
 
 
Pros & Cons for 3 Nov 2020 California Election 
 
Prop 14: Stem Cell Research 
        
The Question:  
Should California sell $5.5 billion in new bonds to continue funding grants for research and development of stem cell 
treatments? 
 
The Situation:  
In 2004 voters approved Proposition 71 which added a provision to the California Constitution allowing stem cell research. 
The measure also created the California Institute for Regenerative Medicine (“CIRM”) and allowed the State to sell $3 billion 
in bonds to fund CIRM grants and operations. To date, the CIRM has awarded approximately $2.7 billion in grants. Funded 
projects have included stem cell research, developing potential treatments for many diseases using stem cells and undertaking 
clinical trials for new potential treatments. Grant funds also have supported construction of new research facilities and 
research internships. Grant recipients who license or sell their inventions are required to share a portion of the income from 
these inventions with the State. As of June 2020, almost all the funds from the sale of the bonds authorized by Prop 71 have 
been spent. Only approximately $30 million remains available for grants and the CIRM needs additional funds to continue its 
operations and support for stem cell research. 
 
The Proposal:  
Prop 14 would allow the State to sell $5.5 billion in new bonds to continue the CIRM’s funding of stem cell and other 
medical research and training, stem cell therapy and delivery of treatments to patients, research facility construction and 
administrative expenses. Prop 14 also sets limits on the bond funds that can be used for administrative purposes and targets 
funding for research and treatment of certain diseases. $1.5 billion is set aside to research and develop treatments for diseases 
affecting the brain and central nervous system, including Alzheimer’s and Parkinson’s disease, among others. It limits 
administrative costs to 7.5% of bond funds. Prop 14 also provides for the phased sale of bonds over 11 years, or about $540 
million per year. Prop 14 also would make several changes to the CIRM and its governing board. The changes are intended to 
expand patient access to stem cell treatment. 
 
Fiscal Effect:  
Total costs are estimated at $7.8 billion over a 30 year period, including $5.5 billion in principal and $2.3 billion in interest to 
repay bondholders. This would average about $260 million per year. The State also is entitled to revenue from new 
inventions resulting from research or treatments funded by the CIRM. The future revenue source is uncertain. There could be 
indirect fiscal effects for some health care programs, such as Medi-Cal, but the net fiscal impact is unknown. 
 
Supporters Say:  
• California’s stem cell funding has led to significant advances in treatments and cures for many diseases, including over 

2,900 medical discoveries. 
• Prop 14 is supported by over 70 patient advocate organizations. It will increase patient access and affordable treatments 

and provide patients, their families and caregivers with financial assistance. 
• Prop 14 will contribute to the rebound of California’s economy. Funding to date has generated about $10.7 billion in 

economic stimulus. 
 

Opponents Say:  
• California cannot afford the $7.3 billion for Prop 14 bonds particularly in the middle of an economic crisis and 

repayment of the bonds will increase taxes. 
• Previous funding has not yielded the promised results for treatments or economic benefits. Private investors and 

companies have made great strides in stem cell research and cures. 
• Independent analysts and news outlets have questioned the management, integrity and transparency of the CIRM. 



Prop 15: Taxes on Commercial Property 
        
The Question:  
Should the California Constitution be amended so that most commercial and industrial property is reassessed on a regular 
basis? 
 
The Situation:  
Taxes based on the value of commercial and industrial property are a major source of funding for counties, cities, schools, 
and special districts. Each year a property owner pays a tax equal to the property’s assessed value times the applicable tax 
rate. Proposition 13 limits property tax valuation and rates.  The tax rate is capped at 1% of the assessed value plus smaller, 
voter-approved rates, to finance local infrastructure. 
A property’s market value is the value at which it could be sold today. A property is reassessed to market value when it is 
purchased or when ownership changes hands.  After that, the assessed value can be increased by no more than 2% per year.  
Because the value of property has typically increased much faster than 2% per year, the assessed value of most property in 
the state is less than its market value. This is particularly true of commercial and industrial property, which changes 
ownership less often than residential property. 
 
Each county’s property tax receipts from the 1% tax are distributed to local governments and schools using a formula that has 
been in place for many years. 
 
The Proposal:  
If passed, Proposition 15 would generally require that commercial property be reassessed to market value on a periodic 
basis.  There would be no changes in the rules for reassessment of residential (both owner-occupied and rental) and farm 
property. If all of the property owned by a business has a fair market value of $3 million or less, that property would continue 
to be assessed based on purchase price, as adjusted. 
Reassessment of commercial property would be phased in starting with the tax year 2022-2023. 
Under Proposition 15, a small business would not pay any tax on personal property. A small business is defined as one 
having fewer than 50 employees. Other businesses would not pay taxes on the first $500,000 of their personal property. 
Reassessment of commercial and industrial property to market value would increase the property taxes collected in each 
county.  After paying for the costs of administering this measure and reimbursing the state for any loss of income tax 
receipts, the balance of the additional revenue would be used to fund local governments and schools.  The money for local 
governments (about 60% of the total) would be distributed according to the existing formula.  The money for schools (about 
40% of the total) would be deposited into a state fund and allocated among school districts generally using the same per-pupil 
funding formulas the State currently uses. This allocation would provide money over and above the current constitutional 
minimum funding requirement. 
 
Fiscal Effect:  
The Office of the Legislative Analyst of California estimates that Proposition 15 would produce about $6.5 to $11.5 billion 
per year in additional property tax revenues for local services.  Of this amount approximately 60% would be distributed to 
local governments ($3.9 - $6.9B). The remainder ($2.6 - $4.6 B) would go to schools and community colleges. 
 
Supporters Say:  
• Prop 15 provides billions in new revenue for our communities and schools. 
• 10% of the wealthiest businesses will provide more than 90% of the revenue. 
• Gives tax breaks to small businesses to help our economy grow. 
• Keeps Prop 13’s protection for homeowners, renters, and farms. 

 
Opponents Say:  
• Prop 15 would trigger the largest property tax increase in California’s history. 
• Additional costs will ultimately raise prices for consumers. 
• Will make it harder for people to start small businesses. 
• Will require huge cost to administer. 



Prop 16: Allow Public Agencies to Consider Diversity 
        
The Question:  
Should California and local government entities be allowed to consider diversity as a factor in public employment, education, 
and contracting decisions? 
 
The Situation:  
The California and federal constitutions provide equal protection for all people, meaning that people in similar situations 
must be treated similarly. 
Before 1996, California and local entities had policies and programs intended to increase opportunities and representation for 
people who faced inequalities as a result of their race, sex, color, ethnicity, or national origin, often called "affirmative 
action" programs. For example, some California public universities considered race and ethnicity as factors when making 
admissions decisions and offered programs to support the academic achievement of those students. There were also 
employment and recruitment policies intended to increase the hiring of people of color and women. 
In 1996 California voters approved Prop 209, which generally banned the consideration of race, sex, color, ethnicity, or 
national origin in California public employment, public education, and public contracting. After voters approved Prop 209, 
the policies and programs described above were discontinued or modified unless they qualified for one of the exceptions. 
However, California and local entities can still consider race or sex when it is necessary as part of normal operations. For 
example, California and local entities may consider specified characteristics when it is required to receive federal funding, 
such as businesses owned by women and people of color. 
After 1996 some public entities in California created or modified policies and programs to instead consider characteristics not 
banned by Prop 209. For example, many of California's universities provide outreach and support programs for students who 
are first in their family to attend college. Also, when making admissions decisions, consideration may be given to where 
students attended high school and where they live when making admissions decisions. These policies and programs are ways 
to increase diversity without violating Prop 209. 
 
The Proposal:  
If approved, Prop 16 would repeal the section of the California Constitution introduced by Prop 209, thus eliminating the ban 
on the consideration of race, sex, color, ethnicity, or national origin in public education, public employment and public 
contracting. As a result, state and local entities could establish a wider range of policies and programs so long as they are 
consistent with federal and state law related to equal protection. 
 
Fiscal Effect:  
Prop 16 would have no direct fiscal effect on state and local entities because the measure would not require any change to 
current policies or programs. State and local entities could make any number of decisions about policies and programs that 
consider race, sex, color, ethnicity, or national origin. Because the specific choices state and local entities would make if 
voters approved this measure are unknown, the potential fiscal effects are highly uncertain. 
 
Supporters Say:  
• Yes on Prop 16 means equal opportunities for all Californians. 
• Despite living in the most diverse state in the nation, women and people of color currently are still discriminated 

against. 
• We are at a historic moment and need to strengthen California by overturning discrimination in all areas. 

 
Opponents Say:  
• Approval of Prop 16 would be a step backward, introducing a new form of discrimination to favor politicians’ 

favorites. 
• Let’s not perpetuate the stereotype that minorities and women can’t make it unless they get special preferences. 
• Prop 16 will require costly bureaucracies to enforce its provisions, burdening taxpayers. 



Prop 17: Voting Rights for People on Parole 
        
The Question:  
Should people on parole in California be allowed to register to vote and vote in elections? 
 
The Situation:  
Currently, the California Constitution prohibits people in prison or on parole from voting.  People who are in county jail or 
supervised by county probation are able to vote. This ballot measure would still prohibit people in prison from voting but 
would allow those on parole to vote. State parole generally supervises, for a period of time, those who serve a state prison 
term for serious or violent crimes.  Currently, there are approximately 50,000 people on state parole. 
 
The Proposal:  
Prop 17 amends the California Constitution to restore voting rights to persons who have been disqualified from voting while 
serving a prison term as soon as they complete their prison sentence.  Those eligible to register to vote may also run for 
elective offices, if qualified.  If passed, those on parole would be able to register to vote and participate in elections. 
 
Fiscal Effect:  
Potentially increases the number of people who can vote in elections, thus increasing the ongoing workload for county 
election officials.  Annual costs would likely be in the hundreds of thousands of dollars statewide, administered at county 
levels.  Actual costs depend on the number of people on state parole who choose to register to vote and the specific costs of 
providing them ballot materials. 
 
Creates a one-time workload for the state to update voter registration systems to reflect that people on parole may register to 
vote, likely resulting in a one-time state cost in the hundreds of thousands of dollars.  This amount is less than 1% of the 
state’s current General Fund budget. 
 
Supporters Say:  
• When people complete their prison sentences, they should be encouraged to reenter society and have a stake in their 

community.  Restoring voting rights does that. 
• 19 other states allow people to vote once they have successfully completed their prison sentences.  It’s time for 

California to do the same. 
• Nearly 50,000 Californians who have completed their prison terms pay taxes at local, state and federal levels, yet are 

prohibited from voting at any level of government. 
 

Opponents Say:  
• Prop 17 will allow violent criminals to vote before completing their sentence, including parole. 
• Parole in California is for serious and violent criminals who have victimized innocent citizens. Giving people on parole 

social equality before full rehabilitation will add to victims’ pain and suffering. 
• Parole is to prove rehabilitation before full liberty, including voting rights, is restored. 

 



Prop 18: Voting Rights for 17-Year-Olds 
        
The Question:  
Should 17-year-olds who will be 18 by a general election be allowed to vote in the primary and special elections in that 
election cycle? 
 
The Situation:  
In even-numbered years, California holds two statewide elections—the primary and the general election. In the primary 
election, voters determine which candidates will compete in the general election.  In the general election, voters determine 
which candidates will win elective office.  Statewide ballot measures may also be considered at both of these elections. In 
addition, there are special elections to fill vacancies, and local government elections to elect local office holders and consider 
local ballot measures. 
In California, in order to vote, an individual must be at least 18 years old at the time of an election.  A person may pre-
register to vote at 16 years of age, and then they are automatically a registered voter when they turn 18 years old. 
 
The Proposal:  
Prop 18 would allow certain 17-year-old citizens to vote. If a person is 17 years old and will be 18 years old by the next 
general election, they will be able to vote in the primary election and any special elections which occur prior to the next 
general election.  
Any registered voter may run for elective office, so such 17-year-olds could run for elective office if they meet all other 
existing eligibility requirements for such elective office. 
 
Fiscal Effect:  
Prop 18 would cost hundreds of thousands of dollars for counties across California every two-year election cycle to pay for 
the extra voting materials and time the election officials will need to be working. The State would have to provide hundreds 
of thousands of dollars in support for this idea, including updating voter registration systems. This is less than 1% of the 
state's general funding budget. 
 
Supporters Say:  
• Prop 18 will allow 17-18 year-olds to participate in a full election cycle. 
• It will boost the number of youth who actually vote. 
• 17 and 18 year-olds are heavily affected by policies so they should be able to vote on those policies. 
• When 17-year-olds can’t vote in the primary it discourages them from voting in the general when they are 18 because 

they didn’t pick the candidates that are on the ballot. 
• Encourages young people to be involved in the lifelong journey of voting -- one of the most essential factors in 

democracy. 
 

Opponents Say:  
• Allowing 17-year-olds to vote in primaries on tax issues and debt issuance is not right because they have not paid 

taxes--they will be biased by who influences them. 
• 17-year-olds are too young to vote and need more life experience before they are ready. 
• 17-year-olds' brains are not fully developed in the logic and reasoning portion so they would just be making bad 

decisions. 
• Schools would persuade 17-year-olds to vote one side or the other by putting up posters or having teachers advocate for 

certain policies. 
• Only 18 other states allow 17-year-olds to vote. 



Prop 19: Changes in Property Tax Rules 
        
The Question:  
Should the California constitution be changed to modify the rules for transferring property tax assessed values and use any resulting new tax revenues 
for fire suppression efforts, schools, and local government? 
 
The Situation:  
Prop. 13 set initial tax assessments on property values in 1975.   Annual assessment increases are limited to two percent.  Property taxes are limited to 
one percent of the assessed value plus any voter-approved local taxes. When a change in ownership occurs, the property is reassessed at its then 
current market value. The market value of most properties grows faster than two percent per year, leaving many properties taxed at a value below 
market price.   
Some homeowners who are over the age of 55, have a severe disability, or whose property has been impacted by a natural disaster are allowed a 
once-in-a-lifetime transfer of the taxable value to a different home of equal or lesser value.  Transfers must occur within two years. Ten county 
governments allow transfers of taxable value between counties.    
Special inherited property rules allow some transfers without resetting the taxable value.  When principal residences are inherited by adult children or 
between grandparents and grandchildren, the heirs inherit the original owner’s lower property tax assessment. 
 
The Proposal:  
Prop. 19 would: 
• Allow eligible homeowners to transfer a property’s taxable value to a more expensive home anywhere in the state, up to three times in a 

lifetime. Once-in-a-lifetime transfers would still apply to victims of wildfires and natural disasters. 
• Eliminate the transfer of taxable values of inherited properties, unless the properties are the heirs’ principal residence or a farm.  
• Owner-occupied inherited properties with a market value more than $1 million greater than its taxable value would receive an upward tax 

assessment on the $1 million amount, adjusted for inflation after February 16, 2023. 
• Use increased state tax revenue from Prop. 19 in statewide fire suppression efforts and reimbursement of counties’ costs. 

 
Fiscal Effect:  
Revenue – The overall impact of Prop 19 would probably yield local governments and schools tens of millions of dollars per year. Over time, these 
revenue gains could grow to a few hundred million dollars per year. Transferring lower property tax bills to a different home could reduce some local 
property tax revenues; however, revenue increases overall are expected in the tens of millions of dollars per year, reaching a few hundred million 
dollars per year over time. Increased home sales could generate transfer tax and state income tax revenue expected in the tens of millions of dollars 
each year. 
 
Costs – State administration costs are expected in the tens of millions of dollars each year. There could be some state cost savings where lower 
property taxes result in lower state matched school funding. Savings would be applied to fire suppression efforts. 
 
Supporters Say:  
• Prop 19 expands Prop. 13 rules for homeowners who are seniors, wildfire victims or people with disabilities, allowing 

the transfer of their homes’ property tax value to replacement homes anywhere in California. 
• It closes tax loopholes on inherited properties not used as primary residences,  directing increased tax revenue to fire 

protection, schools, and local government. 
 

Opponents Say:  
• The California Constitution was amended three times to protect the right of families to pass their home and up to $1 

million of other property to their heirs without changing the Prop.13 tax assessment.  
• Reassessment to market value will force families to sell their property because they cannot afford higher property taxes. 



Prop 20: Changes to Criminal Penalties and Parole 
        
The Question:  
Should California law be amended to make changes to the process by which people are charged with certain crimes and the 
process for granting them parole? 
 
The Situation:  
In the past decade, California has passed three measures—AB 109 (2011), Proposition 47 (2014), and Proposition 57 
(2016)—intended to reduce the state prison population, as ordered in district court and upheld by the U.S. Supreme Court. 
AB 109 shifted people convicted of a variety of nonviolent felonies from state to local county jails (a change called 
realignment). Proposition 47 redefined certain nonviolent, non-serious felonies as misdemeanors unless the defendant had 
previous convictions for certain violent crimes, and it allowed resentencing for people convicted for the redefined offenses. 
Proposition 57 increased opportunities for parole for people convicted of nonviolent felonies who had completed the sentence 
for their primary offense. 
Though these measures have brought the overall state prison population below 137.5% of capacity, as ordered by the 
Supreme Court, many individual prisons are still operating above that percentage. 
 
The Proposal:  
Prop 20 would change various provisions of AB 109 and Props 47 and 57. 
1. Certain theft and fraud offenses that were made misdemeanors by Prop 47 would become “wobblers,” meaning they could 
be charged as either misdemeanors or felonies, regardless of the value of the items stolen. It also would establish the 
categories of serial crime and organized retail crime, which also would be chargeable as wobblers. 
2. Prop 20 requires the collection of DNA from people convicted for a variety of crimes, including some crimes that were 
redefined as misdemeanors by Prop 47. 
3. Prop 20 creates a list of criteria for the Board of Parole Hearings to use in considering whether to grant parole to an inmate 
convicted of a nonviolent crime under the provisions of Prop 57. It would allow prosecutors to review information about the 
inmate and to review the Board’s decision, and it would allow victims’ families to participate in parole review. 
4. Prop 20 expands the list of crimes classified as violent crimes in order to exclude those crimes from the provisions of Prop 
57. 
5. Prop 20 makes changes to the information provided to local officials when a person is released to supervision (parole or 
probation) and requires that counties request that parole or probation be revoked if someone violates the terms of post-release 
supervision for a third time. 
 
Fiscal Effect:  
Precise costs are difficult to estimate, but because it would result in an increase in the prison population and change the way 
post-release supervision is handled, Prop 20 would increase state and local costs by tens of millions of dollars annually. 
 
Supporters Say:  
• Prop 20 reclassifies certain crimes, like assault with a deadly weapon, date rape, and child abuse, as violent. 
• Prop 20 would not increase the prison population; it would only ensure that people convicted of these crimes serve their 

full sentences. 
• Prop 20 will help stop car break-ins, shoplifting, and other theft that has been on the rise. 

 
Opponents Say:  
• Prop 20 will roll back prison reforms and cost taxpayers millions of dollars annually. 
• Prop 20 slashes mental health and rehabilitation programs that help to prepare people for release from prison and 

reduce repeat offenses. 
• Prop 20 will result in extreme sentences for petty theft and will disproportionately impact vulnerable minorities. 



Prop 21: Local Governments and Rent Control 
        
The Question:  
Should current state law be changed to allow cities and counties to apply rent control to  housing 15 years old or older and 
limit rent increases to 15% once a new renter moves in? 
 
The Situation:  
California renters typically pay 50 percent more for housing than renters in other states, sometimes more than twice as much. 
Rent is high here because housing demand greatly exceeds supply. 
About one-fifth of Californians are subject to so-called “rent control laws” which limit how much their housing rent can 
increase annually.  Courts have ruled that such laws must allow landlords to receive a “fair rate of return,” meaning that 
landlords must be allowed to realize some profit each year. 
Currently, a state law, known as the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act (Costa-Hawkins), limits local rent control laws. 
• they cannot apply to any single-family homes 
• they can never apply to newly built housing completed since early 1995 
• they cannot say how much rent can be charged to a new renter moving in. 
•  

The Proposal:  
Prop 21 would reduce the limits on local rent control laws in Costa-Hawkins, so that cities and counties can apply rent 
control to more properties. Specifically, cities and counties would be able to apply rent control to all housing which is more 
than 15 years old, with the exception of single-family homes owned by landlords who own one or two properties. 
Additionally, cities and counties would be able to limit how much a landlord can increase rents when a new renter moves in--
to increase rents by just up to 15 percent during the first three years after a new renter moves in. 
Prop 21 would require that rent control laws allow landlords a fair rate of return (this would put past court rulings into the 
state law). 
 
Fiscal Effect:  
Economic Effects. If communities expand rent control laws, the most likely effects are: 
• Some landlords would sell their rental housing to new owners who would live there. 
• The value of rental housing would decline. 
• Some landlords would receive less rental income. 
• Some renters would move less often. 

The overall effects would depend on how many communities pass new laws, how many properties are covered, and how 
much rents are limited. 
 
State and Local Revenues. Overall, Prop 21 likely would reduce state and local revenues over time, particularly property 
taxes. A decline in the value of rental properties would reduce property tax payments over time, only partially offset by 
higher property tax payments resulting from the sales of rental housing.  Renters paying less rent would use some of their 
savings to buy taxable goods, increasing sales taxes. The overall effect on state income tax revenue is not clear. 
Increased Local Government Costs. If cities or counties create new rent control laws or expand existing ones, local rent 
boards would have increased costs. Depending on local government choices, these costs could range from very little to tens 
of millions of dollars per year, likely offset by fees charged to owners of rental housing. 
 
Supporters Say:  
• Even small increases in rent forces more families into homelessness, a burden on the entire community. 
• Many seniors and veterans presently are left with too few resources for food, medical care, and other needs. 
• Prop 21 guarantees landlords a reasonable profit. 

 
Opponents Say:  
• More than 60% of Californians rejected this type of scheme in 2018. 
• Rent control results in less available and less affordable housing. 
• Prop 21 will stop new housing from being built, cost jobs, and hurt the economic recovery. 



Prop 22: Rideshare and Delivery Drivers 
        
The Question:  
Should app-based rideshare and delivery drivers be classified as independent contractors (not employees) and require 
rideshare and delivery companies to adopt labor and wage policies unique to these drivers? 
 
The Situation:  
Rideshare and delivery companies allow customers to hire rides or have food delivered using a phone app. Between 800,000 
and 950,000 Californians provide rides or deliveries each year. Drivers choose when and where to work, but provide their 
own vehicle and cover vehicle expenses. Most drivers work part-time and make between $11 and $16 per hour. 
Rideshare and delivery companies hire drivers as independent contractors: people who do work for a business but are not 
employees. Independent contractors are not entitled to legal protections and benefits required for employees—including 
minimum wage, overtime, unemployment insurance, and workers’ compensation. In 2019 lawmakers passed AB 5, limiting 
the ability of companies to hire workers as independent contractors. Under AB 5, rideshare and delivery drivers are classified 
as employees rather than independent contractors. Rideshare and delivery companies must provide employee protections and 
benefits to drivers. The state Attorney General sued two rideshare companies after the companies continued to hire drivers as 
independent contractors. 
 
The Proposal:  
Prop 22 would reclassify app-based drivers as independent contractors, not employees, unless a company: sets a driver’s 
hours, requires drivers to accept certain rides or deliveries, or restricts working for other companies. Drivers would not 
receive employee benefits and protections—including minimum wage, overtime, unemployment insurance, and workers’ 
compensation.Instead, this proposition would require companies to provide the following benefits to drivers: 
• Minimum Compensation: Prop 22 would require app-based companies to pay at least 120 percent of the minimum 

wage for each hour spent driving. 
• Healthcare Subsidy: The measure would require rideshare and delivery companies to provide a health insurance 

stipend to drivers. 
• Medical Expenses:  The measure would require rideshare and delivery companies to buy insurance to cover medical 

expenses when a driver is injured while driving. 
• Rest Policy: The measure would restrict drivers from working more than 12 hours a day for a rideshare or delivery 

company. 
• Other Requirements: This measure would prohibit workplace discrimination and require that companies develop 

sexual harassment policies, conduct criminal background checks, and mandate safety training for drivers. 
Prop 22 would also prevent local jurisdictions from setting their own rules for rideshare and delivery companies, such as 
setting a higher minimum compensation. 
 
Fiscal Effect:  
• Lower Costs and Higher Profits for Rideshare and Delivery Companies: Companies would not have to pay the 

costs of providing employee protections and benefits that are currently required under AB 5 and could afford to charge 
lower fares and fees, increasing the company’s profit. 

• Drivers and Stockholders Would Pay More Income Taxes: Because rides and orders would increase, drivers would 
earn more income. State income taxes paid by drivers would increase. Because companies would earn higher profits, 
Californians who own company stock may earn higher income and pay more in income tax. 

• The amount of increased state personal income tax paid by drivers and stockholders is unknown, but likely minor. 
 

Supporters Say:  
• Classifying drivers as employees as required under AB 5 would lead to longer wait times, higher prices, and less access 

to rideshare and delivery services. 
• Like AB 5, Prop 22 would improve delivery and rideshare work by requiring companies to provide new benefits and 

expand public safety protections. 
 

Opponents Say:  
• Prop 22 would eliminate basic workplace protections and replace them with lower guaranteed earnings and healthcare 

subsidies to save costs for the company. 
• Current law does not limit driver flexibility. A majority of drivers work 30 or more hours per week. 

 



Prop 23: Kidney Dialysis Clinics 
 
The Question:  
Should outpatient dialysis clinics be required to have a physician on site at all hours when patients are being treated, offer the 
same level of care to all patients regardless of insurance, and report infection-related information? 
 
The Situation:  
Background 
People suffering from End-Stage Renal Disease, the final stage of kidney disease, must receive dialysis to survive. Dialysis 
filters out waste and toxins from blood. It is typically done in a chronic dialysis clinic three times a week with each treatment 
lasting up to four hours. To address patients’ needs, clinics often operate six days a week for extended hours.These clinics are 
licensed by the California Department of Public Health using federal certification standards, which have limited requirements 
about staffing hours or ratios. 
 
Approximately 600 licensed clinics operate in California.  The majority of the clinics are owned and run by one of two 
private for-profit companies. Estimated annual revenue of the private companies is $3 billion. Most dialysis is paid for by 
Medicare and Medi-Cal. These government programs pay a fixed rate established by regulation and close to the average cost 
of treatment. Private insurance also covers dialysis with payment rates fixed by negotiation with the providers. On average 
those rates are multiple times higher than those paid by the government programs. 
  
The Proposal:  
Prop 23 says that clinics must: 
• Have at least one licensed physician on site during all hours when patients are receiving treatment.  An exemption may 

be granted if no qualified physician is available but a nurse practitioner or physician assistant is on site. 
• Offer the same level of care to all patients regardless of whether treatment is paid for by private insurance or a 

government program. 
• Report more information about infections among their patients to the state health department, with penalties for non-

reporting. 
• Notify and obtain consent from the state health department before closing or reducing services. 
 

Fiscal Effect:  
Prop 23 could increase costs for clinics because a licensed physician would have to be present during all treatment hours.  
This could average several hundred thousand dollars per year per clinic.  The new data-reporting requirement would not 
significantly increase costs. 
 
Prop 23 could increase healthcare costs to state and local governments if clinics negotiate higher reimbursement rates or if 
some clinics close and patients have to receive treatment at more expensive facilities.  These costs are estimated to be in the 
low tens of millions of dollars annually.  
 
Supporters Say:  
• Patients should have access to a physician on site whenever dialysis treatment is being provided. 
• Proper reporting and transparency of infection rates encourages clinics to improve quality. 
• Strong protections should be provided to vulnerable patients when clinics close. 

 
Opponents Say:  
• Prop 23 would force community dialysis clinics to cut services or close, putting lives at risk. 
• Prop 23 would make our physician shortage worse and lead to more overcrowding in emergency rooms. 
• Dialysis clinics are already strictly regulated and provide high-quality care. 

 



Prop 24: Changes to Consumer Privacy Laws 
        
The Question:  
Shall an existing law from 2018, the California Consumer Privacy Act, be amended to increase penalties on companies that 
fail to follow regulations; to allow consumers more easily to opt in and out of sharing their data; changes criteria for which 
businesses need to comply; and to create a new enforcement arm that would cost about $10 million annually? 
 
The Situation:  
With increased technology, there is concern that powerful interests know too much about users, and we don’t know what they 
are doing with that data.. The Consumer Privacy Act of 2018 brought consumers protections, especially in helping them 
identify what kind of data were being collected on them. The current act affects businesses which (a) earn more than $25 
million in annual revenue; (b) buy, sell or share data from 50,000 individuals, devices, or households; or (c) earn 50 percent 
or more of their annual revenues from selling personal data. These businesses must notify customers of data collection, 
comply with personal data privacy rights and not treat customers differently for not selling their data. They can be fined for 
each violation of these requirements. 
 
The Proposal:  
Prop 24 would change the following: 
• Categories of businesses affected. Prop 24 would remove the “device count” in the current act and raise the threshold 

so that only businesses that buy, sell, or share data from 100,000 individuals or households are subject to the rules. 
• Consumer privacy rights.Consumers could direct businesses not to use their personal data for purposes other than the 

delivery of the actual services those consumers were buying. They could also ask for corrections in that data. 
• Higher penalties and less room to cure. Violation of a minor’s privacy rights could mean a fine of $7,500 (triple the 

current one). Where the current law gives a grace period of 30 days to fix privacy violations or instate the security 
measures whose absence enabled a data breach, Prop 24 would mandate immediate penalties. 

• Create a new agency. Prop 24 would create a new California Privacy Protection Agency, which would take over some 
enforcement functions from the Department of Justice. 

•  
Fiscal Effect:  
Prop 24 would provide about $10 million annually from our state’s General Fund, adjusted over time, to finance the new 
California Privacy Protection Agency. Overall state costs to the DOJ and trial courts probably wouldn’t exceed the low 
millions annually. Fines from new violations might offset these costs. Impacts on business and tax revenues are hazier: 
regulation can depress tax revenues by cutting into profits in the first place; but data breaches are costly, and it’s hard to 
know how many breaches would be prevented if new regulations forced businesses to protect their customers’ data better. 
 
Supporters Say:  
• Prop 24 would prevent businesses from using or sharing sensitive data about your health, finances, race, ethnicity, and 

precise location. 
• It would strengthen existing protections by establishing a new California Privacy Protection Agency with $10 million a 

year. 
• By virtue of being a ballot initiative, it is less vulnerable to watering down through the pressure that lobbyists put on 

legislators. 
 

Opponents Say:  
• Prop 24 puts the burden on consumers to opt out of countless intrusive data-collection practices, one by one, that 

companies are currently barred from, by default. 
• Hidden economic discrimination persists: people without money to spend cannot pay for “loyalty programs” and can 

expect worse connections, slower downloads, and more pop-up ads. 
• Prop 24 would allow employers to keep gathering data about things like employees’ pregnancies, religion, or political 

activism. 
 
 
 

 
 
 



Prop 25: Yes or No on Getting Rid of Bail 
        
The Question:  
Should the law enacted by the California Legislature to replace the current money bail system be approved? 
 
