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A ballot argument shall not be accepted unless accompanied by this completed form, which shall contain the
printed name(s) and signature(s) of the person(s) submitting it or, if submitted on behalf of a bona fide
association of citizens/organization, the name of the association/organization and the printed name and
signature of at least one of its principal officers.

Word count limit for Rebuttal Arguments = 250
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MRebuttaI to Argument in Favor of |j Rebuttal to Argument Against

This argument is submitted by: (check all that apply)

I:] The Legislative Body of the City of Belmont
If this argument is filed by the legislative body of the City of Belmont, fill in the name of the governing body below and fill in both sides of this form

Legislative Body:

Contact Person’s Printed Name: Contact Person’s Signature:
Title:
Phone: Emait:

D Member(s) of the Legislative Body of the City of Belmont

If this argument is filed by any member(s) of the legislative body, fill in the information below and complete both sides of this form.

Member(s) of the Legislative Body: Name of Legislative Body:
Contact Person’s Printed Name: Contact Person’s Signature:
Title:

Phone: Email:

Bona Fide Association of Citizens/GCrganization
IE’ If this argument is filed by a bona fide association of citizens/organization, the signers of the argument must be affiliated with the
association/organization, be authorized to sign the argument on its behalf, provide the printed name and signature of at least one principal
officer of the organization, and complete both sides of this form.
éme of Assoaatlon/Orgamzatwn

elmont Citizens Sor Respomsn\o\e, Spending - Agarnst Measure 1

Principal Officer’s Printed Name and Title;

Timathy E.Strinden P(‘esco(e“’('

Contact Person’ s‘>rmted Name: .

Timo _S+tey

Fax: [
l:l individual(s) eligible to vote on the measure
Individual signers must be eligible to vote on the measure.
Contact Person: Phone:
Mailing Address:
Fax: Email:

Please complete the reverse side of this form.



Each signer must designate in which

Rebuttal Argument Signers Form capacity they are signing: Check the
one box that applies. :

No more than five signatures shall appear with any argument. If more than five signatures are
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Names and titles listed will be printed in the order that they are listed below. ; £
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under the signer’s name shall list the name of that bona fide association/organization and 3 ~;§ g =
may include their position within that association/organization. 2 g; z S
s B R 2a
By signing below, the undersigned state that they have read the argument and believe it not - g £ s g
a0 — = =
to be false or misleading. 33 S5 abs

Individual(s) eligible to vote on the

measure

Name: Title:

or

D
[]
[]

2P Lo

(A

mer Belmoit ) L L L

" of >0, "’L{é

TItlia\‘vnr\e(‘ Belmont Muvo 1] (DA

Date:

; 47, =

Title:

dmh 2% 20/ l

lect cical Enarneering Consultat L 1 | |[A

Title:

it a second (this 4ide only) for alternate signers attached to this form and the argument.
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
Signers (] Registered N/A Signed Dated

Bona Fide Association [:] Verified N/A Signed Dated



Authorization Form
‘ | Change in Preparer, Submitter,
CITY OF BELMONT | or Signer of Rebuttal Arguments

PLEASE ONLY COMPLETE SECTIONS THAT ARE APPLICABLE

Authorization must be provided by the original author(s) of the primary argument(s) in favor of
or against the specified measure, when a different person(s) will prepare, submit or sign the
rebuttal argument. California Elections Code §9285(a)(2), §9317

The undersigned author(s) hereby authorize(s) the following individual(s) (up to five) to sign
prepare, or submit (whichever is applicable) the rebuttal argument to the prima;y argument in
favor of Lagainst Measure 1 for the election to be held on (date of election) \ \ / 8/1¢C

I. NEW SIGNER(S):
Name of Rebuttal Argument Signer: 'Pctm R \ dhAd

Name of Rebuttal Argument Signer: P b\l ( ( l: P E . M q'(' h eWsoN

Name of Rebuttal Argument Signer: Co calin Fe iec b CKG\\

Name of Rebuttal Argument Signer: D a l e o' Hd Cla I[

Name of Rebuttal Argument Signer: R o b cr .(' K C d; NZ

IL. NEW PREPARER(S):
Name of Rebuttal Argument Preparer:

Name of Rebuttal Argument Preparer:

III. NEW SUBMITTER(S):
Name of Rebuttal Argument Submitter:

Name of Rebuttal Argument Submitter:

NAME(S) & SIGNATURE(S) OF P R(S):
Timethy E.Steinden g/28/i¢
Printed Name and Signature of Author Date

Printed Name and Signature of Author Date
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City officials used scare tactics—claiming that our infrastructure is deteriorating and in
worse condition than it is—as well as “red herrings” and empty promises in pushing
Measure 1.

» Street pavement—Belmont spent more than $2,400,000 the past two years,
enough to prevent further deterioration, per City estimates.

o Storm drain pipes—The only ones deteriorating are the 5.5% made of metal,
costing only $1,700,000 to replace.

e Sewer Repairs—These are fully funded by bonds and not a concern.

e “Maintaining 911...response times” and “quality of life services”—These
services are great with our existing revenues!

For street pavement and storm drains, expected new revenues will allow for steady
improvements without raising taxes or hurting local businesses.

Measure | provides a false sense of security with an “Advisory Committee” to “report” on
how the tax “has been spent.” The term “advisory” is misleading because this committee
has no role in determining how the proceeds should be spent! The City Manager
bypassed the Infrastructure Committee this year in promoting this tax, so it's likely this
new committee will also be ignored and ineffective.

The proponents say there will be annual audits “to ensure funds are spent...as
promised”"—That is a wasteful duplication of existing audits and an empty promise
as the funds may be spent for any City purpose whatsoever!

The City's “impartial analysis” was prepared by the City Attorney, who may gain
from this measure in salary and other benefits.

Vote NO on Measure !
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