 15, 2023 3,415,000 740.840.63 4,155,840.63 - 13.397,787.80  13.,397.787.80 17.553.628.43 20,277.477.94
December 15,2023 - 670.406.25 670.406.25 - 1,768.934.05 1.768.934.05 2.439.340.30 -
June 15, 2024 3,555,000 670.406.25 4,225,406.25 - 13.784,938.33  13.,784,938.33 18.010,344.58 20.449,684.88
December 15, 2024 - 594.862.50 594.862.50 - 1,543.305.00 1.543.305.00 2.138.167.50 -
June 15, 2025 3,705,000 594.862.50 4.299.862.50 - 13.859,759.54  13.859.759.54 18.159.622.04 20.,297,789.54
December 15, 2025 - 516.131.25 516.131.25 - 1,312,616.67 1.312,616.67 1.828.747.92 -
June 15, 2026 3,865,000 516,131.25 4,381,131.25 - 14,229,686.66  14,229,686.66 18,610,817.91 20,439,565.83
December 15, 2026 - 434,000.00 434,000.00 - 1,070,374.11 1,070,374.11 1,504,374.11 -
June 15, 2027 4,030,000 434,000.00 4,464,000.00 - 14,588,350.89  14,588.,350.89 19,052,350.89 20,556,725.00
December 15, 2027 - 333,250.00 333,250.00 - 816.,864.45 816,864.45 1,150,114.45 -
June 15, 2028 4,230,000 333,250.00 4,563.,250.00 - 14,935904.17 14,935,904.17 19.499.,154.17 20,649.,268.62
December 15, 2028 - 227,500.00 227,500.00 - 551,985.00 551,985.00 779.,485.00 -
June 15, 2029 4,440,000 227,500.00 4,667,500.00 - 14,971,482.30 14,971.482.30 19,638.982.30 20.418.,467.30
December 15, 2029 - 116,500.00 116,500.00 - 281,677.40 281.,677.40 398.,177.40 -
June 15, 2030 4,660,000 116.500.00 4.776.500.00 - 15.301,989.28  15.301.989.28 20.078.489.28 20.476.666.68
Totals $69,000,000  $49,111,792.54 $118,111,792.54  $164,429,579.06 $215,371,449.98 $379,801,029.04  $497,912,821.58 $497,912,821.58

@ Includes interest payable on the Variable Rate Bonds through each such date calculated at an assumed rate of 3.50%, with ancillary fees of 0.255% also

included.



SECURITY FOR THE BONDS
General

The Bonds are secured by and payable solely from the ad valorem taxes levied for the
Bonds under the Ordinance and disbursed under the Declaration of Trust and from certain other
legally available funds. The Board has the power and is obligated to annually levy ad valorem
property taxes upon all property subject to taxation by the City without limitation of rate or
amount (except certain personal property which is taxable at limited rates) for the payment of
principal of and interest on the Bonds. The Bonds and the Other Proposition A Bonds are
payable on a parity basis from ad valorem taxes levied pursuant to Proposition A.

The annual tax rate will be based on the assessed value of taxable property in the City
and the scheduled debt service on the Bonds in each year. Fluctuations in the annual debt service
on the Bonds and the assessed value of taxable property in the City may cause the annual tax rate
for the Bonds to fluctuate. Economic and other factors beyond the City’s control, such as a
general market decline in land values, reclassification of property to a class exempt from
taxation, whether by ownership or use (such as exemptions for property owned by State and local
agencies and property used for qualified educational, hospital, charitable or religious purposes),
or the complete or partial destruction of taxable property caused by natural or manmade disaster,
including, without limitation, earthquake, flood, toxic dumping, terrorism and similar events or
occurrences, could cause a reduction in the assessed value of taxable property within the City
and necessitate a corresponding increase in the annual tax rate. See APPENDIX A—"CITY AND
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO—ORGANIZATION AND FINANCES—Assessed Valuations, Tax Rates
and Tax Delinquencies” for information on the City’s tax base, tax collection system, and
property tax revenues.

For a discussion of the City’s overall organization, finances and economic information,
see, generally APPENDIX A—"CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO—ORGANIZATION AND
FINANCES” and APPENDIX B—"CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO-ECONOMY AND GENERAL
INFORMATION.”

Taxation of State-Assessed Utility Property

A portion of the City’s total net assessed valuation consists of utility property subject to
assessment by the State Board of Equalization (the “SBE”). See Table A-5 “Principal Property
Taxpayers--Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2005, set forth in APPENDIX A—"CITY AND COUNTY OF
SAN FRANCISCO-ORGANIZATION AND FINANCES.” State-assessed property, or “unitary property,”
is property of a utility system with components located in many taxing jurisdictions assessed as
part of a “going concern” rather than as individual parcels of real or personal property. Unitary
and certain other State-assessed property is allocated to the counties by the SBE, taxed at special
county-wide rates, and the tax revenues distributed to taxing jurisdictions (including the City
itself) according to statutory formulae generally based on the distribution of taxes in the prior
year.



Ongoing changes in the California electric utility industry structure and in the way in
which components of the industry are owned and regulated, including the sale of electric
generation assets to largely unregulated, non-utility companies, may affect how utility assets are
assessed in the future, and which local agencies are to receive the property taxes. The City is
unable to predict the impact of these changes on its utility property tax revenues, or whether
legislation may be proposed or adopted in response to industry restructuring, or whether any
future litigation may affect ownership of utility assets, or the State’s methods of assessing utility
property and the allocation of assessed value to local taxing agencies, including the City.

Use of Other Available Funds to Pay Debt Service

Under the Declaration of Trust, the City may also transfer available “Tobacco Revenues”
to pay or redeem the Bonds. The Declaration of Trust defines “Tobacco Revenues” as amounts
the City receives, if any, under the master settlement agreement dated November 23, 1998 (the
“Master Settlement Agreement”), by and among the Attorneys General and other representatives
of 46 states of the United States (including California), Puerto Rico, the U.S. Virgin Islands,
American Samoa, the Northern Mariana Islands, Guam, the District of Columbia and five
tobacco manufacturers (Brown & Williamson Tobacco Corporation, Lorillard Tobacco
Company, Philip Morris Incorporated, R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Company, Commonwealth
Tobacco, and Liggett & Myers).

Under Proposition A the City is required to “reduce the property tax impact” of the
Bonds “by requiring the application of available tobacco settlement revenues received by the
City and County.” The ordinance authorizing the election that approved Proposition A provides
as follows:

The first $100,000,000 of available tobacco settlement revenues and/or
any state and/or federal funds or grants received by the City and County
that are required to be used to fund the Project shall first be applied to
finance the costs of acquisition, construction and/or reconstruction of the
Project. Any additional amounts from such sources received by the City
and County shall be applied to reduce the amount of the outstanding
obligations authorized hereby.