The Situation:  
In 2018, the Legislature passed SB10, which would do away with the money bail system so that people arrested or arraigned 
in court might not have to post bail in order to stay free pending their trial.  SB10 did not go into effect because this 
referendum was filed. 
Currently, the State Constitution provides that people arrested and placed in county jail have the right to release before their 
trial.  The trial courts must consider the (1) seriousness of the crime involved, (2) person’s prior criminal record, and (3) 
likelihood of the person appearing at court for the trial. 
In some instances, a person can be released from jail before trial just on his/her promise to appear at the trial.  In other 
instances, the person must provide a financial guarantee that he/she will appear.  In those cases, the person can put up their 
own assets as the financial guarantee, to be returned when he/she shows up at the trial.  Or the person can arrange for a bail 
insurance policy to provide the financial guarantee. Bail insurance companies charge non-refundable fees to provide these 
financial guarantees. 
 
The Proposal:  
Prop 25 would allow SB10 to go into effect. SB10 would eliminate the cash bail system. The legislation would replace the 
cash bail system with risk assessments to determine whether a detained suspect should be released before their trial. To do 
this, the state would create a system of risk assessments which would categorize suspects as low risk, medium risk, or high 
risk. Suspects deemed as having a low risk of failing to appear in court and a low risk to public safety would be released from 
jail, while those deemed a high risk would remain in jail, with a chance to argue for their release before a judge. Those 
deemed a medium risk could be released or kept in jail. In some cases, many people suspected of misdemeanors would be 
automatically released. 
 
Fiscal Effect:  
Prop 25 would impact both state and local costs, but how much is uncertain and would depend on how it would be interpreted 
and implemented.  The new release process would increase the workload for state trial courts, district attorneys and public 
defenders.  These costs could be in the mid hundreds of millions of dollars annually.  On the other hand, there could be 
reduced jail costs if fewer people are being held in jail or for shorter time periods. 
 
Supporters Say:  
• The current system favors rich defendants who can easily make bail and keeps poor defendants and defendants of color 

in jail. 
• People who are eventually found not guilty or not even charged may be stuck with large debts to pay off the bail or the 

fees. 
 

Opponents Say:  
• The intentions of SB10 are good, but its provisions may effectively result in more people being jailed than under the 

current situation. 
• Prop 25 will cost taxpayers hundreds of millions of dollars a year, overburdening courts and creating a new 

bureaucracy. 
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PROS & CONS 
 Local Measures 

                                         NOVEMBER 3, 2020 GENERAL ELECTION 
 
 
Alameda County Measure W            Sales tax ordinance 
                                                                 Requires simple majority (50%+1) vote to pass 
  

County of Alameda Half Cent Sales and Use Tax 
 

The Question   
Shall a County of Alameda ordinance be adopted to establish a half percent sales tax 
for 10 years, to maintain and improve essential County services, to include housing and 
services for those experiencing homelessness, mental health services, health services, 
job training, social safety net and other general fund services, providing approximately 
$150,000,000 annually, with annual audits and citizen oversight?  
 
The Situation  
The number of homeless people in Alameda County has doubled in the last four years. 
The county’s point-in-time count in 2019 indicates that approximately 8,000 people 
experience homelessness on any given night. The Alameda County Health Care 
Services Agency identifies a lack of affordable housing as the primary driver of this 
crisis, particularly when coupled with growing economic inequality and insufficient 
access to social services. 
 
Alameda County’s Vision 2026 set ambitious goals to eliminate homelessness by 
ensuring the availability of diverse and affordable housing for all residents. In 2016 
Alameda County voters approved Measure A1 to authorize the sale of up to $580 
million in general obligation bonds for the construction and renovation of affordable 
housing. 
 
Existing funding sources are insufficient to provide the services necessary to assist 
individuals secure affordable housing and avoid homelessness. Due to the economic 
downturn caused by COVID-19 shutdowns, the county anticipates significant reductions 
in revenue. In May 2020, Alameda County forecasted as much as a 10% drop in sales 
tax revenue.   
 
The sales tax in most of Alameda County, including in Oakland, is 9.25%. Five cities in 
the county have a 9.75% sales tax. In March 2020, a new county sales tax of 0.5% was 
approved for the funding of early childhood and education services (Measure C). The 
legitimacy of the vote for that tax is under court challenge, and the tax is not being 
collected. It will be at least several months before it will be known if that tax can be 
implemented.  
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The Proposal  
Measure W imposes an additional half-percent (0.5%) sales and use tax effective for 10 
years from April 1, 2021 through March 31, 2031. The sales tax will be 9.75% in 
Oakland. 
 
Proceeds will go to the county’s general fund and can be used for general governmental 
purposes. The stated intention of the Board of Supervisors is to allocate funds from the 
Measure W sales and use tax to maintain and improve essential county services that 
have been prioritized in the Vision 2026 campaign. These include housing and services 
for those experiencing homelessness, mental health services, job training, social safety 
net and other general fund services.   
 
A Citizen Oversight Committee appointed by the Board of Supervisors will review the 
expenditures of Measure W funds to ensure they are appropriate. Annual audits will be 
done by independent certified public accountants. 
 
Fiscal effects  
Measure W proposes a 10-year, one-half percent (0.5%) countywide increase to the 
sales and use tax. The sales tax in Oakland will become 9.75%. If and when the courts 
determine that the tax for Measure C can be collected, the tax will go to 10.25%. 

 

The Measure W tax was anticipated to yield about $150 million every year. The actual 
figure will probably be less because retail sales have decreased because of shutdowns 
due to COVID-19. 

 

There are no restrictions on the funds because they are going to the county’s general 
purpose fund. The ballot measure resolution gives direction for the funding and declares 
the political will to use the funds for that purpose. However, the funds could be used for 
other purposes, most notably in the case of a fiscal emergency.  

 

Supporters say  
• Alameda County should allocate as many resources as possible to helping 

people avoid homelessness. 
• The economic downturn created by COVID-19 has exacerbated the 

homelessness crisis in Alameda County and across the Bay Area.  
• Measure W not only assists those who are experiencing homelessness, but also 

those most at risk of becoming homeless, and expands shelter and street-based 
assistance. 

 
Opponents say  

• Sales taxes are regressive; this additional tax will further strain individuals 
during an unprecedented health and economic crisis. 

• The sales tax throughout Alameda County is already one of the state’s highest.  
• The framing of a general use tax for homelessness services is misleading since 

tax proceeds will go into the general fund and have no limitations on usage.  
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County of Alameda – Measure V 
51% Required to Pass 

 
Pros & Cons: Extend Utility Users Tax for Alameda County Unincorporated Areas -- Measure V 

 
The Question 
“Shall an ordinance be approved to extend until 6/30/2033, with no increase to the current 6.5% tax rate, the 
existing Utility Users Tax, collected only in the unincorporated areas (Ashland, Castro Valley, Cherryland, 
Fairview, San Lorenzo, Sunol), providing approximately $12 million annually which may fund County 
Services, including services to unincorporated areas (e.g., Sheriff, Library, Planning, Code Enforcement), 
retaining current exemptions and exclusions, including exemptions for low income or lifeline utility users, 
and making clarifying/administrative changes?” 
 
The Situation 
Alameda County established a 5.5% utility tax on residents of unincorporated areas in 1992. Voters extended 
the tax in 1996 and 2000 and raised it to 6.5% in 2008. The tax is collected from consumers by the utility 
service provider, which then passes on the revenue to the county.  
 
Alameda is one of four counties in the state that levy a utility user tax, and nearly 160 cities rely on this tax 
for discretionary income. Many cities created utility user taxes in response to state cuts to revenues in the 
early 1990s and the loss of property taxes. Alameda County’s rate is somewhat higher than that of cities such 
as Newark (3.25%) and Emeryville (5.5%), though it’s less than the rates in Oakland, Berkeley and 
Piedmont (7.5% for each).  
 
The Proposal 
Measure V would extend Alameda County’s current tax on utility services (covering electricity, telephone, 
natural gas, and cable) for residents in unincorporated areas of the county. The current tax is 6.5% and is set 
to expire in June 2021; this measure would extend the current tax rate by 12 years, to June 2033.   
 
The tax would exempt government agencies, life support systems and agricultural uses and those who 
qualify for low-income rate assistance programs from Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E).1  

 

The measure would not apply to incorporated cities of Alameda County, many of which have their 
own utility taxes. However, state law requires that all Alameda County residents vote on this measure.  
 
Fiscal Effect 
It is estimated that the measure would raise $12 million per year. Measure V is a general tax, and revenues 
collected would be deposited into the county’s General Fund. However, it has been the policy of the 
Alameda County Board of Supervisors to dedicate revenues toward services that benefit the unincorporated 
areas. 
 
What a Yes or No Vote Means 
A YES vote means the existing Utility Users Tax of 6.5% would be extended to June 30, 2033 for 
unincorporated areas of Alameda County. 
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A NO vote means the existing Utility Users Tax of 6.5% would expire on June 30, 2021 for unincorporated 
areas of Alameda County. 
 
Pros 

• Measure V would continue existing exemptions for low-income households and those who rely on 
energy consumption for life-saving medical support. 

• Measure V would tax the use of electricity and gas, which contributes to greenhouse gas emissions 
and climate change. 

• This measure would raise needed funds in the unincorporated areas of the county, which would 
otherwise face cuts to services. 

• The measure would include exemptions for low income and lifeline utility users. 
• Many cities, including Alameda (at 7.5%), levy a utility user tax. 

 
Cons 

• The tax is regressive taking a larger share of income from low-income households. 
• The County Council should have considered adjustments for lower rates on renewable sources and 

less harmful utilities. 
• The tax would be deposited into the County’s General Fund so there is no obligation to spend the tax 

on the unincorporated parts of the county. 
• All voters in the County vote for taxes paid only by unincorporated residents.  

 
Footnote 
1. PG&E’s California Alternate Rates for Energy Program (CARE) is a monthly discount of 20% or more on 
gas and electricity for qualifying low-income households. The Family Electric Rate Assistance Program 
(FERA) is a monthly discount of 18% on electricity only for qualifying families. See:tinyurl.com/mv6gy6t. 
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City of Alameda – Measure AA 
51% Required to Pass 

 
Pros & Cons: Amend the Alameda City Charter -- Measure AA 

The Question 
“Shall the measure amending the City Charter to clarify the prohibition against members of the City Council 
interfering with City Manager’s duties, authorize the City Attorney to prosecute State law misdemeanors, 
and amend outdated provisions, including utilizing gender neutral language, be adopted? Such amendments 
will be accomplished by amending Charter Sections 2-9, 2-16, 7-3, 8-2, 10-2, 10-3, 10-4, 10-4.1, and 
deleting Sections 2-15, 22-7, 22-8, as set forth in City Council Resolution No. 15673.” 
 
The Situation 
The City Charter was adopted in 1937 and it describes Alameda's Council Manager form of municipal 
government. In this structure, the City Manager is entrusted with all administrative functions and the Council 
is responsible for establishing policy, passing local ordinances, voting appropriations, and developing an 
overall vision for the city. The Charter prohibits the City Council and Mayor from interfering in the 
administrative functions of the City. In 2019, the City Council approved the formation and funding of the 
City Prosecutors’ Office. Currently, the City must request permission from the District Attorney to prosecute 
local violations of state law. Across the state, district attorney’s offices focus on prosecuting high-level 
crimes. 
 
The Proposal 
This ballot measure would amend the City Charter.  

1. New language clarifies the separation of administrative and Council functions by defining specific 
prohibitions against interference with the City Manager’s duties by City Council members and the 
Mayor. It requires that council members and Mayor work through the City Manager or other such 
officers on administrative functions. Violations will be prosecuted and, if convicted, Council 
members will be removed from office.    

 
2. Section 8-2 expands the City Attorney’s authority to prosecute all misdemeanor violations against the 

Laws of California that occur in Alameda. Currently, the City Attorney has only the full authority to 
prosecute violations of the City Charter. The City Attorney must receive permission from the county 
District Attorney’s office to prosecute violations of State law. 

 
3. It deletes language that: removes an elected or appointed officer of the City who is physically absent 

for more than 30 days without permission of the Council; requires appointments to Board and 
Commissions between May 1 and July 1; specifies travel reimbursement and hours of operation for 
City offices. 

 
4. It changes personal pronouns to gender neutral. 

 
Fiscal Effect 
The change in the City Attorney’s authority does not have new fiscal implications. In 2019, the City Council 
approved $400,000 to create the City Prosecutor’s office pending changes to the City Charter to litigate 
misdemeanors.  
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What a Yes or No Vote Means 
 
A YES vote means that the Charter will be amended with the proposed changes. 
 
A NO vote means the Charter will not be amended. 
 
Supporters say 

• It clarifies the role and responsibilities of the City Council, City Manager, and City Attorney. 
• It replaces outdated gender terminology. 
• The City Attorney knows the community better than the County District Attorney, and can better 

employ prosecutorial discretion. 
• The District Attorney and the State Attorney General may still prosecute if the City Attorney declines 

or if there is a conflict of interest. 
 
Opponents say 

• There are too many issues having nothing to do with one another in one ballot measure. 
• The Measure requires the hiring of another City Attorney amid budget constraints. 
• There is the possibility for improper influence on the City Attorney’s office by elected officials since 

those officials hire and fire the City Attorney.  
• The current prosecutorial system has worked for decades and the proponents have not justified the 

added expense.  
 
Supporters  
Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft, Mayor, City of Alameda 
John Knox White, Vice Mayor, City of Alameda 
Jim Oddie, Councilmember, City of Alameda 
Malia Vella, Councilmember, City of Alameda 
 
Opponents 
No opponents listed 
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City of Alameda – Measure Z 
51% Required to Pass 

 
Pros & Cons: Amend the Alameda City Charter -- Measure Z 

The Question 
“Shall the measure amending the City Charter to repeal the prohibition against the building of multi-family 
housing in Alameda and amending the City Charter and the General Plan to repeal the citywide density 
limitation of one housing unit per 2,000 square feet of land be adopted?” 
 
The Situation 
Alameda City’s Article 26 was enacted by two City Charter amendments. In 1973, Alameda voters passed 
Measure A and added Article 26 to the City Charter (Multiple Dwelling Units) to prohibit the construction of 
multi-family housing. In 1991, voters amended Article 26 and the General Plan, to limit the maximum 
density of any residential development to one housing unit per 2,000 square feet of land. The City Council 
adopted Article 26’s requirements into the City’s zoning ordinances. 
 
The Proposal 
If approved by voters a new provision would be added to the City of Alameda General Plan to repeal the 
maximum requirement for residential developments to one housing unit per 2,000 square feet of land. It 
would also repeal the restriction on the construction of multi-family housing units. 
 
Fiscal Effect 

• Increase in City revenues from fees paid by developers for permitting an unknown, but greater 
number of new homes.  

• Possible increases in sales tax revenue from commercial and shopping districts. 
• Improves access to State funds to address critical City needs such as safe streets, quality schools, and 

the existential threat of sea level rise caused by the climate crisis. 
• Removes administrative costs for workarounds to comply with state regulations. 

 
What a Yes or No Vote Means 
A YES vote means that Article 26 will be repealed and removed from the City Charter. 
A NO vote means that the City Charter will not change, and Article 26 will remain in effect. 
 
Supporters say  

• City compliance with evolving state law will be adaptable to changing conditions, rather than rigidly 
constrained by a charter amendment. 

• Measure A is illegal and not in compliance with state law. 
• Protections for homeowners and their neighborhoods, such as the Historical Preservation Ordinance, 

will remain.  
• Commercial property owners will have the ability to add apartments and condos to make it feasible to 

redevelop outdated property. 
• The state will make more funds available for affordable housing.  
• The repeal will remove the historic implications of zoning laws that enshrine redlining, exclusion, 

and discrimination. 
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Opponents say  
• It increases the financial incentive to demolish existing housing stock and replace it with high-density 

housing structures and traffic congestion. 
• The repeal will not significantly address the affordable housing shortage. 
• State law gives us the flexibility needed with Article 26 to meet our housing requirements with multi-

family homes. 
• Protecting neighborhoods from overcrowding would be subject to the ever-changing city councils. 

 
Supporters  
Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft, Mayor, City of Alameda 
Rob Bonta, California State Assembly Member 
Michael Yoshii, Former Senior Pastor, Buena Vista United Methodist Church 
Wilma Chan, Alameda County Supervisor 
 
Opponents 
Beverly Johnson, Former Mayor, City of Alameda 
Marva Lyons, Former President, Alameda NAACP (Chapter inactive) 
Tony Daysog, Alameda City Council Member 
Walter Jacobs, Broker Associate 
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City of Alameda – Measure Z 
51% Required to Pass 

 
Background: How Did We Get from A to Z? 

 
Measure A was enacted in 1973 to address concerns about preserving Victorian homes and to block a 
massive bay-fill residential development on Bay Farm Island. It’s been a contentious issue in Alameda 
politics ever since and has created a significant fault line in Alameda elections. 
 

This year, we not only have City Council candidates lined up on both sides of the issue, but also an up-or-
down vote on the measure itself in the form of an effort to repeal it called Measure Z. 
 

Much of what is being said about the November ballot item to repeal Measure A--now enshrined as Article 
26 in the city charter – is from a position of strong advocacy for or against. This Q&A provides an unaligned 
look at the pros and cons.  
 

   1. What exactly does Article 26 do? Article 26 prohibits the construction of “multiple dwelling units” in 
Alameda and caps development at 21 homes per acre, effectively prohibiting large apartment complexes and 
restricting residential lots to two homes. This limits land value and reduces the incentive for development of 
multi-family homes. 
 

   2. Would repeal of Article 26 endanger Alameda’s Victorians and other pre-WWII housing stock? 
Not necessarily. In the years following the enactment of Measure A, Alameda added protections for vintage 
homes and strengthened design review. A repeal of Article 26 would increase the value of the land on which 
vintage homes sit. Future City Councils could weaken protections to enable development. 
 

   3. Would repeal of Article 26 result in large apartment complexes replacing single family homes not 
otherwise protected by historical and design review? Not without further City Council action. Alameda 
has zoning regulations that restrict the building of multi-family homes in areas zoned for single-family 
residences and, to comply with Article 26, also in areas zoned for multi-family residences. Measure Z would 
allow the current and future City Councils to change the zoning anywhere in Alameda, but does not itself 
change the zoning. A variety of conditions, such as a growth in jobs or the desire to increase Alameda’s tax 
base, could increase the financial incentives to rezone areas of Alameda to accommodate more housing, 
especially in commercial districts. 
 

   4. Has Article 26 kept developers from building multi-family homes in Alameda? No. About every 
eight years Alameda must exempt a limited number of areas from Article 26 restrictions to meet state 
requirements for affordable homes. Alameda complies by zoning these areas for multi-family homes and 
then issuing permits to developers who apply. 
 

   5. Has Article 26 kept Alameda from meeting state goals for additional homes? No. Alameda has used 
state exemptions and city waivers to meet state goals for the total number of new homes built.  Nonetheless, 
Alameda has failed to meet state goals for affordable homes because available subsidies are inadequate. 
Repeal of Article 26 would allow developers to build a few more affordable homes with available funding, 
but still far fewer than needed to meet state housing goals. 
 

   6. Would repeal of Article 26 increase the availability of affordable housing in Alameda? Advocates 
of repeal see it as a first step towards increasing the availability of affordable housing, but by itself it will not 
suffice. Repeal would allow developers to build more homes, 15 to 25% of which would need to be 
affordable. While that would increase the number of affordable homes, it would increase the number of 



 
 2 

market rate homes more, generating high-income population growth. That disproportionate growth, in turn, 
would spur business activity requiring more workers who need affordable housing, eventually worsening the 
shortage. Equitably increasing the supply of affordable housing requires subsidies that Measure Z does not 
address. 
 

   7. Would repeal of Article 26 increase the economic and cultural diversity of Alameda? This is hard to 
say. Many factors -- including restrictive covenants and redlining practices -- have created geographic 
segregation within the city and suppressed representation of low-income people. Article 26 has contributed 
to geographic segregation by prohibiting or restricting affordable multi-family developments for nearly 50 
years and prioritizing more expensive single-family housing, but is not the sole factor.  
 

   8. Why then is repeal of Article 26 even necessary? For one, it’s inconsistent with state law as illustrated 
in Answer 4 above. But the main argument in its favor is that repeal would provide the city flexibility that it 
doesn’t currently have to approve multi-family developments. This could result in reducing the cost and 
complexity of creating more housing at all economic levels. 
 

   9. Why is there opposition? Those opposed to repeal are concerned that future City Councils could 
change zoning to allow large developments in order to increase housing availability and affordability. They 
want the restrictions enshrined in the city charter to restrict that flexibility and require that only the electorate 
as a whole make any changes. 
 

   10. What’s the problem with multi-family residential developments that don’t endanger current 
single-family homes? The concerns are two-fold: (1) that large-scale apartment or condominium 
developments would harm the small town feel of Alameda, and (2) that increased density would result in 
significant traffic congestion on the island. 
 

   11. How realistic are those concerns? It depends on whom you ask. Proponents of repeal feel those 
concerns can be addressed by tight city controls on future developments and traffic mitigation measures; 
opponents don’t believe that’s possible.  
 

   12. Have proponents of repeal indicated where multi-family homes would be built in the absence of 
Article 26? Not specifically. A new general plan is being developed for the city that will change zoning in 
the absence of Article 26 to allow more multi-family developments. City leaders have talked about locating 
multi-family homes on Park and Webster streets and allowing shopping centers to build homes over parking 
lots, but nothing has been decided. The public will have an opportunity for input on the Alameda General 
Plan at a number of public forums over the next few months: see alameda2040.org/engage.  
 

Summary on Measure Z. Regardless of the rhetoric on both sides, it essentially boils down to this: should 
the current and future City Councils be given the ability to decide whether multi-family projects provide a 
net benefit to the community? If you trust their judgment, a “yes” vote would give them that flexibility. If 
you don’t, then a “no” vote would maintain the status quo.  
 

More Info. For more info on both sides of this issue:  
• Vote Yes on Z: For an Inclusive, Affordable, and Livable Alameda 
• Keep Alameda a Lovely Place for All: No on Z  
• Pros & Cons on Measure Z by LWV of Alameda 
• Full Text of Measure Z  
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Alameda Unified School District – Measure A 
66 2/3% Required for Passage 

 
Alameda Teacher/Staff Retention: Measure A 

The Question 
“To support all Alameda students and maintain high-quality Alameda schools by attracting and retaining 
excellent teachers and employees, sustaining strong academic programs in reading, writing, math, 
arts/sciences, and helping counselors support struggling students, shall an Alameda Unified School District 
measure, levying 26.5¢ per building area square foot (capped at $7,999 per parcel) and $299 per vacant 
parcel annually for 6 years, be adopted, raising $10,500,000 annually with senior exemptions, audits, 
oversight, and all funds staying locally?” 
 
The Situation 
Alameda Unified School District (AUSD) teachers and staff are among the lowest paid in the county. Many 
teachers need a second job to support themselves and their families. Every year AUSD loses nearly 20% of 
its teachers and staff to other school districts largely due to low pay and fewer benefits. According to 
California Teachers Association’s 2016-17 numbers, AUSD teachers ranked second lowest among districts 
with an average annual compensation of $78,634, which is 9.7 percent below the county average of $88,851. 
In 2018, the District reduced its budget by $3.5 million, cutting programs and services and laying off 
teachers to give employees a 4.5% raise. 
 
The Proposal 
Measure A is a Parcel Tax dedicated to increase AUSD teacher and staff salaries and benefits. If Measure A 
is approved, the District will levy an annual special tax on all Alameda Parcels of Taxable Real Property 
beginning July 1, 2020 for a period of 7 years. The Tax will be levied at the rate of 26.5¢ per building square 
foot not to exceed $7,999 per parcel and at the rate of $299 per vacant parcel. The Tax would cost the 
average homeowner $424 per year. A portion of the revenues (9.5%) will be dedicated annually to support 
Alameda students in existing public charter schools located in Alameda in proportion to their enrollment of 
Alameda resident students. The funds can be used solely for salary and benefit increases for employees. 
Annual exemptions to the Parcel Tax will be granted to principal residences owned by one or more persons 
age 65 years or older and to principal residences owned by one or more persons receiving Social Security 
Disability Insurance Benefits, regardless of age.   
 
Fiscal Effect 
This Measure is estimated to raise $10,500,000 in annual local funding for AUSD schools. Funds will be 
deposited into a separate account and the District will provide three reports to the Board of Education and the 
public each year. Additionally, a new District Oversight Committee will review annually the District’s 
compliance with the terms of the Measure. The following will be deducted from the funds raised by the Tax: 
cost of the Parcel Tax election, authorized charges by the county or city related to the tax, payment of fees 
and expenses to administer or defend the District’s Tax, and costs to implement accountability provisions. 
 
What a Yes Vote Means 
The District is authorized to levy a Parcel Tax for seven years to increase teacher and employee salary and 
benefits. 
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What a No Vote Means 
The District is not authorized to levy a new Parcel Tax. 
 
Supporters say 

• The Measure would assist in retaining and attracting teachers and staff and reduce turnover of 
teachers and staff. 

• The Measure would assist in recruiting teachers for hard-to-find subject areas such as special 
education and math. 

• The Measure requires strict fiscal accountability. 
 
Opponents say 

• This is the fourth educational tax for Alameda Voters and is not a sustainable long-term solution. 
• Measure A would be one more regressive tax. A better option is for the State to fund schools 

through a progressive tax such as the income tax.  
• If Schools and Communities First is passed in November, then 40% of the $12B will go to 

California schools. 

 
Supporters  
Margie Sherratt, Alameda Resident 
Kevin Graham, Alameda Teacher 
Cara Cavanaugh, Alameda Realtor 
Rob Bonta, California State Assembly-member 
Jeff DelBono, Alameda Firefighter 
Strongschoolsforalameda.org 
 
Opponents 
No formal opposition at this time. 
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Alameda County Measure C                              County ordinance, Sales tax 

Simple majority vote required for passage* 
 

 Children’s Health and Child Care initiative for Alameda County 
  

The Question 
“Alameda County Care for Kids. To improve critical early health and education for Alameda 
County children by: protecting local children’s healthcare safety net and Level 1 Pediatric 
Trauma Center; and increasing access to high quality, affordable childcare and preschool to 
improve kindergarten readiness, school success and high school graduation rates; shall a 
County of Alameda ordinance enacting a 20-year half-percent sales tax providing approximately 
$150,000,000 annually with citizens’ oversight and mandatory annual audits be adopted?” 
 
The Situation 
Child care and early education services that are partially or fully funded by government are 
provided at schools and licensed centers, in homes caring for up to 14 children, and in informal 
settings. Child care and early education providers have varying requirements for staffing and 
facilities. All must meet basic health and safety standards.  
 
The need for affordable services by low and middle income families in Alameda County far 
exceeds the supply. Subsidies do not cover the full costs of quality care.  
 
Most child care workers are poorly paid and struggle to earn decent livings. Those who are 
employed at centers and as family care assistants are covered by state and municipal minimum 
wage laws. Low wages lead to high staff turnover and difficulty in finding and keeping qualified 
staff.  
 
The Alameda County Early Care and Education Planning Council serves as a forum to address 
the child care needs of all families and in all child care programs, both subsidized and 
nonsubsidized, in Alameda County. The Council’s major responsibilities are … 1) provide a 
forum for the recommendation of local priorities for child care funding and the development of 
policies to meet the needs identified within those priorities when appropriate and requested; and 
2) advise the County Board of Supervisors (CBS) and County Superintendent of Schools (CSS) 
on child care program and policy issues.” Council membership includes members of the Board 
of Supervisors as well as individuals knowledgeable about the care and education of very young 
children. 
 
The Council has taken the lead to develop and present to the Board plans for the expenditure of 
prospective county funds for child care and early education. Key plan components are “new high 
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quality child care and early education scholarships for Alameda County families,” and 
improvement in the quality and compensation of child care and early education providers. 
The Alameda County Children and Families First Commission (“First 5”) was created after 
passage of Proposition 10 in 1998, which imposed a 50 cents a pack tobacco tax to fund child 
care. First 5 works with other agencies and organizations to provide child care, early education, 
and health services for children 0-5 years of age and their families. Prop. 10 funds have 
declined over 40 percent since 2000 as the number of smokers decreases. 
 
Alameda County’s rates of traumatic injury among children and youth are higher than those in 
other areas. The Alameda County Emergency Medical Services for Children program includes 
Children’s Hospital Oakland, one of just six Level 1 pediatric trauma centers in the state, as key 
to improving and expanding the county’s capacity to respond to individual and community health 
emergencies. 
 
Children’s Hospital is a critical component in the area’s pediatric care safety net. Approximately 
70 percent of children receiving Children’s Hospital services are on Medi-Cal or uninsured. 
 
The Proposal 
Measure C will enact a half-percent sales tax (.5%) effective for 20 years, beginning July 1, 
2020. Proceeds from the tax will be deposited in a special fund entitled the Children’s Health 
and Child Care for Alameda County Fund. The fund will comprise two subaccounts: 
 1.  Twenty percent (20%) to the Pediatric Health Care Account 
 2.  Eighty percent (80%) to the Child Care, Preschool, and Early Education Account 
 
The Fund will be subject to annual audits, which will be “made available to the public.” 
 
The Board of Supervisors will expend moneys in the Pediatric Health Care account for 
strengthening and expanding the child health safety net and the pediatric trauma center. 
Moneys cannot supplant funds currently being expended by the county for health services. 
 
Moneys from the Child Care, Preschool, and Early Education account will be appropriated 
by the Board for purposes “consistent with the Child Care, Preschool, and Early Childhood 
Program Plan and Budget (“the Plan”).” These include expanding the number and quality of 
child care and early education providers; increasing the number of children receiving quality, 
subsidized care; paying child care workers at least $15 an hour; providing training for providers 
and workers in the care and education of young children 
 
The Board will establish a new 11-member council, the Child Care, Preschool, and Early 
Education Community Advisory Council (“the Council”) composed of stakeholders, including 
workers and parents. The Council will “develop policy and programmatic recommendations 
related to the Child Care, Preschool, and Early Education account and its implementation.” 
These include recommendations to the Administering Agency (see below) about the Plan and 
the Annual Expenditure Plan for Measure C funds, “initiatives to improve the quality and the 
capacity-building of service providers,” and strategies to enhance community engagement in the 
planning and implementation of services,” and to review the annual audit of the account. 
 
The First 5 Commission will serve as the Administering Agency “to develop, administer, and 
implement all of the programs and services” paid for by the Measure C Child Care, Preschool, 
and Early Education account. Its responsibilities will include developing the Plan and the Annual 
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Expenditure Plan, and “developing, implementing, administering, and overseeing all programs 
and services paid for by the...account.” 
 
“The Administering Agency, in collaboration with the [Advisory] Council, shall develop the Child 
Care, Preschool, and Early Education Program Plan and Budget (“Plan”), including an annual 
budget, on a five-year cycle... The Plan shall be approved by First 5 Alameda County 
Commission...and the Board of Supervisors.” The Board “shall appropriate funds necessary to 
carry out the plan on an annual basis.” 
 
The main goals of the plan are “to increase access to child care, preschool, and early care 
services by increasing the number of subsidized and enhanced spaces/slots to serve children,” 
and to improve workforce compensation and professionalization. Measure C has a strong 
emphasis on building quality care and providing professional development and support for the 
child care and early education workforce. 
 
Measure C has provisions that enable union organizing by requiring neutrality by employers who 
receive Measure C funding, and prohibiting the use of public funds either to oppose or support 
organizing. 
 
Fiscal Effects 
The half percent sales tax is expected to raise $150 million a year for children’s health and care 
services. 
 
