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TO THE HONORABLE CHIEF JUSTICE OF THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, AND THE HONORABLE ASSOCIATE JUSTICES OF

THE CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT:

Amici Curiae Restaurant L.aw Center, California Restaurant
Association, and the Chamber of Commerce of the United States of
America (collectively Amici) respectfully request permission to file their
concurrently-lodged Amici Curiae Brief in the above-entitled case in
support of Defendant and Respondent Reins International California -

(Defendant).

I.
SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

Pursuant to Evidence Code §§ 452(d) and (h) and § 459, Amici
respectfully request that the Court take judicial notice of the legislative
records, news article and wébsite page that are submitted with this Request
for Judicial Notice as Exhibits A through D to the Declaration of Rochelle
L. Wilcox (“Wilcox Decl.”). As Amici establish below, this Court is
authorized to take judicial notice of these documents, and it should do so
because they are relevant to key issues in this appeal, including the
Legislature’s reason for adopting a standing requirement in California’s
Private Attorney General Act (PAGA), and the impacts PAGA has had on

California’s businesses.
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II.
JUDICIAL NOTICE OF THE ATTACHED LEGISLATIVE
RECORDS, ARTICLE AND WEB PAGE IS PROPER

A. Legislative Materials Are
Proper Subjects Of Judicial Notice.

California Evidence Code § 459(a) provides in part that “[t}he
reviewing court shall take judicial notice of (1) each matter properly
noticed by the trial court and (2) each matter that the trial court was
required to notice under Section 451 or 453. The reviewing court may take
judicial notice of any matter specified in Section 452.” Section 452, in
turn, allows a court to take judicial notice of “[o]fficial acts of the
legislative ... department ... of any state of the United States” and of “[f]acts
and propositions that are not reasonably subject to dispute and are capable
of immediate and accurate determination by resort to sources of reasonably
indisputable accuracy.” Cal. Evid. Code § 452(c), (h). Finally, California
Evidence Code § 453 provides that “[t]he trial court shall take judicial
notice of any matter specified in Section 452 if a party requests it and:

(a) Gives each adverse party sufficient notice of the request, through the
pleadings or otherwise, to enable such adverse party to prepare to meet the
request; and (b) Furnishes the court with sufficient information to enable it

to take judicial notice of the matter.”

Under Section 452(d), California courts regularly take judicial notice

of legislative materials. E.g., Martin v. Szeto (2004) 32 Cal.4th 445, 449-
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450 & 452 n.9; People v. Cruz (1996) 13 Cal.4th 764, 773 n.5; Howard
Jarvis Taxpayers v. City of Roseville (2002) 97 Cal. App.4th 637, 649;

Hahn v. State Board of Equalization (1999) 73 Cal.App.4th 985, 992 & n.7.

Pursuant to this Authority, Amici ask the Court to take judicial
notice of the following legislative records, attached to the Wilcox

Declaration as Exhibits A and B:

Exhibit A: Vote Summary, “State Ballot Measures” (2004),
available at https://elections.cdn.sos.ca.gov/sov/2004-

general/formatted ballot_measures_detail.pdf.

Exhibit B: “Argument in Favor of Proposition 64,” Official Voter
Information Guide (2004), available at

https://vig.cdn.sos.ca.gov/2004/general/english.pdf.

As the Amicus Brief discusses, these documents help to explain the
Legislature’s reason for enacting a strict standing requirement when it
adopted PAGA. Amicus Brief at 15-17. The legislative history for the Bill
that became PAGA establishes that the Legislature hoped to prevent the
abuses that had occurred in connection with California’s Unfair
Competition law, which led to the adoption of Proposition 64 in 2004.
Exhibits A and B discuss the harms that led to adoption to Proposition 64,

including the litigation abuses that resulted from attorneys pursuing claims
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without any injured client. They provide strong support for the argument in
the Amicus Curiae Brief that the Legislature intended to restrict PAGA
standing to employees who are and remain aggrieved by the employer’s

violation of a law governing employment relations.

B. News Articles And Internet Web Pages
Are Proper Subjects Of Judicial Notice

Section 452(h) of the Evidence Code authorizes this Court to take
judicial notice of “[f]acts and propositions that are not reasonably subject to
dispute and are capable of immediate and accurate determination by resort

to sources of reasonably indisputable accuracy.”

Under this Section, courts regularly take judicial notice of published
materials, such as the existence and content of newspaper articles and other
web pages, under Section 452(h). See, e.g., Seelig v. Infinity Broadcasting
Broad. Corp. (2002) 97 Cal.App.4th 798, 807 n.5 (taking judicial notice of
news articles discussing the reality television show “Who Wants to Marry a
Multi-Millionaire?”’; judicial notice intended to establish that the program
was a matter of widespread public interest); McKelvey v. Boeing N. Am.,
Inc. (1999) 74 Cal.App.4th 151, 162 (taking judicial notice of newspaper
articles and transcripts of radio and television broadcasts “to show the
extent of the widespread publicity” of an incident to demonstrate that

plaintiff had notice before statute of limitations expired); Hofmann Co. v.
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E.I. Du Pont de Nemours & Co. (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 390, 395 n.3 (trial
court took judicial notice of newspaper article in which allegedly
defamatory statements appeared); Weingarten v. Block (1980) 102
Cal.App.3d 129, 137 (trial court took judicial notice of series of articles
containing allegedly defamatory statements). In each case, the existence of
the documents was found to be capable of immediate and accurate

determination by resort to sources of reasonably indisputable accuracy.

Likewise, Section 452(h) permits the Court to take judicial notice of
posts found from Internet web sites. See, e.g., Ampex Corp. v. Cargle
(2005) 128 Cal.App.4th 1569, 1573 n.2 (taking judicial notice of the fact
that respondent maintains a web site and of “various computer printouts
from [respondent’s] web site and [a] Yahoo! Message board”); Gentry v.
Ebay, Inc. (2002) 99 Cal.App.4th 816, 821 n.1 (taking judicial notice of
“the manner in which eBay describes its operations from its web site”); see
also Pollstar v. Gigmania Ltd. (E.D. Cal. 2000) 170 F.Supp.2d 974, 978
(taking judicial notice of printout from plaintiff’s web site); Cairns v.
Franklin Mint Co. (C.D. Cal. 2000) 107 F.Supp.2d 1212, 1216 (taking
judicial notice of pages from Warhol Museum’s web site). Like news
articles, the existence of Internet web sites and the posts contained on them
is capable of immediate and accurate determination by resort to sources of

reasonably indisputable accuracy. Boghos v. Certain Underwriters at
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Lloyd’s of London (2005) 36 Cal.4th 495, 505 n.6 (on its own motion, the
Court judicially noticed commercial arbitration rules available on AAA
internet site); Sharon S. v. Superior Court (2003) 31 Cal.4th 417, 437 n.14

(relying on information obtained from internet)

For these reasons, Amici respectfully request this Court to take
judicial notice of the following news article and Internet web page, which

are attached as Exhibits C and D:

Exhibit C: Ken Monrqe, “Frivolous PAGA lawsuits are making
some lawyers rich, but they aren’t helping workers or employers,” LOS
 ANGELES TIMES (Dec. 6, 2018), available at
https://www.latimes.com/opinion/op-ed/la-oe-monroe-paga-small-

businesses-20181206-story.html.

Exhibit D: California, Restaurant Industry at a Glance, “National

Restaurant Association” (2018) available at

https://restaurant.org/Downloads/PDFs/State-Statistics/California.pdf.

The article attached as Exhibit C discusses the views of a local
business-owner regarding the impact of PAGA, including the problems its
applications creates in the workforce. In addition, the web page attached as

Exhibit D provides some information regarding the California restaurant

10
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industry, to help highlight the number and breadth of businesses who will

be impacted by this Court’s decision in the restaurant industry alone.

Finally, Amici are not asking the Court to accept the truth of the
claims in the article and web page, which are not presented to establish the
underlying facts. Instead, they are presented to offer cautionary exam;;les
of the ways in which a decision by this Court reversing the Court of Appeal
Opinion may give rise to abuse if it is affirmed — a proper subject of
judicial notice. E.g., Hassell v. Bird (2018) 5 Cal.5th 522, 545 n.16
(“formal notice is unnecessary to recognize the basic point being made”).
Here too, Amici request judicial notice of the article and web page simply
to highlight the breadth of concerns raised by PAGA and the potential

impact on businesses across California.

11
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IIL
CONCLUSION

As addressed above, the documents submitted with this Request for
Judicial Notice establish important facts for this Court’s consideration.
Therefore, for the foregoing reasons, Amici respectfully request that the
Court take judicial notice of the legislative records, article and Internet web

page attached to this Request as Exhibits A through D.

Dated: January 16, 2019 DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP
ROCHELLE L. WILCOX
JANET L. GRUMER
AARON N. COLBY

By./s/

Attorneys for Amici Curiae
RESTAURANT LAW CENTER,
CALIFORNIA RESTAURANT
ASSOCIATION and CHAMBER OF
COMMERCE OF THE UNITED
STATES OF AMERICA
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DECLARATION OF ROCHELLE L. WILCOX

I, Rochelle L. Wilcox, declare:

1. I am an attorney admitted to practice before all the courts of
the State of California and before this Court. I am a partner in the law firm
Davis Wright Tremaine LLP (“DWT”) and I am one of the attorneys for
Amici Curiae Restaurant Law Center, California Restaurant Association,
and the Chamber of Commerce of the United States of America (Amici). 1
have personal knowledge of the following facts and, if called upon to

testify, I could and would competently testify to these facts.

2. Attached as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of Vote
Summary, “State Ballot Measures” (2004), available at
https://elections.cdn.sos.ca.gov/sov/2004-
general/formatted_ballot_measures_detail.pdf. My assistant Ellen Duncan

printed this document from the Internet at my request on January 15, 2019.

3. Attached as Exhibit B is a true and correct copy of
“Argument in Favor of Proposition 64,” Official Voter Information Guide
(2004), available at https://vig.cdn.sos.ca.gov/2004/general/english.pdf.
My assistant Ellen Duncan printed this document from the Internet at my

request on January 15, 2019.

13
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4. Attached as Exhibit C is a true and correct copy of Ken
Monroe, “Frivolous PAGA lawsuits are making some lawyers rich, but they
aren’t helping workers or employers,” LOS ANGELES TIMES (Dec. 6, 2018),
available at https://www_.latimes.com/opinion/op-ed/la-oe-monroe-paga-
small-businesses-20181206-story.html. My assistant Ellen Duncan printed

this document from the Internet at my request on January 15, 2019.

5. Attached as Exhibit D is a true and correct copy of California,
Restaurant Industry at a Glance, “National Restaurant Association” (2018)
available at https://restaurant.org/Downloads/PDFs/State-
Statistics/California.pdf. My assistant Ellen Duncan printed this document

from the Internet at my request on January 15, 2019.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of
California that the foregoing is true and correct, and that this Declaration
was signed on January 16, 2019, at Roseville, California.

/s/ Rochelle L. Wilcox
Rochelle L. Wilcox
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4833-5064-9989v.2 0112166-000001



[PROPOSED] ORDER

This Court, having considered the Request for Judicial Notice of
Amici Curiae Restaurant Law Center, California Restaurant Association,
and Chamber of Commerce of the United States of America, and good

cause having been shown therefore,

IT IS ORDERED that the Court takes judicial notice of the

following documents:

Exhibit A: Vote Summary, “State Ballot Measures” (2004),
available at https://elections.cdn.sos.ca.gov/sov/2004-

general/formatted_ballot_measures_detail.pdf.

Exhibit B: “Argument in Favor of Proposition 64,” Official Voter

Information Guide (2004), available at

https://vig.cdn.sos.ca.gov/2004/general/english.pdf.

Exhibit C: Ken Monroe, “Frivolous PAGA lawsuits are making
some lawyers rich, but they aren’t helping workers of employers,” LOS
ANGELES TIMES (Dec. 6, 2018), available at
https://www.latimes.com/opinion/op-ed/la-oe-monroe-paga-small-

businesses-20181206-story.html.
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Exhibit D: California, Restaurant Industry at a Glance, “National

Restaurant Association” (2018) available at

https://restaurant.org/Downloads/PDFs/State-Statistics/California.pdf.