“Available tobacco settlement revenues” is defined as the total payments
the City and County receives under the 1998 Master Settlement
Agreement (the ‘Agreement’) over the term of any lease financing,
bonded debt and/or other evidences of indebtedness authorized hereby
that the City and County may use for the Project under applicable law,
less $1,000,000 of the amount the City and County receives each year
under the Agreement during the term of any obligations authorized
hereby, which amount the City and County will use for tobacco education,
prevention and control purposes.

However, no assurance can be given that the City will receive any additional funds under
the Master Settlement Agreement, or if any such additional funds are received, that they will be
sufficient to result in “available tobacco settlement revenues” within the meaning of
Proposition A. Factors that could reduce or eliminate altogether the City’s share of revenues
under the Master Settlement Agreement include, among others, the following: termination of the
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Master Settlement Agreement (to which the City is not a party); permitted reductions in, disputes
about or recalculations of the amounts payable under the Master Settlement Agreement; a
continuing decline in nationwide cigarette consumption, increased or additional regulation of
the tobacco industry, public smoking, or the labeling or advertising of cigarettes; a material loss
of market share by the tobacco manufacturers who are parties to the Master Settlement
Agreement; and a decline in the City’s population relative to other participating jurisdictions
under the Master Settlement Agreement. Consequently, no assurance can be given that any
Tobacco Revenues will become available to pay or contribute to the payment of debt service on
or redemption of any of the Bonds.

For a discussion of certain litigation with respect to Tobacco Revenues, see “LITIGATION-
Lawsuits Related to the Use of Tobacco Revenues” below.

Outstanding Indebtedness

Issuance of general obligation bonds of the City is limited under Section 9.106 of the City
Charter to a principal amount equal to 3% of the assessed value of all real and personal property
within the City’s boundaries which is subject to City taxes. Pursuant to this provision of the
Charter, the City’s general obligation debt limit for fiscal year 2005-06 is $3,342,185,705 based
on a net assessed valuation (net of non-reimbursable and homeowner exemptions) of
$111,406,190,157. As of August 1, 2005, the City had outstanding $1,236,475,000 aggregate
principal amount of general obligation bonds, which equals 1.11% of the net assessed valuation
(net of non-reimbursable and homeowner exemptions) for fiscal year 2005-06. As of August 1,
2005, the City had voter approval to issue up to $415,065,000 in aggregate principal amount of
new general obligation bonds (including the Bonds offered hereunder). See APPENDIX A—"CITY
AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO—ORGANIZATION AND FINANCES—Statement of Direct and
Overlapping Bonded Debt” and “~Tax Supported Debt Service.”

The City has also entered into a number of long term lease obligations secured by
revenues of the General Fund represented by lease revenue bonds and certificates of
participation. As of August 1, 2005, the aggregate amount of principal payments and the total
amount of payments due on outstanding lease obligations through fiscal year 2033-34 was
$695,720,077 and $1,166,827,952, respectively. See APPENDIX A—"CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN
FRANCISCO-ORGANIZATION AND FINANCES—Statement of Direct and Overlapping Bonded Debt,”
“~Tax Supported Debt Service” and “—~Lease Payments and Other Long-Term Obligations.”

BOND INSURANCE
Bond Insurance Policy

Concurrently with the issuance of the Bonds, Financial Security Assurance Inc.
(“Financial Security”) will issue its Municipal Bond Insurance Policy for the Bonds (the
“Policy”). The Policy guarantees the scheduled payment of principal of and interest on the
Bonds when due as set forth in the form of the Policy included as Appendix G to this
Official Statement.

The Policy is not covered by any insurance security or guaranty fund established under
New York, California, Connecticut or Florida insurance law.
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Financial Security Assurance Inc.

Financial Security is a New York domiciled financial guaranty insurance company and a
wholly owned subsidiary of Financial Security Assurance Holdings Ltd. (“Holdings™). Holdings
is an indirect subsidiary of Dexia, S.A., a publicly held Belgian corporation, and of Dexia Credit
Local, a direct wholly-owned subsidiary of Dexia, S.A. Dexia, S.A., through its bank
subsidiaries, is primarily engaged in the business of public finance, banking and asset
management in France, Belgium and other European countries. No shareholder of Holdings or
Financial Security is liable for the obligations of Financial Security.

At March 31, 2005, Financial Security's total policyholders' surplus and contingency
reserves were approximately $2,321,918,000 and its total unearned premium reserve was
approximately $1,672,672,000 in accordance with statutory accounting principles. At March 31,
2005, Financial Security's total shareholder’s equity was approximately $2,726,667,000 and its
total net unearned premium reserve was approximately $1,356,678,000 in accordance with
generally accepted accounting principles.

The financial statements included as exhibits to the annual and quarterly reports filed by
Holdings with the Securities and Exchange Commission are hereby incorporated herein by
reference. Also incorporated herein by reference are any such financial statements so filed from
the date of this Official Statement until the termination of the offering of the Bonds. Copies of
materials incorporated by reference will be provided upon request to Financial Security
Assurance Inc.: 31 West 52nd Street, New York, New York 10019, Attention: Communications
Department (telephone (212) 826-0100).

The Policy does not protect investors against changes in market value of the Bonds,
which market value may be impaired as a result of changes in prevailing interest rates, changes
in applicable ratings or other causes. Financial Security makes no representation regarding the
Bonds or the advisability of investing in the Bonds. Financial Security makes no representation
regarding the Official Statement, nor has it participated in the preparation thereof, except that
Financial Security has provided to the City the information presented under this caption for
inclusion in the Official Statement.

CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY LIMITATIONS ON TAXES AND
EXPENDITURES

Several constitutional and statutory limitations on taxes, revenues and expenditures exist
under State law which limit the ability of the City to impose and increase taxes and other revenue
sources and to spend such revenues, and which, under certain circumstances, would permit
existing revenue sources of the City to be reduced by vote of the City electorate. With respect to
the City's general obligation bonds, the State Constitution, the Charter and the Ordinance impose
a duty on the Board to levy a property tax sufficient to pay debt service coming due in each year.
The City has pledged such taxes as security for payment of the City’s general obligation bonds,
including the Bonds. The legislative power of the State cannot be used to reduce or repeal the
authority for such levy, the obligation to levy such taxes, or to otherwise interfere with
performance of the duties of the City with respect to such taxes. While not affecting the City’s
general obligation bonds, these constitutional and statutory limitations, and future limitations, if
enacted, could potentially have an adverse impact on the City’s general finances and its ability to
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raise revenue, or maintain existing revenue sources, in the future. A summary of the currently
effective limitations is set forth below.