The additional half percent will bring the combined state and county sales tax rate to 9.75% as 
of July 1, 2020. 
 
Supporters say: 
x  Measure C will substantially increase the availability of needed services to children of low   
and middle income families. 
x  Better compensation and professional recognition will give early childhood care and 
education an increasingly stable workforce, a key component of quality programs. 
x  Placing Measure C sales tax proceeds in special accounts will make it easier to track 
funds and ensure that they are used appropriately. 
 
Opponents say: 
x  Sales taxes are regressive; there should be a better way to fund needed services. 
x  Early childhood funding should be restricted to licensed schools and centers. 
x  Health funding should be subject to additional oversight and accountability.  
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Oakland City Measure Q          City ordinance, Parcel tax 
                                                                                            Two-thirds vote required for passage 
 

2020 Oakland Parks and Recreation Preservation, Litter Reduction, and Homelessness 
Support Act 

 
The Question 
“Measure Q. Shall a measure to provide: homeless support services and programs to help 
homeless individuals move into shelters and housing; trash removal from parks and creeks; 
safe, well-maintained parks and trails; clean, accessible park restrooms; improved water quality; 
and park facilities repairs, by enacting an annual $148 parcel tax for single-family parcels, and 
other parcels as specified, for 20 years, raising approximately $21,000,000 annually with 
exemptions for low-income seniors, be adopted?” 
 
The Situation 
Oakland’s parks and recreation facilities have been funded since 1989 by a parcel tax of $103 
(Landscaping Lighting Assessment District - LLAD). Unlike the parcel taxes enacted since 1997 
for various other purposes, this assessment has had no adjustments to account for inflation or 
for increasing costs due to growing population, additional facilities, and ongoing maintenance. 
As a result, the LLAD budget is annually underfunded by approximately $8 million, despite 
dramatic cutbacks in staffing, services, and maintenance of city parks, recreation centers, and 
public areas. Staffing has been halved from its highest point; Oakland now has no dedicated 
park staff, i.e., staff assigned to a single location. The City has exhausted its ability to use 
money from the general fund to bridge the funding gaps. 
 
City residents too often find their parks and centers in disrepair, unclean, and unsupervised, and 
not open at times they are needed. Streams and creeks, Lake Merritt, and the Estuary are 
plagued by debris and garbage as well as pollution. 
 
Many factors have led to increases in the population of unhoused and unsheltered residents in 
Oakland. Efforts are being undertaken to meet this crisis, but they remain inadequate and 
underfunded. 
 
State and federal funds for homelessness programs as well as for environmental protection 
efforts often require matching funds in order to be accessedfirst  by local jurisdictions. 
 
The Proposal 
Measure Q will enact a special parcel tax to generate funds for staff, maintenance, and 
improvements for city parks and recreation facilities; compliance with federally mandated 
standards on trash and litter removal associated with clean water goals; and directed services to 
unhoused persons, especially those sheltering in parks, including support for implementation of 
Oakland’s Permanent Access to Housing (PATH) Plan. The tax will be imposed for the 2020-21 
fiscal year and remain in effect for 20 years. 
 
Tax receipts will be spent as follows: 64% to parks and recreation, 30% to services to the 
homeless, 5% to water quality, and 1% for administration of the tax. 
 
The tax for single family residences will be $148; for each unit in multiple residential parcels 
$108.08; amounts according to frontage and square footage for non-residential properties. 
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Residential and transient hotels will be taxed according to established formulas. Low income 
seniors, very low income households, and distressed households may apply for exemptions to 
the tax. Affordable housing projects will receive a 50% reduction in the tax, and tenants of 
foreclosed properties who have paid a passed through tax can receive rebates of half the tax 
paid.  
 
Measure Q outlines objectives for the use of the tax revenue. These include “the equitable 
distribution of maintenance services to parks and recreational facilities throughout Oakland;” 
improving and increasing “maintenance, tree, and landscape services;” maintaining “fixed 
assets within parks and recreational facilities to avoid more costly repairs;” increasing “services 
to unhoused and unsheltered persons within Oakland, with an emphasis on those living in or 
adjacent to City of Oakland parks, to reduce homelessness and its impacts to public health;” 
and improving “water quality through actions that include the maintenance and cleaning of 
stormwater trash collection systems and reducing trash and litter in our parks, creeks, and 
waterways.” The measure also specifies numerous programs and services to further those 
objectives. Among these are frequent mowing of sports fields, collecting trash and litter several 
times per week, including weekends, and providing dedicated staff at major parks; “providing 
programs and services that enable unsheltered and unhoused residents to access temporary 
shelters, transitional and supportive housing, and permanent housing;” and “expanding illegal 
dumping enforcement and education to reduce trash in our creeks, storm water system, and 
waterways.” (Please refer to the text of the measure to review the extensive list of related programs and activities 
for which funds may be used.) 
 
The City Council will designate one or more existing boards or commissions to provide citizen 
oversight of Measure Q funds and programs. The City Auditor will provide a biennial audit to 
ensure that Measure Q funds are used in accordance with the law and its objectives. An annual 
independent financial audit is also required. 
 
All Measure Q funds will be deposited in one or more special funds in the City treasury, and may 
be appropriated and expended only for the purposes and uses authorized by the ordinance. 
 
Fiscal Effects 
Measure Q is expected to raise approximately $21 million in 2020-21. This will increase annually 
by a cost of living factor; in recent years the rate of increase has been 3%.  
 
Supporters say: 

x Measure Q will ensure that all of Oakland’s parks and recreation centers in all parts of the city are 
clean, safe, and available to all residents – and will continue to be. 

x Services to unhoused and unsheltered Oakland residents will be targeted and expanded to help 
respond to the area’s homeless crisis. 

x Oakland’s waterways will be free of garbage and debris, and able to meet federal and state water 
quality standards. 

x The City will have matching funds with which to access additional funding for homelessness and 
environmental programs. 

Opponents say: 
x The City has yet to account for how previously approved tax proceeds have been used. 
x Measure Q provides insufficient oversight for the use of funds. 
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Oakland City Measure R                                             Charter amendment 
                                                                                      Simple majority vote required for passage 
 
The Question 
“Shall a measure amending Oakland’s City Charter to eliminate obsolete requirements for 
designation of the City of Oakland’s Official Newspaper, and authorizing the City Council to 
establish procedures by ordinance to designate the City of Oakland’s newspaper or newspapers 
be adopted?” 
 
The Situation 
The Oakland City Charter specifies that legal and other required notices be published in a 
designated “official newspaper,” and that this newspaper must be printed and published in 
Oakland and have a daily circulation of 25,000. No newspaper has met these criteria since the 
closure of the Oakland Tribune in 2016. 
 
The Proposal 
Measure R will eliminate the production and circulation requirements and require the City 
Council to establish by ordinance procedures for designating a newspaper or newspapers as 
Oakland’s official newspaper for purposes of legal and other required notices. 
 
Fiscal Effects 
The City Auditor has determined that costs for implementing Measure R will be immaterial. 
 
Supporters say: 
Measure R “allows the Oakland City Council to establish a thoughtful public process to adapt 
our noticing provisions to accommodate changing circumstances and practices …” 
 
No argument against Measure R was submitted. 
 
 
Oakland City Measure S         City ordinance 
                Simple majority vote required for passage 
 
The Question 
“Shall the measure increasing the appropriations limit under Article XIIIB of the California 
Constitution (which limits city expenditures of tax proceeds) to allow the City of Oakland to 
continue to expend revenues from taxes previously approved by Oakland voters for emergency 
medical services, library services, public safety and violence prevention services, homeless 
services and other lawful government purposes, without increasing or imposing new taxes, be 
adopted?” 
 
The Situation 
The California State Constitution limits the amount of tax revenues that state and local 
governments may spend in any fiscal year. Known as “the Gann limit,” this ceiling may be 
adjusted every four years to allow the City to spend moneys it receives from tax measures 
voters have already approved. 
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Since 1997, Oakland voters have approved eight tax measures. Income to the City from those 
measures increases every year because of inflation and increases in the number of taxpayers. 
The City will soon reach the appropriations limit set in 2016. 
 
The Proposal 
Measure S will increase the City’s appropriations limit to the amount generated by taxes 
approved in previous years plus income generated by investment of those funds, thereby 
enabling the City to spend these moneys for the purposes for which they were approved. The 
increase will be for four years, until 2024.  
 
Fiscal Effects 
Approved appropriations for 2019-20 of $642.66 million are approximately $22 million below the 
current limit of $664.87 million. Tax revenues for 2020-21 will likely exceed the limit unless 
voters approve raising the limit through Measure R. 
 
Supporters say: 
The City must be allowed to spend tax revenues which have been approved by the voters in 
order to meet the needs and purposes for which the taxes were approved. 
 
Opponents say: 
The City must be held more accountable for its spending. 
  
 

 



7/24/2020 Proposition 13: Bonds for Schools and Colleges | LWVC.org

https://lwvc.org/vote/elections/ballot-measures/proposition-13-bonds-schools-and-colleges 1/3

Donate  Sign Up  Join

Share:
More Information
MARCH 3, 2020 PRESIDENTIAL
PRIMARY ELECTION
(/VOTE/ELECTIONS/2020-03-
03-000000)

How To Evaluate Ballot
Propositions » (/vote/about-
elections/how-evaluate-ballot-
propositions)

Proposition 13: Bonds for Schools
and Colleges

The Situation: 
One of the ways state government supports public education is
by providing money to build and repair school and college
buildings. This money usually comes from bonds.

The Proposal: 
Prop 13 would allow the state to sell $15 billion in new bonds to
help build and repair schools, including:

$9 billion for preschools and K-12 schools
$6 billion for public universities and community colleges

Schools could use this money to make buildings safer, to construct new buildings, or to increase the amount of
student housing. Prop 13 would also increase the amount of money local school districts could raise by selling
their own bonds. Districts with less money could also apply for more help from the state to pay for construction
projects.

Background
California provides public education to 9.2 million students, from pre-school to community colleges and four
year universities. Traditionally, the state provides money to school districts for the capital costs of building and
renovations/modernization. This is generally done with the sale of general obligation bonds that are paid off
over a long period of time from the General Fund of the state. School districts must raise money to qualify for
state funding. This is often done by issuing local bonds that must be approved by voters in the district. For K-
12 school districts the state covers a share of the cost of each approved project. The districts pay for the rest
of the project, frequently by selling local bonds. There are rules for determining which proposals receive bond
money. There are also rules limiting the amount of indebtedness local districts can issue with their own
general obligation school bonds. Those rules are based on the assessed property value within the districts. In
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2013 the UC and CSU systems were allowed to issue bonds directly with no voter approval required. Bond
indebtedness is to be paid back from funding received by the state.

School Needs
California’s public schools serve more than 6 million K-12 students at 10,000-plus schools in more than
300,000 classrooms—70% of which are more than 25 years old. Schools have closed or missed class days
because broken pipes had left them no source of running water or because broken septic tanks shut down
bathrooms. Some schools have been found to have harmful mold or asbestos, or lead in pipes. Smaller school
districts with low property values have problems issuing local school bond measures needed to qualify for
state matching funds so maintenance and upgrading is delayed or not performed. Higher education campuses
have many buildings that are 30 - 50 years old. The campuses suffer from delayed maintenance, safety,
infrastructure, and modernization needs. There is a need for additional dormitory space to meet anticipated
increases in student population and to deal with an issue of homeless students.

School Bond History
From 2006 until 2016 there were no statewide bond issues for education. The $9 billion Prop 51 passed in
2016 did not include colleges and universities. Approximately $7.8 billion in bonding authority, mostly from
Prop 51 remains but the state has received applications nearly in excess of the bond amount.

Proposition 13 is a Bit Different from other School Bond Measures
The provisions of this proposition are a bit different from past bond issue propositions. This one reflects
concerns that small, less well off school districts are unable to raise the funds needed to qualify for state
assistance. It also reflects concerns about housing shortages, both within communities and on college
campuses. For the first time ever, preschool facilities can receive funding from a bond issue.
K-12 schools
In response to concerns that the current system favors larger and more wealthy K-12 school districts in
obtaining funds, Proposition 13 would make changes to the funding process and eligibility as follows:

1. the rules for processing applications for funding
-the first come, first served application processing system for K-12 districts would be replaced, creating a
system of prioritization for projects, and offering aid to small districts. 
-establishes priorities for which applications to process first. First priority is for projects related to health
and safety renovations. The second priority is school districts requesting financial hardship assistance. 
-reserves up to 10% of the $5.2 billion designated for renovation projects for school districts with 2,500
students or less.

2. the rules for local funding requirements:

• uses a sliding scale for the required matching funds. Under the current system, the state’s share of project
costs was 50% of new construction and 60% of renovation. For districts with less capacity to raise matching
funds and with higher numbers of low income students, foster youth, and English learners, the state’s share
would be 5% higher than current system allows.
• allows school districts to increase the amount of local bond issues. This is done by increasing the limits for
elementary and high school districts from 1.25 percent to 2 percent of the assessed property value and for
unified school districts from 2.5 percent to 4 percent. (Note: this is not doubling the capacity)
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• expands financial hardship threshold to allow qualified districts to receive up to 100% of state grants. The
current threshold is $5 million; this proposition would set it at $15 million.
• places limits on school district imposed developer fees. Prop 13 would prohibit fees on construction of new
multi-family structures near major transit stops and reduce the allowable developer fees on other such
structures by 20%.

This proposition would further require all districts that apply for matching funds to establish a five year facilities
master plan. There is a process for small school districts to apply for technical assistance to assist with the
planning, site acquisition, pre-construction, construction, and closeout of a project. Grants for project
management are available for eligible districts. There is some criticism of the proposition. The processing and
sliding scale of matching funds formulas provide more money to small, less well off districts, but it will not fully
compensate for the low assessed property values upon which financing is based in those districts.

College and University Systems

The UC and CSU systems have not been included in a statewide bond issue since 2006. During the
intervening years general state funding decreased. Maintenance and capital improvements were deferred. In
2013 the systems were allowed to issue their own bonds to be paid back by ancillary revenue sources like
parking structures and dorms or general revenue including state general revenue funds. Proposition 13 would
require both the UC and CSU systems to adopt a 5 -year affordable student housing plan as a condition for
funding. Priority “is given to projects
that address fire and life safety issues, seismic deficiencies, and critical deferred maintenance issues.

 

Fiscal Effect: 
The state would spend about $740 million per year for the next 35 years to repay the bonds. The effect on
local governments would depend on the choices that school districts and universities make about building
repairs and new buildings.
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Mail Ballot to Alameda City Property Owners 
Over 50% Required for Passage 

 
2019 Water Quality and Flood Protection Fee 

Alameda City 
 

The Question 
In order to protect our streets and property from local flooding, prepare our community for climate change 
and sea level rise, and to ensure clean, healthy local beaches and the Bay by:  
 

• Repairing and maintaining critical pump stations, levees, pipes, and lagoons  
• Removing trash and pollutants from urban runoff using sustainable methods; and  
• Investing in the highest-priority storm drainage infrastructure projects for our aging system;  

 

Shall the City of Alameda enact a storm-water fee dedicated only to the local storm drainage system, with 
mandatory public oversight provisions?  
 

The Situation 
Currently, all Alameda City property owners pay an urban runoff fee of $56/year. The fee is based upon the 
quantity of storm water run-off on each parcel and it is slightly reduced for properties that drain directly into 
the Bay. This fee results in $2.5 million annually to the City’s storm-water fund. This fee has not increased 
for 15 years and covers the maintenance of 10 pump stations, 28 pumps, 2 lagoon systems, 278 outflows, and 
many catch basins, manholes, curbs and gutters. Due to inflation and new mandates, the City is $1.7 million 
short in funds to maintain its services. The City currently spends around $4.2 million/year and recent studies 
indicate that $5.4 million is needed annually. Additionally, there are more than $30 million in high priority 
unmet needs and the State Regional Water Control Quality Board is mandating more rigorous requirements 
for trash capture, pollution control and green infrastructure, subject to fines. 
 

The Proposal 
The City proposes to increase the storm drainage fee, called the 2019 Water Quality and Flood Protection 
Fee, by an average of $78/year for residential property for a total of $134/year and the City Council may 
impose optional annual increase adjustments based upon the change in the Consumer Price Index, but no 
more than 3% per year. Non-residential property fee is grouped into land use categories with fees based upon 
category--apartments, commercial, office, church, schools, etc.--and acreage. All fees collected go into a 
separate account to be used only for storm drainage and are expected to raise $2.89 million/year to reach its 
projected annual need of $5.4 million. The funds can be used only for the specified purpose and are subject 
to annual audit. 
 

Fiscal Effect 
The fee increase and possible annual inflation adjustments are projected to maintain and improve the storm-
drainage system and avoid fines for noncompliance with state water quality regulations.  
 

The Proposition 218 Process 
This fee is subject to the approval process specified in Proposition 218. In general, the intent of 
Proposition 218, approved by voters in 1996, is to ensure that all taxes and most charges on property owners  
are subject to voter approval and that local governments may use assessments and property related fees only 
to finance projects and services that directly benefit the property. Proposition 218 mandates a two-step 
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approval process: a public hearing and a mail ballot. If the City receives protests from over half of the 
property owners before the close of public testimony of the public hearing (October 1st) the City cannot 
authorize a mail ballot election.  
 

What a Yes or No Vote Means 
A YES vote means the City can increase the storm drainage fee to approximately $134/year with possible 
annual inflation increases of no more than 3%. 
 

A NO vote means the City cannot increase the storm drainage fee and it would remain at approximately 
$56/year. 
 

Supporters say 
1. As an island Alameda is subject to flooding and this measure will help to protect our homes, 

properties and streets from local flooding, and ensures our beaches and the Bay are protected from 
trash and pollutants caused by urban runoff during rain events. 

 

2. The fee increase is a nominal amount when measured against the value of the real estate and the 
consequences of allowing the infrastructure to deteriorate. 

 

3. The discharge of pollutants to the storm drain system is the leading source of water pollution in local 
creeks and San Francisco Bay. To maintain the health of the Bay, federal and state laws require Bay 
Area cities to reduce pollution. 

 

4. This action is one of the most important, near-term actions, recommended in the City’s recently 
adopted Climate Action and Resiliency Plan. 

 

Opponents say 
1. The City Council had other options to raise funds for this purpose, such as a parcel tax requiring 2/3 

of voters in a general election but chose the property-owner option under Prop. 218, which limits who 
can vote (i.e., no renters) on the measure and requires only over 50% approval to pass. 

 

2. The fee has no end date so in order to end or reduce it would require a voter initiative or City Council 
action. 

 

3. The proceeds from the recently enacted .5% sales tax hike should pay for the infrastructure upgrades. 
 

4. The City passed rent control, so property owners can’t pass on the added expense to rent-controlled 
renters. 

 

Websites  
Understanding Proposition 218  - at https://tinyurl.com/y487vrgc 
Alameda City Clean Water Program – at https://tinyurl.com/yxly27hl 
Water Quality and Flood Protection Fee Report – at https://tinyurl.com/y3x6mz2z 
Staff Report to City Council – at https://tinyurl.com/y476pzfq 
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Alameda City – Measure A 
51% Required for Passage 

  

Caring Alameda Act: Measure A 
The Question 
“Shall an ordinance [called the Caring Alameda Act] [be adopted] confirming the City Council’s actions to permit 
reuse of vacant federal buildings on a 3.65 - acre parcel on McKay Avenue and allow for the development of a 
wellness center for senior assisted living and supportive services for homeless individuals by changing the General 
Plan designation from “Federal Facilities” to “Office,” removing the Government Combining District classification 
and maintaining the existing zoning district designation?” 
 

The Situation 
The Federal Government currently owns a 3.65-acre parcel on McKay Avenue with 11 buildings and security 
fencing. In April 2017, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) determined the Site to be 
suitable for use as a facility to assist the homeless under the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act and 
selected Alameda Point Collaborative (APC) to develop the property for a Wellness Center. In September 2018 the 
federal government and APC entered a 3-year renewable lease in which the federal government will transfer property 
ownership to APC as soon as the City and APC complete the required paperwork. In December 2018, the Alameda 
City Council amended portions of the general plan and the zoning ordinance to allow the federal government to 
transfer the property. In November 2018, Measure B, an initiative to change the land use designation of the McKay 
property site to Open Space, qualified for the ballot. 
 

The Proposal 
Measure A, the Caring Alameda Act, was placed on the ballot by the Alameda City Council to support the 
designation of the property to allow for the development of the Wellness Center and to comply with its agreement 
with the federal government. The Wellness Center would serve as senior assisted living and supportive services for 
formerly homeless individuals. The Wellness Center is designed to serve 7-10 homeless/day, provide 90 units of 
permanent supported living, a 50 bed Medical Respite Program and a Health Clinic for the Center population. 
Almost 50% of those who use Wellness Center services are expected to be Alameda residents. This estimate and 
chart below were provided by the Alameda Point Collaborative (see disclaimer in footer section below.) 
 

  
Total Annual Clients From Alameda From Rest of County 

Senior Housing 90 12 78 
Respite (50 beds 2.5-3 month stay) 240 24 216 
Resource Center 250 250 0 
                                                Total 580 286 294 
      49%  51% 

 

Approval of The Caring Alameda Act would confirm the change in designation for the property to allow for the 
Wellness Center or any future use designated by the City Council. 
 

Fiscal Effect 
If Measure A is successful and the property is transferred to Alameda Point Collaborative for the Wellness Center no 
City of Alameda taxpayer dollars are required for its development. The City may choose to provide one-time 
subsidies in support of the services and on-going service costs (police, fire, EMS) in the amount of approximately 
$185,000 per year. Additionally, APC would contribute $19,000 annually to the City in various taxes and fees. If the 
federal government continues to own the property the City would incur service costs of $9,000/year (police, fire, 
emergency services). If the City purchases the land and builds a public park the capital costs for park are estimated at 
$11.7 million and annual general fund costs of $140,000 for maintenance. If Measure A is not successful, many 
grants already designated for a Wellness Center would be lost. Additionally, costs to taxpayers for the election are 
estimated at $580,000 - $700,000 rather than $25,000 if included in the November 2020 election. 
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What a Yes or No Vote Means 
If Measure A receives more YES votes than Measure B, the City Council’s designation of the McKay Avenue 
property to allow for the development of a Wellness Center is upheld. More Yes votes would also allow the City 
Council to change the property designation in the future in response to changing conditions or concerns. 
 

If Measure B receives more YES votes than Measure A, the land use designation is changed to Open Space but it 
would not cause the land to be transferred to the City, East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) or any other 
governmental entity for public use as a park; it would not clear and remediate the property; and it would not provide 
funding to build and maintain a park. 
 

If Measure A and B both fail to attain a majority vote, the land use designation approved by City Council in 
December 2018 will remain in effect. 
 

Supporters say 
• A Yes vote will confirm the City Council’s decision to make the site available for senior assisted living 

and supportive services for unsheltered individuals. 
• Treating homeless neighbors with a basic level of dignity and respect is an important community value. The 

Wellness Center is a positive, life-saving solution. 
• The Wellness Center will save City money by reducing the costs of emergency response and 

uncompensated medical care. 
• This Measure takes advantage of an opportunity to save money by using existing buildings on surplus 

government property and to leverage regional and private resources to develop and maintain the Center. 
 

Opponents say 
• Measure A is an example of the City Council’s fiscal irresponsibility, poor urban planning and 

misrepresentation. 
• The Wellness Center is designed as a regional facility to serve homeless from other Bay Area cities. There 

is no priority to serve Alameda homeless seniors or veterans. 
• The facility will cost $40- 50 million to build with annual operations of $8.3 million and competes with 

other City funding priorities. 
• Should this regional homeless facility be located on an island with traffic gridlock? 

 

Supporters  
Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft, Mayor, City of Alameda 
John Knox White, Vice Mayor, City of Alameda 
Jim Franz, Director-Retired, American Red Cross Alameda 
Doug Biggs, Executive Director, Alameda Point Collaborative 
 
Opponents 
Char Perlas, Vice President of Student Services, Canada College 
Trish Spencer, former Mayor and former School Board Member 
Jesus Eduardo Vargas, Fitness Instructor/Social Services Advocate 
Liza Gabato Morse, Rehabilitation Trainer, Disabled Students Program (DSP) 
 

Website  
www.wecarealameda.com 
______________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Alameda City – Measure B 
51% Required for Passage 

  

Initiative for Expansion of Open Space at Crab Cove: Measure B 
The Question 
“Shall the initiative for Expansion of Open Space at Crab Cove [be adopted] to change the land use and 
zoning designations for a 3.65-acre parcel on McKay Avenue, from Office/Administrative Professional to 
Open Space, which prohibits the conversion of vacant federal buildings into a senior assisted living facility, 
medical clinic and supportive services for homeless individuals, and limits the use of the property to parks 
and related uses?” 
 

The Situation 
The Federal Government currently owns a 3.65-acre parcel on McKay Avenue with 11 buildings and 
security fencing. In April 2017, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
determined the Site to be suitable for use as a facility to assist the homeless under the Stewart B. McKinney 
Homeless Assistance Act and selected Alameda Point Collaborative (APC) to develop the property for a 
Wellness Center. In September 2018 the Federal Government and APC entered a 3-year renewable lease in 
which the federal government will transfer property ownership to APC as soon as the City and APC 
complete the required paperwork. In December 2018, the Alameda City Council amended portions of the 
general plan and the zoning ordinance to allow the federal government to transfer the property. In 
November 2018, Measure B, an initiative to change the land use designation of the McKay property site to 
Open Space, qualified for the ballot. 
 

The Proposal 
Measure B was placed on the ballot with the required number of signatures to support the designation of 
the McKay Avenue property to Open Space that would include parks, parkways, playgrounds, golf courses 
and land reserves. If Measure B passes it would not change the ownership of the property, clear and 
remediate the property, establish funding, or create a public park: it will change the designation of the land 
to Open Space eliminating the development of a Wellness Center. If Measure B takes effect, it can be 
amended or repealed only by a subsequent vote of the people. 
 

Fiscal Effect 
If the federal government transfers the property to the City it is estimated that a park will cost $11 million 
dollars including $5.6 million to purchase the property, $3.2 million to remove asbestos and demolish 
buildings, and $2.9 million to build the park. If the federal government continues to own the property, 
prohibiting any development on the property, the City will incur service costs of $9,000/year (police, fire, 
emergency services). Additionally, the cost to taxpayers for a special election is estimated at $580,000 - 
$700,000 rather than $25,000 if included in the November 2020 election. 
 

What a Yes or No Vote Means 
If Measure B receives more YES votes than Measure A, the land use designation will change to Open Space 
but it would not result in a transfer of the land to the City, East Bay Regional Parks District (EBRPD), or any 
other governmental entity for public use as a park. 
 

If Measure A and B both fail the land use designation approved by City Council in December 2018 will 
remain in effect. 
 

 
 
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Supporters say 
• Taxpayers already voted for and raised $6.5 million to buy and improve the full 7.5 acres McKay 

Avenue property through EBRPD Measure WW. 
• Alamedans put this measure on the ballot because Alameda is a unique island that has always 

focused on having open space and parkland to enjoy. 
• Alameda needs this additional land for open space to accommodate growing populations and 

provide options for sea level rise. 
• The proposed Wellness Center is a regional facility that will draw more homeless people to 

Alameda from surrounding cities such as Berkeley, Oakland and San Francisco. 
 

Opponents say 
• East Bay Regional Park District has clearly stated that Measure WW never included this parcel 

and that ‘it is not suitable for park expansion.’ 
• Measure B will not create a public park. Even with zoning changes, vacant buildings and paved 

parking will remain on the site. 
• Measure B will not change the ownership of the site and will not cause the transfer to East Bay 

Regional Park District or create a park. 
• Measure B cuts off debate, locking in an ordinance that can be changed only by a vote of the 

people. 
• It will cost the City $11 million dollars to develop a park. 

 

Supporters  
Marva Lyons, Former President, Alameda NAACP (chapter currently inactive)  
Doug deHaan, Former Alameda Vice Mayor/Councilmember 
Robert Lagrone, Retired Fire Chief, Alameda 
Jiaqi Yang, Executive Director, Save Alameda Parks 
 

Opponents 
Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft, Mayor, City of Alameda  
John Knox White, Vice Mayor, City of Alameda 
Doug Siden, Former Director, East Bay Regional Park District Board  
Jim Franz, Director-Retired, American Red Cross Alameda 
 

Website  
www.friendsofcrabcove.org 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________________________ 



Fall 2018 Elections – LWVA Pros & Cons (Measures F & K) 

Alameda City                                                        Measure F 
                         51% required for Passage 
 

City of Alameda Essential Services Measure F 
 
The Question 
“Shall the Measure maintaining the City of Alameda’s financial stability and protecting services and 
infrastructure such as police response to violent crimes and burglaries; 9-1-1 emergency medical and 
fire response; maintaining neighborhood parks; repairing potholes; maintaining streets and protecting 
the Bay from pollution by enacting a .5% sales tax until repealed by voters, providing approximately 
$5,000,000 annually in locally controlled revenues, requiring independent audits and public spending 
review be adopted.” 
 
The Situation 
Currently, the tax on retail sales in Alameda is 9.25%, of which the City receives 1%, with the remaining 
8.25% sent to the State, County and BART.  Revenue from the current sales tax generates 
approximately $10.4 million annually and is expected to remain relatively flat. The City projects a deficit 
of $4.7M by FY 21/22. 
 
The Proposal 
The proposed Ordinance would authorize an additional .50% transaction and use tax for Alameda City 
that would increase the total sales tax rate to 9.75%.  In comparison, the sales tax in Berkeley and 
Oakland is 9.25% and 9.75% in Albany, Hayward, Newark, San Leandro and Union City.  The measure 
requires a yearly independent audit reviewed annually by City Council and will continue until repealed 
by voters. 
 
Fiscal Effect 
Measure F will bring in approximately $5 M annually in revenue and will fund operating or capital 
expenditures such as police, fire services, park and beach maintenance, and street repair.   

It would become effective on April 1, 2019, and the California Department of Tax and Fee 
Administration would issue the first monthly payment to the City in June 2019. State law authorizes the 
City of Alameda to submit to its voters in any general election before January 1, 2025, a request to 
raise its add-on sales tax above the cap by one half cent. 

What a Yes or No Vote Means 
A YES vote means the sales tax will increase by .50% effective April 1, 2019. 
A NO vote means the sales tax will remain at 9.25%. 
 
Supporters say 

• Alameda is facing significant budget shortfalls.  Delays in maintaining streets, parks and 
beaches mean the quality of life will decline. 

• The measure supports the goal of ensuring recurring revenues (versus one-time revenues) 
meet expenditures (i.e., a structurally balanced budget) and of continuing to meet, and perhaps 
even help reduce, the City’s annual contributions to OPEB and CalPERS Unfunded Liability. 

• Measure F will maintain 21 community parks and keep pollution out of the Bay:  address the 
$25 M backlog in repairing potholes, repaving streets; and, maintain fast 911 response and 
neighborhood police patrols keeping crime rate low. 

• State and federal government cannot touch funds raised through Measure F. 
• Annual audits ensure funds are spent properly. 
• Essential purchases such as groceries and medicine are exempt. 
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Fall 2018 Elections – LWVA Pros & Cons (Measures F & K) 

 
Opponents say 

• There are no restrictions on how the City Council will spend the additional revenues.   The 
categories listed in the ballot measure are only suggestions, not mandates. 

