


Contractual Risks: Improperly executed documents by a designee could lead to delays in receiving funds or breach
of agreement with the State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD).

2. CDBG-DR/MIT Programmatic Concerns

Strict Low-Moderate Income (LMI) Requirement: At least 70% of CDBG-DR funds must benefit low- and
moderate-income individuals. If projects fail to meet this threshold, the County may have to repay funds.

Stringent Federal Regulations: Compliance with federal labor laws, fair housing, and procurement rules (Uniform
Administrative Requirements) is complex.

Reimbursement Delays: CDBG-DR funds are for reimbursement, and if projects are not managed efficiently, it can
strain the local budget while waiting for funds.

3. CEQA Finding Concerns

Premature Approval: A major concern is "piecemealing" or committing to a project before it has undergone proper
environmental review, violating CEQA.

Mitigation Monitoring: If the resolution adopts a Mitigated Negative Declaration or EIR findings, the County is
responsible for ensuring all mitigation measures are implemented. Improperly delegated authority might cause
crucial environmental mitigation to be missed.

Risk of Litigation: Improperly prepared CEQA findings can lead to lawsuits from community groups, delaying
projects for months or years.

4. Project-Specific Risks (Districts 1, 2, 4)

Complex Infrastructure: Projects involving disaster resilience (wildfire, flood, earthquake) often have high
technical complexity, increasing the risk of budget overruns.

Cost-Share Challenges: CDBG funds are often used for FEMA match requirements, which can complicate
compliance as they must adhere to both federal and local rules. 

Thank You,
Cassandra Cotton

On Tue, Jan 20, 2026 at 4:12 PM C Cotton <9 > wrote:
Greetings again:

Re: Line Item 1:
DISTRICT ATTORNEY - AUTHORITY TO CONTINUE TO ADMINISTER THE COMMUNITY
GRANT PROGRAM AND DEDICATE CRIMINAL FINES TO SERVICES FOR K-12 YOUTH

In 2022, the following organizations were awarded Grant funding through this program:



Do we have statistical reports from this year which outline the successes and constraints experienced by the
Awardees? If so, the report would be helpful in determining the request for increased funding.

The County website advertised as follows:





At the Federal level, there were budget cuts to these programs. Are we justified in recommending an increase in
funding?



I admire our District Attorney and had personal conversations with her and her staff over the last few years. We
have made great strides with One Safe Place.  Mrs. Summer has also been a staunch advocate for women fleeing
domestic violence and creating a safe space for mothers and children. I am a survivor of domestic violence.

Concerns around a District Attorney (DA) running K-12 grants with criminal fines often involve transparency &
oversight, potential political bias in funding (favoring allies/avoiding critics), conflicts with dedicated victims'
services like One Safe Place, (as seen in federal cases where DAs fought cuts to school mental health), ensuring
funds truly help youth vs. DA priorities, and whether criminal fines are being used appropriately rather than for
general fund balancing, raising questions about accountability and potential misuse of funds.

One Safe Place (or similar centers) often rely on grants (like federal DOJ funds) for victim services, violence
prevention, and supporting at-risk youth, highlighting how shifting funds away from these established needs to
other areas (even well-intentioned ones) creates funding gaps.

Concerns & Conflicts

Lack of Independent Oversight: DAs have discretion (prosecutorial discretion), but diverting criminal fines
(often meant for victims/restitution) to community grants requires strict oversight to prevent self-dealing or
political favoritism. Although, I feel our District Attorney Summer acts with transparency, these are still concerns.

Conflict with Victim Services: Funds generated from criminal cases (fines/fees) traditionally support victims
(like those served by One Safe Place in some regions), so diverting them to K-12 programs creates tension over
whose needs are prioritized, according to advocacy for victim-focused funding.

Funding Priorities & Bias: Critics worry funds might go to favored non-profits or initiatives aligning with the
DA's political agenda, rather than objectively best serving K-12 youth, potentially mirroring federal fights over
DEI funding.

Transparency & Accountability: If DAs manage these grants, clear reporting on how funds are spent, who gets
them, and measurable outcomes (like improved youth well-being) is crucial but often lacking in grant programs,
say advocacy groups.

Grant Stability vs. Political Winds: The sudden cut of federal grants in 2025 showed how shifting political
priorities disrupt long-term programs, making stable, non-partisan funding essential for youth services.

Thank You,
Cassandra Cotton



 

On Tue, Jan 20, 2026 at 3:20 PM C Cotton <9 m> wrote:
Greetings:

Re: Line Item 1: 
SHERIFF – ADOPT AN ORDINANCE ADDING CHAPTER 9 TO TITLE 2, DIVISION 1; AMENDING
TITLE 2, DIVISION 1, CHAPTER 1 AND AMENDING TITLE 2, DIVISION 1, CHAPTER 3 OF THE
SAN DIEGO COUNTY CODE OF REGULATORY ORDINANCES RELATING TO LICENSE
REQUIRED FROM THE SHERIFF, FORHIRE VEHICLE DRIVERS, AND TAXICABS AND
TAXICAB OPERATORS (01/28/2026 – First Reading; 02/10/2026 – Second reading unless ordinance is
modified on second reading) (DISTRICTS: ALL):

The conflict over the San Diego County ordinance for Sheriff-issued licenses for hire/taxi drivers likely stems
from overlapping jurisdiction and potential preemption by State law (Public Utilities Code), which generally
regulates transportation, clashing with the County's attempt to regulate via its Code of Regulatory Ordinances
(Title 2, Division 1) for local public safety/licensing, creating confusion and legal challenges about who controls
for-hire vehicle permits in unincorporated areas.

Here's a breakdown of the likely issues:

State vs. Local Authority: California's Public Utilities Commission (PUC) largely oversees charter-party carriers
and taxis; local governments can often only manage business licenses, while the state regulates the actual
operating authority and safety. The County's ordinance seems to step into the licensing/permitting realm the
state claims jurisdiction over.

Specific Ordinance Language: The ordinance adds Chapter 9 to Title 2, Division 1, requiring licenses from the
Sheriff for drivers and operators, which might conflict with existing state permits or other county rules.

Public Safety vs. Economic Regulation: The County likely argues it's for public safety (Sheriff's role), but the
State views it as economic regulation of transportation, leading to potential preemption, where state law
overrides local law.

Industry Pushback: Taxi and rideshare companies often resist multiple local licensing schemes, preferring a
single state standard, which creates tension. 

Furthermore, the conflict regarding for-hire driver regulation involves a jurisdictional dispute where state law
generally overrides local ordinances if they conflict, particularly in the realm of Transportation Network
Companies (TNCs).

Key Points of Potential Conflict:

State Authority (PUC): The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) regulates for-hire
passenger carriers, including Transportation Network Companies (TNCs like Uber/Lyft) and charter-party
carriers (limousines, shuttles).

Local Authority (Sheriff/County): Taxicab services are generally subject to local regulation by cities and
counties.

Regulatory Conflict: A major point of contention is whether TNCs are operating as taxicabs (local
control) or charter-party carriers (state control). The CPUC distinguishes them, noting that TNCs are
under state authority and prohibited from accepting street hails.

Legal Validity: Local ordinances can be preempted by state law. In California, the CPUC has broad
authority over TNCs, which can lead to conflicts where local Sheriff departments attempt to impose
stricter or different standards than the state. 

Conflict & Resolution:
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