Article XIII A of the California Constitution

Article XIIT A of the State Constitution, known as Proposition 13, was approved by
California voters in June 1978. It limits the amount of ad valorem tax on real property to 1% of
“full cash value,” as determined by the county assessor. Article XIII A defines “full cash value”
to mean the county assessor’s valuation of real property as shown on the 1975-76 tax bill under
“full cash value,” or thereafter, the appraised value of real property when purchased, newly
constructed or a change in ownership has occurred after the 1975 assessment period.
Furthermore, all real property valuation may be increased to reflect the inflation rate, as shown
by the consumer price index, in an amount not to exceed 2% per year, or may be reduced in the
event of declining property values caused by damage, destruction or other factors.
Article XIIT A provides that the 1% limitation does not apply to ad valorem taxes to pay interest
or redemption charges on: (1) any bonded indebtedness approved by the voters prior to
July 1, 1978, (2) any bonded indebtedness for the acquisition or improvement of real property
approved on or after July 1, 1978 by two-thirds of the votes cast by the voters voting on the
proposition, such as the Bonds, or (3) bonded indebtedness incurred by a school district or
community college district for the construction, reconstruction, rehabilitation or replacement of
school facilities or the acquisition or lease of real property for school facilities approved by 55%
of the voters of the district, but only if certain accountability measures are included in the
proposition.

Since its adoption, Article XIII A has been amended a number of times. These
amendments have created a number of exceptions to the requirement that property be assessed
when purchased, newly constructed or a change in ownership has occurred. These exceptions
include certain transfers of real property between family members, certain purchases of
replacement dwellings for persons over age 55 and by property owners whose original property
has been destroyed in a declared disaster and certain improvements to accommodate disabled
persons and for seismic upgrades to property. These amendments have resulted in marginal
reductions in the property tax revenues of the City

Both the California State Supreme Court and the United States Supreme Court have
upheld the validity of Article XIII A.

Article XIII B of the California Constitution

Article XIII B of the California Constitution limits the annual appropriations from the
proceeds of taxes of the State and any city, county, school district, authority or other political
subdivision of the State to the level of appropriations for the prior fiscal year, as adjusted for
changes in the cost of living, population and services rendered by the governmental entity.
However, no limit is imposed on the appropriation of local revenues and taxes to pay debt
service on the bonds existing or authorized by January 1, 1979 or subsequently authorized by
voters. Article XIII B includes a requirement that if an entity’s revenues in any year exceed the
amount permitted to be spent, the excess would have to be returned by revising tax or fee
schedules over the next two years. See APPENDIX C—"EXCERPTS FROM COMPREHENSIVE
ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORT OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO FOR THE FISCAL
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2004” for information on the City’s appropriations limit.
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Articles XIII C and XIII D of the California Constitution

Proposition 218, approved by the voters of the State in 1996, added Articles XIII C and
XIII D to the State Constitution, which affect the ability of local governments, including charter
cities such as the City, to levy and collect both existing and future taxes, assessments, fees and
charges. Proposition 218 does not affect the levy and collection of taxes on voter-approved debt,
such as the Bonds, once such debt has been approved by the voters. However, Proposition 218
impacts the City's finances in other ways. Article XIII C requires that all new local taxes be
submitted to the electorate for approval before such taxes become effective. Under Proposition
218, the City can only continue to collect taxes that were imposed after January 1, 1995 if voters
subsequently approved such taxes by November 6, 1998. All of the City’s local taxes subject to
such approval either have been reauthorized in accordance with Proposition 218 or discontinued.
The voter approval requirements of Article XIII C reduce the City’s flexibility to deal with fiscal
problems by raising revenue through new, extended or increased taxes. No assurance can be
given that the City will be able to raise taxes in the future to meet increased expenditure
requirements

In addition, Article XIII C addresses the initiative power in matters of local taxes,
assessments, fees and charges. Pursuant to Article XIII C, the voters of the City could, by
initiative, repeal, reduce or limit any existing or future local tax, assessment, fee or charge,
subject to certain limitations imposed by the courts and additional limitations with respect to
taxes levied to repay bonds. The City raises a substantial portion of its revenues from various
local taxes which are not levied to repay bonded indebtedness and which could be reduced by
initiative under Article XIII C. No assurance can be given that the voters of the City will not
approve initiatives that repeal, reduce or prohibit the imposition or increase of local taxes,
assessments, fees or charges. However, the initiative powers granted by Article XIII C could not
be utilized by voters to reduce any tax levied to pay principal and interest on voter-approved
indebtedness, such as the Bonds. See APPENDIX A—"CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO—
ORGANIZATION AND FINANCES—Other City Tax Revenues” for a discussion of other City taxes
that could be affected by Proposition 218.

Article XIII D contains several provisions making it generally more difficult for local
agencies, such as the City, to levy and maintain “assessments” (as defined in Article XIII D) for
local services and programs. The City cannot predict the future impact of Proposition 218 on the
finances of the City, and no assurance can be given that Proposition 218 will not have a material
adverse impact on the City’s revenues.

Statutory Limitations

On November 4, 1986, California voters adopted Proposition 62, a statutory initiative
which, among other matters, requires (i) that any new or increased general purpose tax be
approved by a two-thirds vote of the governmental entity’s legislative body and by a majority
vote of the voters, and (ii) that any new or increased special purpose tax be approved by a two-
thirds vote of the voters.

In Santa Clara County Local Transportation Authority v. Guardino, 11 Cal. 4th 220
(1995) (the “Santa Clara decision”), the California Supreme Court upheld a Court of Appeal
decision invalidating a one-half cent countywide sales tax for transportation purposes levied by a
local transportation authority. The California Supreme Court based its decision on the failure of
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the authority to obtain a two-thirds vote for the levy of a “special tax” as required by Proposition
62. The Santa Clara decision did not address the question of whether or not it should be applied
retroactively. In McBrearty v. City of Brawley (1997) 59 Cal. App. 4™ 1441, the Fourth District
Court of Appeal concluded that the Santa Clara decision is to be applied retroactively to require
voter approval of taxes enacted after the adoption of Proposition 62 but before the Santa Clara
decision.

The Santa Clara decision also did not decide, and the California Supreme Court has not
otherwise decided, the question of the applicability of Proposition 62 to charter cities. The City
is a charter city. Cases decided by the California Court of Appeals have held that certain
provisions of Proposition 62 did not apply to charter cities. See, Fiedler v. City of Los Angeles
(1993) 14 Cal. App. 4th 137 and Fisher v. County of Alameda (1993) 20 Cal. App. 4th 120.

Proposition 62 as an initiative statute does not have the same level of authority as a
constitutional initiative, but is analogous to legislation adopted by the State Legislature, except
that it may be amended only by a vote of the State’s electorate. Since it is a statute, Proposition
62 is subordinate to the authority of charter cities, derived from the State Constitution, to impose
taxes. Proposition 218, however, incorporates the voter approval requirements initially imposed
by Proposition 62 into the State Constitution. For a discussion of taxes affected by Proposition
218 see “Articles XIII C and XIII D of the California Constitution” above.

