CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY LIMITATIONS
ON TAXES AND APPROPRIATIONS

Article XIIIA of the California Constitution

Section 1(a) of Article XIIIA of the State Constitution limits the maximum ad valorem tax on real property
to 1% of full cash value (as defined in Section 2 of Article XIIIA), to be collected by counties and apportioned
according to law. Section 1(b) of Article XII1A provides that the 1% limitation does not apply to (1) ad valorem
taxes to pay interest or redemption charges on indebtedness approved by the voters prior to July 1, 1978, or (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, or (3) any bonded indebtedness incurred by a school
district, community college district or county office of education for the construction, rehabilitation or replacement
of school facilities or the acquisition or lease of real property for school facilities approved after November 8, 2000
by 55% of the voters of the district or county, as appropriate, voting on the proposition. Section 2 of Article XIIA
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” (“Full Cash Value”). The Full Cash Value may be
adjusted annually to reflect inflation at a rate not to exceed 2% per year, or to reflect a reduction in the consumer
price index or comparable data for the area under taxing jurisdiction, or may be reduced in the event of declining
property value caused by substantial damage, destruction or other factors.

Legislation enacted by the State Legislature to implement Article XIIIA provides that, notwithstanding any
other law, local agencies may not levy any ad valorem property tax except to pay debt service on indebtedness
approved by the voters as described above.

The voters of the State subsequently approved various measures that further amended Article XIIIA. One
such amendment generally provides that the purchase or transfer of (i) real property between spouses or (ii) the
principal residence and the first $1,000,000 of the Full Cash Value of other real property between parents and
children, do not constitute a “purchase” or “change of ownership” triggering reappraisal under Article XIIIA.
Another amendment permitted the State Legislature to allow a person over the age of 55 who meets certain criteria,
or a “severely disabled homeowner,” who sells his or her residence and buys or builds another of equal or lesser
value within two years in the same county, to transfer the old residence’s assessed value to the new residence.
Another amendment permitted the State Legislature to allow a person who is either 55 years of age or older, or who
is “severely disabled,” to transfer the old residence’s assessed value to his or her new residence located in either the
same or a different county and acquired or newly constructed within two years of the sale of the old residence.

Another amendment permitted the State Legislature to exclude from the definition of “new construction”
certain additions and improvements, including seismic retrofitting improvements and improvements utilizing
earthquake hazard mitigation technologies, constructed or installed in existing buildings after November 6, 1990.

Article XIIIA has also been amended to provide that there would be no increase in the Full Cash Value in
the event of reconstruction of property damaged or destroyed in a disaster.

Section 4 of Article XIIIA provides that cities, counties and special districts cannot, without a two-thirds
vote of the qualified electors, impose special taxes, which has been interpreted to include special fees in excess of
the cost of providing the services or facility for which the fee is charged, or fees levied for general revenue purposes.

Article XIIIB of the California Constitution

State and local government agencies in California are each subject to annual “appropriations limits”
imposed by Article X11IB of the State Constitution (“Article XIIIB”). Article XIIIB prohibits government agencies
and the State from spending “appropriations subject to limitation” in excess of the appropriations limit imposed.
“Appropriations subject to limitation” are generally authorizations to spend “proceeds of taxes,” which include all
tax revenues, and the proceeds to the entity from (i) regulatory licenses, user charges and other user fees to the
extent that such proceeds exceed “the cost reasonably borne by that entity in providing the regulation, product, or
service” (ii) the investment of tax revenues, and (iii) certain subventions received from the State. No limit is
imposed on appropriations for debt service on indebtedness existing prior to the passage of Article XIIIB, thereafter
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authorized by the voters, required to comply with certain mandates of courts or the federal government, or
appropriations of revenue from other certain limited sources.