• There is no guarantee that the City Council will use the additional revenues to reduce operating 
deficits. 

• Sales taxes are a regressive form of taxation that hit lower and middle income households the 
hardest. 

• An additional increase in the City of Alameda's already high sales tax could impact local sales 
negatively. 

• There is no sunset provision for this tax and requires a vote of the people to repeal the tax. 
 
Supporters 
Sandra Russell, West End Small Business Owner 
Jim Sweeney, Founder of the Jean Sweeney Open Space Park Fund, Longtime Alameda Resident and 
Park Advocate  
Ruth Abbe, Environmental Advocate and 32 year Alameda Resident  
Benjamin T. Reyes III, Retired U.S. Army Airborne and 40 year Alameda Resident  
Cynthia Silva, President of the Alameda Library Board, 25 year Alameda Resident and Longtime 
Library Advocate 
	

Opponents 
No opponents on file 
 



Fall 2018 Elections – LWVA Pros & Cons (Measures F & K) 

Alameda City                                                            Measure K   
               51% required for Passage 
 

Rent Charter Amendment Initiative Measure K 
 

The Question 
“Shall the Charter be amended by incorporating Ordinance 3148, the City’s Rent Review, Rent 
Stabilization and Limitations and Limitations on Evictions law, with the following modifications:  
(a) preclude City Council from amending the law in response to changing conditions and 
concerns, and require voter approval instead, and (b) eliminate the December 31, 2019 sunset 
clause?” 
 
The Situation 
In March 2016, the Alameda City Council adopted Ordinance 3148, a rent stabilization 
ordinance.  On August 8, 2016, the City Council voted to place the Ordinance on the 
November 8, 2016 ballot.  Voters approved the ordinance, including the provision that the City 
Council retain authority to amend the Ordinance in ‘response to changing conditions and 
concerns.  
 
The current Ordinance: 

• Limits rent increases to once a year 
• Allows renters to challenge a rent increase of any amount, no matter how small 
• Requires a review process for all rent increases above 5%, which can result in a binding 

and enforceable restriction on the rent increase depending upon the type of rental unit 
• Provides a mediation process for residents living in units that are otherwise not subject 

to rent control 
• Requires landlords to pay relocation fees when property owners need to terminate 

tenancy through no fault of the tenant 
• Limits grounds upon which a landlord may terminate tenancy. 
 

The Ordinance remains in effect until December 31, 2019, unless the City Council extends it. 
 
The Proposal 
The proposed measure would add the Ordinance into the City Charter with two significant 
changes:  (a) it would require a vote of the people to amend the ordinance    (b) it would 
extend the Ordinance indefinitely until voters amend or repeal it. 
 
Fiscal Effect 
There is no fiscal impact on the City’s budget as the program is completely funded by fees 
collected from Alameda property owners, and would continue if Measure K were enacted.  In 
cases of ‘no fault’ or ‘no cause’ evictions, landlords must pay for relocation benefits of around 
$1,595, periodically adjusted for inflation.  Additionally, landlords must pay the equivalent of 
one month’s rent for each year of rental up to four month’s rent for these types of evictions. 
 
What a Yes or No Vote Means 



Fall 2018 Elections – LWVA Pros & Cons (Measures F & K) 

A YES vote means the current Ordinance remains in effect with two changes:  (a) the 
Ordinance will not Sunset on December 31, 2019 and (b) the Ordinance can only be modified 
by a vote of the people not by the City Council. 
 
A NO vote means the current Ordinance will continue until December 31, 2019, unless the City 
Council extends or modifies it. 
 
Supporters say 

• Whether you own or rent the cost of housing is too high. Measure K will protect our 
seniors, working families and our most vulnerable residents. 

• Measure K is a common sense initiative that will protect Alameda’s rent control law and 
prevent politicians from changing it in the future.  By putting the people of Alameda in 
charge, Measure K protects our rent control system and ensures it will continue to work 
for tenants and property owners alike. 

• Measure K will cap rent increases at 5% annually and require a hearing to approve a 
larger increase. 

• Landlords will not be permitted to evict tenants just to raise rent but can evict tenants 
who violate the terms of their lease. 

• When a tenant is terminated for no cause, the unit withdrawn from the market or 
demolished, Measure K will provide relocation assistance where tenants must find new 
housing. 

 
Opponents say 

• Measure K locks Ordinance 3148 into the City Charter and can be changed only by a 
vote of the people. 

• Under Measure K all changes require a costly, time-consuming election, regardless of 
whether it’s to fix minor errors or to remedy major flaws. 

• Ordinance 3148 is a good start but the housing policy is complicated and the Ordinance 
will need continual modifications as State laws change. 

• We should be practical in addressing the housing crisis and maintain flexibility to adapt 
to unique circumstances in Alameda. 

 
Supporters 
Anthony (Tony) Daysog, former Councilmember, City of Alameda 
Michael Gorman, former City Councilmember, City of Alameda 
Trish Spencer, Mayor, City of Alameda  
Dan Tuazon, Retired Tax Accountant and Martial Arts Instructor  
Candace Gutleben, Retired Teacher, Alameda Unified School District  
Victor Jin, Resident  
Terry Harrison, Vice President, Alameda Naval Air Museum 
 
Opponents 
Malia Vella, Vice Mayor, City of Alameda  
Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft, Councilmember, City of Alameda  
Frank Matarrese, Councilmember, City of Alameda  
Jim Oddie, Councilmember, City of Alameda 



  
2/3rds votes required for approval

Measure FF

Without increasing tax rates, to protect against wildfires; enhance public safety; preserve water quality,
shorelines, urban creeks; protect redwoods and parklands in a changing climate; and restore natural areas,
shall East Bay Regional Park District be authorized to extend an existing parcel tax of $1 monthly ($12/year)
per single-family parcel and 69 cents monthly ($8.28/year) for multi-family units, raising approximately $3.3
million annually, to expire in 20 years. 

Alameda and Contra Costa Counties

In 2004 local voters overwhelmingly approved
Measure CC to maintain our local parks and
has been effectively monitored since that date.
However, a new normal and critical
needs within the East Bay emerged. 2018 has
become the worst year on record California
wildfires which has underscored the belief
another wildfire in the East Bay like the1992
Oakland-Berkeley Hills Fires cannot be risked.
This meant that continuing the park district’s
approved Wildfire Hazard Reduction and
Resource Management Plan work was
determined critical to reducing the risk of
wildfires. In addition it was noted that there are
22 parks within East Bay that were 
established over 80 years ago. The natural
and built infrastructure in these parks average
over 60 years old, and continue to need more
proactive investments. These older parks in
the District include Alameda Point, Anthony
Chabot, Crown Beach/Crab Cove, 

THE SITUATION 

Wildfire Protection, Safe Parks/Trails,  
            Public Access, Natural Habitat 

THE QUESTION 

 

 Gateway, Kennedy Grove, Lake Chabot, Leona
Canyon, Martin Luther King, Jr., McLaughlin
Eastshore, Miller-Knox, Point Isabel, Point Molate,
Point Pinole, Redwood, Roberts, Sibley/Huckleberry/ 
Claremont Canyon, Sobrante Ridge, Temescal,
Tilden, and Wildcat Canyon. The Park District
conducted public and stakeholder outreach to engage
the community about local park and open space needs
in the Measure CC area that included three
community meetings, four public board
meetings/hearings. They engaged key, long-time
stakeholders, including the Sierra Club, Audubon
Society, and Save the Redwoods League, among
others. The resulting proposed list of services and
projects to be funded by Measure FF were posted on
the District’s website and available to the public for six
months before the Board voted to place an extension
measure on the ballot. On June 5, 2018, the East Bay
Park District Board of Directors voted unanimously to
place Measure FF on the November 2018 ballot. 
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2/3rds votes required for approval

Measure FF

Measure FF is an extension of Measure CC, continuing existing voter-approved funding for Regional Parks
in western Alameda and Contra Costa Counties without raising taxes.  The proposal is to extend critically
needed investments to protect from wildfires and increase public safety, as well as protect natural resources
and enrich the natural habitat, enhance public access and enhance and maintain visitor use facilities.
Measure FF provides a detailed plan to protect against wildfire and continue sustainable forest management
practices in the East Bay Hills. This means enhancing and maintain natural habitats/stewardship/forest
restoration efforts, continuing to reduce fire hazards in wildland-urban interface, and the creation of a
sustainable redwood forest management plan. 

Alameda and Contra Costa Counties

THE PROPOSAL - habitat restoration 

Wildfire Protection, Safe Parks/Trails,  
            Public Access, Natural Habitat 

THE PROPOSAL - protects from wildfire and increase public safety 

 

 Plans for Habitat Restoration center on restoring natural environments in parklands from Alameda to
Richmond, which includes expanding water quality improvements efforts, reducing and repairing
shoreline erosion and restoring urban creeks. Public Access Improvements proposed include providing
regional green transportation and regional trails to expand urban access to parks. Visitor Facility
Enhancements involve Environmental education projects as well as completing 50 new projects that
includes addressing older parks and facilities that need improvements. projects include converting
parkland from industrial to natural landscape at Gateway Regional Shoreline, redeveloping former GSA
property at Crown Memorial State Beach, enhancing historic facilities at Tilden Regional Park, improving
water quality at Temescal Regional Recreation Area, improving natural Habitat at McLaughlin Eastshore
State Park, renovating Keller Beach and im0roving natural habitat at Miller/Knox Regional Shoreline and
Repairing and upgrade marina at Lake Chabot Regional Park, to name a few of stewardship projects. 



      The threat of wildfires is real and potentially devastating to living trees, including
precious redwood trees, wildlife residential areas, and generations of parkgoers. East
Bay Regional Park District has led the way taking steps to prevent the risk of wildfires in
our parks. Measure FF will continue that effort and extend critically needed park
protections while keeping the current tax rate flat. 
      Without Measure FF, we risk cutbacks to the protections currently maintaining and
safeguarding our parks.  
      Measure FF will increase public safety across all parks, preserve water
quality, protect natural habitats, improve public access to parks and trails, maintain and
increase environmental education programs and upgrade erosion and control and nature-
based flood protection. 
      Measure FF has carefully monitored, built-in taxpayer safeguards. All FF funds stay
local, dedicated our local East Bay Regional Parks. Because of the prudent steps take to
protect taxpayers, the Alameda County Taxpayers Association has endorsed Measure
FF. 
 
Supporters include: the Sierra Club, Save the Redwoods League, Golden Gate
Audobon Society, Save the Bay, League of Women Voters of Bay Area, Alameda
County Fire, Contra Costa Central Labor Council, Citizens for East Shore Parks,
Oakland Chamber of Commerce, public safety officers, as well as neighborhood,
civic and Labor leaders, environmentalists, and more. 

SUPPORTERS SAY

Enhancements involve completing 50 new projects that includes addressing older parks
and facilities that need improvements. For example, the projects include converting
parkland from industrial to natural landscape at Gateway Regional Shoreline,
redeveloping former GSA property at Crown Memorial State Beach, enhancing historic
facilities at Tilden Regional Park, improving water quality at Temescal Regional
Recreation Area, improving natural Habitat at McLaughlin Eastshore State Park,
renovating Keller Beach and improving natural habitat at Miller/Knox Regional Shoreline
and Repairing and upgrade marina at Lake Chabot Regional Park, to name a few of
stewardship projects. There are also a variety of Environmental education projects that
will help communities to experience nature nearby that include providing interpretive and
recreational staff at regional shoreline facilities, Redwood interpretation, and continuing
the year-round operations at Crab Cove Visitor Center in Alameda. 

THE PROPOSAL - visitor center enhancements



Fiscal ImpactOpponents Say
*  Opponents believe that the fire control
methods within Measure FF to control
invasive species are nothing but an attempt
to clear cutting trees and they believe that
some invasive species are more drought
resistant than native species and thus the
elimination of invasive species is
misguided.        They believe that
construction near parks should be built with
ignition-resistant materials rather than by
tree removal. 
*  Some believe that those who support 
removing these trees are misleading the
community with false promises that cleared
areas will be replanted with different
vegetation, but they say that there are no
such plans. 
*  Opponents to Measure FF say it includes
the destruction of trees by chemical
applications for “native plant restoration”
and misguided fire hazard mitigation
policies that actually cause greater fire
danger.  
*  The use of pesticides to solve ecological
imbalance is shortsighted. Pesticides harm
anyone or anything in its pathway.
Herbicides persists in the environment for
decades, are endocrine disrupters, 
carcinogens, neurotoxic, cause chronic
illness and ecological harm, including
threatening endangered species. 
Opponents include: Forest Action
Brigade, East Bay Pesticide Alert, 
Save East Bay Hills, San Francisco
Alliance, Fire and Cancer Survivors,
Environmentalists,  and park lovers. 

Fiscal Effect: Measure FF is an
extension of Measure CC (2004), and
extends an existing parcel tax of $1
monthly ($12/year) per single-family
parcel and 69 cents monthly
($8.28/year) for multi-family units. This
measure would raise approximately $3.3
million annually, to expire in 20 years.
The District’s voters previously
authorized Measure CC, which is a
special parcel tax assessment at the
same rates that will expire on June 30,
2020. Passage of Measure FF will 
allow the continued collection of the
amounts currently collected by Measure
CC when Measure CC expires, without
raising taxes. Measure FF has built- in
taxpayer safeguards that includes the 
same effective fiscal accountability and
transparency requirements included in
Measure CC and regularly practiced by
the Park District and monitored by their
Budget and Finance Committees 
Measure FF will appear on ballots in
both Alameda and Contra Costa
counties in the communities of
Alameda, Albany, Berkeley, El Cerrito,
El Sobrante, Emeryville, Kensington, 
Oakland, Piedmont, Richmond, and
San Pablo. If two-thirds of the
qualified electors voting on this
measure vote for approval, the
proceeds of the tax will be used for
specific purposes and 
projects solely within western
Alameda and Contra Costa counties,
dedicated to East Bay Regional Parks. 



Peralta Community College District MEASURE E  
Requires two-thirds vote for passage  

 
Peralta Colleges Education Renewal Measure        Parcel tax  
 
Ballot question:  
Measure E: To continue providing the colleges of Alameda, Berkeley, Laney, and Merritt, funds that 
cannot be taken by the state to support affordable college education, including core academic programs 
to prepare students for university transfer and successful careers, by providing tutoring and teacher 
support; shall Peralta Community College District continue to levy $48 per parcel annually for eight 
years, providing $8,000,000 annually, with internal and citizens’ oversight, no funds for administrative 
salaries, and all funds benefitting local colleges?  
 
The situation:  
In 2012, voters approved Measure B, a $48 parcel tax for to fund academic programs in the Peralta 
Community Colleges; the tax will expire June 30, 2020. Oversight has been provided by a committee 
that had been created to review capital expenditures authorized in an earlier bond measure.  
 
Faculty, staff, and the chair of the oversight committee complain that since 2015, expenditure reports 
have been deficient, and that funds have been increasingly directed to central office and non-academic 
functions. Audit reports have found expenditures to be “appropriate,” while critics charge that auditors 
were provided selective information.  
 
The 2020 California primary will be held March 3, 2020.  
 
The proposal:  
Renew the $48 parcel tax effective July 1, 2020, and expiring June 30, 2028. The measure requires an 
annual report stating the amount of money received and expended from parcel tax proceeds, and the 
status of projects and programs funded by the parcel tax. Also required are two-year expenditure plans 
developed by staffs of the colleges and approved by the Board of Trustees every October. Oversight is 
provided by a parcel tax oversight committee.  
 
Arguments for:  

• Measure E protects affordable higher education and job preparation without raising taxes.  
• Money cannot be spent on administrators’ salaries, and must augment current expenditures.  

 
Arguments against:  

• Since 2025 parcel tax dollars have been misused, and academic expenditures have been reduced.  
• More transparent financial procedures and reporting should be implemented before a new tax 

measure is approved.  

Nov 2018



Peralta Community College District MEASURE G	 
Requires 55% vote for passage  

	
Peralta Colleges Upgrade Measure       Bond authorization  
	
Ballot question:  
Measure G: To upgrade aging classrooms, technology, science labs; expand job training classrooms; and 
acquire, construct, repair sites/facilities/equipment, shall the Peralta Community College District issue 
$800 million in bonds at legal interest rates, with approximately $44.2 million in taxes raised annually 
for forty years at projected tax rates of $24.50 per $100,000 of assessed valuation, with no funds for 
administrator salaries, audits and citizen oversight, and all funds used locally?  
 
The situation:  
The Peralta Community College District comprises Laney College, Merritt College, the college of 
Alameda, and Berkeley City College. They offer associate degree programs, courses for transfer to four-
year colleges, and a variety of job training and technology programs. Many of their aging facilities are in 
need of repair and renovation, and technology and job training facilities must be constantly updated to 
prepare students for today’s workplaces.  
 
The proposal:  
Authorize the Board of Trustees to issue series of bonds to fund capital expenditures over the next forty 
years. Interest rates and repayment periods can differ for each series, according to market conditions and 
the ability to schedule projects at the time a series is marketed. Bond proceeds will be placed in a special 
fund to be used only for the projects enumerated in the ballot measure.  
 
Measure G provides for an oversight committee of specified qualifications to avoid conflicts of interest. 
The Board must conduct independent performance and financial audits to ensure appropriate use of 
funds.  
 
Incorporated in Measure G is a list of projects at each campus as well as improvements that will carried 
out on a district-wide basis.  
 
Bonds will be repaid from ad valorem property taxes collected for 40 years. Tax rates are expected to be 
$24.50 per $100,000 of a property’s assessed value.  
 
Arguments for:  
Peralta’s aging facilities are in need of repair, renovation, retrofitting, and replacement. Certain facilities 
need to be constructed or expanded to meet the need and demand for up-to-date program offerings to 
meet the needs of the district’s diverse student population.  
 
No arguments were submitted against Measure G.  
 

Nov 2018
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General Election • November 6, 2018 
At this election, California voters will choose the governor, lieutenant governor, 
secretary of state, controller, treasurer, attorney general, insurance commissioner, 
and superintendent of public instruction for the next four-year term, elect one of 
two U.S. senators to represent the state in Congress, and elect state and federal 
legislative representatives.

California voters will also be deciding on 11 state propositions that are 
explained in this Pros & Cons. Propositions 1, 2, and 7 were placed on the ballot 
by the state legislature and the others were placed on the ballot by supporters 
who gathered sufficient signatures and seek to make changes in state laws or 
the California Constitution. One initiative, Proposition 9, was removed from the 
November 6, 2018 ballot by the California Supreme Court. 

Visit VotersEdge.org/ca to see everything on your ballot, find your polling place, 
and get unbiased information on all your voting choices.

How to Evaluate Ballot Propositions
	 Examine what the measure seeks to accomplish. Do you agree with those goals? 

	 Is the measure consistent with your ideas about government? Do you think the 
proposed changes will make things better?

		Who are the real sponsors and opponents of the measure? Check where the 
money is coming from on the Voter’s Edge California website: votersedge.org/ca

	 Is the measure written well? Will it create conflicts in law that may require 
court resolution or interpretation? Is it “good government,” or will it cause more 
problems than it will resolve? 

		Does the measure create its own revenue source? Does it earmark, restrict, or 
obligate government revenues? If so, weigh the benefit of securing funding for 
this measure against the cost of reducing overall flexibility in the budget.

		Does the measure mandate a government program or service without addressing 
how it will be funded?

		Does the measure deal with one issue that can be easily decided by a YES or 
NO vote? Or, is it a complex issue that should be thoroughly examined in the 
legislative arena?

		If the measure amends the Constitution, consider whether it really belongs in the 
Constitution. Would a statute accomplish the same purpose? All constitutional 
amendments require voter approval; what we put into the Constitution would 
have to come back to the ballot to be changed. 

		Be wary of distortion tactics and commercials that rely on image but tell nothing 
of substance about the measure. Beware of half truths.

Press Date: September 1, 2018 

The League of Women Voters of 
California Education Fund 
(LWVCEF), a 501(c)(3) nonpartisan 
organization, encourages informed 
and active participation in 
government and works to increase 
understanding of major public 
policy issues. The LWVCEF does 
not support or oppose candidates 
or political parties.

The Pros & Cons is a nonpartisan 
explanation of state propositions, 
with supporting and opposing 
arguments. The arguments come 
from many sources and are not 
limited to those presented in the 
Official Voter Information Guide. 
The LWVCEF does not judge 
the merits of the arguments or 
guarantee their validity. 

The LWVCEF grants permission for 
the Pros & Cons to be reproduced. 
This publication is available online 
at CAvotes.org. 

League of Women Voters 
of California Education Fund 

921 11th Street, Suite 700  
Sacramento, CA 95814  
916.442.7215 • 888.870.VOTE
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Proposition 1 Legislative Statute

Authorizes Bonds to Fund Specified Housing Assistance Programs.

THE QUESTION: Should the state issue $4 billion in bonds for housing programs for low-income 
residents, veterans, farmworkers, plus for mobile homes and transit-oriented housing?

THE SITUATION 
An average house in California cost 2.5 times the national 
average and average rent in California is about 50% higher 
than the national average. About 100,000 houses and 
apartments are constructed each year in California, most 
by private interests, and not by the government. In some 
instances, the state provides assistance with grants or low-
cost loans for construction of housing to be sold or rented 
to low income individuals. California also receives about 
$2 billion each year from the federal government to support 
housing projects.
 
General obligation bonds are sold to investors and repaid 
from the State’s General Fund. The State repays the principal 
and interest over time, approximately thirty-five years for 
these bonds. A general rule is that principal and interest 
payments usually are about twice the principal amount of 
the bonds. Bonds used to fund home loans for veterans are 
repaid by the veterans through their mortgage payments.

THE PROPOSAL 
Proposition 1 permits the state to issue $4 billion in new 
general obligation bonds for the following housing programs:

• $1.8 billion for building or renovating affordable 
multifamily housing (apartments)

• $450 million for infrastructure (parks, water, sewage 
and transportation) to support housing construction

• $450 million for down payment assistance to low and 
moderate-income home ownership

• $300 million for farmworker housing (rental and owner-
occupied)

• $1 billion for home loans to eligible veterans.

This proposal would provide assistance to 30,000 multifamily 
and 7,500 farmworker households as well as home loans to 
about 3,000 veterans.

FISCAL EFFECTS 
The cost to taxpayers for $3 billion in bonds would be about 
$5.9 billion over a 35 year period or approximately $170 
million a year in order to pay back both the principal and the 
interest on the general obligation bonds. The $1 billion set 
aside for veterans’ assistance is repaid as the veterans pay off 
their loans. 

SUPPORTERS SAY 
• Proposition 1 provides relief from the housing crisis by 

building some housing and helping those who struggle 
to buy housing. 

• The measure honors veterans by helping them to buy a 
home. 

OPPONENTS SAY 
• Proposition 1 will help a very limited number of 

persons.
• Californians are being asked to borrow more money 

through these bonds, which will end up costing 
everyone.

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: VetsAndAffordableHousingAct.org
Opponents: At press time, there is no known campaign in 
opposition to this proposition.

More Information on Bonds

For more information on bonds, see Overview of State Bond Debt in the Official Voter Information Guide, Page 72

VoterGuide.sos.ca.gov
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Proposition 2 Legislative Statute

Authorizes Bonds to Fund Existing Housing Program for Individuals with Mental Illness.
THE QUESTION: Should $2 billion in bonds be issued and the Mental Health Services Act 

be amended to fund the No Place Like Home Program? 

THE SITUATION 
In 2004, California voters approved Proposition 63 (Prop. 
63) which was also called the Mental Health Services Act. 
It provided funding for county mental health services by 
increasing the income tax paid by people with an income 
over $1 million. Counties are responsible for providing 
mental health care for people that lack private health 
insurance. Some counties also provide for other housing, 
substance abuse treatment and other services for those 
suffering mental illness

The Legislature passed the No Place Like Home Act of 
2016 (NPLHA). This Act authorizes $2 billion in bonds for 
use by counties for permanent supportive housing to house 
people who are eligible for treatment under Prop. 63 and are 
homeless or at risk of chronic homelessness. The bonds were 
to be paid off with interest over 30 years using money from 
the revenue raised by Prop. 63. A system for awarding the 
bond money to counties and for establishing programs to use 
it was also created by these bills.

No bonds were issued under the NPLHA because the state 
must ask for a court decision that the legislation is within 
the scope of Prop. 63 in extending housing to people with 
substance abuse and other issues rather than for severely 
mentally ill patients. The court is to determine if voters must 
approve the bond. The court decision is pending.

THE PROPOSAL 
This proposition approves the No Place Like Home Act of 
2016 and approves the issuance of $2 billion in bonds to 
support the program. It also amends the provisions of Prop. 
63 to allow use of the revenue for NPLHA. No more than 
$140 million each year can be used for this program.

FISCAL EFFECTS 
There is no direct impact on the state budget because the bonds 
would be paid back up to $140 million annually from the funds 
generated by Prop. 63 to repay up to $2 billion in bonds used 
to pay for the No Place Like Home programs. It is estimated 
that the bonds would be paid off in 30 years at 4.2% interest for 
approximately $120 million each year. 

SUPPORTERS SAY 
• Prop. 2 alleviates the problem of homelessness 

complicated by mental illness.   
• Supportive housing allows coordinated care of 

individuals who need treatment and housing stability. 
• This uses funds already earmarked for mental health 

services. 
  

OPPONENTS SAY 
• Prop. 2 spends money on buildings instead of on badly 

needed treatment. 
• Counties already use Prop. 63 revenue to offer housing 

to severely mentally ill patients.
• Restrictive zoning laws that make it difficult to build 

housing is not addressed.

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: Yes on Props 1&2 Coalition 
This proposition is on the ballot by action of the Legislature 
and the Governor. 
At press time, there is no active website in support of Prop. 2.
Opponents: At press time, there is no known formal 
campaign in opposition to this Proposition.

Choosing YES or NO on a Proposition 

A YES vote means that you approve of the change a proposition would make,  
and a NO vote means that you want to leave things as they are now.
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Proposition 3 Initiative Statute

Authorizes Bonds to Fund Projects for Water Supply and Quality, Watershed, Fish, 
Wildlife, Water Conveyance, and Groundwater Sustainability and Storage.

THE QUESTION: Should the State sell $8.9 billion in bonds to fund projects related to water supply and quality, watershed and 
fisheries restoration, habitat protection, water conveyance and groundwater sustainability and storage?

THE SITUATION 
California’s water supply faces challenges. The amount and 
location of available water varies widely from year to year. 
Unusually wet or dry years can result in local flooding or 
water shortages. Water may be polluted and unsuitable for 
any use. 
 
Various government agencies in California spend about $30 
billion annually in the water sector. Over three-quarters 
of that is spent locally and largely paid for by individual 
ratepayers for water and sewage treatment plants and 
cleanup of storm runoff. The State and Federal government 
play a role by creating regional water supply infrastructure 
and by setting and enforcing water quality standards.

Over the past 17 years voters have approved $31 billion 
in general obligation bonds for various natural resource 
projects, including $4.1 billion from Prop. 68 in June 2018. 
The State has several billion dollars available from those 
measures, mostly to be used for water quality, supply and 
infrastructure purposes authorized by Proposition 1 in 2014.
The principal and interest on general obligation bonds are 
repaid from the State’s General Fund, usually over 40 years.

THE PROPOSAL 
This measure authorizes $8.9 billion in general obligation 
bonds for various water-related programs and projects. The 
proposition’s broad spending categories include:

• Water supply and quality - $ 2.1 billion;
• Fish and wildlife habitat $1.4 billion;
• Water facility upgrades for specific projects in the 

Central Valley, Bay Area, and Oroville Dam, - $1.2 
billion;

• Groundwater recharge and storage projects - $1.1 
billion.

Most funds will be distributed as grants to agencies that 
must provide equal matching funds. The measure provides 
reduced cost-sharing requirements for projects benefiting 
disadvantaged communities. 

FISCAL EFFECTS
Bond repayment is expected to cost the State an estimated 
$17.3 billion over 40 years. The effect on local governments 
will depend on the size of any grant received. Savings are 
recognized because a grant reduces the local share of a 
project’s cost. However, a project could also increase future 
operating costs, such as for a new desalination facility. The 
annual net effect on local governments and ratepayers is 
likely to be small.

SUPPORTERS SAY 
• Proposition 3 will fund projects to help increase water 

supply from a variety of sources such as storm water 
capture and desalination.

• It will help insure that disadvantaged communities can 
access safe drinking water.

• Watershed restoration will improve water quality and 
protect agricultural interests.

OPPONENTS SAY 
• We need more dams to collect rain and snow melt from 

the Sierras. Proposition 3 provides no money for new 
dams.

• It panders to special interests by making recreation and 
wildlife a priority over farmers.

• Paying back these new bonds will result in raised taxes.

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: Californians for Safe Drinking Water and a Clean 
and Reliable Water Supply
WaterBond.org
Opponents: At press time, there is no known formal cam-
paign in opposition to this Proposition.

More Information on Bonds

For more information on bonds, see Overview of State Bond Debt in the Official Voter Information Guide, Page 72

VoterGuide.sos.ca.gov
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Proposition 4 Initiative Statute

AUTHORIZES BONDS FUNDING CONSTRUCTION AT HOSPITALS PROVIDING 
CHILDREN’S HEALTH CARE

THE QUESTION: Should the State of California issue $1.5 billion in general obligation bonds 
to expand and improve the buildings and equipment at children’s hospitals?

THE SITUATION 
Children’s hospitals provide specialized physical and mental 
healthcare services to infants and children. There are eight 
private nonprofit hospitals, five University of California 
children’s hospitals, and more than 100 other nonprofit 
hospitals that serve children with complex chronic health 
conditions eligible for the California Children’s Services 
program. Over half the patients receive Medi-Cal benefits. 
Only a small amount of funding remains from the previous 
bonds and is expected to be used by mid 2018. 
 
THE PROPOSAL 
Prop. 4 would raise $1.5 billion through the sale of general 
obligation bonds and use the funds to improve and expand 
children’s hospitals. The money could be used to build new 
facilities, to improve and expand current facilities, and to 
purchase new equipment. To obtain funding a hospital would 
apply to the California Health Facilities Financing Authority 
of the State Treasurer’s Office which would award the grants 
based on factors such as improving healthcare access and 
patient outcomes. The 8 private nonprofit children’s hospitals 
would be eligible for 72% of the funds. The rest of the funds 
would go to University of California children’s acute care 
centers and to nonprofit hospitals that care for children 
eligible for governmental programs. 

FISCAL EFFECTS 
The State would need to repay a total of $2.9 billion. The 
$2.9 billion is made up of the original $1.5 billion bond and 
$1.4 billion in interest to be paid back over 35 years. The 
yearly repayment amount is approximately $80 million. 

SUPPORTERS SAY 
• Prop. 4 helps over 2 million sick children each year and 

leads to better health outcomes.   
• Previous bonds have been used to add more beds and 

purchase new technology.   

OPPONENTS SAY 
• The bond would need to be repaid, potentially through 

higher taxes. 
• We should first look at improving the entire healthcare 

system including lowering costs 

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: YesOnProposition4.org
Opponents: At press time, there is no known formal 
campaign in opposition to this Proposition. 

October 22
 Last day to register to vote 

October 8 - October 30
Mailing period for Vote-by-Mail Ballots

(Request your ballot before the October 30 deadline)

General Election • Tuesday, November 6, 2018 
Polls open 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.
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Proposition 5 Initiative Constitutional Amendment and Statute

Changes Requirements for Certain Property Owners to Transfer Their
Property Tax Base to Replacement Property.