Dated: By:
Honorable Tani Gorre Cantil-Sakauye
Chief Justice of the State of California
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PROOF OF SERVICE

I declare that [ am over the age of 18 years, employed in the City
and County of San Francisco, and not a party to the within action. I am an
employee of DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP, and my business address
is 505 Montgomery Street, Suite 800, San Francisco, California 94111. On
January 16, 2019, I served the following document(s):

REQUEST FOR JUDICIAL NOTICE BY AMICI CURIAE
RESTAURANT LAW CENTER, CALIFORNIA RESTAURANT
ASSOCIATION, AND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA; DECLARATION OF
ROCHELLE L. WILCOX WITH EXHIBITS A-D;
[PROPOSED] ORDER

M U.S. MAIL - I enclosed a true and correct copy of said
document in an envelope and placed it for collection and mailing
with the United States Post Office on January 16, 2019, following
the ordinary business practice. As indicated in the service list
attached, each listed individual or court is served as indicated.

I am readily familiar with my firm’s practice for collection and
processing of correspondence for delivery in the manner indicated above, to
wit, that correspondence will be deposited for collection in the above-
described manner this same day in the ordinary course of business.

[ declare under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the State of
California, that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on January 16, 2019, at San Francisco, California.

VY. &

Amanda L. Henderson
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SERVICE LIST

Eric B. Kingsley, Esq.

Ari J. Stiller, Esq.

KINGSLEY & KINGSLEY, APC
16133 Ventura Bouulevard, Suite 1200
Encino, California 91436

(818) 990-8300
eric@kingsleykingsley.com
ari@kingsleykingsley.com

Spencer C. Skeen, Esq.

OGLETREE, DEAKINS, NASH,
SMOAK & STEWART, P.C.

4370 La Jolla Village Drive, Suite 990

San Diego, California 92122

(858) 652-3100

spencer.skeen@ogletreedeakins.com

Aaron Kaufmann, Esq.
LEONARD CARDER, LLP
1330 Broadway, Suite 1450
Oakland, California 94612

Cynthia L. Rice, Esq.
Stephanie Miranda, Esq.
Ronald Melton, Esq.
CALIFORNIA RURAL

LEGAL ASSISTANCE, INC.
1430 Franklin Street, Suite 103
Oakland, California 94612

Glenn A. Danas, Esq.

John E. Stobart, Esq.

CAPSTONE LAW

1875 Century Park East, Suite 1000
Los Angeles, California 90067

Brian S. Kabateck, Esq.

KABATECK BROWN KELLNER LLP
Historic Fire Engine Co. No. 28 Building
644 South Figueroa Street

Los Angeles, Ca 90017
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California Department of
Industrial Relations

PAGA Administrator

1515 Clay Street, Suite 801

Oakland, CA 94612

Clerk for the

Honorable Kenneth R. Freeman
Superior Court of Los Angeles County
Central Civil West Courthouse
600 South Commonwealth Avenue
Los Angeles, California 90005
(213) 351-7599

Court of Appeal of the State of California
Second Appellate District — Division Four
Ronald Reagan State Building

300 S. Spring Street

2nd Floor, North Tower

Los Angeles, California 90013
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Percent

State Ballot Measures

Proposition No. 1A
Protection of Local Government

Proposition No. 59
Public Records, Open Meetings

Proposition No. 60
Election Rights of Political Parties

Revenues
Votes Not Votes Not Votes Not
For Against Cast For Against Cast For Against Cast
— 410,330 86,150 71435 430,845 68,812 68258 | 337,006 137,688 03,001
82.7% 17.3% 12.6% 86.3% 13.7% 12.0% 71.1% 28.9% 16.4%
537 112 65 551 105 58 424 188 102
82.8% 17.2% 9.1% 84.0% 16.0% 8.1% 69.3% 30.7% 14.3%
14,091 2,610 1,387 13,452 3,270 1,366 9,397 6,460 2,231
84.4% 15.6% 7.7% 80.5% 19.5% 7.6% 59.3% 40.7% 12.3%
76,352 12,491 8,124 74,400 14,051 8,516 53,401 31,285 12,281
86.0% 14.0% 8.4% 84.2% 15.8% 8.8% 63.1% 36.9% 12.7%
17,777 3,168 1,576 17,089 3,815 1,617 12,611 7,292 2,618
84.9% 15.1% 7.0% 81.8% 18.2% 7.2% 63.4% 36.6% 11.6%
4,912 908 460 4474 1,312 494 3,045 2,511 724
84.4% 15.6% 7.3% 77.4% 22.6% 7.9% 54.9% 45.1% 11.5%
320,007 50,083 48,245 311,281 57,503 49,551 232,877 118,797 66,661
86.5% 13.5% 11.5% 84.5% 15.5% 11.8% 66.3% 33.7% 15.9%
7,605 1,401 485 7,206 1,692 593 5,765 2,748 978
84.5% 15.5% 5.1% 81.0% 19.0% 6.3% 67.8% 32.2% 10.3%
66,647 12,293 8,374 64,758 13,706 8,850 45,982 27,980 13,352
84.5% 15.5% 9.6% 82.6% 17.4% 10.1% 62.2% 37.8% 15.3%
183,988 40,859 25,058 178,449 44,159 27,297 132,944 79,919 37,042
81.9% 18.1% 10.0% 80.2% 19.8% 10.9% 62.5% 37.5% 14.8%
7,592 1,323 608 6,907 1,928 688 4,606 3,852 1,065
85.2% 14.8% 6.4% 78.2% 21.8% 7.2% 54.5% 45.5% 11.2%
50,011 10,966 5,458 49,902 11,256 5,277 36,947 21,364 8,124
82.1% 17.9% 8.2% 81.6% 18.4% 7.9% 63.4% 36.6% 12.2%
25,662 6,482 2,627 24 314 7,603 2,854 20,145 10,631 3,995
79.9% 20.1% 7.6% 76.2% 23.8% 8.2% 65.5% 34.5% 11.5%
6,947 1,251 528 6,741 1,430 555 5,276 2,464 986
84.8% 15.2% 6.1% 82.5% 17.5% 6.4% 68.2% 31.8% 11.3%
171,114 30,886 12,747 160,430 40,315 14,002 125,995 68,721 20,031
84.8% 15.2% 5.9% 80.0% 20.0% 6.5% 64.8% 35.2% 9.3%
25,244 5,176 2,563 22,773 7,378 2,832 17,680 11,668 3,635
83.0% 17.0% 7.8% 75.6% 24.4% 8.6% 60.3% 39.7% 11.0%
19,934 3,658 1,544 19,502 3,957 1,677 15,340 7,183 2613
84.5% 15.5% 6.1% 83.2% 16.8% 6.7% 68.2% 31.8% 10.4%
9,269 1,683 588 8,692 2,159 689 6,394 4,080 1,066
84.7% 15.3% 5.1% 80.2% 19.8% 6.0% 61.1% 38.9% 9.2%
2,210,822 499,775 374,985 2,211,478 461,909 412,195 1,778,385 785,042 522,155
81.6% 18.4% 12.2% 82.8% 17.2% 13.4% 69.4% 30.6% 16.9%
29,843 6,212 3,156 28,598 7,343 3,270 21,203 13,447 4,561
82.8% 17.2% 8.1% 79.6% 20.4% 8.3% 61.2% 38.8% 11.6%
105,480 17,332 13,813 106,123 14,967 15,535 74,994 37,945 23,686
85.9% 14.1% 10.1% 87.7% 12.3% 11.4% 66.5% 33.5% 17.3%
6,719 1,252 1,358 6,656 1,400 1,273 4,746 2,706 1,877
84.3% 15.7% 14.6% 82.7% 17.3% 13.7% 63.7% 36.3% 20.1%
29,733 5,696 3,473 30,119 5,649 3,134 22,340 11,749 4813
84.0% 16.0% 8.9% 84.3% 15.7% 8.1% 65.6% 34.4% 12.4%
44,596 8,739 5417 41,651 11,470 5,631 33,199 18,444 7,109
83.7% 16.3% 9.2% 78.5% 21.5% 9.6% 64.3% 35.7% 12.1%
3,716 560 231 3,619 659 229 2,458 1,665 384
87.0% 13.0% 5.1% 84.6% 15.4% 5.1% 59.7% 40.3% 8.5%
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Mono
Percent

Monterey
Percent

Napa
Percent

Nevada
Percent

Orange
Percent

Placer
Percent

Plumas
Percent

Riverside
Percent

Sacramento
Percent

San Benito
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San Bernardino
Percent .

San Diego
Percent

San Francisco
Percent

San Joaquin
Percent

San Luis Obispo
Percent

San Mateo
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Santa Barbara
Percent

Santa Clara
Percent

Santa Cruz
Percent

Shasta
Percent

Sierra
Percent

Siskiyou
Percent

Solano
Percent

Sonoma
Percent

Stanislaus
Percent

State Ballot Measures

Proposition No. 1A
Protection of Local Government

Proposition No. 59

Public Records, Open Meetings

Proposition No. 60
Election Rights of Political Parties

Revenues
Votes Not Votes Not Votes Not
For Against Cast For Against Cast For Against Cast
4,196 656 560 4,231 739 442 3,118 1,526 768
86.5% 13.5% 10.4% 85.2% 14.8% 8.2% 67.2% 32.8% 14.2%
103,528 13,367 9,856 99,286 17,009 10,456 82,628 29,685 14,438
88.6% 11.4% 7.8% 85.4% 14.6% 8.3% 73.6% 26.4% 11.4%
44,140 8,113 4,842 42,376 9,540 5179 32,441 17,390 7,264
84.5% 15.5% 8.5% 81.7% 18.3% 9.1% 65.2% 34.8% 12.7%
42,512 7,274 4,722 - 42,975 6,976 4,557 31,485 15,888 7,135
85.4% 14.6% 8.7% 86.1% 13.9% 8.4% 66.5% 33.5% 13.1%
810,741 162,149 121,515 808,034 173,476 112,895 634,521 302,325 157,559
83.4% 16.6% 1.1% 82.4% 17.6% 10.3% 67.8% 32.2% 14.4%
122,617 19,746 12,134 118,880 22,448 13,169 89,360 45,875 19,262
86.2% 13.8% 7.9% 84.2% 15.8% 8.5% 66.1% 33.9% 12.5%
9,239 1,410 644 8,835 1,769 689 6,391 3,854 1,048
86.8% 13.2% 57% 83.4% 16.6% 6.1% 62.4% 37.6% 9.3%
446,149 75,614 40,735 420,526 97,003 44,969 338,517 162,520 61,461
85.6% 14.4% 7.2% 81.3% 18.7% 8.0% 67.6% 32.4% 10.9%
357,793 81,395 42,824 362,398 76,774 42,840 259,609 163,335 59,068
81.5% 18.5% 8.9% 82.6% 17.4% 8.9% 61.4% 38.6% 12.3%
15,179 2,394 1,718 14,308 3,085 1,898 11,484 5,566 2,241
86.4% 13.6% 8.9% 82.3% 17.7% 9.8% 67.4% 32.6% 11.6%
407,426 75,157 45804 384,692 91,584 52,111 309,031 153,587 65,769
84.5% 15.5% 8.7% 80.8% 19.2% 9.9% 66.9% 33.1% 12.5%
871,074 142,963 130,998 877,191 138,053 129,791 682,388 266,778 195,869
86.0% 14.0% 11.4% 86.5% 13.5% 11.3% 71.9% 28.1% 17.1%
233,998 73,138 54,686 272,261 39,486 50,075 217,225 77,700 66,897
76.2% 23.8% 15.1% 87.4% 12.6% 13.8% 73.7% 26.3% 18.5%
150,132 27,805 13,804 142,042 34,052 15,647 107,184 63,116 21,441
84.4% 15.6% 7.2% 80.7% 19.3% 8.2% 63.0% 37.0% 11.2%
104,708 13,895 11,631 99,060 18,244 12,930 78,100 32,961 19,173
88.3% 11.7% 8.9% 84.5% 15.5% 9.9% 70.4% 29.6% 14.7%
214,508 37,995 36,030 210,788 38,068 39,677 156,057 78,029 54,447
85.0% 15.0% 12.5% 84.8% 15.2% 13.8% 66.7% 33.3% 18.9%
133,312 20,630 17,622 130,539 23,623 17,402 96,105 49,394 26,065
86.6% 13.4% 10.3% 84.7% 15.3% 10.1% 66.1% 33.9% 15.2%
455,923 81,197 73,025 458,466 76,884 74,795 339,684 171,032 99,429
84.9% 15.1% 12.0% 85.7% 14.3% 12.3% 66.6% 33.4% 16.3%
95,695 15,057 12,523 98,101 13,176 11,998 71,792 33,429 18,054
86.5% 13.5% 10.2% 88.2% 11.8% 9.7% 68.3% 31.7% 14.7%
63,462 9,881 5,017 59,132 13,819 5,409 44,103 26,592 7,665
86.6% 13.4% 6.4% 81.1% 18.9% 6.9% 62.4% 37.6% 9.8%
1,575 306 102 1,514 361 108 1,065 705 213
83.8% 16.2% 5.1% 80.8% 19.2% 5.5% 60.2% 39.8% 10.7%
16,600 3,134 1,961 15,775 3,830 2,090 12,908 6,065 2,722
84.2% 15.8% 9.0% 80.5% 19.5% 9.6% 68.1% 31.9% 12.6%
117,156 22,086 10,815 112,685 25,627 11,745 85,266 47,383 17,408
84.2% 15.8% 7.2% 81.5% 18.5% 7.8% 64.3% 35.7% 11.6%
173,729 29,548 19,261 171,724 31,447 19,367 120,758 72,166 29,614
85.5% 14.5% 8.7% 84.6% 15.4% 8.7% 62.6% 37.4% 13.3%
114,983 15,997 16,683 111,723 25,005 10,935 85,722 45,885 16,056
87.8% 12.2% 11.3% 81.8% 18.2% 7.4% 65.2% 34.8% 10.9%
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Sutter
Percent