As amended at the June 5, 1990 election by Proposition 111, Article XIIIB provides that, in general terms,
a c1ty s annual appropriations limit is based on the appropriations llmlt for the prior year adjusted annually to reflect
changes in cost of living, population and, when appropriate, transfer of financial responsibility of providing services
from one governmental unit to another or to a private entity. It may also be adjusted in the event an emergency is
determined by the legislative body. If city revenues during any two consecutive fiscal years exceed the combined
appropriations limits for those two years, the excess must be returned by a revision of tax rates or fee schedules
within the two subsequent fiscal years.

Section 7900, et seq. of the California Government Code defines certain terms used in Article XIIIB and
sets forth the methods for determining the appropriations limits for local jurisdictions. The City’s appropriation limit
for fiscal year 2007-08 is $199,851,168. It has been determined that $127,310,326 of the City’s fiscal year 2007-08
budgeted appropriations is subject to the limitation.

Article X1IIC and Article XITID of the California Constitution

On November 5, 1996, the voters of the State approved Proposition 218, the “Right to Vote on Taxes Act.”
Proposition 218 added Articles XIIIC and XIIID to the State Constitution, which contain a number of provisions
affecting the ability of the City to levy and collect both existing and future taxes, assessments, fees and charges.

Article XIIIC requires that all new local taxes be submitted to the electorate before they become effective.
Taxes for general governmental purposes of the City require a majority vote and taxes for specific purposes, even if
deposited in the general fund, require a two-thirds vote. The voter approval requirements of Article XIIIC reduce the
flexibility of the City Council to deal with fiscal problems by raising revenue through new or extended or increased
taxes, and no assurance can be given that the City will be able to raise taxes in the future to meet increased
expenditure requirements.

Article XIIID contains several new provisions making it generally more difficult for local agencies to levy
and maintain “assessments” for municipal services and programs. “Assessment” is defined to mean any levy or
charge upon real property for a special benefit conferred upon the real property. This definition applies to landscape
and maintenance assessments for open space areas, street medians, street lights and parks.

Article XIIID also contains several new provisions affecting a “fee” or “charge,” defined for purposes of
Article XI1ID to mean “any levy other than an ad valorem tax, a special tax, or an assessment, imposed by a local
government upon a parcel or upon a person as an incident of property ownership, including user fees or charges for a
property related service.” All new and existing property related fees and charges must conform to requirements
prohibiting, among other things, fees and charges which (i) generate revenues exceeding the funds required to
provide the property related service, (ii) are used for any purpose other than those for which the fees and charges are
imposed, (iii) with respect to any parcel or person, exceed the proportional cost of the service attributable to the
parcel, (iv) are for a service not actually used by, or immediately available to, the owner of the property in question,
or (v) are used for general governmental services, including police, fire or library services, where the service is
available to the public at large in substantially the same manner as it is to property owners. Further, before any
property related fee or charge may be imposed or increased, written notice must be given to the record owner of
each parcel of land affected by such fee or charge. The City must then hold a hearing upon the proposed imposition
or increase, and if written protests against the proposal are presented by a majority of the owners of the identified
parcels, the City may not impose or increase the fee or charge. Moreover, except for fees or charges for sewer, water
and refuse collection services (or fees for electrical and gas service, which are not treated as “property related” for
purposes of Article XIIID), no property related fee or charge may be imposed or increased without majority
approval by the property owners subject to the fee or charge or, at the option of the local agency, two-thirds voter
approval by the electorate residing in the affected area.

In addition to the provisions described above, Article XIIIC removes prohibitions and limitations on the
initiative power in matters of any “local tax, assessment, fee or charge.” Consequently, the voters of the City could,
by future initiative, repeal, reduce or place limitations on the ability of the City to increase any local tax, assessment,
fee or charge. “Fees” and ‘“charges,” are not defined in Article XIIIC, and it is not clear whether the definitions of
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these terms in Article XI1ID (which are generally property-related as described above) would limit the scope of the

initiative power set forth in Article XIIIC. If the Article XIIID definitions are not held to limit the scope of

Article XIIIC initiative powers, then the Article XIIIC initiative power may apply to a broader category of fees and

~ charges than the property-related fees and charges governed by Article XIIID that currently constitute a substantial

portion of general fund revenues. No assurance can be given that the voters of the City will not, in the future,
approve initiatives that repeal, reduce or place limitations on the ability of the City to increase local taxes,

assessments, fees or charges.