Even if a court were to conclude that Proposition 62 applies to charter cities, the City's
exposure would be insignificant. Proposition 62 contains provisions that apply to taxes imposed
on or after August 1, 1985. Since August 1, 1985, the City has collected taxes on businesses,
hotel occupancy, utility use, parking, property transfer, stadium admissions and vehicle rentals.
Only the hotel and stadium admissions taxes have been increased since that date. The increases
in these taxes were ratified by the voters on November 3, 1998 pursuant to a requirement in
Proposition 218. With the exception of the vehicle rental tax, the City continues to collect all of
the taxes listed above. Since the remaining taxes were adopted prior to August 1, 1985, and have
not been increased, such taxes would not be subject to Proposition 62 even if Proposition 62
applied to a charter city. No court decision regarding the applicability of Proposition 62 to the
City would impact the obligation of the City to levy ad valorem property taxes to pay debt
service on the Bonds. See “APPENDIX A—CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO—Other City Tax
Revenues.”

Proposition 1A

Proposition 1A, proposed by the Legislature in connection with the State's Fiscal Year
2004-05 Budget, approved by the voters in November 2004 and generally effective in Fiscal
Year 2006-07, provides that the State may not reduce any local sales tax rate, limit existing local
government authority to levy a sales tax rate or change the allocation of local sales tax revenues,
subject to certain exceptions. Proposition 1A generally prohibits the State from shifting to
schools or community colleges any share of property tax revenues allocated to local governments
for any fiscal year, as set forth under the laws in effect as of November 3, 2004. Any change in
the allocation of property tax revenues among local governments within a county must be
approved by two-thirds of both houses of the Legislature. Proposition 1A provides, however,
that beginning in fiscal year 2008-09, the State may shift to schools and community colleges up
to 8% of local government property tax revenues, which amount must be repaid, with interest,
within three years, if the Governor proclaims that the shift is needed due to a severe state
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financial hardship, the shift is approved by two-thirds of both houses and certain other conditions
are met. The State may also approve voluntary exchanges of local sales tax and property tax
revenues among local governments within a county. Proposition 1A also provides that if the
State reduces the VLF rate currently in effect, 0.65 percent of vehicle value, the State must
provide local governments with equal replacement revenues. Further, Proposition 1A requires
the State, beginning July 1, 2005, to suspend State mandates affecting cities, counties and special
districts, excepting mandates relating to employee rights, schools or community colleges, in any
year that the State does not fully reimburse local governments for their costs to comply with such
mandates.

Proposition 1A may result in increased and more stable City revenues. The magnitude of
such increase and stability is unknown and would depend on future actions by the State.
However, Proposition 1A could also result in decreased resources being available for State
programs. This reduction, in turn, could affect actions taken by the State to resolve budget
difficulties. Such actions could include increasing State taxes, decreasing spending on other
State programs or other action, some of which could be adverse to the City.

Future Initiatives

Articles XIII A, XIII B, XIII C and XIII D and Propositions 62 and 1A were each
adopted as measures that qualified for the ballot pursuant to the State’s initiative process. From
time to time other initiative measures could be adopted, further affecting revenues of the City or
the City’s ability to expend revenues. The nature and impact of these measures cannot be
anticipated by the City.

TAX MATTERS
Opinion of Co-Bond Counsel

In the opinion of Hawkins Delafield & Wood LLP, San Francisco, California, and Leslie
M. Lava, Esq., Sausalito, California, Co-Bond Counsel to the City, under existing statutes and
court decisions and assuming continuing compliance with certain tax covenants described herein,
(1) interest on the Bonds is excluded from gross income for Federal income tax purposes
pursuant to Section 103 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended (the “Code”), and (ii)
interest on the Bonds is not treated as a preference item in calculating the alternative minimum
tax imposed on individuals and corporations under the Code; such interest, however, is included
in the adjusted current earnings of certain corporations for purposes of calculating the alternative
minimum tax imposed on such corporations. In rendering their opinion, Co-Bond Counsel have
relied on certain representations, certifications of fact, and statements of reasonable expectations
made by the City in connection with the Bonds, and Co-Bond Counsel have assumed compliance
by the City with certain ongoing covenants to comply with applicable requirements of the Code
to assure the exclusion of interest on the Bonds from gross income under Section 103 of the
Code.

In addition, in the opinion of Co-Bond Counsel to the City, under existing statutes,
interest on the Bonds is exempt from personal income taxes imposed by the State of California.
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Co-Bond Counsel express no opinion regarding any other Federal or state tax
consequences with respect to the Bonds. Co-Bond Counsel render their opinion under existing
statutes and court decisions as of the issue date, and assume no obligation to update their opinion
after the issue date to reflect any future action, fact or circumstance, or change in law or
interpretation, or otherwise. Co-Bond Counsel express no opinion on the effect of any action
hereafter taken or not taken in reliance upon an opinion of other counsel on the exclusion from
gross income for Federal income tax purposes of interest on the Bonds, or under state and local
tax law.

Certain Ongoing Federal Tax Requirements and Covenants

The Code establishes certain ongoing requirements that must be met subsequent to the
issuance and delivery of the Bonds in order that interest on the Bonds be and remain excluded
from gross income under Section 103 of the Code. These requirements include, but are not
limited to, requirements relating to use and expenditure of gross proceeds of the Bonds, yield and
other restrictions on investments of gross proceeds, and the arbitrage rebate requirement that
certain excess earnings on gross proceeds be rebated to the Federal government. Noncompliance
with such requirements may cause interest on the Bonds to become included in gross income for
Federal income tax purposes retroactive to their issue date, irrespective of the date on which such
noncompliance occurs or is discovered. The City has covenanted to comply with certain
applicable requirements of the Code to assure the exclusion of interest on the Bonds from gross
income under Section 103 of the Code.

Certain Collateral Federal Tax Consequences

The following is a brief discussion of certain collateral Federal income tax matters with
respect to the Bonds. It does not purport to address all aspects of Federal taxation that may be
relevant to a particular owner of a Bond. Prospective investors, particularly those who may be
subject to special rules, are advised to consult their own tax advisors regarding the Federal tax
consequences of owning and disposing of the Bonds.

Prospective owners of the Bonds should be aware that the ownership of such obligations
may result in collateral Federal income tax consequences to various categories of persons, such
as corporations (including S corporations and foreign corporations), financial institutions,
property and casualty and life insurance companies, individual recipients of Social Security and
railroad retirement benefits, individuals otherwise eligible for the earned income tax credit, and
taxpayers deemed to have incurred or continued indebtedness to purchase or carry obligations
the interest on which is excluded from gross income for Federal income tax purposes. Interest
on the Bonds may be taken into account in determining the tax liability of foreign corporations
subject to the branch profits tax imposed by Section 884 of the Code.