Tehama
Percent

Trinity
Percent

Tulare
Percent

Tuolumne
Percent

Ventura
Percent

Yolo
Percent

Yuba
Percent

State Totals
Percent

State Ballot Measures

Proposition No. 1A
Protection of Local Government

Proposition No. 59

Public Records, Open Meetings

Proposition No. 60
Election Rights of Political Parties

Revenues
Votes Not Votes Not Votes Not
For Against Cast For Against Cast For Against Cast
23,143 4,854 2,787 22,263 5,540 2,981 17,312 9,642 3,830
82.7% 17.3% 9.1% 80.1% 19.9% 9.7% 64.3% 35.7% 12.4%
17,962 4,259 1,383 17,215 4910 1,479 12,500 8,849 2,255
80.9% 19.1% 5.9% 77.9% 2.1% 6.3% 58.6% 41.4% 9.6%
5,382 861 336 5,157 1,048 374 3,779 2,196 604
86.3% 13.7% 51% 83.2% 16.8% 57% 63.3% 36.7% 9.2%
76,568 15,665 7,276 70,711 20,934 7,864 52,947 35,864 10,698
83.1% 16.9% 7.3% 77.2% 22.8% 7.9% 59.7% 40.3% 10.8%
21,803 3,209 1,779 20,404 4,314 2,073 14,804 8,970 3,017
87.2% 12.8% 6.6% 82.6% 17.4% 7.7% 62.3% 37.7% 11.3%
241,531 41,611 32,990 233,374 47,772 34,986 177,339 93,147 45 646
85.4% 14.6% 10.4% 83.1% 16.9% 11.1% 65.6% 34.4% 14.4%
51,767 14,453 6,733 54,784 12,270 5,899 38,505 25,177 9,271
78.2% 21.8% 9.2% 81.8% 18.2% 8.1% 60.5% 39.5% 12.7%
13,739 3,117 1,382 13,392 3,432 1,414 9,925 6,314 1,999
81.6% 18.4% 7.6% 79.7% 20.3% 7.8% - 61.2% 38.8% 11.0%
9,411,198 1,840,002 1,338,483 9,334,852 1,870,146 1,384,685 7,227,433 3,478,774 1,883,476
83.7% 16.3% 10.6% 83.4% 16.6% 11.0% 67.6% 32.4% 15.0%
39

ER003



Alameda
Percent
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Percent
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Percent

Butte
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Calaveras
Percent

Colusa
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Percent
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State Ballot Measures

Proposition No. 60A

Surplus Property.
Votes Not
For Against Cast
342,467 131,772 93676
72.3% 27.7% 16.5%
500 130 84
79.4% 20.6% 11.8%
12,185 3,908 1,995
75.8% 24.2% 11.0%
66,034 18,879 12,054
77.8% 22.2% 12.4%
15,528 4,756 2,237
76.6% 23.4% 9.9%
4,021 1,555 704
72.2% 27.8% 11.2%
270,351 83,870 64,114
76.4% 23.6% 15.3%
6,629 1,955 907
77.3% 22.7% 9.6%
58,708 16,764 11,842
77.8% 22.2% 13.6%
146,329 67,141 36,435
68.6% 31.4% 14.6%
6,237 2,333 953
72.8% 27.2% 10.0%
41,637 16,688 8,110
71.4% 28.6% 12.2%
20,525 10,353 3,893
66.5% 33.5% 11.2%
5,956 1,877 893
76.1% 23.9% 10.2%
146,471 48,184 20,092
75.3% 24.7% 9.4%
20,158 9,268 3,557
68.6% 31.4% 10.8%
17,739 5,149 2,248
77.6% 22.4% 8.9%
8,447 2,232 861
79.1% 20.9% 7.5%
1,712,361 739,821 633,400
69.9% 30.1% 20.5%
25,383 9,506 4,322
72.8% 27.2% 11.0%
89,976 24,382 22,267
78.7% 21.3% 16.3%
5,486 1,858 1,985
74.8% 25.2% 21.3%
25,534 8,644 4,724
74.8% 25.2% 12.1%
35,732 15,698 7,322
69.5% 30.5% 12.5%
3,421 799 287
81.1% 18.9% 6.4%

Proposition No. 61

Children's Hospital Projects. Grant

For

761
69.0%

366
55.7%

7,480
45.0%

43,322
48.2%

9,224
44.1%

2,507
43.9%

250,949
65.3%

4,300
48.2%

35,299
45.0%

127,945
56.2%

3,746
42.3%

31,927
52.4%

21,225
65.7%

3,980
48.6%

103,894
51.7%

18,136
59.7%

11,761
49.4%

4,919
45.5%

1,714,786
62.5%

19,866
53.7%

72,182
59.7%

3,840
50.3%

19,470
54.7%

30,501
56.7%

1,687
39.9%

40

Program.

Against

158,
31.0%

292
44.3%

9,117
55.0%

46,486
51.8%

11,664
55.9%

3,199
56.1%

133,635
34.7%

4617
51.8%

43,075
55.0%

99,920
43.8%

5,093
57.7%

29,059
47.6%

11,097
34.3%

4,193
51.4%

97,334
48.3%

12,276
40.3%

12,015
50.6%

5,876
54 5%

1,032,210
37.5%

17,186
46.3%

48,888
40.3%

3,795
49.7%

16,148
45.3%

23,305
43.3%

2,532
60.1%

Votes Not
Cast

58,
10.4%

56
7.8%

1,491
8.2%

7,159
7.4%

1,633
7.3%

574
9.1%

33,751
8.1%

574
6.1%

8,940
10.2%

22,040
8.8%

684
7.2%

5,449
8.2%

2,449
7.0%

553
6.3%

13,519
6.3%

2,571
7.8%

1,360
5.4%

745
6.5%

338,586
11.0%

2,159
5.5%

15,555
11.4%

1,694
18.2%

3,284
8.4%

4,946
8.4%

288
6.4%

Proposition No. 62
Elections. Primaries

Votes Not
For Against Cast
214 568 276,125 77,202
43.7% 56.3% 13.6%
305 334 75
47.7% 52.3% 10.5%
6,894 9,615 1,679
42.0% 58.0% 9.3%
44,407 43,841 8,719
50.4% 49.6% 9.0%
9,665 11,296 1,660
45.8% 54.2% 7.4%
2,691 2,975 614
47.4% 52.6% 9.8%
161,555 211,023 45757
43.3% 56.7% 10.9%
4,083 4,522 886
47.4% 52.6% 9.3%
35,537 43,547 8,230
44.9% 55.1% 9.4%
109,010 112,184 28,711
49.2% 50.8% 11.5%
4,243 4,336 944
49.4% 50.6% 9.9%
27,216 33,057 6,162
45.1% 54.9% 9.3%
15,902 14,819 4,050
51.8% 48.2% 1.7%
3,205 4,715 806
40.4% 59.6% 9.2%
92,019 107,300 15,428
46.1% 53.9% 7.2%
15,120 14,769 3,094
50.6% 49.4% 9.4%
10,791 12,594 1,751
46.1% 53.9% 7.0%
5,837 4,858 845
54.6% 45.4% 7.3%
1,184,087 1,466,028 435,467
44.6% 55.4% 14.1%
16,333 19,728 3,150
45.2% 54.8% 8.0%
57,440 61,714 17,471
48.2% 51.8% 12.8%
3,256 4214 1,859
43.5% 56.5% 19.9%
16,860 18,277 3,765
47.9% 52.1% 9.7%
24,988 27,569 6,195
47.5% 52.5% 10.5%
2,127 2,087 293
50.5% 49.5% 6.5%
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Mono ~
Percent
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Percent
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Percent

Placer
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Sacramento
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San Benito
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San Bernardino
Percent

San Diego
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San Francisco
Percent

San Joaquin
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San Luis Obispo
Percent

San Mateo
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Santa Barbara
Percent

Santa Clara
Percent

Santa Cruz
Percent
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Siskiyou
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Percent