The interpretation and application of Proposition 218 will ultimately be determined by the courts with
respect to a number of the matters discussed above, and it is not possible at this time to predict with certainty the
outcome of such determination. The City imposes some taxes, assessments, fees and charges that could be affected
by Proposition 218. To date, Proposition 218 has not impacted the revenues that are available to the City to make
the Base Rental Payments required pursuant to the Sublease.

Proposition 1A

As part of Governor Schwarzenegger’s agreement with local jurisdictions, Senate Constitutional
Amendment No. 4 was enacted by the Legislature and subsequently approved by the voters as Proposition 1A
(“Proposition 1A”) at the November 2004 election. Proposition 1A amended the State Constitution to, among other
things, reduce the Legislature’s authority over local government revenue sources by placing restrictions on the
State’s access to local governments’ property, sales, and vehicle license fee revenues as of November 3, 2004.
Beginning with fiscal year 2008-09, the State will be able to borrow up to 8 percent of local property tax revenues,
but only if the Governor proclaims such action is necessary due to a severe State fiscal hardship and two-thirds of
both houses of the Legislature approves the borrowing. The amount borrowed is required to be paid back within
three years. The State also will not be able to borrow from local property tax revenues for more than 2 fiscal years
within a period of 10 fiscal years. In addition, the State cannot reduce the local sales tax rate or restrict the authority
of local governments to impose or change the distribution of the statewide local sales tax.

Proposition 1A also prohibits the State from mandating activities on cities, counties or special districts
without providing for the funding needed to comply with the mandates. Beginning in fiscal year 2005-06, if the
State does not provide funding for the mandated activity, the requirement on cities, counties or special districts to
abide by the mandate would be suspended. In addition, Proposition 1A expanded the definition of what constitutes a
mandate on local governments to encompass State action that transfers to cities, counties and special districts
financial responsibility for a required program for which the State previously had partial or complete responsibility.
The State mandate provisions of Proposition 1A do not apply to schools or community colleges or to mandates
relating to employee rights.

Proposition 62

A statutory initiative (“Proposition 62””) was adopted by State voters at the November 4, 1986 General
Election, which (1) requires that any tax for general governmental purposes imposed by local governmental entities
be approved by resolution or ordinance adopted by two-thirds vote of the governmental agency’s legislative body
and by a majority of the electorate of the governmental entity voting in such election, (2) requires that any special
tax (defined as taxes levied for other than general governmental purposes) imposed by a local governmental entity
be approved by a two-thirds vote of the voters within that jurisdiction voting in such election, (3) restricts the use of
revenues from a special tax to the purpose or for the service for which the special tax was imposed, (4) prohibits the
imposition of ad valorem taxes on real property by local governmental entities except as permitted by Article XIIIA,
(5) prohibits the imposition of transaction taxes and sales taxes on the sale of real property by local governmental
entities and (6) requires that any tax imposed by a local governmental entity on or after August 1, 1985 be ratified
by a majority vote of the electorate voting in such election within two years of the adoption of the initiative or be
terminated by November 15, 1988. Proposition 62 requirements are generally not applicable to general taxes and
special taxes levied prior to its November 4, 1986 effective date.