Bond Premium

In general, if an owner acquires a Bond for a purchase price (excluding accrued interest)
or otherwise at a tax basis that reflects a premium over the sum of all amounts payable on the
Bond after the acquisition date (excluding certain “qualified stated interest” that is
unconditionally payable at least annually at prescribed rates), that premium constitutes “bond
premium” on that Bond (a “Premium Bond”). In general, under Section 171 of the Code, an
owner of a Premium Bond must amortize the bond premium over the remaining term of the
Premium Bond, based on the owner’s yield over the remaining term of the Premium Bond
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determined based on constant yield principles (in certain cases involving a Premium Bond
callable prior to its stated maturity date, the amortization period and yield may be required to be
determined on the basis of an earlier call date that results in the lowest yield on such bond). An
owner of a Premium Bond must amortize the bond premium by offsetting the qualified stated
interest allocable to each interest accrual period under the owner’s regular method of accounting
against the bond premium allocable to that period. In the case of a tax-exempt Premium Bond, if
the bond premium allocable to an accrual period exceeds the qualified stated interest allocable to
that accrual period, the excess is a nondeductible loss. Under certain circumstances, the owner
of a Premium Bond may realize a taxable gain upon disposition of the Premium Bond even
though it is sold or redeemed for an amount less than or equal to the owner’s original acquisition
cost. Owners of any Premium Bonds should consult their own tax advisors regarding the
treatment of bond premium for Federal income tax purposes, including various special rules
relating thereto, and state and local tax consequences, in connection with the acquisition,
ownership, amortization of bond premium on, sale, exchange, or other disposition of Premium
Bonds.

Legislation

Legislation affecting municipal bonds is regularly under consideration by the United
States Congress. There can be no assurance that legislation enacted or proposed after the date of
issuance of the Bonds will not have an adverse effect on the tax exempt status or market price of
the Bonds.

A copy of the proposed form of opinion of Co-Bond Counsel is attached hereto as
APPENDIX F.

LEGAL OPINIONS

The validity of the Bonds and certain other legal matters are subject to the approving
opinion of Hawkins Delafield & Wood LLP, San Francisco, California and Leslie M. Lava, Esq.,
Sausalito, California, Co-Bond Counsel. A complete copy of the proposed form of Co-Bond
Counsel opinion is contained in APPENDIX F hereto, and will be made available to the purchaser
of the Bonds at the time of the original delivery of the Bonds. Co-Bond Counsel undertake no
responsibility for the accuracy, completeness or fairness of this Official Statement. Certain legal
matters will be passed upon for the City by the City Attorney.

PROFESSIONALS INVOLVED IN THE OFFERING

Public Financial Management, San Francisco, California, and Kitahata & Company, San
Francisco, California, have served as Co-Financial Advisors to the City with respect to the sale
of the Bonds. The Co-Financial Advisors have assisted the City in the review of this Official
Statement and in other matters relating to the planning, structuring, and sale of the Bonds. The
Co-Financial Advisors have not independently verified any of the data contained herein nor
conducted a detailed investigation of the affairs of the City to determine the accuracy or
completeness of this Official Statement and assume no responsibility for the accuracy or
completeness of any of the information contained herein. The Co-Financial Advisors will receive
compensation from the City contingent upon the sale and delivery of the Bonds. Co-Bond
Counsel will also receive compensation from the City contingent upon the sale and delivery of
the Bonds. The Treasurer of the City is acting as paying agent and registrar with respect to the
Bonds.
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LITIGATION
Absence of Material Litigation

No litigation is pending or threatened concerning the validity of the Bonds, the corporate
existence of the City, or the entitlement to their respective offices of the officers of the City who
shall execute and deliver the Bonds and other documents and certificates in connection
therewith. The City will furnish to the purchaser of the Bonds a certificate of the City as to the
foregoing as of the time of the original delivery of the Bonds.

Lawsuits Related to the Use of Tobacco Revenues

On July 15, 2003 the Board adopted, and on July 25, 2003 the City's Mayor approved,
Ordinance No. 191-03, which among other things provided for the transfer of approximately
$25 million of Tobacco Revenues received prior to the first issuance of Proposition A bonds to
pay Department of Public Health operating costs. The adoption of Ordinance 191-03 was
predicated upon the analysis that Tobacco Revenues received by the City prior to bond issuance
do not fall within the definition of “available tobacco settlement revenues” under Proposition A
because such revenues were not received over the term of any Proposition A bonds.

On December 9, 2003 the Board adopted, and on December 12, 2003 the City's Mayor
approved, Resolution 789-03, which approved the settlement of an unlitigated claim of Louise
Renne, former City Attorney, and others regarding the Tobacco Revenues transfer authorized
under Ordinance No. 191-03. The claimants agreed to release any claims they might file
regarding the matter and covenanted not to sue or join in any lawsuit regarding the transfer. In
return the City agreed, among other matters, to provide up to $25 million to purchase certain
furniture, fixtures and equipment for the Project upon its completion, as the cost of such items
would not be payable from Proposition A bond funds. In settling this unlitigated claim the City
maintained its position that Ordinance 191-03 is consistent with the terms of Proposition A.

On November 23, 2004, Sean Patrick Monette-Shaw filed a petition for a writ of
mandamus in San Francisco Superior Court. Mr. Monette-Shaw's petition sought the return of
the Tobacco Revenues transferred pursuant to Ordinance 191-03, as well as a court order
requiring the City to build a 1,200-bed long-term care facility to replace Laguna Honda Hospital.
On April 4, 2005, the Superior Court denied Mr. Monette-Shaw’s petition for a writ of mandate
with prejudice, and entered a judgment for the City. On May 3, 2005, Mr. Monette-Shaw filed
an appeal of the Superior Court's decision with the California Court of Appeal. Mr. Monette-
Shaw filed his opening brief in the appeal on July 27, 2005. The City anticipates filing its
opposition brief in early September 2005.

In addition to pursuing his appeal of the April 4 Superior Court decision, Mr. Monette-
Shaw filed a petition for writ of mandamus with the California Court of Appeal, which includes
substantially similar arguments to those he made in his petition for mandamus which was denied
by the Superior Court. On July 18, 2005, the Court of Appeal denied the petition for writ of
madamus. As of August 11, 2005, Mr. Monette-Shaw had not sought review of the Court of
Appeal’s decision.

The City Attorney will continue to vigorously defend these lawsuits and the City does not
believe that these lawsuits will adversely impact the security for or validity of the Bonds.