Sonoma
Percent

Stanislaus
Percent

State Ballot Measures

Proposition No. 60A

Proposition No. 61

Proposition No. 62

Surplus Property. Children's Hospital Projects. Grant Elections. Primaries
Program.
Votes Not Votes Not Votes Not
For Against Cast For Against Cast For Against Cast
3,697 988 727 2,462 2,394 556 2,289 2,497 626
79.0% 21.0% 13.4% 50.8% 49.2% 10.3% 47.8% 52.2% 11.6%
86,169 25,881 14,701 72,911 43,008 10,832 51,965 62,311 12,475
77.0% 23.0% 11.6% 62.9% 37.1% 8.6% 45.4% 54.6% 9.8%
37,297 12,765 7,033 30,456 21,963 4,676 24775 26,567 5,753
74.6% 25.4% 12.3% 58.2% 41.8% 8.2% 48.2% 51.8% 10.1%
37,112 10,107 7,289 22,079 27,424 5,005 21,526 27,630 5,352
78.6% 21.4% 13.4% 44.6% 55.4% 9.2% 43.7% 56.3% 9.8%
712,726 225,908 155,771 510,232 481,094 103,079 443,699 520,224 130,482
76.0% 24.0% 14.2% 51.5% 48.5% 9.4% 46.0% 54.0% 11.9%
111,380 26,612 16,505 60,217 82,276 12,004 59,064 81,276 14,157
80.8% 19.2% 10.7% 42.2% 57.8% 7.8% 42.0% 58.0% 9.2%
8,289 2,106 898 4,806 5,747 740 5,139 5,328 826
79.8% 20.2% 8.0% 45.5% 54.5% 6.6% 49.0% 51.0% 7.3%
370,234 127,899 64,365 306,410 216,698 39,390 254,554 257,707 50,237
74.4% 25.6% 11.4% 58.6% 41.4% 7.0% 49.6% 50.4% 8.9%
311,906 112,451 57,655 225,662 215,405 40,945 198,139 237,172 46,701
73.6% 26.4% 12.0% 51.2% 48.8% 8.5% 45.5% 54.5% 9.7%
12,173 4,849 2,269 10,360 7,055 1,876 8,537 8,732 2,022
71.6% 28.4% 11.8% 59.5% 40.5% , 9.7% 49.4% 50.6% 10.5%
337,242 124,174 66,971 278,917 212,406 37,064 225,676 252,672 50,039
73.1% 26.9% 12.7% 56.8% 43.2% 7.0% 47.1% 52.9% 9.5%
736,943 219,224 188,868 568,977 453,676 122,382 461,073 531,126 152,836
77.1% 22.9% 16.5% 55.7% 44.3% 10.7% 46.4% 53.6% 13.4%
196,414 95,728 69,680 220,746 91,440 49,636 128,045 175,536 58,241
67.3% 32.7% 19.3% 70.8% 29.2% 13.7% 42.1% 57.9% 16.1%
123,679 47,253 20,809 100,309 77,261 14,171 85,327 89,750 16,664
72.4% 27.6% 10.9% 56.5% 43.5% 7.4% 48.7% 51.3% 8.7%
90,399 21,677 18,158 58,096 59,308 12,830 54,571 60,636 15,027
80.7% 19.3% 13.9% 49.4% 50.6% 9.9% 47.3% 52.7% 11.5%
167,552 67,773 53,208 161,984 89,573 36,976 117,400 127,925 43,208
71.3% 28.7% 18.4% 64.4% 35.6% 12.8% 47.8% 52.2% 15.0%
110,450 34,360 26,754 87,415 66,848 17,301 73,616 77,785 20,163
76.3% 23.7% 15.6% 56.7% 43.3% 10.1% 48.6% 51.4% 11.8%
371,025 141,252 97,868 343,984 198,638 67,523 269,248 270,265 70,632
72.5% 27.5% 16.0% 63.4% 36.6% 11.1% 49.9% 50.1% 11.6%
76,011 29,905 17,359 71,823 40,379 11,073 52,899 56,631 13,745
71.8% 28.2% 14.1% 64.1% 35.9% 9.0% 48.2% 51.8% 11.2%
54,146 17,137 7,077 31,798 41,423 5,139 33,900 38,459 6,001
76.0% 24.0% 9.0% 43.4% 56.6% 6.6% 46.8% 53.2% 7.7%
1,393 413 177 841 1,001 141 927 887 169
77.2% 22.8% 8.9% 45.6% 54.4% 7.1% 51.2% 48.8% 8.5%
15,354 3,918 2,423 8,194 11,415 2,086 9,183 10,258 2,254
79.7% 20.3% 11.2% 41.7% 58.3% 9.6% 47.2% 52.8% 10.4%
97,197 34,544 18,316 84,951 54,818 10,288 64,462 72,210 13,385
73.8% 26.2% 12.2% 60.8% 39.2% 6.9% 47.1% 52.9% 8.9%
147,716 45,116 29,706 114,062 89,475 19,001 98,478 98,476 25,584
76.7% 23.3% 13.4% 56.1% 43.9% 8.5% 50.1% 49.9% 11.5%
97,184 33,964 16,515 70,474 66,571 10,618 63,879 71,193 12,591
74.2% 25.8% 11.2% 51.5% 48.5% 7.2% 47.2% 52.8% 8.5%
41
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Sutter
Percent

Tehama
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Trinity
Percent

Tulare
Percent

Tuolumne
Percent

Ventura
Percent

Yolo
Percent

Yuba
Percent

State Totals
Percent

State Ballot Measures

Proposition No. 60A

Proposition No. 61

Proposition No. 62

Surplus Property. Children's Hospital Projects. Grant Elections. Primaries
Program.
Votes Not Votes Not Votes Not
For Against Cast For Against Cast For Against Cast
21,201 6,062 3,521 12,193 16,193 2,398 11,030 16,850 2,904
77.8% 22.2% 11.4% 42.9% 57.1% 7.8% 39.5% 60.5% 9.4%
15,242 6,280 2,082 9,453 12,621 1,530 10,116 11,774 1,714
70.9% 29.1% 8.8% 42.8% 57.2% 6.5% 46.2% 53.8% 7.3%
4,663 1,368 548 2,852 3,293 434 3,000 3,132 447
77.4% 22.6% 8.3% 46.4% 53.6% 6.6% 48.9% 51.1% 6.8%
62,191 26,310 11,008 48,952 43,155 7,402 39,450 51,018 9,041
70.3% 29.7% 11.1% 53.2% 46.8% 7.4% 43.6% 56.4% 9.1%
17,656 6,288 2,847 12,418 12,343 2,030 11,003 13,453 2,335
73.8% 26.2% 10.6% 50.2% 49.8% 7.6% 44.9% 55.1% 8.7%
196,670 80,890 38,572 156,289 134,723 25,120 131,711 152,295 32,126
70.9% 29.1% 12.2% 53.8% 46.2% 8.0% 46.3% 53.7% 10.2%
45,376 18,483 9,094 36,883 30,459 5611 28,855 36,305 7,793
71.1% 28.9% 12.5% 54.8% 45.2% 7.7% 44.2% 55.8% 10.7%
11,872 4,228 2,138 7,816 9,037 1,385 7,560 9,263 1,415
73.8% 26.2% 1.7% 46.3% 53.7% 7.6% 44.9% 55.1% 7.8%
7,776,374 2843435 1,969,874 6,629,095 4,750,309 1,210,279 5,119,155 5,968,770 1,501,758
73.3% 26.7% 15.7% 58.3% 41.7% 9.6% 46.1% 53.9% 11.9%
42
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State Ballot Measures

Proposition No. 63
Mental Health Services Expansion.

For
,20
66.4%

371
56.7%

7,556
44.6%

44,667
49.2%

9,757
45.8%

2,132
36.5%

216,795
56.2%

4,635
52.8%

34,880
42.8%

112,757
49.1%

3,448
39.3%

37,710
60.8%

17,090
54.5%

3,900
48.0%

85,355
42.0%

14,500
47.4%

13,569
56.8%

4,852
44.3%

1,624,214
58.4%

17,249
46.6%

79,410
63.4%

3,739
47.6%

23,605
65.0%

26,042
48.1%

1,537
35.7%

Against
173,144
33.6%

284
43.3%

9,382
55.4%

46,031
50.8%

11,513
54.2%

3,698
63.5%

169,384
43.8%

4,150
47.2%

46,457
57.2%

116,878
50.9%

5,323
60.7%

24,376
39.2%

14,313
45.5%

4,212
52.0%

117,508
58.0%

16,034
52.6%

10,354
43.2%

6,081
55.7%

1,158,657
41.6%

19,715
53.4%

45971
36.6%

4,107
52.4%

12,715
35.0%

28,014
51.9%

2,757
64.3%

Votes Not
Cast

9.4%

59
8.3%

1,150
6.4%

6,269
6.5%

1,251
5.6%

450
7.2%

32,156
7.7%

706
7.4%

5977
6.9%

20,270
8.1%

752
7.9%

4,349
6.6%

3,368
9.7%

614
7.0%

11,884
5.5%

2,449
7.4%

1,213
4.8%

607
53%

302,711
9.8%

2,247
57%

11,244
8.2%

1,483
15.9%

2,582
6.6%

4,696
8.0%

213
4.7%

Proposition No. 64

Limits on Private Enforcement of

Business Laws

Votes Not
For Against Cast For Against
I . i —
221,395 268,978 77,542 181,910 2,
45.1% 54.9% 13.7% 39.9% 60.1%
321 302 91 261 325
51.6% 48.4% 12.8% 44.5% 55.5%
10,737 5,751 1,600 5,494 10,036
65.2% 34.8% 8.9% 35.3% 64.7%
53,453 34,495 9,019 32,040 49,907
60.8% 39.2% 9.3% 39.0% 61.0%
13,367 7,437 1,717 8,041 11,901
64.3% 357% 7.6% 40.3% 59.7%
3,690 2,074 516 2,243 3,278
64.1% 35.9% 8.2% 40.6% 59.4%
201,997 170,118 46,220 131,695 208,632
54.3% 45.7% 11.1% 38.6% 61.4%
4,703 3,815 973 3,519 4,829
55.3% 44.7% 10.3% 42.1% 57.9%
52,045 27,134 8,135 27,319 47,405
65.8% 34.2% 9.3% 36.5% 63.5%
141,604 82,415 25,886 80,144 130,156
63.3% 36.7% 10.4% 38.1% 61.9%
5,481 3,087 955 3,005 5,302
64.0% 36.0% 10.0% 36.1% 63.9%
27,565 32,050 6,820 23,862 32,707
46.2% 53.8% 10.3% 42.1% 57.9%
16,931 13,614 4,226 13,917 16,152
55.5% 44.5% 12.2% 48.2% 53.8%
4,980 2,953 793 2,766 4,860
62.8% 37.2% 9.1% 36.2% 63.8%
133,935 65,942 14,870 84,784 106,144
67.1% 32.9% 6.9% 44.4% 55.6%
19,100 11,035 2,848 12,023 16,957
63.4% 36.6% 8.6% 41.4% 58.6%
13,308 9,832 1,996 8,436 13,926
57.6% 42.4% 7.9% 37.7% 62.3%
6,083 4,582 875 4,439 5,951
57.1% 42.9% 7.6% 427% 57.3%
1,511,073 1,163,366 411,143 926,812 1,557,226
56.6% 43.4% 13.3% 37.3% 62.7%
23,679 12,698 2,834 12,883 21,103
65.1% 34.9% 7.2% 37.9% 62.1%
57,938 60,732 17,955 35,420 72,790
48.8% 51.2% 13.1% 32.7% 67.3%
4,787 2,772 1,770 2,484 4,511
63.4% 36.6% 19.0% 35.5% 64.5%
16,585 18,324 3,993 13,331 19,743
47.5% 52.5% 10.3% 40.3% 59.7%
32,664 20,175 5913 19,589 31,448
61.9% 38.1% 10.1% 38.3% 61.7%
2,783 1,425 299 1,341 2,740
66.2% 33.8% 6.6% 32.8% 67.2%
43

Proposition No. 65
Local Government Funds,
Revenues. State Mandates

Votes Not
Cast

113,0
19.9%

128
17.9%

2,558
14.1%

15,020
15.5%

2,579
11.5%

759
12.1%

78,008
18.7%

1,143
12.0%

12,590
14.4%

39,605
15.9%

1,216
12.8%

9,866
14.9%

4,702
13.5%

1,100
12.6%

23,819
11.1%

4,003
12.1%

2,774
11.0%

1,150
10.0%

601,544
19.5%

5,225
13.3%

28,415
20.8%

2,334
25.0%

5,828
15.0%

7,715
13.1%

426
9.5%

ER007



Mono -
Percent

Monterey
Percent

Napa
Percent

Nevada
Percent

Orange
Percent

Placer
Percent

Plumas
Percent

Riverside
Percent

Sacramento
Percent

San Benito
Percent

San Bernardino
Percent

San Diego
Percent

San Francisco
Percent

San Joaquin
Percent

San Luis Obispo
Percent

San Mateo
Percent

Santa Barbara
Percent

Santa Clara
Percent

Santa Cruz
Percent

Shasta
Percent

Sierra
Percent

Siskiyou
Percent

Solano
Percent

Sonoma
Percent

Stanislaus
Percent

State Ballot Measures

Proposition No. 63
Mental Health Services Expansion.