On September 28, 1995, the California Supreme Court filed its decision in Santa Clara County Local
Transportation Authority v. Carl Guardino, 11 Cal. 4th 220 (1995) (the “Santa Clara decision”), which upheld a
Court of Appeal decision invalidating a 1/2-cent countywide sales tax for transportation purposes levied by a local
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transportation authority. The California Supreme Court based its decision on the failure of the authority to obtain a -
two-thirds vote of the electorate for the levy of a “special tax,” as requlred by Proposmon 62. The Santa Clara

a4
decision did not address the question of whether or not it should b

On December 15, 1997, the Court of Appeals for the State of California, Fourth Appellate District, in
McBrearty v. City of Brawley, a presently published opinion, determined that (i) Guardino is to be applied
retroactively to require voter approval of previously enacted taxes, and (ii) the three-year statute of limitations
applicable to such taxes runs from the date of the Guardino decision (September 28, 1995).

In deciding the Santa Clara case on Proposition 62 grounds, the Court disapproved-the decision in City of
Woodlake v. Logan, 230 Cal. App. 3d 1058 (1991) (“Woodlake™), where the Court of Appeal had held portions of
Proposition 62 unconstitutional as a referendum on taxes prohibited by the California Constitution. The California
Supreme Court determined that the voter approval requirement of Proposition 62 is a condition precedent to the
enactment of each tax statute to which it applies, while referendum refers to a process invoked only after a statute
has been enacted. Numerous taxes to which Proposition 62 would apply were imposed or increased without voter
approval in reliance on Woodlake. The Court notes as apparently distinguishable, but did not confirm, the decision
in City of Westminster v. County of Orange, 204 Cal. App. 3d 623 (1988), which held unconstitutional the provision
of Proposition 62 requiring voter approval of taxes imposed during the “window period” of August 1, 1985 until
November 5, 1986.

Following the Guardino decision upholding Proposition 62, several actions were filed challenging taxes
imposed by public agencies since the adoption of Proposition 62. On June 4, 2001, the California Supreme Court
released its decision in one of these cases, Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association v. City of La Habra, et al. (“La
Habra™). In this case, the court held that a public agency’s continued imposition and collection of a tax is an
ongoing violation upon which the statute of limitations period begins anew with each collection. The court also held
that, unless another statute or constitutional rule provided differently, the statute of limitations for challenges to
taxes subject to Proposition 62 is three years. Accordingly, a challenge to a tax subject to Proposition 62 may only
be made for those taxes received within three years of the date the action is brought.

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 the passage of Proposition 218, however, certain provisions of Proposition 62 (e.g., voter
approval of taxes) are governed by the State Constitution. In the view of the City Attorney, Proposition 62 does not
apply to charter cities such as the City.

Future Initiatives

Article X111 A, Article XIII B, Proposition 218, Proposition 111 and Proposition 62 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 City General Fund revenues or the City’s ability to expend revenues.
The nature and impact of these measures cannot be anticipated by the City. The State Supreme Court has held that
an initiative can repeal a tax ordinance and prohibit the imposition of further such taxes, and that the Constitutional
prohibition against referenda on tax levies does not apply to initiatives.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA BUDGET INFORMATION

The following information concerning the State of California (the “State”) has been obtained from publicly
available information which the City believes to be reliable; however, the City takes no responsibility as to the
accuracy or completeness thereof and has not independently verified such information. Information about the State
budget is regularly available at various State-maintained websites. Text of the State budget may be found at the
Department of Finance website, www.dof.ca.gov, under the heading “California Budget.” An impartial analysis of
the State budget is posted by the Office of the Legislative Analyst (the “LAO”) at www.lao.ca.gov. In addition,
various State of California official statements, many of which contain a summary of the current and past State
budgets, may be found at the website of the State Treasurer, www.treasurer.ca.gov. The information referred to is
prepared by the respective State agency maintaining each website and not by the City and the City takes no
responsibility for the continued accuracy of the internet addresses or for the accuracy or timeliness of information
-posted there, and such information is not incorporated herein by these references.
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2008 Budget Act