18



CONTINUING DISCLOSURE

The City has covenanted for the benefit of the holders and beneficial owners of the Bonds
to provide certain financial information and operating data relating to the City (the “Annual
Report™) not later than 270 days after the end of the City’s fiscal year (which currently ends on
June 30), commencing with the report for Fiscal Year 2004-05, which is due not later than
March 27, 2006, and to provide notices of the occurrence of certain enumerated events, if
material. The Annual Report will be filed by the City with each Nationally Recognized
Municipal Securities Information Repository and the State Repository, if any. The notices of
material events will be filed by the City with each Nationally Recognized Municipal Securities
Information Repository or with the Municipal Securities Rulemaking Board and, in either case,
the State Repository, if any. The City may satisfy its obligations to file any notice, document or
information with a Nationally Recognized Municipal Securities Information Repository or State
Repository by filing the same with any agent which is responsible for accepting notices,
documents or information for transmission to such Nationally Recognized Municipal Securities
Information Repository or State Repository, to the extent permitted by the Securities and
Exchange Commission. The specific nature of the information to be contained in the Annual
Report or the notices of material events is summarized in APPENDIX D—"FORM OF CONTINUING
DISCLOSURE CERTIFICATE.” These covenants have been made in order to assist the purchaser of
the Bonds in complying with Securities and Exchange Commission Rule 15¢2-12(b)(5) (the
“Rule”). The City has never failed to comply in all material respects with any previous
undertakings with regard to the Rule to provide annual reports or notices of material events.

The City may, from time to time, but is not obligated to, post its Comprehensive Annual
Financial Report and other financial information on the Controller’s web site at
www.sfgov.org/controller. Information on the website is not incorporated herein by reference.

RATINGS

2.2

Moody’s Investors Service, Inc. (“Moody’s”), Standard & Poor’s Rating Services
(“S&P”) and Fitch Ratings (“Fitch”) have assigned municipal bond ratings of “Aaa,” “AAA” and
“AAA”, respectively to the Bonds with the understanding that upon delivery of the Bonds the
Policy will be issued by Financial Security. See “BOND INSURANCE” herein and APPENDIX G—
“SPECIMEN MUNICIPAL BOND INSURANCE POLICY” hereto. The City has received underlying
ratings on the Bonds of “Aa3,” “AA” and “AA-,” respectively, from Moody’s, S&P and Fitch.
Certain information (some of which is not included in this Official Statement) was supplied by
the City to the rating agencies to be considered in evaluating the Bonds. The ratings reflect only
the views of each rating agency, and any explanation of the significance of any rating may be
obtained only from the respective credit rating agencies: Moody’s, at 99 Church Street, New
York, NY 10007, telephone: (212) 553-0882; S&P, at 55 Water Street, New York, NY 10041,
telephone: (212) 208-1022; and Fitch, at One State Street Plaza, New York, NY 10004,
telephone (212) 908-0500. No assurance can be given that any rating issued by a rating agency
will be retained for any given period of time or that the same will not be revised or withdrawn
entirely by such rating agency, if in its judgment circumstances so warrant. Any such revision or
withdrawal of the ratings obtained may have an adverse effect on the market price of the Bonds.
The City undertakes no responsibility to oppose any such downward revision, suspension or
withdrawal.
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SALE OF THE BONDS

The Bonds were sold at competitive bid on August 23, 2005. The Bonds were awarded to
Merrill Lynch & Co. (the “Purchaser”), at a purchase price of $70,624,960.32. The Purchaser's
compensation with respect to the Bonds is $282,177.48. The Official Notice of Sale provided
that all Bonds would be purchased if any were purchased, the obligation to make such purchase
being subject to certain terms and conditions set forth in the Official Notice of Sale, the approval
of certain legal matters by Co-Bond Counsel, and certain other conditions. The Purchaser of the
Bonds has represented to the City that the Bonds have been re-offered to the public at the yields
stated on the cover page hereof.

The issuance and delivery of this Official Statement have been duly authorized by the
Board of the City.

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

By: /s/Edward M. Harrington

Controller
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APPENDIX A

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
ORGANIZATION AND FINANCES

Government and Organization

San Francisco is a city and county chartered pursuant to Article XI, Sections 3, 4, 5 and 6 of the Constitution of the
State of California (the “State”), the only consolidated city and county in the State. San Francisco can exercise the
powers of both a city and a county under State law. On April 15, 1850, several months before California became a
state, the original charter was granted to the City and County of San Francisco (the “City””). Under its original
charter, the City committed itself to a policy of municipal ownership of utilities. The Municipal Railway, when
acquired from a private operator in 1912, was the first such city-owned public transit system in the nation. In 1914,
the City obtained its municipal water system, including the Hetch Hetchy watershed near Yosemite. The San
Francisco International Airport (“SFO”), although located fourteen miles south of downtown San Francisco in San
Mateo County, is owned and operated by the City. In 1969, the City acquired the Port of San Francisco (the “Port”)
in trust from the State. Substantial expansions and improvements have been made to these enterprises since their
respective dates of original acquisition.

In November 1995, the voters of the City approved a new charter, which went into effect in most respects on July 1,
1996 (the “Charter”). As compared to the previous charter, the Charter generally expands the roles of the Mayor and
the Board of Supervisors (the “Board”) in setting policy and determining budgets, while reducing the authority of the
various City commissions, which are composed of appointed citizens. Under the Charter, the Mayor’s appointment
of commissioners is subject to approval by a two-thirds vote of the Board. The Mayor appoints department heads
from nominations submitted by the commissioners.

The City has an elected Board consisting of eleven members and an elected Mayor who serves as chief executive
officer, each serving a four-year term. The City Attorney, Assessor-Recorder, District Attorney, Treasurer-Tax
Collector, Sheriff and Public Defender are also elected directly by the citizens. School functions are carried out by
the San Francisco Unified School District and the San Francisco Community College District: each is a separate
legal entity with a separately elected governing board. The Charter provides a civil service system for City
employees.

Gavin Newsom was elected the 42" Mayor of the City on December 9, 2003 and was sworn into office on January 8,
2004. Mayor Newsom had been elected to the Board three times and served on the Board from 1997 until he was
elected Mayor. Mayor Newsom grew up in the San Francisco Bay Area and graduated from Santa Clara University
in 1989 with a Bachelor of Arts degree in Political Science. Prior to and during his tenure on the Board, Mayor
Newsom was also a successful small business owner opening his first local business, the PlumpJack Wine Shop, in
1992. Over the years, Mayor Newsom expanded his business, creating over 700 jobs in San Francisco.