Proposition No. 64
Limits on Private Enforcement of

Business Laws

Proposition No. 65
Local Government Funds,
Revenues. State Mandates

Votes Not Votes Not Votes Not
For Against Cast For Against Cast For Against Cast
2,551 2,430 431 2,913 1,899 600 1,728 2,765 919
51.3% 48.7% 8.0% 60.6% 39.4% 11.1% 38.4% 61.6% 17.0%
68,820 48,510 9,421 62,036 53,263 11,452 39,951 70,584 16,216
58.7% 41.3% 7.4% 53.9% 48.1% 9.0% 36.1% 63.9% 12.8%
29,642 23,358 4,095 29,347 21,894 5,854 17,583 30,551 8,961
56.0% 44.0% 7.2% 57.3% 42.7% 10.3% 36.5% 63.5% 15.7%
25,229 26,396 2,883 31,639 18,085 4,784 15,850 30,822 7,836
48.8% 51.2% 5.3% 63.7% 36.3% 8.8% 33.9% 66.1% 14.4%
432,213 565,114 97,078 683,541 294,718 116,146 340,193 570,524 183,688
43.3% 56.7% 8.9% 69.9% 30.1% 10.6% 37.3% 62.7% 16.8%
59,281 85,615 9,601 94,383 46,639 13,475 42,057 89,962 22,478
40.9% 59.1% 6.2% 67.0% 33.0% 8.7% 31.8% 68.2% 14.6%
4,989 5,716 588 6,662 3,822 809 3,905 6,155 1,233
46.6% 53.4% 5.2% 63.6% 36.4% 7.2% 38.8% 61.2% 10.9%
253,944 274,175 34,379 349,396 169,443 43,659 197,929 292,425 72,144
48.0% 52.0% 6.1% 67.4% 32.6% 7.8% 40.3% 59.7% 12.8%
223,862 225,021 33,129 258,722 179,239 44,051 144,874 265,111 72,027
49.8% 50.2% 6.9% 59.1% 40.9% 9.1% 35.3% 64.7% 14.9%
9,541 8,627 1,123 10,590 6,923 1,778 6,758 9,738 2,795
52.6% 47.4% 5.8% 60.5% 39.5% 9.2% 40.9% 59.1% 14.5%
233,198 258,995 36,194 313,550 170,620 44,217 178,683 276,256 73,448
47.3% 52.7% 6.9% 64.8% 35.2% 8.4% 39.2% 60.8% 13.9%
516,929 518,960 109,146 639,339 363,026 142,670 325,021 595,364 224,650
49.9% 50.1% 9.5% 63.8% 36.2% 12.5% 35.3% 64.7% 19.6%
239,022 82,294 40,506 114,929 178,985 67,908 90,821 173,813 97,188
74.4% 25.6% 11.2% 39.1% 60.9% 18.8% 34.3% 65.7% 26.9%
88,949 90,068 12,724 104,794 69,337 17,610 64,847 102,260 24,634
49.6% 50.4% 6.6% 60.2% 39.8% 9.2% 38.8% 61.2% 12.9%
60,061 59,555 10,618 76,691 38,628 14,915 39,195 67,499 23,540
50.3% 49.7% 8.2% 66.6% 33.4% 11.5% 36.7% 63.3% 18.1%
156,375 101,646 30,512 125,353 119,859 43,321 85,066 138,460 65,007
60.7% 39.3% 10.6% 51.2% 48.8% 15.0% 38.0% 62.0% 22.5%
84,129 73,123 14,312 90,193 61,301 20,070 56,062 81,461 34,041
53.5% 46.5% 8.3% 59.6% 40.4% 1.7% 40.7% 59.3% 19.8%
315,238 244,494 50,413 280,733 258,251 71,161 191,398 308,721 110,026
56.4% 43.6% 8.3% 52.1% 47.9% 1.7% 38.2% 61.8% 18.0%
75,122 39,345 8,808 52,471 56,915 13,889 37,227 62,386 23,662
85.7% 34.3% 7.2% 47.9% 52.1% 11.3% 37.3% 62.7% 19.2%
34,225 40,186 3,949 46,051 26,980 5,329 26,708 42,532 9,120
45.9% 54.1% 5.0% 63.1% 36.9% 6.8% 38.5% 61.5% 11.6%
863 992 128 1,109 688 186 644 1,103 236
46.5% 53.5% 6.5% 61.8% 38.2% 9.4% 36.8% 63.2% 11.9%
9,915 9,928 1,852 10,790 8,353 2,552 6,879 11,661 3,155
49.9% 50.1% 8.5% 56.4% 43.6% 11.8% 37.1% 62.9% 14.5%
77,755 62,941 9,361 75,978 60,634 13,445 53,052 76,496 20,509
55.3% 44.7% 6.2% 55.7% 44.3% 9.0% 40.9% 59.1% 13.7%
127,826 76,551 18,161 104,083 92,491 25,964 64,938 119,092 38,508
62.6% 37.4% 82%- 53.0% 47.0% 11.7% 35.2% 64.8% 17.3%
69,268 69,513 8,882 84,401 51,023 12,239 48,728 80,737 18,198
49.9% 50.1% 6.0% 62.4% 37.6% 8.3% 37.6% 62.4% 12.3%
44
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Sutter
Percent

Tehama
Percent

Trinity
Percent

Tulare
Percent

Tuolumne
Percent

Ventura
Percent

Yolo
Percent

Yuba
Percent

State Totals
Percent

State Ballot Measures

Proposition No. 63 Proposition No. 64
Mental Health Services Expansion. Limits on Private Enforcement of
Business Laws

Proposition No. 65
Local Government Funds,
Revenues. State Mandates

Votes Not Votes Not Votes Not
For Against Cast For Against Cast For Against Cast
10,891 17,615 2,278 18,863 9,179 2,742 9,424 17,043 4,317
38.2% 61.8% 7.4% 67.3% 32.7% 8.9% 35.6% 64.4% 14.0%
10,116 12,338 1,150 13,523 8,487 1,594 7,860 13,250 2,494
45.0% 55.0% 4.9% 61.5% 38.5% 6.8% 37.2% 62.8% 10.6%
3,245 3,031 303 3,497 2,635 447 2,452 3413 714
51.8% 48.2% 4.6% 57.1% 42.9% 6.8% 41.8% 58.2% 10.9%
40,618 52,468 6,423 59,669 31,621 8,219 32,238 54,735 12,536
43.6% 56.4% 6.5% 65.4% 34.6% 8.3% 37.0% 63.0% 12.6%
12,285 13,014 1,492 15,990 8,687 2,114 8,447 14,780 3,564
48.5% 51.5% 5.6% 64.8% 35.2% 7.9% 36.3% 63.7% 13.3%
139,415 155,126 21,591 186,077 102,738 27,317 94,596 162,264 59,272
47.3% 52.7% 6.8% 64.5% 35.5% 8.6% 36.8% 63.2% 18.8%
37,710 29,334 5,909 33,340 31,158 8,455 22,298 38,857 11,798
56.3% 43.7% 8.1% 51.7% 48.3% 11.6% 36.4% 63.6% 16.2%
7,486 9,679 1,073 10,837 6,098 1,303 6,578 9,679 1,981
43.6% 56.4% 5.9% 64.0% 36.0% 7.1% 40.4% 59.6% 10.9%
6,191,691 5337216 1,060,776 6,571,694 4,578,725 1,439,264 3,901,748 6,471,506 2,216,429
53.8% 46.2% 8.4% 59.0% 41.0% 11.4% 37.6% 62.4% 17.6%
45
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Alameda
Percent

Alpine
Percent

Amador
Percent

Butte
Percent

Calaveras
Percent

Colusa
Percent

Contra Costa
Percent

Del Norte
Percent

El Dorado
Percent

Fresno
Percent

Gienn
Percent

Humboldt
Percent

Imperial
Percent

Inyo
Percent

Kern
Percent

Kings
Percent

Lake
Percent

Lassen
Percent

Los Angeles
Percent

Madera
Percent

Marin
Percent

Mariposa
Percent

Mendocino
Percent

Merced
Percent

Modoc
Percent

State Ballot Measures

Proposition No. 66
Limitations on "Three Strikes" Law

For
322,110
60.5%

414
62.6%

6,262
36.2%

47,334
51.7%

8,849
41.1%

2,216
36.8%

194,131
49.4%

4,594
51.1%

30,124
36.6%

88,772
37.5%

3,771
421%

39,807
63.0%

15,792
49.3%

3,560
42.9%

89,994
43.5%

12,420
39.7%

11,930
49.3%

5,040
45.1%

1,438,416
50.4%

13,620
36.6%

77,098
59.7%

3,171
40.0%

22,414
60.6%

23,114
41.3%

1,745
40.0%

Against
211,
39.5%

248
37.4%

11,030
63.8%

44,293
48.3%

12,647
58.9%

3,801
63.2%

198,267
50.6%

4,407
48.9%

52,035
63.4%

147,464
62.5%

5,177
57.9%

23,466
37.0%

16,192
50.7%

4,730
57.1%

116,436
56.5%

18,810
60.3%

12,220
50.7%

6,123
54.9%

1,418,231
49.6%

23,549
63.4%

52,170
40.3%

4,750
60.0%

14,590
39.4%

32,751
58.7%

2,612
60.0%

Votes Not
Cast
34,
6.1%
52
7.3%

796
4.4%

5,340
5.5%

1,025
4.6%

263
4.2%

25,937
6.2%

490
5.2%

5,155
5.9%

13,669
5.5%

575
6.0%

3,162
4.8%

2,787
8.0%

436
5.0%

8,317
3.9%

1,753
5.3%

986
3.9%

377
3.3%

228,935
7.4%

2,042
5.2%

7,357
5.4%

1,408
15.1%

1,898
4.9%

2,887
4.9%

150
3.3%

Proposition No. 67
Emergency Medical Services.

Funding. Expansion
Votes Not Votes Not
For Against Cast For Against Cast
e
175,389 333,171 59,355 83,195 439,382 45338
34.4% 65.6% 10.5% 15.9% 84.1% 8.0%
191 471 52 81 599 34
28.8% 71.2% 7.3% 11.9% 88.1% 4.8%
3,105 13,733 1,250 1,944 15,393 751
18.4% 81.6% 6.9% 11.2% 88.8% 4.2%
17,239 71,553 8,175 14,428 75,930 6,609
19.4% 80.6% 8.4% 15.9% 84.1% 6.8%
4,196 17,000 1,325 2,622 18,980 919
19.7% 80.3% 5.9% 12.1% 87.9% 41%
922 4,990 368 712 5,331 237
15.5% 84.5% 5.9% 11.7% 88.3% 3.8%
117,104 259,698 41,533 54,338 333,468 30,529
31.0% 69.0% 9.9% 14.0% 86.0% 7.3%
2,224 6,721 546 1,663 7,415 413
24.8% 75.2% 5.8% 18.3% 81.7% 4.4%
16,041 64,412 6,861 9,155 72,964 5,195
19.9% 80.1% 7.9% 11.1% 88.9% 6.0%
55,706 172,507 21,692 44,554 188,121 17,230
24.4% 75.6% 8.7% 19.1% 80.9% 6.9%
1,350 7,697 476 1,251 7,845 427
14.9% 85.1% 5.0% 13.7% 86.3% 4.5%
17,212 43,260 5,963 9,149 52,222 5,064
28.4% 71.6% 9.0% 14.9% 85.1% 7.6%
10,613 21,870 2,288 8,546 24,007 2,218
32.6% 67.4% 6.6% 26.2% 73.8% 6.4%
2,109 6,180 437 862 7,573 291
25.4% 74.6% 5.0% 10.2% 89.8% 3.3%
42,451 159,983 12,313 40,479 163,773 10,495
20.9% 79.1% 5.7% 19.8% 80.2% 4.9%
6,634 24,243 2,106 6,151 25,012 1,820
21.4% 78.6% 6.4% 19.7% 80.3% 5.5%
6,428 17,425 1,283 3,455 20,870 811
26.9% 73.1% 5.1% 14.2% 85.8% 3.2%
1,991 8,920 629 1,941 9,059 540
18.2% 81.8% 5.5% 17.6% 82.4% 47%
867,263 1,869,235 349,084 554,070 2,262,894 268,618
31.6% 68.4% 11.3% 19.6% 80.4% 8.7%
7,395 28,985 2,831 5,264 31,668 2,279
20.3% 79.7% 7.2% 14.2% 85.8% 5.8%
43,265 79,828 13,532 12,232 113,975 10,418
35.1% 64.9% 9.9% 9.6% 90.4% 7.6%
1,704 5,920 1,705 859 7,036 1,434
22.3% 77.7% 18.3% 10.8% 89.2% 15.4%
11,664 24,123 3,115 4,396 32,166 2,340
32.5% 67.5% 8.0% 12.0% 88.0% 6.0%
11,488 42,966 4,298 10,178 44,841 3,733
21.0% 79.0% 7.3% 18.4% 81.6% 6.4%
642 3,658 207 632 3,700 175
14.9% 85.1% 46% 14.5% 85.5% 3.9%
46

Proposition No. 68
Non-Tribal Commercial Gambling
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Mono *
Percent

Monterey
Percent

Napa
Percent

Nevada
Percent

Orange
Percent

Placer
Percent

Plumas
Percent

Riverside
Percent

Sacramento
Percent

San Benito
Percent

San Bernardino
Percent

San Diego
Percent

San Francisco
Percent

San Joaquin
Percent

San Luis Obispo
Percent

San Mateo
Percent

Santa Barbara
Percent

Santa Clara
Percent

Santa Cruz
Percent

Shasta
Percent

Sierra
Percent

Siskiyou
Percent

Solano
Percent

Sonoma
Percent

Stanislaus
Percent

State Ballot Measures

Proposition No. 66
Limitations on "Three Strikes"” Law

Proposition No. 67
Emergency Medical Services.