THE QUESTION: Should the California constitution be amended to increase the ability of certain homeowners 
to obtain tax relief by transferring their Prop. 13-related tax base to a replacement property?

THE SITUATION 
Taxes based on the value of real property provide a major 
revenue source for local governments, schools, and special 
districts. Such taxes equal a property’s assessed value times the 
applicable tax rate. Proposition13, as amended, limits property 
taxes by limiting both value and rates. The tax rate is capped 
at 1% of the assessed value, which can grow annually by no 
more than 2%. Reassessment to market value is required for 
newly purchased or newly constructed property, or if ownership 
changes. 

Exemptions from these reassessment triggers are allowed for 
homeowners over the age of fifty-five or who have a severe 
disability. They may transfer the assessed value of a prior home 
to a replacement residence of equal or lesser market value. The 
new hone must have been purchased within two years of selling 
the prior home and be located within the same county or in 
another that permits inter-county transfers. This exemption can 
be used only once. 

THE PROPOSAL 
Prop. 5 would expand a homeowner’s ability to transfer 
assessed value to a new home. The market value of the 
replacement home could be greater or lesser than that of the 
prior home. The transferred value will be adjusted through 
the use of a formula. It would be increased if the new home 
is worth more, or decreased if it is worth less. An increased 
value will still be less than that based on the current market 
value. The house could be anywhere in California and the 
homeowner is not limited to a single exemption. The new 
home still must be the owner’s principal residence and be 
acquired within two years of the original home’s sale. Prop. 
5 also applies to situations in which the original property 
is damaged by a declared disaster or made unusable by 
contamination.

FISCAL EFFECTS 
Local governments. Prop. 5 would have a net effect of 
reducing local revenue by about $100 million per year at 
first, growing to $1 billion over time. Increased sales would 
generate property transfer taxes of tens of millions of dollars, 
while county administrative costs would rise by tens of 
millions of dollars at first.    

Schools. Annual reduction in school revenue would begin 
at about $100 million and grow to $1 billion. Most school 
losses would be offset by equivalent increases in state 
funding, thereby increasing State spending by the same 
amounts.

SUPPORTERS SAY 
• Older adults on fixed incomes need this protection.
• More houses will become available for younger 

families.
• Prop. 5 will protect Prop. 13 tax reductions.
 

OPPONENTS SAY 
• Essential local services and schools will be affected.
• Loss of local revenue will become worse every year.
• Seniors already receive Prop. 13 protection. 

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: Homeownership for Families and Tax Saving for 
Seniors
At press time, there is no active website.
Opponents: No on Prop. 5
At press time, there is no active website.

Who can vote?

You may register to vote in California if:
• You are a U.S. citizen and California resident.
• You will be at least 18 years old on election day.
• You are not in prison or on parole for a felony.
• You have not been judged mentally incompetent.

When must you re-register to vote?

You need to fill out a new voter registration form if:
• You change your residence address or mailing address.
• You change your name.
• You want to change your political party affiliation.

If you registered and your name does not appear on the voter list at your polling place,  
you have a right to cast a provisional ballot at any polling place in your county.
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Proposition 6 Initiative Constitutional Amendment

Eliminates Certain Road Repair and Transportation Funding. Requires Certain Fuel 
Taxes and Vehicle Fees be Approved by the Electorate. 

THE QUESTION: Should the increase in vehicle fuel taxes and fees enacted by the Legislature in 2017 be reversed and 
should the Constitution be amended to require voter approval of any transportation related taxes and fees?   

THE SITUATION 
In 2017 lawmakers passed the Road Repair and 
Accountability Act (SB 1) increasing state funding for 
transportation purposes from $6.6 billion in 2016-17 to 
$12.1 billion in 2018-19. By 2020-21 when all the taxes will 
have been in effect, SB 1 revenue is estimated to total $5.1 
billion annually. 

On November 1, 2017 State fuel excise taxes per gallon 
increased 12 cents for gasoline and 20 cents for diesel. 
Diesel State sales tax increased by 4 percent. A new 
transportation fee was added to the cost of registering a 
vehicle, including a fee for electric cars starting in 2020. 
After July 1, 2020, fuel excise taxes will be adjusted for 
inflation. 

Voters restricted the new SB 1 tax revenues to transportation 
purposes by approving Prop. 69 in June 2018. 

In March 2018 US News & World Report rated California 
49th in road quality, 11th in bridge quality, and 46th in 
commute times among the fifty states. 

THE PROPOSAL 
Prop. 6 would:

• Repeal the fuel tax increases and vehicle fees enacted 
by SB 1.

• Amend the State Constitution to require any future 
legislatively-imposed taxes on fuels and vehicles to take 
effect only if the voters of the state vote to approve it. 

FISCAL EFFECTS 
If Prop. 6 is approved, SB 1 transportation tax revenues will 
be reduced in 2018-19 from $4.4 billion to $2 billion. After 
that time SB 1 will no longer exist and transportation tax 
revenue will be reduced by $5.1 annually. According to the 
Legislative Analyst, the loss of funding will affect state highway 
maintenance and rehabilitation, local streets and roads, and 
mass transit.

Adding the requirement that most transportation-related taxes 
must also be approved by the voters will make it more difficult 
to impose such changes in the future. 

SUPPORTERS SAY 
• Gas taxes and fees are too high, fall the hardest on 

hardworking families, and are unnecessary in a state that 
has a budget surplus. 

• One third of the gas tax increase will be diverted to 
non-road related pet projects including building parks 
and training for formerly incarcerated felons through the 
Workforce Development Board. 

• Tax increases on gasoline that directly affect people’s lives 
are “too big” for just the governor and Legislature to decide.

OPPONENTS SAY 
• Cracked, potholed roads pose a major safety threat to 

California drivers; 89% of counties have roads in poor 
or at-risk condition and more than 1600 bridges and 
overpasses are structurally unsafe. 

• Reliable transportation infrastructure is critical to get 
Californians to work, move goods and services to the 
market, and support our economy. 

• Requiring voter approval of fuel taxes or vehicles fees 
already passed by a supermajority in the Legislature 
risks the unintended consequences of ballot box 
budgeting. 

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: Give Voters a Voice
GiveVotersAVoice.com
Opponents: No on Prop. 6 
NoProp6.com

Choosing YES or NO on a Proposition 

A YES vote means that you approve of the change a proposition would make,  
and a NO vote means that you want to leave things as they are now.
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Proposition 7 Legislative Statute

Conforms California Daylight Savings Time to Federal Law. Allows Legislature to 
Change Daylight Savings Time Period.

THE QUESTION: Should the legislature be allowed to change Daylight Savings Time by a two-thirds vote if federal law authorizes it? 

THE SITUATION 
Part-year Daylight Savings Time was started during World 
War II in order to save energy. California voters approved it 
in 1949 and for that reason, the voters would have to vote to 
authorize the legislature to change it to year-round.

Federal law requires states to have Daylight Savings Time 
from early March to early November and standard time the 
rest of the year (about four months). However, states are 
permitted to have standard time all year, without federal 
approval. Hawaii and Arizona stay on standard time all year. 
In order for a state to switch to year-round Daylight Savings 
Time, Congress and the President must approve the proposal.

THE PROPOSAL 
Prop. 7 is both an advisory measure and a change in law. 
It encourages the legislature to consider instituting year-
round Daylight Savings Time. It would change current law 
by requiring a two-thirds vote of the Legislature to change 
the period of Daylight Savings Time, to make it year round, 
or to stay on standard time. However, even if two-thirds of 
the legislature passes such a bill, the change to year-round 
Daylight Savings Time would still have to approved by a vote 
of Congress and a Presidential signature.

FISCAL EFFECTS 
The proposition has no direct fiscal impact on state and 
local government because the legislature and the federal 
government still must act on it. If the change is made, there 
could be a minor fiscal impact that is unknown at this time.

SUPPORTERS SAY 
• Medical studies show that the risk of heart attacks 

and strokes increases during the days following a time 
change.

• Changing clocks twice a year increases our use of 
electricity by 4%, increases the amount of fuel used by 
cars and costs $434 million. 

  
OPPONENTS SAY 

• The United States tried year-round Daylight Savings 
Time in 1974 because of the energy crisis. People hated 
getting up in the dark in the morning.

• There are no conclusive studies that having Daylight 
Savings Time year-round saves energy or money.

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: This proposition is on the ballot by action of 
the Legislature and the Governor. At press time, there is no 
known formal campaign in support of this Proposition.
Opponents: At press time, there is no known formal 
campaign in opposition to this Proposition.

Looking for more information on the propositions?

Official Voter Information Guide 

VoterGuide.sos.ca.gov

Read nonpartisan analysis, arguments for and against, 
and even the full text of the proposed law.

Voter’s Edge

VotersEdge.org/ca

 Type in your address for comprehensive information  
about everything on your ballot.  

Look up who is giving money to the YES and NO campaigns
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Proposition 8 Initiative Statute

Regulates Amounts Outpatient Kidney Dialysis Clinics Charge for Dialysis Treatment

THE QUESTION: Should outpatient dialysis clinics be required to rebate money to 
private insurers if their revenue exceeds allowable costs by more than 15%?

THE SITUATION 
People suffering from End Stage Renal Disease, the final stage 
of kidney disease, must receive dialysis to survive. Dialysis 
filters out waste and toxins from blood. It is typically done 
in a chronic dialysis clinic three times a week with each 
treatment lasting up to four hours each time. These clinics 
are licensed by the California Department of Public Health 
(DPH) using federal certification standards.

Approximately 588 licensed clinics operate in California. 
The majority of the clinics are owned and run by one of two 
private for-profit companies. Estimated annual revenue of 
the private companies is $3 billion. Most dialysis is paid for 
by Medicare and Medi-Cal. These programs pay a fixed rate 
established by the regulations and are close to the average 
cost of treatment. Private insurance also covers dialysis with 
payment rates fixed by negotiation with the providers. On 
average those rates are multiple times higher than that paid 
by the government programs.

THE PROPOSAL 
This proposition requires the companies that own clinics to 
rebate certain payers, mostly private insurance companies, if 
the clinic chains’ corporate annual revenues are more than 
15 % higher than a cap defined in the proposition. The cap is 
based on the total allowable costs of “direct patient services 
care” and “health care quality improvement costs.” The costs 
of non-managerial staff salary and benefits, drugs and medical 
supplies, staff training, patient education, and electronic health 
information systems fall within the cap. Certain staff such as 
medical directors and nurse managers are required by federal 
law. It is not clear if such staff falls within the allowable cost 
category.

Adjustments to the amount of the cap are allowed if the clinic 
owner operators prove to a court that the revenue cap is so 
low that it is an unconstitutional taking of the value of the 
business. The challenger bears the burden of proving what cap 
would be appropriate.  

FISCAL EFFECTS 
The fiscal impacts of this proposition are dependent upon 
the response of the clinics to it and on interpretations of what 
allowable costs are by the DPH and the courts. It appears that 
initially rebates will be paid which reduces the profits of the 
clinics. The impact on state and local governments varies from 
a net savings of tens of millions of dollars to a similar net cost.

SUPPORTERS SAY 
• Prop. 8 provides incentive for dialysis clinic companies to 

lower their costs and improve the quality of patient care.  
• When insurance companies are charged less for dialysis the 

overall cost of insurance will decrease for everyone. 

OPPONENTS SAY 
• Prop. 8 sets arbitrary limits on what insurance 

companies pay for dialysis treatment will not cover the 
complete cost of running a clinic. 

• Clinics will reduce operations or close, depriving 
patients of access and increasing the risk of poor 
medical outcomes.  

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: Californians for Kidney Dialysis Patient Protection
YesOn8.com
Opponents: No on Prop. 8: Stop the Dangerous Dialysis 
Proposition
NoProp8.com

Prop. 9 was removed from the November 6, 2018 ballot by the California Supreme Court. 
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Proposition 10 Initiative Statute

Expands Local Governments’ Authority to Enact Rent Control on Residential Property.

THE QUESTION: Should the current state law that limits the scope of city and county rent-control ordinances be 
repealed, thereby allowing cities and counties more authority to limit the rental rates that residential property 

owners may charge for new tenants, new construction, and single-family homes?

THE SITUATION 
Thirty years ago 14 cities, mostly in the highly populated 
parts of California, adopted rent control ordinances designed 
to limit the amounts and frequency with which landlords 
could increase rents to their existing tenants. 

In 1995 the state legislature adopted the Costa Hawkins 
Rental Housing Act. This law limited the ordinances so that 
the rent on single family homes and buildings first rented out 
in 1995 or later could not be controlled. Landlords could 
raise rent to market rates if a tenant left the rental property.

Court decisions determined that limits on rent increases must 
not be so low that landlords do not receive a “fair rate of 
return” on their investments. In other words, the landlords 
must be allowed to raise rent enough to receive some profit 
each year.

Renters in California pay 50% more than the national 
average. About 20% of Californians live in cities that have 
rent control. In the last two years more cities are seeking 
to establish rent control ordinances. So far two have done 
so. Other cities placed rent control initiatives on their local 
ballots that did not pass.

THE PROPOSAL 
This proposition repeals the Costa Hawkins Rental Act. It 
allows cities and counties to regulate rents for whatever type 
of housing property they choose, no matter when it was built 
or what type of building it is. It does not change existing 
rent control laws. It does not create rent control laws. The 
proposition retains the landlord’s right to a fair rate of return 
on their investment.

FISCAL EFFECTS 
The fiscal impact of this proposition is difficult to predict 
because it depends upon the content of any rent control 
ordinances adopted and upon the reaction of landlords 
and tenants to them. If rent control is expanded it is likely 
that landlords will reduce the amount of rental housing 
offered, the value of rental housing decreases, some renters 
will pay less for rent, and landlords have less income from 
rental housing. There will be impact on property, sales, and 
income tax revenues. Overall, the impact on state and local 
governments will be reduced revenue in the tens to hundreds 
of millions of dollars each year. The losses could be less or 
more.

SUPPORTERS SAY 
• The high cost of rent hurts seniors, families and anyone with 

a low or fixed income. This proposition will protect them.
• This proposition will allow local communities to decide 

whatever makes sense for their rental housing issues.

OPPONENTS SAY 
• Rent control laws reduce the amount of rental property 

available because landlords will stop renting and does 
not encourage more building.

• This proposition allows the creation of new local 
bureaucracies with power to regulate rents on all types 
of residential property. 

    
FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: Yes on 10
AffordableHousingAct.org
Opponents: No on Prop. 10
NoProp10.org

More information is only a mouse-click away.

Visit our website, CAvotes.org, for more information about the ballot measures, answers to your questions about voting, and a wealth 
of information on government and public policy. You can see a list of local Leagues in your community, many of which provide ballot 
measure speakers and candidate forums. We encourage you to sign up and become a member, and to donate or volunteer. 
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Proposition 11 Initiative Statute

Requires Private-Sector Emergency Ambulance Employees to Remain on Call During 
Work Breaks. Changes Other Conditions of Employment.

THE QUESTION: Should the Labor Code be amended to allow private ambulance employees to remain on call during work breaks 
and to exempt their employers from potential liability for violations of existing law regarding work breaks?

THE SITUATION 
California counties oversee local Emergency Medical 
Services (EMS). Private ambulance providers (Providers) enter 
into contracts to perform EMS in a specific area, subject to 
performance requirements. Periodic contract renegotiations 
address changes in Providers’ costs. Ambulances are 
geographically positioned based on service demand. When 
an ambulance is dispatched, other area ambulances are 
repositioned.

Historically EMS personnel remain “on call” during 
work breaks, which are often interrupted by 911 calls or 
repositioning. In a 2016 case (Augustus) involving private 
security guards required to remain “on call” during rest 
breaks, the California Supreme Court held that such breaks 
do not comply with state labor law; rather they must be off-
duty and uninterruptible (even in an emergency). The security 
guards were awarded penalties and damages. 

Given the similarity between EMS personnel and Augustus, 
it appears probable that Provider personnel practices must 
change. Providers estimate that, relative to current practice, 
25 percent more ambulances would be required to meet the 
requirements of Augustus. 

THE PROPOSAL 
Prop.11 would amend state labor laws applicable to 
Providers’ personnel, allowing them to remain on call 
throughout their breaks. It also would change several 
other rules regarding meal and rest breaks, while requiring 
Providers to operate enough ambulances to meet 
performance requirements. 

Prop.11 would limit legal liability that Providers might face 
if the Augustus decision is applied to Providers’ personnel. 
Several lawsuits regarding the work break practices for 
ambulance employees are in the court system. The on call 
rules established by this proposition would be applied 
retroactively to such lawsuits. The measure also requires 
ambulance providers to offer EMS personnel additional 
training, education, counseling and services. 

FISCAL EFFECTS 
The fiscal effects of Prop.11 are calculated on the assumption 
that Augustus will be held to apply to Provider personnel, 
including past period legal liability. 

Prop. 11 would relieve Providers of the cost of operating 
more ambulances to cover off-duty breaks—potentially 
over $100 million annually. Other provisions might require 
Providers to ensure that there are more ambulances in an 
area. Providers that do not offer training and education at the 
levels required under Prop. 11 would have new costs, likely 
in the low tens of millions of dollars annually. 

Prop. 11 will result in local government net savings, likely 
in the tens of millions of dollars annually, due to lower 
emergency ambulance contract costs. 

SUPPORTERS SAY 
• Prop. 11 establishes into law the longstanding industry 

practice of paying medical personnel to be on call 
during their work breaks.

• It is essential that emergency personnel are able to 
respond quickly and deliver lifesaving medical care 
during mass casualty events. Prop. 11 mandates that 
such personnel receive additional training to meet 
emergency standards.

OPPONENTS SAY 
No arguments have been filed against Prop. 11

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters:  Yes on 11—Californians for Emergency 
Preparedness & Safety
YesOn11.org
Opponents: At press time, there is no known campaign in 
opposition to this proposition.

Vote Requirement for State Propositions

Any state proposition passes if more than 50 percent of the votes cast on that proposition are YES.
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Proposition 12 Initiative Statute

Establishes New Standards for Confinement of Certain Farm Animals.
Bans Sale of Certain Non-Complying Products.

THE QUESTION: Should the State revise its current farm animal confinement laws with new confinement space standards for egg-
laying hens, pregnant pigs, and calves raised for veal, and prohibit the sale of eggs and meat 

that do not comply with these standards, including those produced in other states?

THE SITUATION 
In 2008 California voters approved a ballot initiative to ban 
the confinement of egg-laying hens, pregnant pigs, and 
calves raised for veal in a manner that did not allow them to 
“turn around freely, lie down, stand up, and fully extend their 
wings or limbs.” The law took effect in 2015, but problems 
arose, including complaints that the description of approved 
confinement space was too vague, and a lack of clarity about 
implementation and enforcement.

THE PROPOSAL 
Proposition 12 would: 

• By 2020, comply with the specific standard 
measurements set out in the proposition for cages of 
egg-laying hens, and calves raised for veal.

• By 2020, ban the sale of eggs and meat in which 
egg-laying hens, breeding pigs, and calves raised 
for veal are confined in areas smaller than a specific 
measurement by square feet, whether produced within 
California or originating in other states. 

• By 2022, require that egg-laying hens in California be 
housed in cage-free housing systems, and that eggs 
from other states conform to California’s confinement 
standards in order to be sold in California. 

• Designate the California Department of Food and 
Agriculture and the California Department of 
Public Health jointly responsible for the measure’s 
implementation.

FISCAL EFFECTS 
• Potential decrease in state income tax revenues from 

farm businesses due to expenses incurred to meet the 
space requirements, likely not more than several million 
dollars annually costs up to $10 million annually to 
enforce the measure.

• State costs up to $10 million annually to enforce the 
measure.

• Consumer prices likely to increase for eggs, pork, and 
veal while farmers in California and other states change 
their housing systems to meet the measure.

SUPPORTERS SAY 
Proposition 12 would:

• Strengthen and clarify California’s decade-old farm animal 
anti-cruelty law.

• Prevent egg-laying hens, breeding pigs, and veal calves from 
being housed inhumanely in small cages for their entire 
lives.

• Reduce the risk of people being sickened by food poisoning 
and factory farm pollution by preventing overcrowding of 
animals in small spaces.

OPPONENTS SAY 
Proposition 12:

• Is not a truly cruelty-free alternative to current factory 
farm practices. 

• Would face court or legislative challenges from other 
states regarding the ban on selling non-conforming eggs 
and meat. 

• Mandates full compliance by 2022, a too-narrow time 
frame that could result in supply disruptions, price 
spikes, and shortages of eggs, pork products, and veal.

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: Prevent Cruelty California
PreventCrueltyCA.com
Opponents: Californians Against Cruelty, Cages, and Fraud
NoOnProposition12.org

Choosing YES or NO on a Proposition 

A YES vote means that you approve of the change a proposition would make,  
and a NO vote means that you want to leave things as they are now.
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Primary Election • June 5, 2018 

In this primary election, California voters will find all candidates for state and 
federal elective offices on their ballots, regardless of the party preference of the 
candidates or of the voter. The two candidates who win the most votes in each 
contest will advance to the November general election—even if both are in the 
same political party, and even if one of them has received a majority of the votes 
for that office.

California voters will also decide on five state propositions, which are explained 
in this Pros & Cons.  Propositions on the June primary ballot are placed there 
by action of the state Legislature and the Governor. Any qualified initiative 
measures, which are placed on the ballot through the petition and signature 
gathering process, will appear on the November General Election ballot.

Visit Voter’s Edge California to see everything on your ballot, your polling place, 
and to unbiased information on all your voting choices.

How to Evaluate Ballot Propositions

  Examine what the measure seeks to accomplish. Do you agree with those goals? 

  Is the measure consistent with your ideas about government? Do you think the 
proposed changes will make things better?

 Who are the real sponsors and opponents of the measure? Check where the 
money is coming from on the Voter’s Edge California website: votersedge.org/ca

 Is the measure written well? Will it create conflicts in law that may require 
court resolution or interpretation? Is it “good government,” or will it cause more 
problems than it will resolve? 

 Does the measure create its own revenue source? Does it earmark, restrict, or 
obligate government revenues? If so, weigh the benefit of securing funding for 
this measure against the cost of reducing overall flexibility in the budget.

  Does the measure mandate a government program or service without addressing 
how it will be funded?

 Does the measure deal with one issue that can be easily decided by a YES or 
NO vote? Or, is it a complex issue that should be thoroughly examined in the 
legislative arena?

 If the measure amends the Constitution, consider whether it really belongs in the 
Constitution. Would a statute accomplish the same purpose? All constitutional 
amendments require voter approval; what we put into the Constitution would 
have to come back to the ballot to be changed. 

 Be wary of distortion tactics and commercials that rely on image but tell nothing 
of substance about the measure. Beware of half truths.

Press Date: March 30, 2018 

The League of Women Voters  
of California Education Fund 
(LWVCEF), a 501(c)(3) nonpartisan 
organization, encourages informed 
and active participation in 
government and works to increase 
understanding of major public 
policy issues. The LWVCEF does 
not support or oppose candidates, 
political parties, or ballot 
measures. 

The Pros & Cons is a nonpartisan 
explanation of state propositions, 
with supporting and opposing 
arguments. The arguments come 
from many sources and are not 
limited to those presented in the 
Official Voter Information Guide.  
The LWVCEF does not judge 
the merits of the arguments or 
guarantee their validity. 

The LWVCEF grants permission for 
the Pros & Cons to be reproduced. 
This publication is available online 
at CAvotes.org. 

League of Women Voters 

of California Education Fund 

921 11th Street, Suite 700  
Sacramento, CA 95814  
916.442.7215 • 888.870.VOTE

Jun 2018
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Proposition 68 Legislative Bond Measure

Authorizes Bonds Funding Parks, Natural Resources Protection, Climate Adaptation, 

Water Quality and Supply, and Flood Protection.

THE QUESTION: Should the State sell $4.1 billion in bonds to fund parks, natural resources 
protection, climate adaptation, water quality and supply, and flood protection?

THE SITUATION 
California operates programs to protect the environment, 
conserve natural resources, prevent floods, ensure safe 
drinking water, other water related programs, and parks.  The 
State also provides grants and loans to local governments and 
other organizations for similar programs. Almost $5 billion 
each year is spent on such programs.  The money comes 
from a combination of the sale of general obligation bonds 
issued by the State, revenue generated by fees, and the State’s 
General Fund, which is the state’s main operating fund.

During the past 17 years voters approved almost $27 billion 
in general obligation bonds for various natural resources 
projects, of which the State still has almost $9 billion 
available.  Most of that money is available for water quality, 
supply and infrastructure purposes authorized by Proposition 
1 in 2014.

General obligation bonds are sold to investors and are 
paid off from the State’s General Fund. The State repays the 
principal and interest over time, often several decades. 

THE PROPOSAL 
This proposition will allow the State to sell $4.1 billion in 
bonds.  The amount includes $4 million new bonds and 
$100 million previously authorized, but unsold bonds.

The proposition provides funding to state departments 
and local agencies for specific natural resources related 
purposes.  The money is designated for a wide range of 
projects across the State including: natural resource and 
wildlife conservation; climate preparedness to address 
the effects of climate change; ocean, coastal, and river 
improvements; maintenance of and creation of  parks and 
recreation projects; flood protection; and water quality and 
groundwater preservation projects.  

Proposition 68 requires at least 15%-20% of the funds for 
each use specified for use in “disadvantaged communities.” 
Local governments will be affected by this proposition 
because they can use bond money by agreeing to cost 
sharing to pay for projects.

FISCAL EFFECTS 
Repaying the bonds is expected to cost an estimated $200 
million each year for 40 years, resulting in a total cost of $7.8 
billion.  There may be savings to local governments in tens 
of millions of dollars because the bond money available will 
relieve the local governments from paying for all of a project.  
There are unknown costs and savings associated with the 
actual operation and impacts of the projects produced.  

SUPPORTERS SAY 
  Prop 68 is an investment to safeguard water quality and 
to protect natural resources in uncertain environmental 
conditions.

  Prop 68 brings safe drinking water and parks for 
communities in need. 

OPPONENTS SAY 
  Not enough money is actually dedicated to improving 
parks in all parts of the state.

  California has enough debt and does not need to add to 
it by having to pay for a new bond measure.

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: This proposition is on the ballot by action of the 
Legislature and the Governor. 
Yes on 68 Californians for Clean Water and Safe Parks. 
yes68ca.com
Opponents:  Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association: 
www.hjta.org
(The president of this group wrote the opposing argument 
in the Voter Information Guide.  At press time, there is no 
known campaign opposing this Proposition.)

More Information on Bonds

For more information on bonds, see page 7 of this guide.
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Proposition 69 Legislative Constitutional Amendment

Requires That Certain New Transportation Revenues 

Be Used for Transportation Purposes. 

THE QUESTION: Should the Legislature be required to dedicate and direct revenues 
from the Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017 (SB 1) to transportation 
purposes and exempt this revenue from California’s annual spending limit?  

THE SITUATION 
This Proposition was part of a legislative package which 
included SB 1, signed by Gov. Brown in April 2017. 

SB 1 increased the state’s excise tax on gasoline and diesel 
fuel, dedicating this revenue to transportation purposes as 
provided by the Constitution. In addition, SB 1 increased 
sales taxes on diesel fuel and created a new vehicle 
registration fee, the Transportation Improvement Fee (TIF) 
based on a vehicle’s value. The Constitutional provision 
restricting the use of the excise tax on diesel fuel to 
transportation purposes does not to apply sales tax on such 
fuel; nor does it apply to the newly created TIF.

THE PROPOSAL 
Prop 69 would amend the State Constitution to:

  Restrict the new diesel sales tax revenue and a 
Transportation Improvement Fee (TIF) on vehicles from 
SB 1, to be used solely for transportation purposes,

  Prohibit borrowing from the Public Transportation 
Account for non-transportation purposes or using TIF 
revenues to repay state transportation bonds without 
voter approval.

  Allow revenues from SB 1 to be excluded from 
California’s spending limit which places an “upper 
bound” each year on the amount of monies that can be 
spent from state tax proceeds. 

FISCAL EFFECTS 
Because Prop 69 does not change the tax and fee rates 
established in SB 1, there is no direct fiscal effect. Prop 69 
could affect how some monies are spent in the future by 
restricting the use of revenues from diesel sales taxes and TIF 
fees.

SUPPORTERS SAY 
  Prop 69 won’t raise taxes one cent. It ensures recently-
enacted transportation revenues we pay at the pump 
and when we register our vehicles can be used only for 
road and transportation improvement projects.  

  Prop 69 constitutionally protects transportation funds 
by prohibiting the Legislature from using these revenues 
for non-transportation purposes and prioritizes repair of 
deteriorating roadways.

  We need Prop 69 to protect revenues to fix the poor 
condition of our roads which pose a major safety threat 
to California drivers and to provide smoother, less 
congested roads and highways.     

OPPONENTS SAY 
  Sacramento has had plenty of money to fix crumbling 
roads through transportation-related fees and taxes, but 
the state has repeatedly spent money on everything but 
transportation. 

  Proponents say Prop 69 will safeguard dollars to fix the 
poor condition of our roads, but a portion of the money 
is for transit, including high speed rail and bike lanes, 
not roads.

  Prop 69 fails to protect ALL transportation dollars such 
as the $1 billion annually collected in vehicle weight 
fees used to backfill the State’s General Fund through 
debt service.

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: This proposition is on the ballot by action of the 
Legislature and the Governor. 
Yes on 69 Committee 
fixcaroads.com/yes-prop-69/
Opponents: At press time, there is no known formal 
campaign opposing this Proposition.

Choosing YES or NO on a Proposition 

A YES vote means that you approve of the change a proposition would make,  
and a NO vote means that you want to leave things as they are now.
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Proposition 70 Legislative Constitutional Amendment

Requires Legislative Supermajority Vote Approving Use of Cap-and-Trade Reserve Fund.

THE QUESTION: Should (a) California’s cap-and-trade greenhouse gas reduction disbursements and 
(b) a related partial sales tax exemption be made subject to a two-thirds vote in the state Legislature in 2024 to continue the program 

and the exemption?

THE SITUATION 
Greenhouse gases (GHGs) including carbon dioxide, arising 
from sources like gasoline-powered cars and industry, 
contribute to climate change. One of California’s programs to 
reduce GHGs is referred to as “cap-and-trade,” beginning in 
2012 and continuing until 2030.

The state issues a limited number of permits to emit GHGs, 
about half to be given away and half to be sold at auction. 
Companies must obtain a permit for each ton of GHG they 
emit. Permit auction receipts are deposited in a special Fund 
and are disbursed for GHG programs through the annual 
budget process, requiring a majority vote in both houses 
of the Legislature. The Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO) 
estimates that about $3 billion will be disbursed from the 
Fund in 2017-18.

California charges a sales tax on retail sales of most goods 
but not on the purchase of certain types of equipment 
through 2030. The LAO estimates that this exemption 
currently reduces state revenue by about $250 million 
annually.

THE PROPOSAL 
Prop 70 requires that, beginning in 2024, (a) cap-and-trade 
disbursements and (b) the sales tax exemption would be 
suspended until the state Legislature, by a two-thirds vote 
in both house (rather than by a majority), passes a bill 
authorizing both to continue. Thereafter, future disbursements 
would only require a majority vote and the exemption would 
be reinstated.