Aaron Peskin, president of an environmental non-profit organization, was elected to the Board in 2000 and re-elected
in November 2004. He was elected President of the Board by a majority of the Supervisors in January 2005. Tom
Ammiano, former member of the Board of Education, was elected to the Board in 1994 and re-elected in 1998, 2000
and 2004. The following Supervisors were elected in November 2000: Jake McGoldrick, a college English teacher;
Chris Daly, an affordable housing organizer; Sophenia (Sophie) Maxwell, an electrician; and Gerardo Sandoval, a
deputy public defender. Chris Daly and Sophie Maxwell were re-elected in November 2002. Bevan Dufty, a former
Congressional aide and Neighborhood Services Director of the City, and Fiona Ma, a licensed certified public
accountant, were elected to four-year terms on the Board on December 10, 2002. Michela Alioto-Pier was appointed
to the Board in January 2004. She previously served on the San Francisco Port Commission. Sean Elsbernd was
appointed to the Board in August 2004. He previously served as liaison to the Board in the Mayor’s Office, a
legislative aide to the Board, and Co-Director of the Congressional Human Rights Caucus. The following
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Supervisors were also re-elected in November 2004: Jake McGoldrick, Michela Alioto-Pier, Sean Elsbernd and
Gerardo Sandoval. Ross Mirkarimi, an investigator for the District Attorney’s Office, was elected to the Board in
November 2004.

Dennis J. Herrera, City Attorney, was elected to a four-year term on December 11, 2001 and assumed office on
January 8, 2002. Before becoming City Attorney, Mr. Herrera was a partner in a private law firm and had served in
the Clinton Administration as Chief of Staff of the U.S. Maritime Administration. He also served as president of the
San Francisco Police Commission and was a member of the San Francisco Public Transportation Commission. Mr.
Herrera received his law degree from George Washington University School of Law and became a member of the
California Bar in 1989.

Edward M. Harrington serves as the City Controller. Mr. Harrington was appointed to a 10-year term as Controller
in March 1991 by then-Mayor Art Agnos and was re-appointed to a new ten-year term in 2000, by then-Mayor
Willie L. Brown, Jr. As Chief Fiscal Officer and Auditor, he monitors spending for all officers, departments and
employees charged with receipt, collection or disbursement of City funds, including those in the $5.0 billion fiscal
year 2004-05 budget. The Controller certifies the accuracy of budgets, receives and disburses funds, estimates the
cost of ballot measures, provides payroll services for the City’s employees and directs performance and financial
audits of City activities. Before becoming Controller, Mr. Harrington had been the Assistant General Manager and
Finance Director of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (the “PUC”). He was responsible for the financial
activities for the Municipal Railway (public transit), Water Department and Hetch Hetchy Water and Power System.
Mr. Harrington worked with the PUC from 1984 to 1991. From 1980 to 1984, Mr. Harrington was an auditor with
KPMG Peat Marwick, specializing in government, non-profit and financial institution clients, and was responsible
for the audit of the City and County of San Francisco. While working for KPMG, Mr. Harrington became a certified
public accountant.

Jose Cisneros was appointed Treasurer-Tax Collector for the City by Mayor Newsom and was sworn in on
September 8, 2004. Prior to being appointed Treasurer-Tax Collector, Mr. Cisneros served as Deputy General
Manager, Capital Planning and External Affairs for the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (the
G‘MTA”)‘

Philip Y. Ting was appointed Assessor-Recorder for the City by Mayor Newsom and was sworn in on July 21, 2005.
Mr. Ting’s professional experience includes positions as senior consultant for Arthur Andersen where he assessed
complex real estate properties, Associate Director of Governmental and Community Relations at San Francisco State
University and former Executive Director of the Asian Law Caucus.

Under the Charter, the City Administrator (formerly the Chief Administrative Officer) is a non-elective office
appointed by the Mayor for a five-year term and confirmed by the Board. On April 26, 2005, Mr. Edwin Lee, then
the City’s Director of Public Works, was appointed by Mayor Gavin Newsom as the City Administrator. He has
previously worked as the City’s Director of Purchasing and as the Director of the Human Rights Commission. Mr.
Lee has also served as Deputy Director of Employee Relations Division and coordinator for the Mayor’s Family
Policy Task Force.

City Budget and Finances

General

The Controller’s Office is responsible for processing all payroll, accounting and budget information for the City. All
payments to City employees and to parties outside the City are processed and controlled by this office. No obligation
to expend City funds can be incurred without a prior certification by the Controller that sufficient revenues are or

will be available in the current fiscal year to meet such obligation as it becomes due. The Controller monitors
revenues throughout the fiscal year, and if actual revenues are less than estimated, the Controller may freeze
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department appropriations or place departments on spending ‘“allotments” which will constrain department
expenditures until estimated revenues are realized. If revenues are in excess of what was estimated, or budget
surpluses are created, the Controller can certify these surplus funds as a source for supplemental appropriations that
may be adopted throughout the year upon approval of the Mayor and the Board. The City’s annual expenditures are
often different from the estimated expenditures in the Annual Appropriation Ordinance or “budget” due to
supplemental appropriations, continuing appropriations of prior years and unexpended current year funds.

Charter Section 3.105 directs the Controller to issue periodic or special financial reports during the fiscal year. The
Controller issues a Six-Month and Nine-Month Budget Status Report to apprise the City's policy makers of the
current budgetary status and projected year-end revenues and expenditures. On November 1994, voters approved
Proposition F. Proposition F requires the Controller, the Mayor’s Budget Director and the Budget Analyst for the
Board of Supervisors to issue a Three-Year Budget Projection annually to report on the City’s financial condition.

Budget Process

The City’s budget process begins in the middle of the preceding fiscal year as departments prepare their budgets and
seek approval thereof by the various City commissions. Departmental budgets are consolidated by the Controller,
and then transmitted to the Mayor no later than the first working day of March. Pursuant to the Administrative Code,
the Mayor is required to submit a proposed budget for selected enterprise departments to the Board on May 1,
thereby providing the Board with additional time to review departmental budgets. The Mayor is required to submit
the complete (all departments) budget to the Board on June 1.

Following the June 1 submission of the Mayor’s proposed budget, the Controller provides an opinion to the Board
regarding the accuracy of economic assumptions underlying the revenue estimates and the reasonableness of such
estimates and revisions in the proposed budget. During its budget approval process, the Board has the power to
reduce or augment any appropriation in the proposed budget, provided the total budgeted appropriation amount is not
greater than the budgeted appropriation amount submitted by the Mayor. The Board must adopt the “original budget”
no later than the last working day of July each year.

Following the adoption of the budget, the City makes various revisions throughout the fiscal year (the “original
budget” plus any changes made are collectively referred to as the “revised budget”). A “final revised budget” is
prepared at the end of the fiscal year reflecting the year-end’s final revenue and expenditure appropriation for such
fiscal year. The Board adopted the fiscal year 2005-06 original budget (Ordinance No. 203-05) on July 26, 2005, and
Mayor Newsom signed the budget on August 4, 2005.

The Mayor has line-item veto authority over specific items in the budget. Additionally, in the event the Mayor were
to disapprove the entire budget ordinance, the Charter directs the Mayor to promptly return the budget ordinance to
the Board of Supervisors, accompanied by a statement indicating the reasons for disapproval and any
recommendations which the Mayor may have. Any budget ordinance so disapproved by the Mayor shall become
effective only if, subsequent to its return, passed by a two-thirds vote of the Board of Supervisors as required by
Section 2.106 of the Charter.