Proposition No. 68
Non-Tribal Commercial Gambling

Funding. Expansion
Votes Not Votes Not Votes Not
For Against Cast For Against Cast For Against Cast
2,459 2,627 326 1,400 3,526 486 667 4,351 394
48.3% 51.7% 6.0% 28.4% 71.6% 9.0% 13.2% 86.8% 7.3%
70,404 48,908 7,439 44 973 73,401 8,377 20,606 99,162 6,983
59.1% 40.9% 5.9% 37.9% 62.1% 6.6% 17.2% 82.8% 5.5%
24,433 30,133 2,529 17,051 35,700 4,344 6,537 47,396 3,162
44.7% 55.3% 4.4% 32.3% 67.7% 7.6% 12.1% 87.9% 5.5%
22,460 29,985 2,063 11,223 39,719 3,566 4,615 47,395 2,498
42.8% 57.2% 3.8% 22.0% 78.0% 6.5% 8.8% 91.2% 4.6%
395,579 641,073 57,753 292,500 711,501 90,404 150,385 879,714 64,306
38.1% 61.9% 5.3% 29.1% 70.9% 8.3% 14.5% 85.5% 5.9%
53,951 95,290 5,256 26,131 118,266 10,100 15,870 131,804 6,823
36.1% 63.9% 3.4% 18.0% 82.0% 6.5% 10.7% 89.3% 4.4%
5,139 5,817 337 2,394 8,367 532 1,247 9,670 376
46.9% 53.1% 3.0% 22.2% 77.8% 47% 11.4% 88.6% 3.3%
213,266 331,932 17,300 132,979 398,807 30,712 88,679 452,985 20,834
39.1% 60.9% 3.1% 25.0% 75.0% 5.5% 16.3% 83.7% 3.7%
201,609 260,778 19,625 94,555 353,082 34,375 69,511 385,742 26,759
43.6% 56.4% 41% 21.1% 78.9% 7.1% 15.2% 84.8% 56%
8,594 9,667 1,030 4,926 13,238 1,127 3,092 15,043 1,156
47.0% 53.0% 5.3% 27.1% 72.9% 5.8% 17.0% 83.0% 6.0%
185,931 322,981 19,475 119,511 375,674 33,202 87,745 416,623 24,019
36.5% 63.5% 3.7% 24.1% 75.9% 6.3% 17.3% 82.7% 46%
461,873 618,861 64,301 259,456 765,779 119,800 144,335 919,847 80,853
42.7% 57.3% 5.6% 25.3% 74.7% 10.5% 13.5% 86.5% 7.1%
222,246 97,650 41,926 103,917 200,345 57,560 47,213 264,285 50,324
69.5% 30.5% 11.6% 34.1% 65.9% 15.9% 15.1% 84.9% 13.9%
79,033 104,055 8,653 41,109 136,701 13,931 32,404 149,062 10,275
43.1% 56.9% 4.5% 23.1% 76.9% 7.3% 17.8% 82.2% 5.4%
65,191 57,585 7,458 32,832 84,450 12,952 18,993 101,472 9,769
53.1% 46.9% 57% 27.9% 72.1% 10.0% 15.7% 84.3% 7.5%
143,572 122,297 22,664 83,219 169,926 35,388 40,251 222,004 26,278
54.1% 45.9% 7.9% 32.8% 67.2% 12.3% 15.3% 84.7% 9.1%
92,635 69,351 9,578 51,964 102,068 17,532 28,175 130,034 13,355
57.2% 42.8% 5.6% 33.7% 66.3% 10.2% 17.8% 82.2% 7.8%
298,991 275,608 35,546 172,203 381,900 56,042 84,390 483,782 41,973
52.1% 47.9% 5.8% 31.0% 69.0% 9.2% 14.8% 85.2% 6.9%
75,604 40,069 7,602 42,483 67,873 12,919 14,356 98,525 10,394
65.4% 34.6% 6.2% 38.4% 61.6% 10.5% 12.7% 87.3% 8.4%
35,616 39,900 2,844 11,488 62,660 4212 13,164 61,986 3,210
47.1% 52.9% 36% 15.4% 84.6% 5.4% 17.5% 82.5% 4.1%
928 961 94 447 1,443 93 249 1,662 72
49.1% 50.9% 4.7% 23.6% 76.4% 47% 13.0% 87.0% 3.6%
11,057 9,100 1,538 4,313 15,366 2,016 3,613 16,311 1,771
54.9% 45.1% 7.1% 21.9% 78.1% 9.3% 18.1% 81.9% 8.2%
67,847 76,339 5,871 33,983 105,933 10,141 24,089 117,948 8,020
47.0% 53.0% 3.9% 24.2% 75.8% 6.8% 16.9% 83.1% 5.3%
114,598 95,346 12,594 73,689 131,359 17,490 25,131 185,756 11,651
54.6% 45.4% 5.7% 35.9% 64.1% 7.9% 11.9% 88.1% 5.2%
61,089 80,639 5,935 28,561 109,461 9,641 20,873 118,846 7,944
43.1% 56.9% 4.0% 20.6% 79.4% 6.5% 14.9% 85.1% 5.4%
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Percent

Tehama
Percent
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Percent

Tulare
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Ventura
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Yuba
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State Totals
Percent

State Ballot Measures

Proposition No. 66
Limitations on "Three Strikes" Law

Proposition No. 67
Emergency Medical Services.

Proposition No. 68
Non-Tribal Commercial Gambling

Funding. Expansion
Votes Not Votes Not Votes Not
For Against Cast For Against Cast For Against Cast
10,534 18,155 2,095 4,688 23,333 2,763 4,107 24 411 2,266
36.7% 63.3% 6.8% 16.7% 83.3% 9.0% 14.4% 85.6% 7.4%
10,399 12,385 820 3,047 19,363 1,194 3,274 19,403 927
45.6% 54.4% 3.5% 13.5% 86.5% 5.1% 14.4% 85.6% 3.9%
3,248 3,112 219 1,340 4,911 328 851 5,432 296
51.1% 48.9% 3.3% 21.4% 78.6% 5.0% 13.5% 86.5% 4.5%
33,600 61,872 4,037 21,444 71,762 6,303 15,580 79,077 4,852
35.1% 64.9% 4.1% 23.0% 77.0% - 6.3% 16.4% 83.6% 4.9%
10,527 15,093 1,171 5,239 19,727 1,825 2,427 23,287 1,077
41.0% 59.0% 4.4% 20.9% 79.1% 6.8% 9.4% 90.6% 4.0%
113,380 178,927 23,825 71,588 211,388 33,156 40,875 249,952 25,305
38.7% 61.3% 7.5% 25.2% 74.8% 10.5% 14.0% 86.0% 8.0%
34,868 34,018 4,067 21,001 46,664 5,288 9,173 59,645 4,135
50.7% 49.3% 5.6% 31.0% 69.0% 7.3% 13.3% 86.7% 5.7%
6,701 10,369 1,168 3,152 13,567 1,519 2,543 14,448 1,247
39.2% 60.8% 6.4% 18.8% 81.2% 8.3% 14.9% 85.1% 6.8%
5,604,060 6,238,060 747,563 3,243,132 8,165,809 1,180,742 1,897,177 9,801,284 891,222
47.3% 52.7% 5.9% 28.4% 71.6% 9.4% 16.2% 83.8% 7.1%
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Proposition No. 69
DNA Samples. Collection.
Database. Funding

For
501
52.6%

383
57.3%

11,662
68.4%

56,305
61.6%

14,222
66.8%

3,932
66.6%

248,011
64.0%

5,811
65.1%

56,669
69.6%

144,081
62.8%

5,796
64.9%

30,712
49.8%

20,554
64.3%

5,265
63.9%

137,845
67.8%

20,044
64.6%

15,387
64.0%

7,631
69.4%

1,623,553
58.2%

24,310
65.2%

73,151
58.9%

4,766
61.3%

18,689
51.6%

36,013
66.0%

2,981
69.1%

Against
,81
47.4%

286
42.7%

5,392
31.6%

35,141
38.4%

7,094
33.2%

1,974
33.4%

140,035
36.0%

3,121
34.9%

24,793
30.4%

85,468
37.2%

3,146
35.1%

30,885
50.2%

11,444
35.7%

2,978
36.1%

65,749
32.2%

11,030
35.4%

8,671
36.0%

3,374
30.6%

1,169,494
41.8%

12,995
34.8%

51,174
41.1%

3.014
38.7%

17,581
48.4%

18,627
34.0%

1,336
30.9%

Votes Not

Cast
49,602
8.7%

45
6.3%

1,034
57%

5,621
57%

1,205
5.4%

374
6.0%

30,289
7.2%

559
5.9%

5,852
6.7%

20,356
8.2%

581
6.1%

4,838
7.3%

2,773
8.0%

483
5.5%

11,153
5.2%

1,909
5.8%

1,078
4.3%

535
46%

292,535
9.5%

1,906
4.9%

12,300
9.0%

1,549
16.6%

2,632
6.8%

4,112
7.0%

190
4.2%

Proposition No. 70

Tribal Gaming Compacts.

Proposition No. 71
Stem Cell Research. Funding.

Exclusive Gaming Rights Bonds
Votes Not Votes Not
For Against Cast For  Against Cast
— e
113,306 403,406 51,203 360,975 171,565 35,375
21.9% 78.1% 9.0% 67.8% 32.2% 6.2%
162 508 44 391 269 54
24.1% 75.9% 6.2% 59.3% 40.7% 7.6%
2,785 14,604 699 8,411 8,981 696
16.0% 84.0% 3.9% 48.3% 51.7% 3.9%
24,002 67,423 5,542 49,212 43,831 3,924
26.2% 73.8% 5.7% 52.9% 47.1% 41%
4,460 17,318 743 10,824 10,943 754
20.4% 79.6% 3.3% 49.7% 50.3% 3.4%
1,577 4477 226 2,535 3,470 275
26.0% 74.0% 3.6% 42.2% 57.8% 4.4%
76,906 313,670 27,759 263,917 134,049 20,369
19.6% 80.4% 6.6% 66.4% 33.6% 4.9%
2,868 6,194 429 4,481 4,511 499
31.6% 68.4% 4.5% 49.8% 50.2% 5.3%
13,955 69,595 3,764 40,647 42,855 3,812
16.7% 83.3% 4.3% 48.6% 51.4% 4.4%
62,565 169,196 18,144 114,190 121,687 14,028
26.9% 73.1% 7.3% 48.4% 51.6% 5.6%
2,625 6,456 442 3,818 5,191 514
28.9% 71.1% 46% 42.3% 57.7% 5.4%
19,709 41,298 5,428 36,027 26,586 3,822
32.3% 67.7% 8.2% 57.6% 42.4% 5.8%
11,181 21,280 2,310 16,066 16,055 2,650
34.4% 65.6% 6.6% 50.1% 49.9% 7.6%
2,188 6,225 313 4,419 3,919 388
26.0% 74.0% 3.6% 53.0% 47.0% 4.5%
61,767 142,985 9,995 93,441 113,725 7,581
30.1% 69.9% 47% 45.1% 54.9% 3.5%
10,357 21,163 1,463 14,157 17,156 1,670
32.8% 67.2% 4.4% 45.2% 54.8% 5.1%
5,510 18,554 1,072 13,895 10,274 967
22.8% 77.2% 4.3% 57.5% 42.5% 3.9%
3,119 7,903 518 4,569 6,497 474
28.2% 71.8% 4.5% 41.2% 58.8% 4.1%
789,617 2,002,375 293,590 1,848,313 1,016,411 220,858
28.2% 71.8% 9.5% 64.6% 35.4% 7.2%
10,285 27,196 1,730 16,420 21,347 1,444
27.4% 72.6% 4.4% 43.4% 56.6% 3.7%
17,170 107,175 12,280 83,635 43,949 9,041
13.8% 86.2% 9.0% 65.6% 34.4% 6.6%
1,844 5,949 1,536 3,797 4,113 1,419
23.6% 76.4% 16.5% 48.0% 52.0% 15.2%
8,202 28,061 2,639 22,167 14,808 1,927
22.6% 77.4% 6.8% 60.0% 40.0% 5.0%
15,920 38,997 3,835 25,210 30,327 3,215
28.9% 71.1% 6.5% 45.3% 54.7% 5.5%
987 3,336 184 1,617 2,724 166
22.8% 77.2% 41% 37.2% 62.8% 3.7%
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State Ballot Measures