FISCAL EFFECTS 
The suspension of the sales tax exemption could increase 
sales tax revenue, by an amount dependent on the length of 
the suspension period. For a lengthy delay, the increase could 
be up to a few hundred million dollars annually.

The 2024 two-thirds vote requirement could, temporarily, 
delay and/or change the mix of state and local programs 
disbursements compared to what would otherwise occur. The 
fiscal results are unclear.

SUPPORTERS SAY 
  Prop 70 forces two-thirds of the legislature reach 
agreement in 2024 to evaluate if the cap-and-trade has 
been beneficial for all Californians.  

  Prop 70 is part of a historic bipartisan effort to achieve 
our climate goals, retain good paying jobs to sustain our 
economy, and protect air quality and public health. 

OPPONENTS SAY 
  The 2024 two-thirds vote requirement is not achievable, 
undermining clean energy progress, and empowering 
special interests out of step with most Californians. 

  Prop 70 was passed in only four days with a single 
committee hearing and no opportunity for public 
comment. Why was it passed with such speed and 
secrecy?  

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: This proposition is on the ballot by action of 
the Legislature and the Governor. At press time, there is no 
known campaign supporting this Proposition.
Opponents:  Vote No on Proposition 70, No to Big Oil, a 
coalition of environmental groups.
stopprop70.org

Choosing YES or NO on a Proposition 

A YES vote means that you approve of the change a proposition would make,  
and a NO vote means that you want to leave things as they are now.
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Proposition 71 Legislative Constitutional Amendment

Sets Effective Date for Ballot Measures.

THE QUESTION: Should ballot measures approved by a majority of voters take effect 
five days after the Secretary of State certifies the results of the election?

THE SITUATION 
California’s Constitution states that approved measures take 
effect on the day after the election unless otherwise specified 
by the measure.  

Election officials in each county must count every legally 
cast ballot, including vote-by-mail ballots received soon 
after Election Day and provisional ballots once a voter’s 
eligibility is confirmed. The current vote counting process 
lasts for several weeks after Election Day. The amount of 
time required to validate a signature on a vote-by-mail 
ballot and to confirm a voter’s eligibility when casting a 
provisional ballot can take a minimum of two to five minutes 
and sometimes up to half an hour to research databases to 
determine if a voter’s address has changed and didn’t cast a 
ballot elsewhere.   

Each county then forwards the results to the Secretary of State 
who certifies a formal “statement of the vote” no later than 
38 days after Election Day.    
 

THE PROPOSAL 
Prop 71 would amend the State Constitution so that:

  The effective date for state initiatives and referenda 
passed by a majority of voters shall be on the fifth day 
after the Secretary of State files the “statement of the 
vote,” or no later than forty-three days after the election.

  If a referendum petition is filed against a part of a 
statute, the remainder of the statute shall not be delayed 
from going into effect.

  A measure may provide that it becomes operative after 
its effective date.

 

FISCAL EFFECTS 
Little or no fiscal effect is likely with Prop 71 because it is 
rare for state ballot measures to create substantial changes in 
revenues or spending in forty-three days after an election.   

SUPPORTERS SAY 
  Ballot measures should not go into effect until all votes 
have been counted.

  Prop 71 is an update of our election laws that also 
allows authors to specify the date a measure becomes 
effective.

OPPONENTS SAY 
  Prop 71 is not necessary.  The law as it exists works 
well.

  There may be times when it is good for laws to go into 
effect immediately after Election Day.

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: This proposition is on the ballot by action of the 
Legislature and the Governor.
California Democratic Party
cadem.org
Opponents: Gary Wesley 
E-mail: Gary.wesley@yahoo.com 
(Mr. Wesley, a northern California attorney, wrote the 
opposing argument as an individual. At press time, there is 
no known campaign opposing this Proposition.) 

May 21

 Last day to register to vote 

May 7 - May 29

Mailing period for Vote-by-Mail Ballots

(Request yours before the May 29 deadline)

Primary Election  •  Tuesday, June 5, 2018 

Polls open 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.
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Proposition 72 Legislative Constitutional Amendment

Permits Legislature to Exclude Newly Constructed Rain-Capture Systems 

From Property-Tax Reassessment Requirement.

THE QUESTION: Should the value of new construction of rain-capture systems be excluded from reassessment of property for 
property taxes purposes?

THE SITUATION 
California property taxes are typically charged at 1.1% of 
the full cash value of the property, initially assessed at the 
time of purchase or construction. This taxable value can 
be adjusted for inflation at a rate of no more than 2% per 
year. Normally a property’s value is not fully updated until 
it is sold or changes owners, but certain improvements can 
also trigger an updated value. In that case, only the value 
of the improvement (usually a major renovation or new 
construction) is considered, and this value is then added 
to the taxable base value of the property. A few types of 
improvements are already excluded from reassessment: 
solar energy systems, fire sprinkler systems, changes to 
increase accessibility for people with disabilities, and seismic 
retrofitting.

THE PROPOSAL 
Prop 72 would add systems installed by property owners 
or developers to catch rainwater and store it for use on 
the property to the list of improvements excluded from 
reassessment for property taxes.  The exclusion is only for 
systems installed between January 2018 and the end of 2028. 
The exclusion ends when the property is sold.

FISCAL EFFECTS 
Tax exemptions are generally thought to provide incentives, 
in this case to encourage property owners to install rain-
capture systems by exempting them from property tax 
reassessments at the time of installation. Because these 
systems are usually not very expensive compared to the 
total cost of real estate, individual tax savings would be 
fairly small. The loss to local government revenue from 
property taxes would also be correspondingly small, though 
this amount would increase if the incentive succeeds in 
encouraging construction of more rain-capture systems. The 
property owner would save money on water bills by using 
the water captured by the system, also conserving water from 
public utilities for other uses, including drinking water and 
agricultural irrigation.

SUPPORTERS SAY 
  In a state prone to drought, Prop 72 provides a financial 
incentive for homeowners to help conserve water.

  Savings from Prop 72 will extend to lower water bills 
for people with rain-capture systems.

 
OPPONENTS SAY 

  There are no official arguments against and no 
opponents to this bill.

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: This proposition is on the ballot by action of 
the Legislature and the Governor. At press time there is no 
known formal campaign supporting this Proposition. 
Opponents: At press time there is no known formal 
campaign against this Proposition.

Who can vote?

You may register to vote in California if:
   You are a U.S. citizen and California resident.
   You will be at least 18 years old on election day.
   You are not in prison or on parole for a felony.
   You have not been judged mentally incompetent.

When must you re-register to vote?

You need to fill out a new voter registration form if:
   You change your residence address or mailing address.
   You change your name.
   You want to change your political party affiliation.

If you registered and your name does not appear on the voter list at your polling place,  
you have a right to cast a provisional ballot at any polling place in your county.
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About Bonds

Proposition 68 on the June election ballot is a bond issue.  This proposition was 
placed on the ballot by the state Legislature.  Below is background information 
regarding the state’s current bond debt, as well as the impact that approval of 
Proposition 68 could have on the amount of debt and on the State’s annual 
budget.

What Are Bonds? Bonds are a form of long-term borrowing that the state uses 
to raise money for infrastructure projects. The state sells bonds to investors and 
agrees to repay the investors, with interest, according to a specified schedule.

Why Are Bonds Used? Projects such as roads, educational facilities, prisons, 
parks, office buildings, and housing for veterans involve large dollar costs, and 
are used over many years. The use of bonds helps to fund the initial large dollar 
costs, which would be hard to fund out of day-to-day operating revenues. Also, 
the repayment of these bonds over time means that future taxpayers who benefit 
from the facilities will help to pay for them.

What Types of Bonds Does the State Sell? General Obligation Bonds are the 
most significant type of bonds and are largely repaid from the state’s General 
Fund which is supported primarily by income and sales tax revenues. These 
bonds must be approved by the voters, and their repayment is effectively 
guaranteed by the state. The bonds proposed in Proposition 68 are general 
obligation bonds.

There are also Revenue Bonds, repaid from a designated revenue stream—such 
as bridge tolls—and Lease-Revenue Bonds, repaid from lease payments by state 
agencies using the leased facilities. Neither type requires voter approval, nor is 
their repayment guaranteed by the state.

What Are the Direct Costs of Bond Financing? The state must repay the 
principal amount of the bonds, plus interest, over time to the investors until the 
bonds are fully paid off. The interest cost of repaying bonds depends primarily 
on the current interest rate and on the time period over which the bonds have 
to be repaid. It is expected that the $4 billion in new bonds proposed by 
Proposition 68 would be sold over a 10-year period and that the bonds will 
be repaid over 30 years at an interest rate of 5%. The bonds sold at the end of 
the 10-year period would be repaid 40 years later.  Based on those figures the 
annual cost to the State will be about $200 million per year over the next 40 
years.  

Amount of General Fund Debt. The state has about $83 billion of General 
Fund-supported infrastructure bonds on which it is making principal and 
interest payments. In addition, the voters and the Legislature have approved 
about $36 billion of General Fund-supported bonds that have not yet been sold. 
Most of these bonds are expected to be sold in the coming years as additional 
projects need funding. In 2017-18, the General Fund’s infrastructure bond 
repayments total close to $6 billion. 

This Election’s Impact on the Amount of State Revenues Used to Repay Debt. 
One indicator of the state’s debt burden is the portion of the state’s annual 
general revenues that must be set aside to make yearly payments on the debt, 
called “debt service ratio” (DSR). The DSR is now somewhat below 5% of 
annual General Fund revenues. If voters approve Proposition 68, it is estimated 
that the DSR will increase by less than one-fifth of a percentage point.

Primary Election

Tuesday, June 5, 2018

Polls open from 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.

May 21
Last day to register to vote

Find answers to your questions 

about voting and the 

Top-Two primary

Visit our website, CAvotes.org, to:

• Learn more about the ballot 

measures and voter registration

• See a list of local Leagues

• Sign up and become a member, and 

to donate or volunteer

May 29
Last day to request a  
Vote-by-Mail ballot

facebook.com/cavotes

@CAvotes
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The League of Women Voters 

of the Bay Area is a 501(c)(3) 

nonpartisan organization, 

encourages informed and active 

participation in government and 

works to increase understanding of 

major public policy issues. 

The LWVBA does not support or 

oppose candidates, or political 

parties. 

This Pros & Cons is a nonpartisan 

explanation of a state of California 

proposition, with supporting and 

opposing arguments. The 

arguments come from many 

sources and are not limited to those 

presented in the Official Voter 

Information Guide. 

The LWVBA does not judge 

the merits of the arguments or 

guarantee their validity. 

The LWVBA grants permission for 

the Pros & Cons to be reproduced. 

This publication is available online  

at LWVBayArea.org. 

League of Women Voters 

of the Bay Area 

436 14th St, Ste 1213 

Oakland, CA 94612 

In this primary election, California voters will find all candidates for state and 

federal elective offices on their ballots, regardless of the party preference of 

the candidates or of the voter. The two candidates who win the most votes in 

each contest will advance to the November general election—even if both are 

in the 

same political party, and even if one of them has received a majority of the 

votes for that office. 

California voters will also decide on five state propositions, which are 

explained in this Pros & Cons. Propositions on the June primary ballot are 

placed there by action of the state Legislature and the Governor. Any qualified 

initiative measures, which are placed on the ballot through the petition and 

signature gathering process, will appear on the November General Election 

ballot. Visit VotersEdge.org to see everything on your ballot, your polling 

place, and to unbiased information on all your voting choices. 

*Examine what the measure seeks to accomplish. Do you agree with those 

goals?  

*Is the measure consistent with your ideas about government?  Do you think 

the proposed changes will make things better? 

*Who are the real sponsors and opponents of the measure? Check where the 

money is coming from on votersedge.org/ca 

*Is the measure written well?  Will it create conflicts in law that may 

require court resolution or interpretation? Is it “good government,” or will it 

cause more problems than it will resolve? 

*Does the measure create its own revenue source? Does it earmark, restrict, 

or obligate government revenues? If so, weigh the benefit of securing funding 

for this measure against the cost of reducing overall flexibility in the budget. 

*Does the measure mandate a government program or service without 

addressing how it will be funded? 

*Does the measure deal with one issue that can be easily decided by a YES 

or NO vote? Or, is it a complex issue that should be thoroughly examined in 

the legislative arena? 

*If the measure amends the Constitution, consider whether it really belongs in 

the Constitution. Would a statute accomplish the same purpose? All 

constitutional amendments require voter approval; what we put into the 

Constitution would have to come back to the ballot to be changed. 

*Be wary of distortion tactics and commercials that rely on the image but tell 

nothing of substance about the measure. Beware of half-truths. 

Primary Election • June 5, 2018

How to Evaluate Ballot Propositions 
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Region-wide Majority vote required for approval

Regional Measure 3

Shall voters authorize a plan to reduce auto and truck traffic, relieve crowding on BART, 

unclog freeway bottlenecks, and improve bus, ferry, BART and commuter rail service as 

specified in the plan in this ballot measure, with a $1 toll increase effective in 2019, a $1 

increase in 2022, and a $1 increase in 2025, on all Bay Area toll bridges except the 

Golden Gate Bridge, with independent oversight of all funds?

Regional Measure

The San Francisco Bay Area’s growing 

economy and population place a large 

burden on the aging transportation 

infrastructure. Population and jobs are 

forecast to continue to grow in the next 20 

years along with traffic congestion. This 

ballot measure intends to improve the 

quality of life and sustain the economy of 

the region by improving mobility and 

enhancing travel options on the bay 

bridges and corridors by increasing the 

toll rate on the seven state-owned 

bridges. 

Approval of this measure will allow the 

Bay Area Toll Authority (BATA) to raise 

the rates by a maximum of $3 over 6 

years on the rate charged by the state- 

owned toll bridges in the area to be used 

for specific projects and programs.

The Regional Measure 3 Expenditure 

Plan identifies projects that would be 

funded if voters approve a toll increase 

of $3 over 6 years. Funds from this 

increase would be used to finance a 

$4.5 billion slate of highway and transit 

projects, and would provide $60 million 

each year to operate new bus and ferry 

services in congested bridge corridors 

and improve regional connectivity at the 

soon-to-open Transbay Transit Center 

in downtown San Francisco. The 

Expenditure Plan matches investment 

in each county to the anticipated toll 

burden on its residents.

THE SITUATION 

BAY AREA TRAFFIC RELIEF PLAN 
THE QUESTION 

THE PROPOSAL 

FISCAL EFFECT

Supporters: Yesonrm3.com 

Opponents: OccupyMTC.org and 

 Nine-County-Coalition.Squarespace.com

For more Information



• Reduces truck traffic congestion and        

  improve air quality 

• Extends BART to San Jose and Silicon    

  Valley 

• Improves Transbay bus service and          

  carpool access to improve times across    

  bridges 

• Provides funding to plan and design a      

  second Transbay rail crossing to provide  

  additional rail service and expand BART  

  capacity by 45% 

• Upgrades the Clipper transit card system  

   to support universal, seamless public      

   transit fare payment 

• Improves bike/pedestrian access to train  

  stations and ferry terminals 

• Provides 50% discount on toll increase    

  amount for commuters who cross a          

  second bridge 

• Ensures strong taxpayer safeguards,        

   including independent audits, citizen        

   oversight and a BART Transportation      

   Inspector General to hold elected 

   leaders accountable for spending

SUPPORTERS SAY OPPONENTS SAY
• Encourages single-occupant drivers to          

     use the road by converting HOV lanes to    

 variable toll “Hot Lanes” 

• Raises bridge tolls, thus discriminating          

    against low-income drivers who cannot        

    afford to live closer to their workplace 

• No guarantee against diversion of 

  voter-approved funds by the Bay Area Toll      

  Authority from their specified use   

• No guarantee that funds allocated to              

   later projects would still be there when          

   needed 

• No clear procedural documents which            

   detail how funds will be received and            

   administered 

• No clear policy detailed about how                  

  priorities would be chosen for the                    

  disbursement and reprogramming of              

  funds for either surpluses or cost                    

  overruns 

• No clear policy or guidelines on how to          

  measure success 

• Oversight committee does not review            

    both financial and programmatic                    

    information, nor provide for transparency to  

    report to the public on their findings

What a YES or NO Vote Means

The voters of the Bay Area counties 

approve giving the BATA the go-ahead 

to raise the toll rates on the state-owned 

bridges in the Bay Area by a maximum 

of $3 over 6 years. Funds will be 

available for transportation 

improvements and transit operations.

The voters of the Bay Area counties do not 

approve giving the BATA the go-ahead to 

raise the toll rates on the state-owned 

bridges in the Bay Area by a maximum of $3 

over 6 years. Funds for proposed projects 

and programs will be unavailable, and some 

projects may be delayed indefinitely.

A YES Vote Means A NO Vote Means 



Alameda County Measure A                                               County ordinance, Sales tax 
Two-thirds (66.67%) vote required for passage 

 
Alameda County Childcare and Early Education Measure 

 
The Question 
“To expand access to childcare and preschool for low- and middle-income families; help 
homeless and at-risk children, including help preventing child abuse and neglect; attract 
and retain quality childcare workers; and add spaces for childcare at locations 
throughout the county, shall the County of Alameda enact a 30-year ½% sales tax 
providing approximately 140 million dollars annually with citizens’ oversight, public 
disclosure of spending, and mandatory annual audits?” 
 
The Situation 
Child care and early education services that are partially or fully funded by the 
government are provided by non-profit and public agencies and by community-based 
organizations and individuals. Services are provided at centers and schools, in homes 
caring for up to 14 children, and in informal settings. School programs operate under 
regulations of the California Department of Education; centers and home-based care 
are licensed by the California Department of Social Services. Child care and early 
education providers have varying requirements for staffing and facilities. All must meet 
basic health and safety standards. Informal care is that provided by friends, families, or 
others who can meet the needs of particular families and situations; it is unlicensed. 
 
The Alameda County Early Care and Education Planning Council “serves as a forum to 
address the child care needs of all families and in all child care programs, both 
subsidized and nonsubsidized, in Alameda County. The Council’s major responsibilities 
are:  “ 1) provide a forum for the recommendation of local priorities for child care funding 
and the development of policies to meet the needs identified within those priorities when 
appropriate and requested; and 2) advise the County Board of Supervisors (CBS) and 
County Superintendent of Schools (CSS) on child care program and policy issues.” 
 
The need for affordable services by low and middle income families in Alameda County 
far exceeds the demand. Only about a third of children whose parents are working have 
access to a licensed child care or early education setting. 
 
Subsidies do not cover the full costs of quality care.  
 
Most child care workers are poorly paid and struggle to earn decent livings. Those who 
are employed at centers and as family care assistants are covered by state and 
municipal minimum wage laws. Low wages lead to high staff turnover and difficulty in 
finding and keeping qualified staff.  
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The Proposal 
Measure A will enact a half cent sales tax effective for 30 years, from October 1, 2018 
through September 30, 2048. Proceeds will be deposited in a special fund entitled “child 
care and early education tax fund,” and allocated by the County Board of Supervisors 
“based on the demonstrated unmet child care and early education needs and the 
county’s commitment to a geographically dispersed network of child care and early 
education providers, for any of the following purposes: 

1. To increase access to affordable, high quality child care and early education 
services for low and middle income children from birth through 12 years of 
age, especially for children who are homeless and have other high priority 
needs; 

2. To improve and maintain the quality of new and existing child care and early 
education services throughout the county; or 

3. To improve the wages and benefits of child care providers and early 
educators who provide these services.” 

 
Funds may not supplant those budgeted by the county for child care and early 
education services in 2016-17 unless state, federal, or other non-county funding 
sources have been reduced. 
 
A citizen oversight committee appointed by the Board of Supervisors shall annually 
review and report on the fund’s expenditures for the prior year. 
 
Measure A calls for a planning and advisory council for the fund; this will most likely be 
the existing Alameda County Early Care and Education Planning Council. 
Implementation will be done by an entity designated by the Board, most likely the 
Alameda County Children and Families First Commission (“First 5”). This entity will 
administer the county’s plan for providing services.  
 
(N.B. Not detailed in Measure A itself is the Planning Council’s plan, a draft of which 
was published in February 2018. It is available at www.acgov.org/ece/ballotmeasure.) 
 
Fiscal Effect 
The half cent sales tax is expected to raise $140 million a year for services related to 
child care and early education. Allocations are described in the county plan. The tax will 
expire in 2048 unless modified or extended before then. 
 
Funds from the tax will help leverage additional funds from other sources. 
 
What a Yes or No Vote Means 
A YES vote means purchases in Alameda will be taxed an additional one half of one 
percent (.5%). This will bring the combined state and county sales tax rate to 9.75%. 
Proceeds of the additional tax will expand and improve child care and early education 
services. 
 



A NO vote means that sales tax rates in Alameda County and county funding for child 
care and early education will remain the same as they are now. 
 
Supporters say 

• Measure A will provide safe, affordable, quality child care and pre-school to 
thousands more children from low and middle income families. 

• Research shows the critical importance of positive learning experiences to 
children in the first five years of life. 

• Measure A provides for strict accountability for the use of funds. 
• Better compensation will benefit caregivers and educators, help attract and retain 

qualified staff, and help build stable relationships essential to children 
 
Opponents say 

• The benefits claimed for Measure A are vague. Taxpayers deserve to know how 
their money will be spent. 

• The county has failed to demonstrate sufficient accountability for the use of 
existing sales tax revenues. 
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PROS & CONS: ALAMEDA MEASURE B1 
MEASURE B1: ALAMEDA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT (AUSD) SPECIAL PARCEL TAX 

A two-thirds supermajority vote required to approve Measure B1 

  

THE QUESTION:  “To maintain high-quality Alameda schools by protecting small class sizes; 
core academic, art, music, science, innovative, and athletic programs; neighborhood schools; 
and retaining excellent teachers; shall Alameda Unified School District continue for seven 
years, without increase, its existing parcel tax rate of $0.32 per building square foot not to 
exceed $7,999 per parcel, with senior exemptions, strict accountability measures (annual 
audits and independent citizen oversight), and all approximately $12,000,000 raised annually 
staying in Alameda schools?” 
 
 
THE PROPOSAL 
Measure B1 generates local funds to supplement school funding received from the state. 
Measure B1 extends the Special Parcel Tax, Measure A, which will expire in fiscal year 2018.  
The measure will extend the parcel tax an additional 7 years, through fiscal year 2025. This 
parcel tax provides about $12 million dollars annually to our local K-12 schools. Measure B1 
was placed on the ballot by the AUSD Board of Education. 
 
 
THE CURRENT SITUATION  
A recent report released by the California School Boards Association and its Education Legal 
Alliance found the state of California is underfunding K-12 schools by as much as $22 billion 
to $42 billion each year. Alameda voters and taxpayers have provided supplemental local 
funding for the District's schools with parcel tax measures since 2001. This includes the 
current parcel tax, Measure A, which is providing about $12 million each year in local funding 
to support eleven voter-approved educational priorities. Measure A will expire in the fiscal 
year 2018, resulting in the loss of millions of dollars to Alameda's public schools.  State 
regulations require all school districts to submit -- in advance -- three-year balanced budgets. 
Without a renewed voter-approved funding source in this November’s election, the District will 
be required to include a fiscal year 2019 operating budget that reflects a $12 million 
reduction.  
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FISCAL EFFECTS  
Measure B1 will extend, but not increase, the existing parcel tax rate under Measure A. 
Measure B1 will generate about $12 million per year for Alameda schools for an additional 
seven years. Property owners will continue to pay $0.32 per building square foot with a cap 
(not to exceed) of $7,999 per parcel. Measure A has the same cap. An average homeowner 
with a 1600 square foot house will continue to pay $512/year with Measure B1. Senior citizen 
homeowners, aged 65 and older, and property owners of any age receiving Supplemental 
Security Income for a disability will be eligible for a tax exemption. 
 
 
SUPPORTERS SAY  

x Measure B1 enables AUSD to maintain high-quality Alameda schools without 
increasing taxes 
 

x Measure B1 permits AUSD to protect core academic, athletic, and arts programs; 
maintain small class sizes; maintain neighborhood schools; and attract and retain 
excellent teachers.  
 

x Measure B1 is a locally controlled funding source containing strong accountability 
provisions. 

. 
 
OPPONENTS SAY  

x Measure B1 has a maximum cap. The $7,999 cap creates a tax break for large 
corporations. These businesses will pay far less than the 32 cents per square foot that 
small businesses, homes, condos and rentals pay; this assessment practice is unfair. 
 

x Measure B1 lowers taxes on corporations by eliminating the tax on vacant lots that 
was included in Measure A.   
 

x There are two regular elections before Measure A expires for the District to correct the 
corporate tax breaks being given and create a fair tax measure for our schools. 

 
 
FOR MORE INFORMATION  
 
Supporters:  Alameda Save Our Schools   https://alamedasos.org/ 
Opponents:   Save Our City! Alameda   http://www.saveourcityalameda.org/ 
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PROS & CONS: ALAMEDA MEASURE K1 

MEASURE K1 – UTILITY MODERNIZATION ACT (UMA) 
Majority vote required to approve Measure K1 

  
 
THE QUESTION: “Shall the City of Alameda amend its Charter to reaffirm the annual transfer of 
approximately $3.7 million from Alameda Municipal Power to the City, adjust future transfer amounts 
for inflation, and modernize the existing Utility Users Tax ordinance to reflect new and evolving 
technologies so that all taxpayers are treated equally regardless of technology?” 
  
 
THE PROPOSAL 
The Utility Users Tax (UUT) is an existing tax on certain utility bills. Since 1970, Alameda residents 
have paid a UUT on their electricity, gas, cable TV, and telecommunications bills.  The UMA 
modernizes the City’s laws in two ways: 1) by amending the City Charter to reaffirm the annual 
transfer from Alameda Municipal Power (AMP) to the City’s General Fund; and 2) by updating the 
definitions in the existing Utility Users Tax Ordinance. Measure K1 was placed on the ballot by action 
of the Alameda City Council.   
  
 
THE SITUATION 
The UMA has two parts: 
Reaffirming the Annual Transfer:  Alameda Municipal Power provides electric services to the city. As 
written in the City Charter, AMP transfers funds annually to the General Fund to support essential city 
services. A new lawsuit challenges the transfer of these funds.  The UMA proposes that the Charter 
be amended to restate the current amount of the transfer, $3.7 million per year, adjusted annually for 
inflation.  An affirmative vote will safeguard this long-standing funding mechanism already included in 
current electric rates. 
 
Defining Technologies in the Utility Users Tax Ordinance:  First adopted in 1972, the technologies 
cited in the ordinance have significantly changed. Some cell phone carriers apply the tax correctly 
and others do not.  Measure K1 will amend definitions of telecommunications services to include 
currently used and envisioned technologies with clear definitions and instructions to service providers. 
This will ensure that the tax is applied equally to all consumers.  The measure includes third party 
audits of the tax collection.   
 
 
 
 
 

Nov 2016
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FISCAL EFFECT 
Approval of Measure K1 would preserve the current transfer of $3.7 million per year, 4% of the 
general fund, with new revenue expected from the yearly adjustment for inflation and approximately 
$1.2 million in revenues from subscribers affected by updating the technology definitions. The tax rate 
of 7.5% is not changing but it would be applied fairly to all subscribers of such services.  Some 
subscribers will see an increase in their monthly cell phone bills of up to $5.00.  Others will see no 
change.  Federal law prohibits any charge for Internet use.  An exemption of 2% of the tax remains 
for low income individuals and the exemption is available for those 65 and older.  The increase in age 
is intended to align with federal programs and to recognize the current retirement age. 
 
A YES VOTE would mean that the City Charter would be amended to change the transfer from AMP 
to the City’s General Fund from a complex calculation to a flat amount of $3.7 million adjusted 
annually for inflation. Further, a YES vote would amend the definitions of telecommunications 
services. 
 
A NO VOTE would mean that the transfer from AMP to the General Fund would continue unless 
challenged by a new lawsuit.  Additionally, a No vote would not include an annual inflationary 
adjustment and would allow the cell phone providers to apply definitions inequitably resulting in an 
estimated $1.2 million in uncollected revenues.   
 
 
SUPPORTERS SAY 

x This transfer is an existing part of the AMP budget and will not cause an increase in anyone’s 
electric bill.  The UUT clarifies legal language to ensure that utility providers apply the UUT 
equally and fairly to all users 
.  

x The measure will protect critical funding for: 911 and emergency medical response times; 
police and fire services to keep Alameda safe; street, sidewalk, pothole repairs; maintenance 
of city parks and recreational facilities; Library and Senior Services; and general services to 
maintain Alameda’s quality of life. 
   

x Passage of the UUT will not impact salaries or pensions of city employees. 
 
 
OPPONENTS SAY 

x Affirming the transfer is a blank check, instead of being spent on Alameda Municipal Power’s 
infrastructure.  
  

x The UUT modernization would expand what is covered by the Utility Users Tax (UUT), so that 
some will pay more taxes and it reduces the number of senior exemptions, by increasing the 
age from 62 to 65.  
  

x Since the UUT is used in calculating some employees’ salaries and pensions (a formula 
unique to our City,) the unintended consequence could automatically increase salaries and 
pension benefits without the possibility of negotiations. 
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FOR MORE INFORMATION 

Alameda City FAQ:  https://alamedaca.gov/ 
 
Supporters: 
Alameda City Council Vice Mayor Frank Matarrese; Council Members Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft, Tony 
Daysog and Jim Oddie. 
Alameda Chamber of Commerce 
Alameda County Taxpayers Association 
 
Opponents: 
Alameda City Mayor Trish Herrera Spencer 
Save Our City http://www.saveourcityalameda.org/tag/measure-k1-2016/ 
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BART
MEASURE RR

AC TRANSIT
MEASURE C1

COUNTY OF ALAMEDA
MEASURE A1

Alameda County Affordable Housing Bond
(requires 66.6667% “yes” votes to pass)

The way it is now:
In recent years, the cost of housing in 
Alameda County has become higher than 
many people can afford.

What Measure A1 would do
Measure A1 would allow Alameda County to 
sell up to $580 million in bonds. By selling 
bonds, Alameda County would get up to 
$580 million to spend on:
• Construction of 8,500 units of affordable 

rental housing
• Housing and services for homeless people
• Home-buying assistance for low-income 

and middle-income households

Measure A1 funds would be audited every 
year. A citizens’ oversight committee would 
make sure the money is used correctly.

Financial effects:
To repay the bonds, Alameda County would 
increase property taxes. In 2017, property 
taxes would go up by a rate of $12.50 per 
$100,000 of assessed property value. This 
means that if the county assessor says a 
property is worth $300,000, the property 
owner will pay $37.50 in additional tax for 
Measure A1.

Property taxes would continue to go up in 
future years, but they should not go higher 
than $13.90 per $100,000 of assessed 
property value. The property tax increase 
would expire in 2040.

People for Measure A1 say:
• Measure A1 will provide affordable 

housing to vulnerable groups like seniors, 
veterans, low-income families with 
children, and people with disabilities.

• Measure A1 will help get homeless people 
off the street.

People against Measure A1 say:
• No arguments against Measure A1 have 

been put forward.

BART Safety, Reliability and Traffic Relief
(requires 66.6667% “yes” votes to pass)

The way it is now:
The BART system is 44 years old. BART 
officials say that many parts of the system 
have worn out, and need to be repaired or 
replaced. These improvements would cost a 
lot of money.