On August 24, 2007 the Governor signed the State Budget Act for Fiscal Year 2007-08 (the “2008 Budget
Act”). The 2008 Budget Act assumes a carryover balance from fiscal year 2006-07 of $4.8 billion. The 2008 Budget
Act projects $102.3 billion in revenues for fiscal year 2007-08 and authorizes the expenditure of an equal amount,
leaving the State General Fund with a year-end reserve of $4.1 billion. Even though the expenditures authorized
under the 2008 Budget Act do not exceed the projected revenues for fiscal year 2007-08, the State will still face
operating shortfalls in both fiscal years 2008-09 and 2009-10. According to the LAO, the shortfall in future years is
due to the fact that many of the State’s solutions enacted in the 2008 Budget Act are one-time in nature. For
example, the State assumes §$1 billion in one-time revenues from the sale of EdFund, the State’s nonprofit student
loan guaranty agency, $293 million in General Fund revenues from amended tribal gaming compacts and
$600 million in General Fund revenues due to the transfer from the State’s tobacco securitization fund, which
transfer was originally scheduled for fiscal years 2008-09 and 2009-10. In addition, due to the fluctuation in
estimates of State revenues in fiscal year 2006-07, the 2008 Budget Act assumes no ‘additional Proposition 98
funding for fiscal year 2006-07. If, however, the finalized revenue figures for fiscal year 2006-07 are higher than
expected, the State will automatically owe a settle-up payment of approximately $411 million for fiscal year 2006-
07 Proposition 98 funding, which will be paid out of the State’s reserve. The 2008 Budget Act also uses
$567 million of one-time and special fund monies to support fiscal year 2007-08 K-12 costs, which results in the
State entering fiscal year 2008-09 with a large ongoing shortfall for K-12 education.

Certain of the features of the 2008 Budget Act affecting cities include the following:

1. The 2008 Budget Act suspends funding for California Work Opportunity Responsibility to Kids
cost-of-living adjustments for one year and permanently delays for five months the annual State Supplemental
Security Income/State Supplementary Program cost-of-living adjustments. The 2008 Budget Act also provides
$35.7 million for county-operated housing assistance programs for emancipated foster youth, of which $10.5 million
is available for reimbursement to counties for costs incurred in fiscal year 2006-07.

2. The 2008 Budget Act provides approximately $14.3 billion from the General Fund for Medi-Cal
expenditures. Approximately $50.8 million ($25.4 million from the General Fund) will be provided to county
administrations to fund the costs incurred in connection with the implementation of new federal regulations under
the Deficit Reduction Act of 2005.

3. Pursuant to Proposition 1A, the State is required to repay local agencies for previously
unreimbursed State mandates. The 2008 Budget Act includes only reimbursements for mandates performed in fiscal
year 2006-07 and delays the reimbursements for mandates to be performed in fiscal year 2007-08 until fiscal year
2008-09.

4. The 2008 Budget Act appropriates approximately $4.2 billion for transportation programs,
$950 million of which will be allocated to cities and counties for local streets and roads.

Complete text of the 2007 Budget Act may be found at the website of the Department of Finance
(www.dof.ca.gov), under the heading “California Budget.” Information on the website is not incorporated herein by
reference.

Proposed 2008-09 Governor’s Budget

The 2008-09 Governor’s Budget, released on January 10, 2008 projects to end fiscal year 2008-09 with a
$2.8 billion total reserve. General Fund revenues and transfers for fiscal year 2008-09 are projected at
$102.9 billion, an increase of $1.7 billion compared with revised estimates for fiscal year 2007-08. General Fund
expenditures for fiscal year 2008-09 are projected at $101.0 billion, a decrease of $2.4 billion, or 2.0 percent
compared with the revised estimates for 2007-08.

The 2008-09 Governor’s Budget has the following major components which might affect cities:

1. Budget -Balancing Reductions — The 2008-09 Governor’s Budget proposes budget-balancing
reductions of $216.6 million in 2007-08 and $9.1 billion in 2008-09 to close the $14.5 billion budget gap. The 10
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percent across-the-board reductions applies to all General Fund departments and programs, Boards, Commissions,
and elected offices including the legislative and judicial branches except where such a reduction is in conflict with
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order to achieve a full 10 percent reduction in 2008-09.