Proposition No. 69

Proposition No. 70

Proposition No. 71

DNA Samples. Collection. Tribal Gaming Compacts. Stem Cell Research. Funding.
Database. Funding Exclusive Gaming Rights Bonds
Votes Not Votes Not Votes Not
For Against Cast For Against Cast For Against Cast
3,135 1,901 376 1,097 3,931 384 3,024 2,073 315
62.3% 37.7% 7.0% 21.8% 78.2% 71% 59.4% 40.6% 5.8%
67,244 52,487 7,016 29,752 89,933 7,066 80,559 40,957 5,235
56.2% 43.8% 5.5% 24.8% 75.2% 5.6% 66.3% 33.7% 4.1%
34,180 19,290 3,625 9,662 44,065 3,368 34,907 19,786 2,402
64.0% 36.0% 6.4% 17.9% 82.1% 5.9% 63.9% 36.1% 4.2%
34,035 17,640 2,833 8,712 43,024 2,772 26,926 25,657 1,925
65.9% 34.1% 5.2% 16.8% 83.2% 5.1% 51.3% 48.7% 3.5%
677,044 337,369 79,992 203,942 818,337 72,126 545,852 497,491 51,062
66.8% 33.2% 7.3% 19.9% 80.1% - 6.6% 52.4% 47.6% 4.7%
105,549 40,609 8,339 22,205 125,398 6,894 69,361 79,717 5,419
72.3% 27.7% 5.4% 15.0% 85.0% 4.5% 48.5% 53.5% 3.5%
7,405 3,428 460 . 2,168 8,715 420 5,387 5,549 357
68.4% 31.6% 41% 19.8% 80.2% 3.7% 49.2% 50.8% 3.2%
371,391 164,198 26,909 140,517 398,147 23,834 292,016 250,657 19,825
69.4% 30.6% 4.8% 26.0% 74.0% 4.2% 53.9% 46.1% 3.5%
299,529 152,569 29,914 95,365 358,251 28,396 241,946 215,873 24,193
66.3% 33.7% 6.2% 21.0% 79.0% 5.9% 52.9% 47.1% 5.0%
11,179 6,656 1,456 4,250 14,294 747 11,531 7,081 679
62.7% 37.3% 7.6% 22.9% 77.1% 3.9% 62.0% 38.0% 3.5%
325,425 171,279 31,683 130,076 372,175 26,136 264,888 242 117 21,382
65.6% 34.4% 6.0% 25.8% 74.2% 5.0% 52.3% 47.7% 4.1%
699,266 347,352 98,417 224,278 831,968 88,789 630,294 447,201 67,540
66.9% 33.1% 8.6% 21.2% 78.8% 7.8% 58.5% 41.5% 5.9%
141,244 168,253 52,325 62,707 246,022 53,093 234,558 95,787 31,477
45.6% 54.4% 14.5% 20.3% 79.7% 14.7% 71.1% 28.9% 8.7%
118,820 60,687 12,234 46,552 134,079 11,110 93,513 89,336 8,892
66.2% 33.8% 6.4% 25.7% 74.3% 5.8% 51.2% 48.8% 4.6%
79,164 41,114 9,956 32,937 87,110 10,187 68,582 54,977 6,675
65.9% 34.1% 7.6% 27.4% 72.6% 7.8% 55.6% 44.4% 5.1%
153,377 103,738 31,418 51,231 208,479 28,823 186,125 80,904 21,504
59.7% 40.3% 10.9% 19.7% 80.3% 10.0% 69.8% 30.2% 7.5%
97,337 60,460 13,767 42,062 115,228 14,274 93,187 68,808 9,569
61.7% 38.3% 8.0% 26.7% 73.3% 8.3% 57.6% 42.4% 56%
331,013 229,483 49,649 106,924 457,049 46,172 381,724 195,875 32,546
59.1% 40.9% 8.1% 18.9% 81.1% 7.6% 66.1% 33.9% 5.3%
58,822 56,316 8,137 25,418 87,927 9,930 82,608 35,224 5,443
51.1% 48.9% 6.6% 22.4% 77.6% 8.1% 70.2% 29.8% 4.4%
48,484 26,162 3714 19,333 55,540 3,487 33,523 41,995 2,842
65.0% 35.0% 47% 25.8% 74.2% 4.5% 44.3% - 55.7% 3.6%
1,201 679 103 444 1,453 86 873 1,026 84
63.9% 36.1% 5.2% 23.4% 76.6% 4.3% 45.9% 54.1% 4.2%
12,114 7,823 1,758 5,460 14,307 1,928 8,378 11,712 1,605
60.8% 39.2% 8.1% 27.6% 72.4% 8.9% 41.7% 58.3% 7.4%
88,407 52,449 9,201 32,778 109,189 8,090 87,463 56,481 6,113
62.8% 37.2% 6.1% 23.0% 77.0% 5.4% 60.8% 39.2% 4.1%
117,534 90,416 14,588 36,523 173,138 12,877 132,944 77,870 11,724
56.6% 43.4% 6.6% 17.4% 82.6% 5.8% 63.1% 36.9% 5.3%
96,551 42,444 8,668 32,996 106,725 7,942 64,645 76,554 6,464
69.5% 30.5% 5.9% 23.6% 76.4% 5.4% 45.7% 54.3% 4.4%
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Percent

State Ballot Measures

Proposition No. 69

Proposition No. 70

Proposition No. 71

DNA Samples. Colilection. Tribal Gaming Compacts. Stem Cell Research. Funding.
Database. Funding Exclusive Gaming Rights Bonds
Votes Not Votes Not Votes Not
For Against Cast For Against Cast For Against Cast
19,455 9,304 2,025 5,948 22,935 1,901 12,768 16,274 1,742
67.7% 32.3% 6.6% 20.5% 79.5% 6.2% 43.9% 56.1% 5.7%
14,275 8,256 1,073 6,470 16,176 958 10,126 12,673 805
63.4% 36.6% 4.6% 28.5% 71.5% 4.1% 44.4% 55.6% 3.4%
3,604 2,632 343 1,754 4,529 296 3,147 3,204 228
57.8% 42.2% 5.2% 27.9% 72.1% 4.5% 49.5% 50.5% 3.5%
61,547 31,547 6,415 27,829 66,915 4,765 39,892 55,590 4,027
66.2% 33.8% 6.5% 29.3% 70.7% 4.8% 41.7% 58.3% 4.1%
17,654 7,695 1,442 5,028 20,456 1,307 13,167 12,618 1,006
69.7% 30.3% 5.4% 19.7% 80.3% 4.9% 51.1% 48.9% 3.8%
205,417 93,331 17,384 67,931 231,777 16,424 173,351 131,674 11,107
68.8% 31.2% 5.5% 22.6% 77.4% 5.2% 56.9% 43.1% 3.5%
41,600 26,794 4,559 14,107 54,268 4,578 39,698 29,500 3,755
60.9% 39.1% 6.3% 20.6% 79.4% 6.3% 57.4% 42.6% 5.2%
11,067 5,851 1,320 4,287 13,226 725 7,962 9,606 670
65.5% 34.5% 7.2% 24.4% 75.6% 4.0% 45.3% 54.7% 3.7%
7,194,343 4,400,826 994,510 2,763,800 8,880,110 945,773 7,018,059 4,867,090 704,534
62.1% 37.9% 7.9% 23.7% 76.3% 7.5% 59.1% 40.9% 5.6%
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Proposition No. 72
Health Care Coverage

Requirements
Votes Not
For Against Cast
—_—
331,006 186,273 50,636
64.0% 36.0% 8.9%
322 335 57
49.0% 51.0% 8.0%
5,805 11,320 963
33.8% 66.2% 5.3%
37,501 53,341 6,125
41.2% 58.8% 6.3%
7,723 13,675 1,123
36.0% 64.0% 5.0%
1,955 4,001 324
32.8% 67.2% 5.2%
200,409 186,355 31,571
51.9% 48.1% 7.6%
3,845 4,974 672
43.5% 56.5% 7.1%
27,051 54,966 5,297
32.9% 67.1% 6.1%
95,806 133,267 20,832
41.8% 58.2% 8.3%
2,961 5,983 579
33.1% 66.9% 6.1%
30,281 30,612 5,542
49.7% 50.3% 8.3%
17,886 13,834 3,051
56.4% 43.6% 8.8%
3,193 5,010 523
38.9% 61.1% 6.0%
80,431 124,352 9,964
39.2% 60.8% 46%
12,899 18,047 2,037
41.6% 58.4% 6.2%
11,062 12,765 1,309
46.4% 53.6% 5.2%
4,115 6,807 618
37.6% 62.4% 5.4%
1,585,681 1,206,275 293,626
56.8% 43.2% 9.5%
13,957 23,336 1,918
37.4% 62.6% 4.9%
63,889 59,047 13,689
52.0% 48.0% 10.0%
2,810 4,879 1,640
36.5% 63.5% 17.6%
19,329 16,871 2,702
53.4% 46.6% 7.0%
24,780 30,319 3,653
44.9% 55.1% 6.2%
1,271 3,053 183
29.3% 70.7% 4.1%
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Proposition No. 72
Health Care Coverage

Requirements
Votes Not
For Against Cast
2,079 2,904 429
M.7% 58.3% 7.9%
65,158 54,850 6,743
54.3% 45.7% 5.3%
25,652 27,656 3,787
48.1% 51.9% 6.6%
18,440 33,131 2,937
35.7% 64.3% 5.4%
391,130 628,354 74,921
38.3% 61.7% 6.9%
46,744 99,215 8,538
32.0% 68.0% 5.5%
3,630 7,120 543
33.7% 66.3% 4.8%
230,349 302,110 30,039
43.2% 56.8% 5.3%
202,343 249,562 30,107
44.7% 55.3% 6.3%
8,497 9,488 1,306
47.2% 52.8% 6.8%
226,878 272,135 29,374
45.4% 54.6% 5.6%
459,325 581,357 104,353
44.1% 55.9% 9.1%
219,988 99,811 42,023
68.8% 31.2% 11.6%
86,779 94,082 10,880
47.9% 52.1% 5.7%
48,641 70,605 10,988
40.7% 59.3% 8.4%
141,939 115,930 30,664
55.1% 44.9% 10.6%
72,144 84,506 14,914
46.0% 54.0% 8.7%
300,542 262,716 46,887
53.4% 46.6% 7.7%
65,377 49,073 8,825
57.2% 42.8% 7.2%
25,985 48,579 3,796
34.8% 65.2% 4.8%
651 1,220 112
34.7% 65.3% 5.7%
7,926 11,779 1,990
40.2% 59.8% 9.2%
76,563 65,485 8,009
53.9% 46.1% 5.3%
105,967 99,548 17,023
51.6% 48.4% 7.7%
58,445 80,644 8,574
42.0% 58.0% 5.8%
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State Ballot Measures

Proposition No. 72
Health Care Coverage
Requirements

Votes Not
For Against Cast
10,050 18,717 2,017
34.9% 65.1% 6.6%
8,020 14,521 1,063
35.5% 64.5% 4.5%
2,359 3,932 288
37.4% 62.6% 4.4%
34,303 59,931 5,275
36.4% 63.6% 5.3%
9,294 16,032 1,465
36.6% 63.4% 5.5%
126,762 171,772 17,598
42.4% 57.6% 5.6%
34,904 32,722 5327
51.7% 48.3% 7.3%
6,668 10,752 818
38.2% 61.8% 4.5%

5,709,500 5,889,936 990,247
49.2% 50.8% 7.9%

ERO18






OFFICIAL

VOTER INFORMATION GUIDE
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VOICE
HEARD

» MAKE YOUR VOTE COUNT
Register as a Permanent Absentee Voter
To receive your ballot in the mail each election,

sign up at www.MyVoteCounts.org.