What Measure RR would do:
Measure RR would allow BART to sell up to 
$3.5 billion in bonds. By selling bonds, BART 
would get up to $3.5 billion to spend on 
improving its system.

Most of this money (90%) would pay for 
improvements to tracks, tunnels, stations, 
power systems, train control systems, and 
repair facilities. The remaining 10% would 
pay for ways to reduce crowding, and for 
helping seniors and people with disabilities 
use BART.

Measure RR funds would be audited every 
year. A citizens’ oversight committee would 
make sure the money is used correctly.

Financial effects:
To repay the bonds, BART would increase 
property taxes. In 2017, property taxes would 
go up by a rate of $2.02 per $100,000 of 
assessed property value. This means that if 
the county assessor says a property is worth 
$300,000, the property owner will pay $6.06 
in additional tax for Measure RR.

Property taxes would continue to go up in 
future years, but they should not go higher 
than $17.49 per $100,000 of assessed 
property value. The property tax increase 
would expire in 2065.

People for Measure RR say:
• Measure RR has detailed plans for how 

funds will be spent.
• Audits and the citizens’ oversight 

committee will make sure that Measure RR 
funds are spent according to plan.

People against Measure RR say:
• BART should have been saving money to 

repair its system, but it decided to overpay 
its employees instead.

• Measure RR will raise taxes and increase 
BART’s debt.

AC Transit Parcel Tax Extension
(requires 66.6667% “yes” votes to pass)

The way it is now:
In 2002, voters passed a measure that 
established a 
parcel tax of 
$24 per year 
to help pay for 
AC Transit bus 
service. In 2004, 
voters passed 
a measure 
that increased 
the parcel tax 
to $48 per 
year. In 2008, 
voters passed 
a measure that 
increased the 
parcel tax to 
$96 per year. The parcel tax is scheduled to 
expire in 2019.

What Measure C1 would do:
Measure C1 would extend the $96 parcel tax 
until 2039.

Parcel tax funds would continue to be audited 
every year. A citizens’ oversight committee 
would continue to make sure the money is 
used correctly.

Financial effects:
Property owners would pay $96 per parcel 
for every year from 2019 to 2039. AC Transit 
would get about $30 million per year.

People for Measure C1 say:
• AC Transit needs this funding to provide 

reliable service.
• AC Transit needs this funding to continue 

providing reduced fares and transportation 
options for youth, seniors, and people with 
disabilities.

People against Measure C1 say:
• No arguments against Measure C1 have 

been put forward.

WHAT IS A PARCEL?
A parcel is a piece 
of land, usually with 
something built on 
it, like a house. A 
parcel tax requires 
parcel owners to pay 
the same amount 
of tax for each 
parcel, instead of 
different amounts 
based on the value of 
individual parcels.

Page 9
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General Election • November 8, 2016 
At this election, California voters will choose the president of the United States 
for the next four-year term, elect one of two U.S. senators to represent the state 
in Congress, and elect state and federal legislative representatives.

California voters will also be deciding on 17 state propositions that are 
explained in this Pros & Cons. Two of the propositions were placed on the ballot 
by the state legislature, 14 of them were placed on the ballot by supporters 
who gathered sufficient signatures and seek to make changes in state laws or 
the California Constitution, and one is a referendum that seeks to overturn an 
existing law, and was also placed on the ballot by supporters who gathered 
sufficient signatures.

Visit votersedge.org/ca to see everything on your ballot, find your  
polling place, and get unbiased information on all your voting choices.

How to Evaluate Ballot Propositions
H  Examine what the measure seeks to accomplish. Do you agree with those goals? 

H  Is the measure consistent with your ideas about government? Do you think the 
proposed changes will make things better?

H  Who are the real sponsors and opponents of the measure? Check where the 
money is coming from on the Voter’s Edge California website: votersedge.org/ca

H  Is the measure written well? Will it create conflicts in law that may require 
court resolution or interpretation? Is it “good government,” or will it cause more 
problems than it will resolve? 

H  Does the measure create its own revenue source? Does it earmark, restrict, or 
obligate government revenues? If so, weigh the benefit of securing funding for 
this measure against the cost of reducing overall flexibility in the budget.

H  Does the measure mandate a government program or service without addressing 
how it will be funded?

H  Does the measure deal with one issue that can be easily decided by a YES or 
NO vote? Or, is it a complex issue that should be thoroughly examined in the 
legislative arena?

H  If the measure amends the Constitution, consider whether it really belongs in the 
Constitution. Would a statute accomplish the same purpose? All constitutional 
amendments require voter approval; what we put into the Constitution would 
have to come back to the ballot to be changed. 

H  Be wary of distortion tactics and commercials that rely on image but tell nothing 
of substance about the measure. Beware of half truths.

Press Date: September 9, 2016 

The League of Women Voters  
of California Education Fund 
(LWVCEF), a 501(c)(3) nonpartisan 
organization, encourages informed 
and active participation in 
government and works to increase 
understanding of major public 
policy issues. The LWVCEF does 
not support or oppose candidates, 
political parties, or ballot 
measures. 

The Pros & Cons is a nonpartisan 
explanation of state propositions, 
with supporting and opposing 
arguments. The arguments come 
from many sources and are not 
limited to those presented in the 
Official Voter Information Guide.  
The LWVCEF does not judge 
the merits of the arguments or 
guarantee their validity. 

The LWVCEF grants permission for 
the Pros & Cons to be reproduced. 
This publication is available online 
at CAvotes.org. 

League of Women Voters 
of California Education Fund 

1107 9th Street, Suite 300  
Sacramento, CA 95814  
916.442.7215 • 888.870.VOTE
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Proposition 51 Initiative Statute

School Bonds. Funding for K-12 School and Community College Facilities.

THE QUESTION: Should the state sell $9 billion in general obligation bonds  
to be used for upgrading public education facilities?

THE SITUATION 
The state funds school projects through general obligation 
bonds, all of which must be approved by voters. During 
1998-2006, voters approved $40 billion of such bonds. The 
state’s 2016-17 payment to service debts from those previous 
bonds amounts to $2.4 billion for K-12 schools and $300 
million for community colleges. Virtually all of the funds 
from those previously-issued bonds have been spent.
Under the state’s existing School Facilities Program, schools 
submit project proposals to the state.  The proposals may be 
to buy land, construct buildings, and/or renovate existing 
buildings. In most cases, schools that receive state funding 
must contribute local funding.  Local funding is either 40 or 
50 percent of project costs, depending on the type of project.  

grant funding, up to 100 percent of the project cost. There is 
no similar grant funding structure for community colleges.
School and community college districts may sell local 
general obligation bonds to help cover the cost of facility 
projects, which also must be approved by local voters. 
Since 1998, school and community college districts have 
sold about $64 billion and $21 billion, respectively, in local 
general obligation bonds for facility projects. 

THE PROPOSAL 
Prop. 51 would authorize the state to sell $9 billion in 
general obligation bonds: $6 billion to modernize old, or 
to construct new, K-12 public school facilities; $2 billion 
for community college facilities; and $1 billion for charter 
schools and vocational facilities.

FISCAL EFFECTS 
The state likely would issue these bonds over a period of 

over a period of about 35 years. If the bonds were sold at an 

the bonds would be $17.6 billion, including principal and 
interest. The average payment per year would be about $500 
million, less than half of one percent of the state’s current 
General Fund budget. 
Given the availability of additional state funds, some local 
school and community college districts might raise and spend 
more locally, while others might raise and spend less locally.

SUPPORTERS SAY 
• A statewide bond is the best option for meeting 

California’s school construction needs. Local voters will 
still be in control of how the bond funds are spent. 

• Many schools and community colleges throughout the 
state have outdated facilities and need repairs to meet 
basic health and safety standards.   

OPPONENTS SAY 
• Local school bond measures work better than statewide 

bonds. Local control is the best way to minimize 
government waste.          

wealthy districts would receive the lion’s share of 
funding, because they have the resources to quickly 
apply for the funding.

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: Yes on 51 -Californians For Quality Schools
www.californiansforqualityschools.com 
Opponents:  California Taxpayers Action Network
www.stopprop51.org

More Information on Bonds

For more information on bonds, see Overview of State Bond Debt in the , Page 115

www.voterguide.sos.ca.gov
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Proposition 52 Initiative Consitutional Amendment and Statute

Medi-Cal Hospital Fee Program.
THE QUESTION: Should (a) a fee charged on private hospitals to facilitate Medi-Cal funding be made permanent;  

(b) the Legislature’s ability to change it be limited; and  
(c) the State Constitution be amended to exclude this revenue from California’s education funding calculations?

THE SITUATION 
The Medi-Cal program provides basic health care benefits 
to eligible low-income Californians (currently 13 million 
people). Generally, the state and federal governments share 
the costs of the program equally, but for some costs the 
federal government pays more than the state.
Since 2009, the state has charged most private hospitals a 
fee (currently $4.6 billion) which funds the state’s share of 
increased Medi-Cal benefits and generates state General Fund 
savings. Between state and federal funds, hospitals realize a 
$3.5 billion net benefit in payment for services rendered. 
Since it began, the Legislature has extended the fee four 
times, and could potentially extend it again beyond its 
current ending date of January 1, 2018. Any extension of the 
fee by the Legislature or by Prop. 52 must also be approved 
by the federal government.

THE PROPOSAL 
Prop. 52 would make the fee permanent.  The Legislature 
could end the fee by a two-thirds vote in each house, an 
increase from the current majority requirement. Changes to 
the fee generally would require future voter approval in a 
statewide election. However, the Legislature—with a two-
thirds vote—could make certain specific changes without 
voter approval, such as to obtain federal approval of the fee.
The State Constitution requires an annual minimum funding 
level for K-12 education and community colleges, based on 
state General Fund revenue. As under current practice, Prop. 
52 would exclude the fee from these calculations (requiring 
an amendment to the State Constitution).

FISCAL EFFECTS 
The fiscal effect of this measure is uncertain primarily 
because it is not known whether the Legislature would have 
again extended the fee. 
If the fee would have been extended, Prop. 52 would likely 
have minor fiscal effect on the state and local governments.
Without Legislative extension of the fee, Prop. 52 would have 
a major fiscal effect on state and local governments.  The 
fiscal effects under this scenario would likely be similar to 
the Medi-Cal revenue and state benefit experienced through 
the fee in past years.
These impacts, however, could be affected by new federal 
requirements impacting the fee, which are not known at this time. 

SUPPORTERS SAY 
• This proposition ensures that the state will continue to 

receive more than $3 billion a year in federal matching 
funds for Medi-Cal that would otherwise not be 
available.    

•  Prop. 52 prohibits the Legislature from using the fee 
revenue for any other purpose.   

OPPONENTS SAY 
• Prop. 52 gives $3 billion a year in federal health care 

benefits to hospitals with no oversight or accountability, 
and no guarantee it will be spent on health care. 

• Prop. 52 rigs the system in favor of corporations and 
hurts low-income people.

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: Yes on Proposition 52, a coalition of California 
Associations of Hospitals and Health Systems and non-profit 
health care organizations. 
www.yesprop52.org
Opponents:  Californians for Hospital Accountability and 
Quality Care-No on 52, sponsored by Service Employees 
International Union-United Healthcare Workers West
www.noon52.com

Choosing YES or NO on a Proposition 

A YES vote means that you approve of the change a proposition would make,  
and a NO vote means that you want to leave things as they are now.
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Proposition 53 Initiative Constitutional Amendment

Revenue Bonds.  Statewide Voter Approval.

THE QUESTION: Should statewide voter approval be required before any revenue bonds can be issued  
or sold by the state for projects where the bond amount exceeds $2 billion?

THE SITUATION 
The state funds its operations and infrastructure by using 
annual tax revenues (“pay-as-you-go”), and by borrowing 
money through selling bonds to investors who, over time, are 
paid back with interest.
There are two main types of bonds: general obligation bonds 
and revenue bonds. The state repays its general obligation 
bonds out of the state General Fund. Revenue bonds are 
typically repaid using the revenue received from fees and 
other charges paid by the users of the projects (such as bridge 
tolls, rent, and utility rates). General obligation bonds require 
statewide voter approval before the state can issue them to 
pay for a project; revenue bonds, however, do not require 
statewide voter approval under existing state law.

THE PROPOSAL 
• Statewide voter approval would be required before rev-

enue bonds could be issued or sold by the state for any 
projects costing over $2 billion. 

• This law would apply to:
– all projects financed, owned, operated or managed 

by the state; and
– all projects financed, owned, operated, or managed 

by joint agencies formed between the state and 
local city or county governments, another state, or 
a federal government agency. 

• Dividing large projects into separate smaller projects 
in order to avoid the requirement of statewide voter 
approval would be prohibited.

FISCAL EFFECTS 
Unknown. Financial impact on state and local governments, 
both short-term and over time, would depend on factors 
such as: which projects are affected, the outcome of a 
statewide vote, and whether alternative projects or activities 
are implemented instead that could result in higher or lower 
costs compared to the original project.

SUPPORTERS SAY 
Proposition 53 will:

• Ensure that voters directly choose whether or not 
the state can implement extremely large, expensive 
projects, such as the bullet train and the proposed 
tunnels under the Delta. 

• Close the loophole in state law that requires voter 
approval for general obligation bonds but not billion-
dollar revenue bonds. 

• Protect California’s long-term fiscal health by discouraging 
spending that adds to the state’s debt load. 

•  Mandate transparency about the true costs of projects.

OPPONENTS SAY 
Proposition 53 will:
• Take away local control by requiring a statewide vote 

for many local projects, even when they are funded by 
local users and ratepayers. 

• Prevent or delay repair and maintenance of the state’s 
water systems – the most pressing infrastructure issue 
the state currently faces. 

• Prevent or delay repair and maintenance of  
infrastructure projects and systems after emergencies or 
natural disasters. 

•  Jeopardize California’s long-term economic health and 
safety due to deferring necessary infrastructure work.

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: Yes on 53 – Stop Blank Checks
www.StopBlankChecks.com
Opponents:  No on Prop 53 – Californians to Protect Local 
Control: www.NoProp53.com

More Information on Bonds

For more information on bonds, see Overview of State Bond Debt in the Official Voter Information Guide, Page 115

www.voterguide.sos.ca.gov
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Proposition 54 Initiative Consitutional Amendment and Statute

Legislature. Legislation and Proceedings.

THE QUESTION: Should all bills before the Legislature be printed in their final form and posted online  
72 hours before being voted on, and should all public meetings of the Legislature  

be videotaped and posted online within 24 hours?

THE SITUATION 
Legislative rules govern the process by which bills become 
laws. Legislators discuss bills in committee hearings and 
other meetings and make changes to bills based on these 
discussions, a process that usually takes place over days, 
weeks, or months. However, bills can also be drastically 
changed at the last minute, including adding hundreds 
of pages of new text. In a procedure known as “gut and 
amend,” every word of a bill may be replaced at the last 
minute with new language, which  can even be on a totally 
different subject. When this happens, the public cannot 
read the bill in its entirety before it is passed into law, and 
many legislators cannot read the bill in its final form before 
voting on it. Additionally, recordings of the Legislature’s 
public proceedings are not always made, so meetings and 
discussions about a bill can take place unobserved by the 
public or the press, without any record of what was said.
 
THE PROPOSAL 

The California Constitution and legislative rules would be 
amended to:

• Require that every bill in its final form be made 
available to legislators and published on the Internet 
at least 72 hours before the vote, except in cases of 
emergency.

• Require the Legislature to make audiovisual recordings 
of all its public meetings, and ensure that these 
recordings are available on the Internet for viewing 
within 24 hours. 

• Allow anyone to record public legislative meetings. 
• Allow recordings of public legislative meetings to be 

used for any legitimate purpose. 

FISCAL EFFECTS 
Likely one-time costs of $1 million to $2 million to buy 
cameras and other equipment, and annual costs of about $1 
million for more staff and online storage for the videos.
These costs would be less than one percent of the 
Legislature’s budget for its own operations.

SUPPORTERS SAY 
Proposition 54 will –

• give the public and their elected officials time to read 
and express their opinions on legislation before it is 
enacted into law.     

• put an end to the practice of “gut and amend.”
• ensure that all open meetings of the Legislature are 

recorded, and posted online so the public can view 
them. 

OPPONENTS SAY 
Proposition 54 will –

• introduce unnecessary, burdensome and time-
consuming restrictions on the way laws are written. 

•  make small technical but needed changes in bills 
introduced at the end of Legislative sessions more 
difficult to accommodate.   

• give lobbyists and special interests extra time to lobby 
and launch campaigns to attack hard-fought bipartisan 
compromises. 

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: Yes on 54 – Voters First, Not Special Interests:
www.YesProp54.org
Opponents: Californians for an Effective Legislature:
www.NoOnProposition54.com  

October 24
 Last day to register to vote 

Mailing period for Vote-by-Mail Ballots
October 10 - November 1 

(Request yours before the November 1 deadline)

General Election  •  Tuesday, November 8, 2016 
Polls open 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.
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Proposition 55 Initiative Constitutional Amendment

Tax Extension to Fund Education and Healthcare.

THE QUESTION: Should the State Constitution be amended to extend certain income tax  
increases on high-income taxpayers through 2030, and increase funding for Medi-Cal benefits?

THE SITUATION 
This year’s state General Fund budget is about $122 billion with 
over half going to education and about one-quarter to health 
and human services, which includes the Medi-Cal program. 
Income taxes, imposed on payroll, investment income, and 
profits from the sales of stock or other assets, provide about 
two-thirds of General Fund revenues. Tax rates increase as a 
person’s taxable income increases. In 2011, tax rates ranged 
from 1% to 9.3%.  Prop. 30 in 2012 increased these rates 1% 
to 3% through 2018 on high-income taxpayers, defined as 
individuals earning more than $263,000 a year and couples 
earning more than $563,000 a year, and a quarter-cent 
increase in the state sales tax.
This year Prop. 30 income tax increases will raise about $7 
billion, all for K-12 schools and community colleges.
The state must spend a minimum amount annually on K-12 
schools and community colleges.  This year, the General Fund 
will provide over $50 billion towards this minimum guarantee. 
Local property taxes also contribute to this obligation.
The Medi-Cal program provides health care services to over 
13 million low-income people—roughly one-third of the 
state’s population. It relies heavily on federal funding and 
receives some support from other state sources.
The Prop. 30 income tax increase is set to expire at the end of 
2018, and the sales tax increase to expire at the end of 2016.

THE PROPOSAL 
Prop. 55 would extend the Prop. 30 income tax increases on 
high income taxpayers from 2018 to 2030 (an additional 12 
years). Income tax increases would vary by level of income.  
On a single person’s income of $300,000, there would be an 
additional tax of $370, while on a married couple’s income 
of $2,000,000, there would be an additional tax of $37,980.
These additional revenues would continue to provide funds 
to K-12 and community colleges, but also be directed to the 
Medi-Cal program, based on a new formula for its funding.

FISCAL EFFECTS 
Prop. 55’s increased revenues would be used for education, 
health care services for low-income people, and other state 
budget purposes. 
The amount of additional state revenue is uncertain. 
Depending upon the economic year, the increases could 
range from $4 billion to $9 billion. 
Roughly half of any revenue increases would go to 
education. Additional Medi-Cal funding under Prop. 55 
could vary significantly, possibly ranging up to a maximum 
of $2 billion per year.  
Prop. 55 could increase annual contributions to “rainy day” 
budget reserves and annual payments of state debts by $60 
million to $1.5 billion or more.

SUPPORTERS SAY 
• Prop. 55 maintains existing tax rates, so the wealthy 

pay their fair share to provide adequate funding for 
education and health care.  

• Prop. 55 has strict accountability requirements, making 
sure that the funding reaches the schools.  

OPPONENTS SAY 
• Voters who approved Prop. 30 were promised that the 

increases would be temporary, not permanent. 
• Prop. 55 tax increases are not needed to adequately 

fund education, health care and state government, and 
would be a job-killer. 

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters:  Yes on 55 – Californians for Budget Stability
www.yeson55.com
Opponents:  Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association
www.opposeprop55.com

Who can vote?

You may register to vote in California if:
• You are a U.S. citizen and California resident.
• You will be at least 18 years old on election day.
• You are not in prison or on parole for a felony.
• You have not been judged mentally incompetent.

When must you re-register to vote?

You need to fill out a new voter registration form if:
• You change your residence address or mailing address.
• You change your name.
• You want to change your political party affiliation.

If you registered and your name does not appear on the voter list at your polling place,  
you have a right to cast a provisional ballot at any polling place in your county.
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Proposition 56 Initiative Consitutional Amendment and Statute

Cigarette Tax to Fund Healthcare, Tobacco Use Prevention, 
Research, and Law Enforcement.

THE QUESTION: Should California increase taxes on tobacco and electronic cigarette products 
containing nicotine to fund healthcare and tobacco-control programs?

THE SITUATION 
Tobacco products are subject to state and federal excise 
taxes. California imposes excise taxes on distributors plus 
sales and local taxes paid by consumers on the final price 
at the time of purchase.  California’s average retail price for 
a pack of cigarettes is about $6 which includes about $2.40 
in taxes—87 cents state excise tax, $1.01 federal excise tax, 
and an average of 50-60 cents sales tax.  California’s current 
excise tax on other tobacco products is equivalent to $1.37 
per pack of cigarettes.  
Electronic cigarettes are not subject to state or federal excise 
taxes, but are subject to state and local sales and use taxes.  

THE PROPOSAL 
• Prop. 56 would increase the amount of state excise tax 

on cigarettes by $2 per pack, totaling $2.87, with a per-
pack equivalent of $3.37 excise tax for other tobacco 
products, including electronic cigarettes.      

• Revenue from the excise tax increase would go into 
a new fund to support existing tobacco-control and 
healthcare programs, with some monies going to 
enforcement of tobacco-related laws.   

•  Prop. 56 would amend the California Constitution 
to exempt the measure’s spending from the state’s 
spending limit, and exempt revenues from minimum 
funding requirements for education, similar to earlier 
voter-approved tobacco taxes. 

FISCAL EFFECTS 
The Legislative Analyst’s Office estimates that, as a result of 
Prop. 56, consumers may reduce their purchases of tobacco 
products and change how they buy those products, such 
as through Internet purchases. If people do consume fewer 
cigarettes and other tobacco products because of Prop. 56, 
the current health and wellness programs paid for by existing 
taxes may receive less funding. Money from Prop. 56 would 
be required to backfill those losses, in an estimated amount 
of $200 million to $230 million.
Nevertheless, Prop. 56 is estimated to generate $1.3 billion to 
$1.6 billion in new excise-tax annual revenue on cigarettes 
and other tobacco products (including e-cigarettes).

SUPPORTERS SAY 
• Cigarette smoking kills more than 40,000 Californians 

annually.  Tobacco tax increases are one of the most 
effective ways to reduce smoking and other tobacco use.  

• Taxpayers pay $3.58 billion every year for tobacco-
related healthcare costs. Under Prop. 56, tobacco users 
will help to offset this cost.   

• Prop. 56 doesn’t take a dime from schools; it protects 
school funding while helping to keep our kids from 
getting hooked on deadly, addictive tobacco.  

OPPONENTS SAY 
• Prop. 56 is not what it appears to be. Insurance 

companies will be paid $1 billion more for treating the 
same Medi-Cal patients they treat today.  

• Prop. 56 allocates just 13% of new tobacco tax money 
to treat smokers or stop kids from starting.    

• Prop. 56 will undermine our Constitution’s school 
funding guarantee, diverting at least $600 million a 
year to health insurance companies and other wealthy 
special interests.  

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: Yes on 56 -Save Lives California  
http://www.yeson56.org 
Opponents: No on 56 - Stop the Special Interest Tax Grab
http://www.noonproposition56.com/

Choosing YES or NO on a Proposition 

A YES vote means that you approve of the change a proposition would make,  
and a NO vote means that you want to leave things as they are now.
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Proposition 57 Initiative Consitutional Amendment and Statute

Criminal Sentences. Parole. Juvenile Criminal Proceedings and Sentencing.

THE QUESTION: Should prison inmates convicted of certain nonviolent crimes be considered 
for early parole and should judges decide when juveniles should be prosecuted as adults?  

THE SITUATION 
Prison sentences in California are set as either a fixed amount 
of time or an “indeterminate” time, which is a minimum 
but not a specific maximum time, such as 25-years-to-life. 
The majority of prisoners are serving a fixed sentence. Some 
of those are eligible for parole after serving half of their 
sentence. Those serving indeterminate sentences are eligible 
for a parole hearing once they have served the minimum 
sentence.  Limited credits may be awarded for good behavior 
such as training or education, in determining parole.
In 2011, a federal court ordered California to reduce the 
prison population to 137.5 percent of capacity or face 
mandatory release of prisoners.  
Youths under 18 years of age accused of committing crimes 
are generally tried in juvenile court where judges determine 
placement and treatment. Youths between 14 and18 who are 
accused of crimes such as murder or specific sex offenses 
may be tried in adult court at the discretion of a prosecutor.  

THE PROPOSAL 
• Prop. 57 would amend the State Constitution to 

allow parole consideration for persons convicted of 
nonviolent felonies who have served their minimum 
sentences and passed screening for public security.    

• Prop. 57 would change state law to require that youths 
have a hearing in juvenile court to determine whether 
they should be transferred to adult court, eliminating 
the ability of prosecutors to make that determination.   
 

FISCAL EFFECTS 
A decline in the prison population due to this measure could 
reduce the state’s $10 billion corrections budget by tens of 
millions of dollars (offset by costs to conduct more parole 
hearings). County costs could increase due to an increase 
in the probation population, which is supervised by county 
probation officers.  
New requirements for youth hearings could reduce state 
court costs and increase costs in state juvenile facilities. 
This would result in a net savings of a few million dollars 
annually. Net county costs would likely increase a few 
million dollars annually as counties pay for a portion of 
housing costs in state juvenile facilities as well as probation 
supervision.

SUPPORTERS SAY 
• Prop 57 focuses resources on keeping dangerous 

criminals behind bars, while rehabilitating inmates and 
saving tens of millions of dollars.  

• Without a common-sense, long-term solution, we will 
continue to waste billions of dollars and risk a court-
ordered release of dangerous prisoners.  

  
OPPONENTS SAY 

• Weakening of California’s anti-crime laws has gone too 
far.  California’s Constitution should not be amended to 
give more rights to criminals.  

•  Prop 57 is a poorly drafted measure classifying crimes 
such as rape by intoxication and assault with a deadly 
weapon as ‘non-violent’ and eligible for early parole. 

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters:  Californians for Public Safety and Rehabilitation
http://safetyandrehabilitation.com
Opponents:  Stop Early Release of Violent Criminals
http://stopearlyrelease.com

Looking for more information on the propositions?

Official Voter Information Guide 

voterguide.sos.ca.gov

Read nonpartisan analysis, arguments for and against, 
and even the full text of the proposed law.

Voter’s Edge

votersedge.org/ca

  Type in your address for comprehensive information  
about everything on your ballot.  

Look up who is giving money to the YES and NO campaigns
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Proposition 58 Legislative Initiative Statute

English Proficiency. Multilingual Education.

THE QUESTION: Should state law be changed to eliminate the requirement that public schools 
teach English-learners only in English; to permit a variety of language acquisition programs;  

and to allow pupils to enroll in bilingual programs without a waiver?

THE SITUATION 
Federal case law, civil rights laws, and state law require 
pubic schools to teach all pupils English language skills and 
academic subjects.  In 2015-16, about 2.7 million California 
K-12 public school students did not speak English at home.  
A little more than half of them (22% of all California 
students) were classified “English learners,” i.e. having 
limited English proficiency.  
Proposition 227, passed in 1998, imposed certain restrictions 
on the way California public schools teach English learners: 
1) Classroom instruction must be in English only; 2) special 
materials may be used to improve language skills and make 
instruction more understandable; 3) pupils receive special, 
intensive English instruction for just one year before moving 
into English-only classes; and 4) enrollment in a bilingual 
program requires a waiver signed by a parent.  
The state requires school districts and county offices of 
education to publish yearly plans describing the services 
they will provide for certain groups of students, including 
English learners.

THE PROPOSAL 
Prop. 58 would repeal key provisions of Proposition 227 
and add a few new provisions regarding English language 
instruction.  Prop. 58 would remove the requirement that 
English learners must be taught only in English. It would 
allow a variety of programs including bilingual instruction, 
none of which would require a parental waiver.  Community 
participation would be increased: the annual planning process 
would include soliciting input from parents and community 
members as to how English learners should be taught.  If 
parental requests for certain programs reached specified levels, 
the school would have to provide those programs to the extent 
possible. Removing the restrictions of Proposition 227 would 
mean that native English speakers would also be able to learn 
a language other than their home language.
This measure could be amended by a statute approved by a 
vote of the electorate, or by a majority vote of each house of 
the legislature and signed by the governor.

FISCAL EFFECTS 
State costs would not be notably changed by this measure.  
Local school district costs would depend on program 
decisions, but new bilingual programs would not necessarily 
be more or less expensive overall than English-only programs.  
In districts where many pupils are placed in bilingual 
programs, ongoing costs might go up. (Training, materials, 
class size, communicating with parents, and other factors.)

SUPPORTERS SAY 
•  Prop. 58 allows districts to meet local needs with greater 

flexibility.
•  Proposed programs must be evaluated objectively based on 

outcomes and research.

OPPONENTS SAY 
• Being surrounded by English speakers leads to faster 

English language acquisition.
• Schools shouldn’t return to methods that haven’t 

worked.  

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: Yes on 58 - Californians for English Proficiency 
Sponsored by the California State Council of Service Employees
http://supportprop58.com
Opponents: Keep English for the Children
www.keepenglish.org 

Choosing YES or NO on a Proposition 

A YES vote means that you approve of the change a proposition would make,  
and a NO vote means that you want to leave things as they are now.
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Proposition 59 Legislative Advisory Question

Corporations. Political Spending. Federal Constitutional Protections.

THE QUESTION: Shall California’s elected officials use their authority to propose and  
ratify an amendment to the federal Constitution overturning the U.S. Supreme Court decision  

in Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission?

THE SITUATION 
There are two main forms of political campaign 
contributions: Money given directly to candidates, 
committees that support candidates and political parties; and 
“Independent expenditures,” money given in support of or 
in opposition to a candidate without coordination with the 
candidate’s campaign. 
Before 2010, federal law limited the independent 
expenditures that corporations and labor unions could 
make in federal elections. In 2010, however; the U.S. 
Supreme Court ruled in Citizens United v. Federal Election 
Commission that independent expenditures by corporations 
and labor unions are  protected as “free speech” under 
the First Amendment, thus there is now no limitation or 
regulation on how much money can be given by these 
entities as independent expenditures. This ruling applies to 
federal, state and local governments.  
In order to amend the Constitution, Congress may propose 
amendments or call a constitutional convention for the 
purpose of proposing amendments. In order for a proposed 
amendment to take effect, it must be ratified by the 
legislatures of three-fourths of the states. The California 
Legislature previously has asked that Congress propose an 
amendment to reverse the effects of Citizens United, or call a 
constitutional convention for the same purpose.

THE PROPOSAL 
Prop. 59 asks voters whether California’s elected officials 
should use their authority to propose and ratify an amendment 
or amendments to the U.S. Constitution that would reverse the 
effects of Citizens United and related court decisions, allowing 
government to impose more limits on political campaign 
contributions and spending, and make it clear the rights in the 
Constitution are for natural persons only.