2. Cash Flow Management — The deterioration of the budget reserve in the current year has resulted
in a projected cash shortage in July and August 2008. In order to manage cash flow for current and budget years and
ensure timely payments of the State’s debts, the 2008-09 Governor’s Budget proposes cash management solutions
totaling $8.7 billion ($4.2 billion in 2007-08 and $4.5 billion in 2008-09). These include selling $3.313 billion of
Economic Recovery Bonds by the end of February 2008 to help current year cash flow (which bonds were issued on
February 14, 2008) and, among other solutions, delaying disbursement of deferred apportionments for K-12 schools
and community colleges to achieve $1.3 billion savings.

3. Health and Human Services — The 2008-09 Governor’s Budget includes $29.3 billion General
Fund for Health and Human Service Programs after budget-balancing reductions, which is a decrease of
$279 million or 1.0 percent below the revised 2007-08 estimate. The 2008-09 Governor’s Budget includes
$27.1 million in General Fund expenditure increases in Health and Human Services programs due to policy
adjustments.

4. Transportation Funding - The 2008-09 Governor’s Budget includes $1.485 billion to fully fund
Proposition 42 in 2008-09. Proposition 1A was passed in November 2006 and provides for the repayment of any
remaining Proposition 42 debt by the year 2015-16. Pursuant to Proposition 1A, the 2008-09 Governor’s Budget
repays $83 million from the 2003-04 and 2004-05 Proposition 42 suspensions. Because the issuance of tribal gaming
bonds continues to be delayed, the Governor’s Budget proposes to use the $100 million in tribal gaming compact
revenues that will be received in 2007-08 and 2008-09 until the bonds are sold, to repay past loans made from the
State Highway Account, the Traffic Congestion Relief Fund, and the Public Transportation Account (“PTA”).
Proposition 1B was also passed in November 2006, providing $19.925 billion in bonding authority for a total of 16
programs intended to address a broad range of transportation priorities including rehabilitation and expansion of
highways, transit and transit security, port security, and air quality. The authority for the use of any bond funds must
be provided for in the Budget Act. The Governor’s Budget proposes to appropriate $4.7 billion in Proposition 1B
funding.

Department of Finance Reports Show Continuous Weakening in State Economy. Since the release of the
2008-09 Governor’s Budget, monthly finance bulletins issued by the Department of Finance (available at
www.dof.ca.gov) have shown continuing weak economic performance in early 2008, including continued job losses
in the State and further weakening of the housing markets. These reports have also disclosed General Fund revenues
falling below the forecasts made in the 2008-09 Governor’s Budget, with the weakest performance among the three
major tax sources in sales and use tax receipts. The Department of Finance’s April 2008 report on receipts for the
month of March reflects continued weakness in performance in corporate tax revenues, and that actual General Fund
revenues through March are $1.184 billion below those forecasted in the 2008-09 Governor’s Budget. Continuing
revenue declines will exacerbate the fiscal challenges facing the State, and depending on their severity, could
increase the projected shortfall by the end of fiscal year 2008-09 by multiple billions of dollars.

LAO Assessment of the 2008-09 Governor’s Budget. The LAO has released several reports which include
their estimates and assessments of State budget acts and associated fiscal and economic projections. These include a
report titled “Analysis of the 2008-09 Budget Bill: Perspectives and Issues” dated February 20, 2008. In the report,
the LAO makes the following statements in “The State’s Fiscal Picture” section:

““Primarily due to the continued deterioration of the State’s revenue outlook, we project that the State’s
budget shortfall (prior to any corrective actions) has increased to about $16 billion. Consequently, the reserve at the
end of 2008-09 under the Governor’s budget policies would be $1.1 billion—$1.6 billion less than forecasted by the
administration. Despite achieving a positive reserve, we conclude that the administration’s budget-balancing
approach is fundamentally flawed. Its across-the-board reductions reflect little effort to prioritize and determine
which state programs provide essential services or are most critical to California’s future. In the absence of a
credible plan that prioritizes state spending and revenues, we offer an alternative approach for the Legislature’s
consideration. By making more targeted reductions and adding ongoing revenue solutions, we believe this approach
offers the Legislature a better foundation to begin crafting a 2008-09 budget that focuses on essential services.”
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May Revision to the 2008-09 Governor’s Budget. On May 14, 2008, the Governor released the May
Revision to the 2008-09 Governor’s Budget (the “May Revision”). The May Revision projects a current budget gap
of $17.2 billion, approximately $3.0 billion more than the $14.5 billion budget gap reflected in the 2008-09
Governor’s Budget. The May Revision attributes the difference to a lower than expected gross domestic product
growth, weaker State job growth, and smaller gains in State personal income in calendar years 2008 and 2009.

The May Revision proposes a combination of spending reductions and revenue solutions to address the
State budget gap and to provide for reserves of approximately $2.0 billion. The May Revision fully funds the
Proposition 98 guarantee and abandons earlier proposals by the Governor to close over 40 State parks and to release
certain California prison inmates early. The Governor also proposes in the May Revision $12.6 billion in
expenditure reductions across State government and $627 million in additional reductions to health and human
service programs.

The May Revision includes the Governor’s plan to address the State’s current and ongoing budget problem,
which plan focuses on four elements: (1) the Budget Stabilization Act, a constitutional amendment that seeks to
address the cyclical nature of the State’s revenues by establishing a Revenue Stabilization Fund (the “RSF”) in
which General Fund revenues above a certain cap would be deposited in the RSF, with certain amounts set aside in
an educational subaccount, (2) the sale of bonds backed by the securitization of a portion of State lottery revenues,
with the expectation that such securitization will generate $5.1 billion for the RSF in fiscal year 2008-09 and a total
of $15 billion by fiscal year 2010-11, (3) a temporary 1% sales tax increase as a fail-safe mechanism in the event
that the ballot measure authorizing the securitization of lottery revenues is not approved by voters, and (4) the
creation of a Tax Modernization Commission to conduct a comprehensive examination of California’s tax laws.

Impact of the State Budget on the City

The City cannot predict what actions will be taken in future years by the State Legislature and the Governor
to address future State budget deficits. Future State budgets will be affected by national and state economic
conditions and other factors over which the City has no control. To the extent that the State budget process results in
reduced revenues to the City, the City will be required to make adjustments to its budget.

The Governor’s 10% across the board cuts for the current and next fiscal years will have the greatest
impact on the City’s health department. In response, for fiscal year 2009, the health department’s budget has been
reduced mostly through the reduction of vacant positions and the City has reserved $850,000 in the General Fund to
be transferred to the Health Fund should State funding not be restored. For fiscal year 2010, should State funding
not be restored the City may need to reduce services further, continue General Fund support, or some combination
thereof. The fiscal year 2009 budget for the City’s health department is approximately $12 million.
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY:
Pasadena Public Financing Authority

WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:
Sidley Austin LLP

555 California Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, California 94104
Attention: Danielle F. Lan, Esq.

This document is recorded for the benefit of the City of Pasadena and recording is fee exempt
under §27383 of the Government Code.

TERMINATION AGREEMENT
Dated as of September 1, 2008
among
PASADENA COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION,
PASADENA PUBLIC FINANCING AUTHORITY,
and
CITY OF PASADENA, CALIFORNIA

Relating to

$32,385,000
Pasadena Public Financing Authority
Taxable Variable Rate Demand Lease Revenue Bonds
(Paseo Colorado Parking Facilities)
Series 2000
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TERMINATION AGREEMENT

30 AMANG

This TERMINATION AGREEMENT

CITY OF PASADENA, CALIFORNIA (the “Ci PU
AUTHORITY (the “Authority”) and PASADEN COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