Overall, the fiscal year 2005-06 budget assumes a gradual recovery in discretionary general fund revenues from
fiscal year 2004-05 levels. The achievement of the revenue estimates is dependent upon a variety of known and
unknown factors, including the general economy of the Bay Area and the State, and certain State budget decisions,
which could have either a positive or negative economic impact on City revenues. These conditions and
circumstances may cause the actual results achieved by the City to be materially different from the estimates and
projections described herein. The Controller has also in the past issued Six- and Nine-Month Budget Status Reports
during the fiscal year. The most recent reports can be viewed at Controller’s website at www.sfgov.org/controller.
(These reports are not incorporated by reference herein.)
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Under provisions of the Administrative Code, the Treasurer-Tax Collector, upon recommendation of the Controller,
is authorized to transfer legally available moneys to the City’s operating cash reserve from any unencumbered funds
then held in the pooled investment fund. The operating cash reserve is available to cover cash flow deficits in various
City funds, including the City’s General Fund. From time to time, the Treasurer has transferred unencumbered
moneys in the pooled investment fund to the operating cash reserve to cover temporary cash flow deficits in the
General Fund and other funds of the City. Any such transfers must be repaid within one year of the transfer, together
with interest at the then current interest rate earned on the pooled funds. See “Investment Policy” below.
Additionally, in November 2003, voters approved the creation of the City’s Rainy Day Reserve into which the
previous Charter-mandated Cash Reserve was incorporated.

In the past, the City has funded its General Fund cash flow deficits through the annual issuance of tax and revenue
anticipation notes (“TRANs”); however, the City has not issued TRANS since fiscal year 1996-97. The City does not
anticipate issuing TRANSs for the fiscal year 2005-06.

General Fund Results

The fiscal year 2005-06 original budget totals $5.4 billion, of which $2.5 billion is in the General Fund. All other
funds total $2.9 billion and include expenditures of other governmental funds and enterprise fund departments such
as the Airport (SFO), the Municipal Transportation Agency, the Water Department, the Wastewater Program, Hetch
Hetchy Water and Power System, the Port, and the Hospitals (San Francisco General and Laguna Honda).

The Controller’s Nine-Month Budget Status Report for fiscal year 2004-05 was released on May 3, 2005. The Report
projected the General Fund year-end balance to be a $124.2 million surplus, primarily attributed to the additional
fund balance available from the prior year due to the timing of vehicle license fee remittances from the State, as well
as expenditure savings largely driven by the Mayor’s $97.0 million, 18-month savings plan. As published in the
Nine-Month Report, fiscal year 2004-05 General Fund revenues and transfers were projected to be $45.3 million or
2.0 percent better than revised budget. Revenue surplus is primarily due to higher real property transfer tax, property
tax, hotel room tax, health and welfare realignment, and sales tax revenues; offset by weakness in payroll tax, voter
disapproval of two proposed taxes in November 2004 (i.e. Propositions J and K, as described below), property sale
delays, and delays in anticipated court penalty revenues.

The fiscal year 2005-06 budget includes an annual service payment from SFO to the City of $21.9 million for
indirect services. However, separate from this indirect service payment, on March 31, 2004, the Office of the
Inspector General (OIG) of the U.S. Department of Transportation released the results of its audit of certain
payments made by SFO to the City for direct services during fiscal years 1997-98 through 2001-02. The OIG’s audit
found that the City had received approximately $12.5 million of excess revenue from SFO during fiscal years 1997-
98 through 2001-02 with respect to reimbursement for direct services from the City to SFO. In response to this
finding, the audit recommends further review of SFO’s payments to the City for direct services over the past five
fiscal years. A final determination of the level of disallowance is still pending management review and possible
appeal of up to the entire $12.5 million for the five-year period.

On March 21, 2005, the City Controller, the Mayor’s Budget Director and the Budget Analyst to the Board issued
the Three-Year Budget Projection (the “Budget Projection™) as required by the Administrative Code. The Budget
Projection forecast a $102.2 million General Fund budget shortfall for fiscal year 2005-06, which reflected the
estimated cost of providing the current level of City services through current business practices for General Fund
supported operations, including the strategies implemented by the Mayor’s $97.0 million, 18-month savings plan for
the period from January 1, 2005 through June 30, 2006. This plan was designed to backfill the revenue losses
stemming from the voters disapproval of Proposition J (% percent sales tax) and Proposition K (temporary 1/10" of 1
percent gross receipts business tax package) in the November 2004 election. On May 31, 2005, the Mayor issued his
FY 2005-06 Proposed Budget to the Board balancing the forecasted $102.2 million shortfall employing among other
things the following solutions: position reductions, programmatic changes, operation consolidations, one-time
revenues, and savings from debt refinancing.
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Table A-1 shows revised budgeted revenues and appropriations for fiscal years 2001-02, 2002-03, and 2003-04 and
the original budget for fiscal year 2004-05 and 2005-06 for the General Fund portion of the City’s budget.
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TABLE A-1

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
Budgeted General Fund Revenues and Appropriations for
Fiscal Years 2001-02 through 2005-06

(000s)
FY 2001-02 FY 2002-03 FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 FY 2005-06
Final Revised  Final Revised  Final Revised Original Original
Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget
Prior-Year Actual Budgetary Fund Balance $489,347 $385,027 $207,167 $62,830 $120,483
Budgeted Revenues
Property Taxes $461,715 $513,203 $527,767 $645,495 $696,660
Business Taxes 275,669 282,230 288,619 295,230 288,320
Other Local Taxes 459,814 387,955 371,251 381,446 413,712
Licenses, Permits and Franchises 18,775 16,982 17,074 16,132 19,128
Fines, Forfeitures and Penalties 6,180 4,497 31,843 12,111 11,475
Interest and Investment Earnings 25,063 17,323 12,579 6,300 11,307
Rents and Concessions 19,993 17,833 19,316 21,858 19,583
Grants and Subventions 656,744 686,566 663,997 610,172 680,729
Charges for Services 102,942 102,801 107,847 101,586 130,984
Other 1,312 24,278 19,296 46,946 13,241
Total Budgeted Revenues $2,028,207 $2,053,668 $2,059,589 $2,137,276 $2,285,139
Proceeds from Issuance of Bonds and Loans $63,662 $13,451 $31,207 - -
Expenditure Appropriations
Public Protection $660,860 $695,409 $668,872 $713,897 $729,356
Public Works, Transportation & Commerce 103,295 59,646 60,467 28,483 39,054
Human Welfare & Neighborhood Development 483,523 517,334 507,740 524,257 552,926
Community Health 426,683 461,958 445,236 426,040 432,600
Culture and Recreation 113,453 102,354 93,017 81,820 95,205
General Administration & Finance 140,879 13