This is an advisory measure only, has no legal effect, and 
does not require any particular action by Congress or the 
California Legislature.

FISCAL EFFECTS 
Prop. 59 would have no direct fiscal effect on state and 
local governments. 

SUPPORTERS SAY 
• Corporations and billionaires should not be allowed to 

continue to buy elections, yet the Supreme Court gave 
corporations the right to spend unlimited amounts of 
money in our elections.

• Overturning Citizens United will open the way to 
meaningful campaign finance reform that will return 
ownership of our elections back to ordinary Americans.

OPPONENTS SAY 
•  Prop. 59 is a waste of your tax dollars because it will 

not change the law. Our ballots should not be clogged 
with pointless non-binding measures.

• Instead of working to amend the Constitution, we 
should work to require the disclosure of political 
contributions within 24 hours of receipt, year-round.

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: Vote Yes on 59 - Overturn Citizens United                     
www.yesoncaprop59.com
Opponents:  Represented by the firm of Gilliard, Blanning & 
Associates
No website provided
Email: info@gbacampaigns.com

More information is only a mouse-click away.

Visit our website, CAvotes.org, for more 
information about the ballot measures, 
answers to your questions about voting, 
and a wealth of information on govern-
ment and public policy. You can see a 
list of local Leagues in your community, 
many of which provide ballot measure 
speakers and candidate forums. We 
encourage you to sign up and become 
a member, and to donate or volunteer. 
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Proposition 60 Initiative Statute

Adult Films. Condoms. Health Requirements.

THE QUESTION: Should performers in adult films be required to use condoms during filming,  
should new requirements for producers of adult films be added to the California Labor Code,  
and should private citizens be allowed to file suit based on violation of these requirements?

THE SITUATION 
California is a leading adult film industry location, with 
many such films being made in the San Fernando Valley 
area of Los Angeles. (Adult films are commonly known as 
“pornography.”) The state Division of Occupational Safety 
and Health (“Cal/OSHA”) already requires adult film condom 
use, as does Los Angeles County. Cal/OSHA considers 
exposure to certain body fluids a workplace hazard, because 
harmful sexually transmitted infections (STI) and HIV can 
spread from infected people to healthy people. In enforcing 
these rules, Cal/OSHA requires performers to use condoms 
during sex on adult film sets.
Some producers and performers prefer to make adult films 
without condoms or other protective equipment, and instead 
use regular STI testing to confirm that performers are free of 
harmful infections. 

THE PROPOSAL 
Prop. 60 would place into the California Labor Code 

additional requirements regarding workplace health and 
safety on adult film sets:

• Adult film producers would be required to provide 
condoms, ensure that performers use them, and be able 
to prove that they did so. Producers would have to be 
licensed by Cal/OSHA, pay licensing fees,  pay for the 
costs of STI prevention vaccines, testing and medical 
exams, and keep records showing that they complied 
with the requirements. The time period for enforcement 
of violations would be expanded, and there would 
be financial penalties for such violations. Adult film 
distributors and talent agents could also face liability for 
violations.

• Any California resident could request Cal/OSHA to 
address an alleged violation, and, if Cal/OSHA did not 
take action, that person could file a civil lawsuit against 
the adult film producer or distributor. If the individual 
prevailed in the lawsuit, that person would recover their 
legal costs and receive 25 percent of any penalties paid 
by the defendant.

FISCAL EFFECTS 
Some parts of the industry likely would comply with Prop. 
60, while others might relocate outside of California or 
try to evade the law while continuing to make adult films. 
Adult film wages and business income would likely decline, 
resulting in reduced state and local revenues by several 
million dollars per year. Most of the ongoing state costs to 
implement the law would be offset by the new fees on adult 
film producers.

SUPPORTERS SAY 
• Prop. 60 closes loopholes in existing law and improves 

enforcement so that the adult film industry is held to the 
same workplace protection law that applies to every other 
California industry.    

• Prop. 60 is supported by numerous medical and public 
health organizations.

OPPONENTS SAY 
• Prop. 60 is opposed by numerous civil rights and public 

health organizations and business leaders.  
• Prop. 60 creates a dangerous, new private right of 

action, authorizing any resident of California to file 
a lawsuit directly against adult film producers and 
distributors.      

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: Yes on Prop 60 for Adult Industry Responsibility 
(“FAIR”)
 www.fair4ca.org
Opponents: Californians Against Worker Harassment
www.dontharassca.com 

Choosing YES or NO on a Proposition 

A YES vote means that you approve of the change a proposition would make,  
and a NO vote means that you want to leave things as they are now.
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Proposition 61 Initiative Statute

State Prescription Drug Purchases. Pricing Standards.

THE QUESTION: Should state agencies generally be prohibited from paying more for any prescription  
drug than the U.S. Department of Veteran Affairs (VA) pays for the same drug?

THE SITUATION 
The state purchases prescription drugs under various 
programs covering current and retired state employees, 
prison inmates and Medi-Cal enrollees. The state (1) 
purchases some drugs directly from manufacturers, or (2) 
reimburses entities implementing state programs. Significant 
drug purchasers typically negotiate and receive price 
discounts. 
The VA provides health care to approximately nine million 
veterans nationwide, including prescription drugs. It is 
subject to federal upper limits on the prices it pays for 
drugs, and often negotiates additional discounts, generally 
achieving lower prices. 
The VA maintains a public database that lists the prices it 
pays for most drugs. However, the database may not display 
the lowest prices paid for some of the drugs because of 
confidentiality clauses in some purchase agreements.

THE PROPOSAL 
Prop. 61 would generally prohibit state agencies from paying 
more for a prescription drug than the lowest price paid by 
the VA for the same drug after all discounts are factored in. 
This would apply whether the state purchases directly, or 
indirectly through reimbursements.
The state’s Medi-Cal program offers comprehensive health 
coverage to the state’s low-income residents. Prop. 61 
would apply to its fee-for-service program, which serves 
approximately 25 percent of Medi-Cal enrollees, but not to its 
managed care system, which serves the remaining 75 percent.
Prop. 61 would require the Department of Health Care 
Services (DHCS) to verify that state agencies are paying the 
same or less than the lowest price paid by the VA on a drug-
by-drug basis.

FISCAL EFFECTS 
There is the potential for the state to realize drug cost 
reductions, but there are major uncertainties about the 
amount of savings.
The VA’s database does not always identify the lowest prices 
it pays, and it may not be possible to obtain this information. 
Then DHCS would be unable to assess the lowest price paid 
by the VA for one or more drugs. 
Courts sometimes allow state agencies to implement laws to 
the degree that is practicable, such as by allowing the state to 
pay for drugs at a price not exceeding the lowest known VA 
price, but that is not certain.
There are at least two possible manufacturer responses to 
Prop. 61:

• Drug manufacturers might try to raise the VA’s drug prices.
• Drug manufacturers could decline to offer California 

some drugs purchased by the VA.
Therefore, the amount of any savings under Prop. 61 could 
range from relatively little effect to significant annual savings. 

SUPPORTERS SAY 
• Skyrocketing prescription prices are a matter of life and 

death. Prop. 61 will end the  price gouging.  
• Prop. 61 empowers the state to negotiate the same or 

better deals for taxpayers as are paid by the VA. 

OPPONENTS SAY 
• Prop. 61 only covers an arbitrary group of patients in 

certain government programs; more than 88 percent of 
Californians are excluded.  

• Prop. 61 would result in the elimination of drug 
discounts the state currently receives, increasing state 
prescription costs instead of reducing them. 

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters:  Yes on Prop. 61, Californians for Lower Drug Prices
www.stoppharmagreed.com
Opponents:  No on Prop. 61- Californians Against the 
Deceptive Rx Proposition
www.NoProp61.com

Vote Requirement for State Propositions

Any state proposition passes if more than 50 percent of the votes cast on that proposition are YES.
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Proposition 62 Initiative Statute

Death Penalty. 

THE QUESTION: Should the death penalty in California be repealed  
and replaced with life imprisonment without the possibility of parole?

THE SITUATION 
Currently, people convicted of a first-degree murder charge 
that includes “special circumstances,” such as multiple 
victims, hate crimes, or killing for financial gain, can be 
sentenced either to life imprisonment with no possibility 
of parole or to death. Two trials are required in order to 
sentence someone to death: one to establish guilt and one 
to decide the penalty. Death-penalty convictions are always 
automatically appealed, and they may also go through a 
second stage of appeals in higher courts, a process that 
can take 15–25 years. People who cannot afford counsel 
are provided taxpayer-funded counsel both for trial and 
for appeals at taxpayers’ expense. Like other prisoners, 
death row inmates are generally required to work, though 
sometimes they are exempted. A percentage of their earnings 
may be taken to pay any reparations that they owe to 
their victims’ families. There are currently 748 people on 
death row in California. Because the state’s lethal-injection 
protocols are currently under legal review, no executions 
have taken place since 2006. 

THE PROPOSAL 
Prop. 62 would end the death penalty in California and 
would retroactively apply to inmates currently on death 
row. Their sentences would automatically be changed to life 
imprisonment without the possibility of parole. Any currently 
pending appeals not related to the death penalty in these 
cases would be sent to the lower courts responsible for 
hearing non-death-penalty appeals. All inmates sentenced 
to life without parole would be required to work, and the 
maximum amount of their earnings that could be used for 
reparations would be raised from 50 to 60 percent. 

FISCAL EFFECTS 
The Legislative Analyst estimates that Prop. 62 would save 
the state approximately $150 million annually. These savings 
would result from shorter trials, fewer appeals, and reduced 
prison costs based on the elimination of separate death row 
facilities.

SUPPORTERS SAY 
• Since 1978, California has sentenced 930 people to death 

but performed only 13 executions, at an average cost of 
$384 million per execution.   

• Abolishing the death penalty will save the state $150 
million dollars every year.  

• Victims’ families will achieve closure with the end of the 
long process of death penalty trials and appeals.  

• Abolishing the death penalty removes the risk that innocent 
people may be executed.  

OPPONENTS SAY 
• The death penalty system is broken, but ending it rewards 

murderers. The system should be mended, not ended. 
• Changing the time-consuming and expensive appeals 

process is the best way to fix the death penalty and save 
taxpayers money.  

• The people on death row are the worst of criminals and 
deserve the death penalty.   

• Prop. 62 jeopardizes public safety and denies justice 
and closure to victims’ families.  

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: Yes on Prop. 62 - Replace the Costly, Failed 
Death Penalty System
www.yeson62.com 
Opponents: Californians for Death Penalty Reform and Savings
www.noprop62yesprop66.com 

Proposition 62 and Propsition 66

 Propositions 62 and 66 are in conflict.  If both pass, the one with the highest number of votes will prevail.
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Proposition 63 Initiative Statute

Firearms. Ammunition Sales

THE QUESTION: Should the state of California strengthen background checks and Justice Department oversight; 
tighten restrictions and monitoring for gun and ammunition sales; require the reporting of lost or stolen firearms;  

and ban large-capacity magazines?

THE SITUATION 
Under federal and state law, certain individuals are not 
allowed to have firearms: (1) those convicted of felonies 
and some misdemeanors; (2) those found by a court to be 
a danger to themselves or others due to mental illness, and 
(3) those with a restraining order against them. A national 
background check system exists to ensure that a buyer is not 
a prohibited person, and the California Department of Justice 
(DOJ) cross-checks it in order to identify illegally possessed 
guns and confiscate them. 
Under state law, there are limits on the type of firearms 
that can be bought, a waiting period before a buyer can 
get a firearm from a dealer, and requirements for reporting 
firearm sales.  Starting in 2018, a one-year DOJ license 
will be needed to sell ammunition, and most ammunition 
sales will have to be through a licensed dealer. Starting in 
2019, dealers will have to confirm with the DOJ that those 
seeking to buy ammunition are not prohibited persons, and 
dealers will generally have to collect and report detailed 
information on each ammunition sale to the DOJ, to be kept 
for two years.  Additionally, the ownership of large-capacity 
magazines will be limited.

THE PROPOSAL 
Prop. 63 includes various regulations related to the sale of 
ammunition, some of which would replace existing law. 
Individuals would have to obtain, and pay for, a four-year 
permit from the DOJ to buy ammunition, dealers would 
have to check that buyers have such permits, and the permits 
would be revoked from persons who become prohibited. 
Persons convicted of stealing a firearm would be prohibited 
from possessing firearms. A new court process would be set 
up to ensure that those prohibited individuals don’t continue 
to have firearms, and new reporting requirements would be 
established.  The maximum penalty for possession of large 
capacity magazines would be increased.

FISCAL EFFECTS 
There would likely be increased state and local costs in 
the tens of millions of dollars annually due to increased 
workloads caused by the new court process. Potential state 
costs related to the regulation of ammunition sales would 
likely not be more than millions of dollars annually, and 
could be offset by various regulatory fees.
Potential increased state and local correction costs likely 
would not exceed the low millions of dollars annually.

SUPPORTERS SAY 
• Prop. 63 will save lives by preventing dangerous 

criminals, domestic abusers, and the dangerously 
mentally ill from obtaining and using deadly weapons. 

• Prop. 63 will protect the right of law-abiding 
Californians to own guns for self-defense, hunting, and 
recreation. 

OPPONENTS SAY 
• Prop. 63 is opposed by the law enforcement community 

and civil rights groups, because it will burden law-
abiding citizens without keeping violent criminals from 
accessing firearms and ammunition.  

• Prop. 63 will burden the court system with the 
enforcement of flawed laws. .

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters:  Safety for All
www.safetyforall.com 
Opponents:  The Coalition for Civil Liberties
www.stoptheammograb.com

 Required Number of Signatures to Get an Initiative on the Ballot

The number of signatures is based on a percentage of the total votes cast for governor at the last election;  
5% for an initiative statute and 8% for an initiative constitutional amendment.  

For the November 2016 election, the number of signatures required to get an initiative statute on the ballot  
was 365,880 and the number required for an initiative constitutional amendment was 585,407.
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Proposition 64 Initiative Statute

Marijuana Legalization. 

THE QUESTION: Should marijuana be legalized in California for use by adults who are age 21 years or older?

THE SITUATION 
Currently, it is illegal in California to cultivate or use 
marijuana except that marijuana may be used by individuals 
of any age for medical purposes if recommended by a doctor. 
Federal law prohibits the possession or use of marijuana, 
even for medical purposes, but the federal government has 
chosen not to prosecute individuals or businesses if they are 
following state or local marijuana laws that are consistent 
with federal priorities, such as preventing minors from using 
marijuana.
Under current law, a person who possesses less than one 
ounce of marijuana (the same as about 40 marijuana 
cigarettes) could be fined. Selling or growing marijuana 
could mean jail or prison if convicted. The state is currently 
beginning to regulate and set standards for medical 
marijuana use.

THE PROPOSAL 
• Proposition 64 would legalize marijuana for adults age 

21 years or older. 
• A tax of 15% on retail sales of marijuana and a 

cultivation tax of $9.25 per ounce of flowers and $2.75 
per ounce of leaves would be levied, in addition to the 
current sales tax imposed on all retail sales. Proposition 
64 would establish specific ways in which the use of 
such taxes would be allocated.

• Proposition 64 names state agencies to license and 
regulate the marijuana industry and also allows local 
regulation and taxation of marijuana.

• Proposition 64 would impose advertising and labeling 
standards and restrictions for marijuana products and 
would prohibit marketing and advertising directly to 
minors.

• Proposition 64 also permits re-sentencing of individuals 
previously convicted for activities now made legal, and 
destruction of records for prior marijuana convictions.

FISCAL EFFECTS 
Proposition 64 could bring in net state and local revenues 
that range from the high hundreds of millions of dollars 
to over one billion dollars annually but the amounts 
depend on how state and local governments regulate and 
tax marijuana, whether the federal government enforces 
federal laws regulating marijuana and how marijuana prices 
and consumption change. Proposition 64 could reduce 
government costs by tens of millions of dollars annually 
because of the decline of marijuana offenders now in state 
prisons and county jails.

SUPPORTERS SAY 
• Proposition 64 would bring in revenues over a billion 

dollars and could save tens of millions of dollars 
annually in reduced law enforcement costs.

• Proposition 64 would end the criminalization of 
marijuana by creating a safe, legal and comprehensive 
system for adult use of marijuana while protecting our 
children.  

• Proposition 64 adopts the best practices from states that 
already have legal adult marijuana use.  

OPPONENTS SAY 
• Proposition 64 would increase highway fatalities 

because it has no DUI (Driving Under the Influence) 
standard for marijuana.  

• Proposition 64 would prohibit local governments from 
banning indoor residential growing of marijuana even 
next to an elementary school if the crop is limited to six 
plants.  

• Proposition 64 would allow felons who have meth and 
heroin convictions to be licensed to sell marijuana.

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters:  Yes on 64 - Californians to Control, Regulate 
and Tax Adult Use of Marijuana while Protecting Children
www.Yeson64.org   
Opponents:  No on 64 - They Got It Wrong Again
www.Noon64.net

Choosing YES or NO on a Proposition 

A YES vote means that you approve of the change a proposition would make,  
and a NO vote means that you want to leave things as they are now.
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Proposition 65 Initiative Statute

Carry-Out Bags. Charges.

THE QUESTION: If a statewide ban on single-use carry-out grocery bags is enacted, and stores are required to offer  
reusable bags for sale, should the money from the sale of those bags go to a special fund for environmental purposes?

THE SITUATION 
The Legislature passed a ban on single-use bags in 2014, 
which would have gone into effect on July 1, 2015; however, 
its implementation was suspended in February 2015 when 
a referendum qualified for the state ballot. The  referendum 
appears elsewhere on this ballot as Proposition 67.  The 
ban passed by the Legislature  required that stores offer to 
sell reusable bags and charge at least 10 cents apiece for 
those bags (except to low-income customers).  Stores would 
be allowed to keep that money, and to use it for certain 
specified purposes, such as covering the costs of providing 
carryout bags.

THE PROPOSAL 
Proposition 65 would redirect money collected by stores 
through the sale of reusable bags, whenever any state law 
bans free distribution of single-use bags and mandates the 
sale of any other kind of carry-out bag.  Proposition 65 
would create a new state fund, administered by the Wildlife 
Conservation Board, and require stores to deposit bag sale 
proceeds into that fund to support certain environmental 
projects. Proposition 65 would only be implemented if the 
Legislature’s bag ban is upheld by the voters’ approval of 
Proposition 67, or if a future, similar, bag ban is passed.
Proposition 65 would apply statewide, including to the 
approximately 150 California cities and counties that have 
their own single-use carryout bag laws.
If both Proposition 65 and 67 pass, the one with the most 
votes would prevail. Thus, if Proposition 67 receives the 
most votes, the 10-cent fee would be retained by the stores; 
if Proposition 65 receives the most votes, the 10-cent fee 
would go to the environmental fund. 

FISCAL EFFECTS 
If voters uphold the bag ban by approving Proposition 
67, and also pass Proposition   65 by more votes than 
Proposition 67, potential revenues for certain environmental 
programs could reach tens of millions of  dollars annually. 
If voters uphold the bag ban by passing Proposition 67 and 
also pass Proposition 65 by fewer votes than Proposition 67, 
there would be minor fiscal effects.
If voters reject the bag ban in Proposition 67, and pass 
Proposition 65, there would be no immediate fiscal effect.  
However, any future statewide bag ban could trigger the 
provisions of Proposition 65.

SUPPORTERS SAY 
• Grocery stores should not be allowed to profit from the 

sale of reusable bags to consumers, who are prevented 
from getting free bags.  

• A bag ban’s goal is environmentalism, so any money 
customers pay for reusable bags should go to 
environmental purposes, not to the stores.   

OPPONENTS SAY 
• Grocery stores would not profit from the sale of reusable 

bags, which cost up to 15 cents apiece to produce. 
• Proposition 65’s only purpose is to distract from the real 

issue at hand, phasing out plastic bags, which is the real 
priority for the environment.

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: Yes on 65
www.sayyeson65.com
Opponents: Californians Against Waste
http://www.cawrecycles.org/

Who can vote?

You may register to vote in California if:
• You are a U.S. citizen and California resident.
• You will be at least 18 years old on election day.
• You are not in prison or on parole for a felony.
• You have not been judged mentally incompetent.

When must you re-register to vote?

You need to fill out a new voter registration form if:
• You change your residence address or mailing address.
• You change your name.
• You want to change your political party affiliation.

If you registered and your name does not appear on the voter list at your polling place,  
you have a right to cast a provisional ballot at any polling place in your county.
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Proposition 66 Initiative Statute

Death Penalty. Procedures. 

THE QUESTION: Should the time it takes for legal challenges to death sentences be significantly shortened? 

THE SITUATION 
Death-penalty convictions are always automatically appealed 
to the California Supreme Court, and may also go through a 
second stage of appeals in the courts, called “habeas corpus 
petitions.” This second stage of the appeals process can take 
15–25 years. The state pays for both the defense and the 
prosecution of appeals, at a cost of $55 million annually. There 
are currently 748 people on death row in California. Because 
the state’s lethal injection protocols are currently under legal 
review, no executions have taken place since 2006.   

THE PROPOSAL 
Prop. 66 proposes a number of changes in the way appeals 
of death penalty convictions are handled, with the goal of 
significantly shortening the time the total process takes. 
Instead of going directly to the California Supreme Court, 
habeas petitions would be heard first by the lower courts in 
which the initial trials were handled. Both direct appeals and 
habeas petitions would have to be completed within five 
years from the time of sentencing. Habeas appeals would 
have to be filed within a year of counsel being appointed 
and would have to be decided by the courts within a year of 
filing. Additional appeals would be limited. Appeals counsel 
would be appointed immediately, and qualified appeals 
attorneys who handle noncapital offenses would be required 
to accept appointment for capital cases if they want to 
remain on the list of qualified appeals attorneys.
All inmates sentenced to life without parole would be required 
to work; the maximum amount of their earnings that could 
be used for reparations to their victims would be raised from 
50 to 70 percent. Death row inmates could be housed in any 
California prison rather than just in a few prisons. Execution 
methods would be exempted from public oversight.

FISCAL EFFECTS 
The fiscal effects of Prop. 66 are very difficult to project 
because there are varying possible consequences of its many 
provisions. Prop. 66 could increase the cost of appeals 
because it requires habeas petitions to be heard by lower 
courts first. It would also have higher near-term costs, 
perhaps in the tens of millions of dollars annually, to pay for 
processing currently pending appeals in the required time 
frame. Potential state prison savings could be in the tens of 
millions of dollars annually.

SUPPORTERS SAY 
• The death penalty system in California is broken, but it 

should be mended, not ended.  
• Speeding up the death penalty appeals process would 

save taxpayers $30 million annually.  

OPPONENTS SAY 
• Prop. 66 is confusing and poorly written and would be 

subject to costly legal challenges.   
• Additional layers of appeals and construction of new 

prison facilities would cost taxpayers millions.

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: Californians for Death Penalty Reform and Savings
www.noprop62yesprop66.com 
Opponents: No on 66 - Californians for Fair Justice
www.nooncaprop66.com 

Proposition 62 and Propsition 66

 Propositions 62 and 66 are in conflict.  If both pass, the one with the highest number of votes will prevail.
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Proposition 67 Referendum

Ban on Single-Use Plastic Bags.

THE QUESTION: Should the law passed by the Legislature banning single-use plastic bags be allowed to go into effect? 

THE SITUATION 
In 2014, the California Legislature passed, and the governor 
signed, Senate Bill (SB) 270, a law that prohibited certain 
retail stores statewide from providing single-use carryout 
bags to customers.  The law, sometimes known as “the 
plastic bag ban,” also prohibited the stores from selling 
or distributing a recycled paper bag at the point of sale 
unless the stores charged at least 10 cents per bag.  The law 
required stores to retain the money collected from bag sales 
and to use the money only for specified purposes, such 
as covering the cost of providing carryout bags.  SB 270 
would have gone into effect on July 1, 2015; however, its 
implementation was suspended in February 2015 when this 
referendum qualified for the state ballot.

THE PROPOSAL 
Proposition 67 is a referendum that asks voters to approve or 
reject SB 270. A YES vote on Proposition 67 means that SB 
270 will go into effect.  A NO vote  means that SB 270 will 
not go into effect.
Some 150 California cities and counties (about 40% of the 
state’s population), have their own single-use carryout bag 
laws. Those cities and counties are not covered by SB 270, 
and their laws will remain in place regardless of the vote on 
Proposition 67.
Another proposition on this ballot, Proposition 65, could 
affect the implementation of Proposition 67. Proposition 65 
would require that the 10-cent fee for carryout bags go to a 
new environmental fund, instead of being retained by stores.  
If both measures pass, the one with the most votes would 
prevail. Thus, if Proposition 67 receives the most votes, the 
10-cent fee would be retained by the stores; if Proposition 
65 receives the most votes, the 10-cent fee would go to the 
environmental fund, but the rest of Proposition 67 would still 
be implemented. 

FISCAL EFFECTS 
Proposition 67 would have a relatively small fiscal effect 
on state and local governments, including a minor 
increase in state administrative costs and possible minor 
local government savings from reduced litter and waste 
management costs.

SUPPORTERS SAY 
• Yes on Prop 67 is a common-sense solution to reduce plastic 

litter in our oceans, lakes and streams, and protect wildlife.
• Opposition to this law is funded by out-of-state plastic bag 

companies, who are trying to defeat this law in order to 
protect their profits. 

OPPONENTS SAY 
• A ban on single-use bags would decrease 

manufacturing jobs and harm the economy.  
• California consumers will be forced to spend 10 

cents for every bag they are given at checkout, while 
grocers get to keep the resulting millions of dollars in 
consumers’ payments.

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Supporters: California vs Big Plastic
www.protectplasticbagban.org
Opponents: No on 67
2350 Kerner Blvd., Suite 250
San Rafael, CA 94901

Choosing Yes or No on a Referendum

 Proposition 67 on this page is a Referendum.  

A referendum asks whether you want to approve or reject a law passed by the legislature.   
A YES vote means that you approve the law, and a NO vote means that you reject the law. 
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PROS & CONS: ALAMEDA MEASURE L1 and M1 

MEASURE L1 and M1 – RENT STABILIZATION IN ALAMEDA 

Majority vote required to approve Measure L1 and M1 

 
  

THE QUESTIONS 
 
L1.  Shall the voters adopt the City’s March 31, 2016 Rent Stabilization 
Ordinance, which (a) limits residential rent increases to once annually, (b) 
requires mediation for all residential rent increases above 5%, including binding 
decisions on rent increases for most rental units, (c) restricts reasons for 
evictions, (d) requires landlords to pay relocation fees when terminating certain 
tenancies, and (e) permits the City Council to amend the ordinance to address 
changing concerns and conditions?  
Percentage needed to pass: 50% + 1 
 
 M1. Shall the City Charter be amended to (a) limit annual residential rent 
increases for certain units to 65% of the percentage increase in the Consumer 
Price Index, (b) create an elected Rent Control Board separate from the City with 
authority to hire staff, impose fees on landlords for program funding and assess 
penalties, (c) limit the reasons for terminating tenancies and (d) require rental 
property owners to pay relocation fees to tenants when terminating certain 
tenancies?  
Percentage needed to pass: 50% + 1 
 
 
THE SITUATION 
 
After a very long period of resident displeasure with the increasing difficulties in 
the rental situation in Alameda, the Alameda City Council enacted Ordinance 
3148 on rent stabilization. It has been in effect since 31 March 2016. The 
Alameda Renter’s Coalition (ARC) does not think that the City Ordinance goes 
far enough in protecting renters' rights. The ARC has therefore submitted its own 
Measure (M1).  
 
THE PROPOSAL 
 
To vote for the City Council’s measure (L1) means affirming Ordinance 3148.  To 
vote for Measure M1, a measure put on the ballot by petition signature by the 
Alameda Renter’s Coalition, means amending the City Charter to put in place 
stronger renter protections than provided by Ordinance 3148.  
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FISCAL EFFECT  
 
The cost to implement either measure is unknown. The Renters’ Coalition 
measure (M1) provides financing by fees paid by landlords, and means the City 
of Alameda would provide ongoing, administrative support. The City ordinance 
also provides for a “program fee” to be paid by landlords, and the costs of the 
ordinance are paid by the general fund. In both cases, additional staff, supplies, 
and office space would be required, as well as financing for support of a City 
Commission with powers of enforcement.  It is anticipated that there will also be 
additional need for legal services. 
 
 
SUPPORTERS OF L1 SAY 

x L1 is a common sense and balanced approach. It protects the city’s 
economic diversity; lets landlords recoup their expenses.  

 
x It can be changed by the City Council as needed. 

 
x By allowing parties to reach agreement without binding arbitration, it will 

cost less to implement. 
 
x Measure L1 offers strong tenant protections. 

o It requires a review of all rent increases over 5%. 
o No cause evictions are limited; mass evictions are banned. 
o Relocation fees go to those displaced by no fault evictions. 

 
 
OPPONENTS OF L1 SAY 

x L1 will make it harder for landlords to evict problem tenants such as drug 
dealers and nuisance neighbors. 

 
x It will burden small landlords with red tape and relocation and other costs, 

leading to demolition of older units and a decrease in the rental housing 
supply. 

 
x The benefits of rent control accrue unevenly across the tenant population.  
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SUPPORTERS OF M1 SAY 
x M1 is crafted to meet Alameda’s unique needs, allowing seniors, working 

families, teachers, and healthcare workers to live here. 
 
x It cannot be weakened by the City Council. 

 
x M1 would cost about the same as the Council’s measure. 

 
x It offers stronger tenant protections than L1. 

o It ties rent adjustments to inflation. 
o No cause evictions are banned. 
o Relocation fees for no fault evictions apply, but fees are more for 

households with elderly, disabled or minors. 
 
 
OPPONENTS OF M1 SAY 

x M1 creates an out-of control bureaucracy that will take money from police, 
fire, parks, libraries, street and sewer repairs, and other city services. 

 
x As an amendment to the City Charter, it is inflexible and can be changed 

only in an expensive election. 
 

x M1 will protect only the 72% of Alameda’s multifamily housing not exempt 
under state law. 
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
 
Since these are competing measures on the same subject, some language has 
been incorporated to determine what will happen if none, one, or both measures 
pass/fail.  The information below is to help the voters understand what will 
happen in each case: 
 

Outcomes for Rent Measures Based on November Vote 
 

Both measures fail 
 

Ordinance 3148 stays in effect 

L1 passes and M1 fails Ordinance 3148 stays in effect 
 

Both measures pass, But L1 gets more 
votes 
 

Ordinance 3148 stays in effect 
 

Both measures pass, But M1 gets 
more votes 
 

M1 Provisions in direct and 
irreconcilable conflict with Ordinance 
3148 will take effect.  Remaining 
portions of Ordinance 3148 will stay in 
effect. 
 

M1 passes and L1 fails The Alameda City Charter is amended 
with the provisions in M1 and 
Ordinance 3148 is cancelled. 

 
 
Supporters of L1 
 
Alameda City Councilmembers Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft and Jim Oddie 
Alamedans for Fair Rent Control http://affrc.org/ 
Helen Sause, President,  Alameda HOME Team 
 
Supporters of M1 
 
Alameda Renters Coalition  http://thealamedarenterscoalition.org/about/m1/ 
Fr. Dana P. Michaels, Pastor/Administrator, St. Barnabas Church 
Barnett J. Brickner, Rabbi, Temple Israel of Alameda 
 
 
 