COMMISSION (the “Commission”).
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WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the Authority previously issued Taxable Variable Rate Demand Lease
Revenue Bonds (Paseo Colorado Parking Facilities), Series 2000 (the “2000 Bonds™) evidenced
by a certain Trust Agreement, dated as of June 1, 2000 (the “2000 Trust Agreement”), by and
between the Authority and Wells Fargo Bank, National Association, as Trustee (the “2000
Trustee™);

WHEREAS, in connection with the issuance of the 2000 Bonds, the Commission and the
Authority entered into an Authority Lease (Paseo Colorado Parking Facilities), dated as of June
1, 2000 (the “2000 Authority Lease”), pursuant to which the Commission, as lessor, agreed to
lease certain real property and improvements (the “Property”), to the Authority, as lessee;

WHEREAS, in connection with the issuance of the 2000 Bonds, the Authority and the
City have heretofore entered into a Lease Agreement (Paseo Colorado Parking Facilities), dated
as of June 1, 2000 (the “2000 Lease™), pursuant to which the Authority, as lessor, agreed to lease
the Property, to the City, as lessee;

WHEREAS, the Commission, the City and the Authority have determined that it is in the
best interests of the City at this time to refinance the City’s obligation and prepay the lease
payments under the 2000 Lease, and as a result thereof, it is in the best interest of the Authority
to refund all of the currently outstanding 2000 Bonds;

WHEREAS, in connection with the refunding of the 2000 Bonds, the Commission, the
City and the Authority desire to terminate the 2000 Authority Lease and the 2000 Lease;

WHEREAS, Section 9.06 of the 2000 Lease provides that in the event all the lease
payments under the 2000 Lease have been paid and all the outstanding 2000 Bonds have been
provided for, then the City’s obligations under the 2000 Lease shall cease and terminate,
including but not limited to the City’s obligation to continue to pay lease payments under the
2000 Lease;

WHEREAS, the City has caused to be deposited with Wells Fargo Bank, National
Association, as escrow agent (the “Escrow Agent”), moneys or securities sufficient to redeem all
of the currently outstanding 2000 Bonds prior to their respective maturities; and

WHEREAS, upon deposit of such moneys with the Escrow Agent for payment of the
2000 Bonds, the 2000 Authority Lease and the 2000 Lease need not be maintained, and the
parties hereto now desire to provide for the termination of such documents as provided herein;
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NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing and for other consideration the
receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby acknowledged, the parties hereto do hereby agree:

Section 1. Termination of Documents.

(a) By virtue of the deposit of moneys with the Escrow Agent, in an amount
sufficient to redeem all currently outstanding 2000 Bonds and to prepay lease payments under
the 2000 Lease and the agreements related thereto, all obligations of the City under the 2000
Lease and the agreements related thereto shall cease and terminate.

(b) In accordance with the foregoing, the following agreements are hereby terminated
and are of no further force or effect:

1. Authority Lease (Paseo Colorado Parking Facilities), dated as of June 1,
2000, recorded July 12, 2000, as Document No. 00-1065888, Official
Records of the County of Los Angeles;

2. . Lease Agreement (Paseo Colorado Parking Facilities), dated as of June 1,
2000, recorded July 12, 2000, as Document No. 00-1065889, Official
Records of the County of Los Angeles;

(c) From and after the date hereof, none of the parties shall have any further rights or
obligations thereunder.

Section 2. Execution in Counterparts. This Termination Agreement may be executed in
several counterparts, each of which shall be an original and all of which shall constitute but one
and the same instrument. '

[Signature Page to Follow]
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have duly executed this Termination

Agreement.
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CITY OF PASADENA, CALIFORNIA

By:

Authorized Officer

PASADENA PUBLIC FINANCING
AUTHORITY

By:

Authorized Officer

PASADENA COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
COMMISSION

By:

Authorized Officer



State of California )

) SS
County of Los Angeles )
On before me, ' , Notary
Public, personally appeared

, who
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same
in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), an that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the
person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Signature [Seal]
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