I EA R N » MAKE AN INFORMED CHOICE
Read inside about the statewide issues
on the ballot.

» MAKE YOUR VOICE HEARD
Vote on Tuesday, November 2, 2004
The polls are open from7 a.m. to 8 p.m.
on Election Day.

CERTIFICATE OF CORRECTNESS

I, Kevin Shelley, Secretary of State of the State of California, do hereby certify that the measures
included herein will be submitted to the electors of the State of California at the General Election to
be held throughout the State on November 2, 2004, and that this guide has been correctly prepared
in accordance with the law.

Witness my hand and the Great Seal of the State in Sacramento, California, this 9th day of August, 2004.
Kevin Shelley
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SECRETARY OF STATE

Dear Fellow Voter,

On November 2, 2004, we will have the right and the privilege to choose
our next President of the United States and make many other important

decisions about the future of California.

This will be one of the most significant elections in many years. And your
vote could make the difference. We all know that many recent elections
have been decided by just a handful of votes. Please make sure your

voice is heard by voting on or even before November 2.

We understand that getting to the polls on Election Day is not always
easy. One of the easiest ways to have your voice heard is to vote by mail!

This year, you can also become a Permanent Absentee Voter for any

reason. That way you will be able to vote by mail automatically in every
election. You can apply for an absentee ballot right now by visiting our
website at www.MyVoteCounts.org or by contacting your local elections

officials.

This year’s Voter Information Guide also has a new section devoted to
election technologies. This guide explains the voting system that will
be used in your county. Please take a moment to learn about the voting
system in your area—as it could have changed since the last election.
You can also find more information on voting systems at

www.MyVoteCounts.org.

This year, make your voice heard. Vote by mail, or vote on November 2",

but please make sure your vote is cast.

my V&Te
COUITS
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VOTER BILL OF RIGHTS

You have the right to cast a ballot if you are a valid registered voter.
A valid registered voter means a United States citizen who is a resident in this state,
who is at least 18 years of age and not in prison or on parole for conviction of a
felony, and who is registered to vote at his or her current residence address.

You have the right to cast a provisional ballot if your name is not listed
on the voting rolls.

You have the right to cast a ballot if you are present and in line at the
polling place prior to the close of the polls.

You have the right to cast a secret ballot free from intimidation.

You have the right to receive a new ballot if, prior to casting your
ballot, you believe you made a mistake.

If at any time before you finally cast your ballot, you feel you have made a mistake,
you have the right to exchange the spoiled ballot for a new ballot. Absentee voters
may also request and receive a new ballot if they return their spoiled ballot to an
elections official prior to the closing of the polls on Election Day.

You have the right to receive assistance in casting your ballot, if you
are unable to vote without assistance.

You have the right to return a completed absentee ballot to any
precinct in the county.

You have the right to election materials in another language, if there
are sufficient residents in your precinct to warrant production.

You have the right to ask questions about election procedures and
observe the elections process.

You have the right to ask questions of the precinct board and election officials
regarding election procedures and to receive an answer or be directed to the
appropriate official for an answer. However, if persistent questioning disrupts the
execution of their duties, the board or election officials may discontinue
responding to questions.

10. You have the right to report any illegal or fraudulent activity to a local
elections official or to the Secretary of State’s Office.

If you believe you have been denied any of these rights, or if you are aware of any election
fraud or misconduct, please call the Secretary of State’s confidential toll-free

VOTER PROTECTION HOTLINE
1-800-345-VOTE (8683)

Secretary of State | State of California

i ER022
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mAKE YOUR

VOICE
HEARD

Take it with

you to the
Polls!

Election Day
November 2, 2004

BALLOT MEASURE SUMMARY

_PROP

59

Summary

What Your Vote Means

Yes

A YES vote on this measure
means: Californians would
have a constitutional right of
access to government infor-
mation. A government entity
would have to demonstrate
to a somewhat greater extent
why information requested by
the public should be kept pri-
vate.

Arguments

Pro

California’s government—all
three branches, statewide and
local—should be as transpar-
ent as possible to the public it
asks for funding, power, and
trust. But too often officials
and judges choose secrecy
over disclosure. Proposition
59 would make transparency a
constitutional duty owed to
the people, to whom officials
are accountable.

For

Terry Francke
Californians Aware
2218 Homewood Way
Carmichael, CA 95608
916-487-7000
terry@calaware.org
www.prop39.org

Public Records, Open Meetings.
Legislative Constitutional Amendment.

Amends Constitution to include public’s right of access to meet-
ings of government bodies and writings of government officials.
Preserves specified constitutional rights; retains existing exclu-
sions for certain meetings and records. Fiscal Impact: Potential
minor annual state and local government costs to make addi-
tional information available to the public.

No

A NO vote on this measure
means: Access to government
information would continue
to be governed by existing
laws.

Con

The press and public must,
indeed, have access to the
workings of state and local
governments to help ensure
accountability; however, the
question is whether Prop-
ostion 59 goes far enough in
guaranteeing that critical
access.

For Additional Information

Against

Gary B. Wesley

Attorney at Law

707 Continental Circle
Mountain View, CA 94040
408-882-5070

ER023
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BALLOT MEASURE SUMMARY

Election Rights of Political Parties.
Legislative Constitutional Amendment.

60

Summary
Requires general election ballot include candidate receiving

most votes among candidates of same party for partisan office
in primary election. Fiscal Impact: No fiscal effect.

PROP
Surplus Property.
GOA Legislative Constitutional Amendment.

Summary

Sale proceeds of most surplus state property pay off specified
bonds. Fiscal Impact: Net savings over the longer term—poten-
tially low tens of millions of dollars—from accelerated repay-

Yes

A YES vote on this measure
means: The State Constitution
would require that the top
votegetter from each party in a
state primary election advance
to the general election. (The
current statutory elections
process has this requirement.)

Arguments

Pro

Proposition 60 guarantees
full, free, and open debate in
elections, PROPOSITION 60
PRESERVES VOTER CHOICE
and protects your right to
select political party nominees
for public office in direct pri-
mary elections. Proposition
60 gives you the right to
choose from all parties and
different points of view in
general elections.

For

Yes on 60—Committee to
Preserve Voter Choice
1127 11th Street, Suite 950
Sacramento, CA 95814
916-443-5900
www.Yeson60.com

What Your Vote Means

No

A NO vote on this measure
means: No provisions would be
added to the State Constitu-
tion regarding state primary
elections.

Con

Proposition 60 does not go far
enough. It leaves the door
open to possible future tinker-
ing with our election system.

For Additional Information

Against

No contact information
available.

4 Ballot Measure Summary

ment of existing bonds.

Yes

A YES vote on this measure
means: The state would be
required to use any revenues
from the sale of surplus proper-
ty to accelerate the repayment
of some existing bonds.

Arguments

Pro

For

No contact information
available.

What Your Vote Means

No

A NO vote on this measure
means: The state would not be
required to use revenues from
the sale of surplus property to
accelerate the repayment of
some existing bonds.

Con

Proposition 60A does not go
far enough. While it earmarks
the proceeds of sale of surplus
property to pay off bonds, it
doesn't mandate sales.

For Additional Information

Against

No contact information
available.
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Children’s Hospital Projects.
Grant Program. Bond Act. Initiative Statute.

61

Summary

Authorizes $750 million general obligation bonds for grants to
eligible children’s hospitals for construction, expansion,
remodeling, renovation, furnishing and equipping children’s
hospitals. Fiscal Impact: State cost of about $1.5 billion over
30 years to pay off both the principal ($750 million) and inter-
est ($756 million) costs of the bonds. Payments of about $50
million per year.

What Your Vote Means

BALLOT MEASURE SUMMARY

PROP Elections. Primaries.

62

Initiative Constitutional Amendment
and Statute.

Summary

Requires primary elections where voters may vote for any state
or federal candidate regardless of party registration of voter or
candidate. The two primary-election candidates receiving most
votes for an office, whether they are candidates with “no party”
or members of same or different party, would be listed on gen-
eral election ballot. Exempts presidential nominations. Fiscal
Impact: No significant net tiscal effect on state and local govern-
ments.

What Your Vote Means

Yes

A YES vote on this measure
means: The state could sell
$750 million in general obliga-
tion bonds for the construc-
tion, expansion, remodel-
ing, renovation, furnishing,
equipping, financing, or refi-
nancing of children’s hospitals.

Arguments

Pro

Everyday, California’s Child-
ren's Hospitals save lives.
Children with leukemia, can-
cer, cystic fibrosis, and heart
disease. 80% of children with
leukemia are making it. 90%
are coming through delicate
heart surgery. Proposition 61
doesn’t raise taxes. It does
give the sickest kids in
California the best care on
earth,

For

Charity Bracy

California Children’s
Hospitals Association

3914 Murphy Canyon Road,
Suite 125

San Diego, CA 92123

858-974-1644

cbracy@ccha.org

www.SaveTheChildrens
Hospitals.com

No

A NO vote on this measure
means: The state would not
sell the $750 million in general
obligation bonds proposed for
these purposes.

Con

Rebuilding a few children’s
hospitals will make some
building contractors richer;
however, it will not, by itself,
provide health care for any-
one. What we need—in
California and across
America—is some sort of “sin-
gle-payer” health care system
which cuts out the middle-
men and profiteers.

For Additional Information

Against

Gary B. Wesley

Attorney at Law

707 Continental Gircle
Mountain View, CA 94040
408-882-5070

Yes

A YES vote on this measure
means: All voters would re-
ceive the same primary elec-
tion ballot for most state and
federal offices. The top two
vote-getting candidates—regard-
less of political party identifica-
tion—would be placed on the
general election ballot.

Arguments

Pro

The Voter Choice Primary
Initiative allows every voter—
including independent voters—to
vote for the best candidate for
office, regardless of party, in
primary elections. It is similar
to the method Californians
have used for the past century
to elect mayors, council mem-
bers, county supervisors, and
district attorneys.

For

Californians for an Open
Primary

4150 Riverside Drive, Suite 204

Burbank, CA 91505

818-843-1487

info@openprimary.org

www.openprimary.org

No

A NO vote on this measure
means: Voters would continue
to receive primary election
ballots based on political
party identification. The top
vote-getting candidate from
each political party would be
placed on the general elec-
tion ballot.

Con

Proposition 62 is based on
Louisiana’s radical election
system. There, it helped KKK
leader David Duke run for
Governor. It:

¢ ELIMINATES VOTER CHOICE
in General Elections

¢ UNDERCUTS opportunities
for WOMEN and MINORITY
candidates

® Makes the Legislature LESS
ACCOUNTABLE

Don't bring Louisiana’s dirty
politics to California!

Vote NO!

For Additional Information

Against

Greg Hill

Californians for Election
Accountability

921 11th Street, Suite 400

Sacramento, CA 95814

info@ NOon62.com

www.NOon62.com
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BALI I' MEASURE SUMMARY

Mental Health Services Expansion,
Funding. Tax on Personal Incomes Above
$1 Million. Initiative Statute.

63

Summar)

Establishes 1% tax on taxable personal income above $1 million
to fund expanded health services for mentally ill children,
adults, seniors. Fiscal Impact: Additional state revenues of
about $800 million annually by 2006-07, with comparable
annual increases in total state and county expenditures for
expansion of mental health programs. Unknown partially off-
setting savings to state and local agencies.

What Your Vote Means

Limits on Private Enforcement of
Unfair Business Competition Laws.
Initiative Statute.

Summary

Allows individual or class action “unfair business” lawsuits only
if actual loss suffered; only government officials may enforce
these laws on public’s behalf. Fiscal Impact: Unknown state fis-
cal impact depending on whether the measure increases or
decreases court workload and the extent to which diverted
funds are replaced. Unknown potential costs to local govern-
ments, depending on the extent to which diverted funds are
replaced.

What Your Vote Means

Yes

A YES vote on this measure
means: A surcharge on state
personal income taxes would
be enacted for taxpayers with
annual taxable incomes of more
than $1 million to finance an
expansion of county mental
health programs.

Arguments

Pro

Proposition 63 expands -men-
tal health care for children
and adults, using programs
proven to be effective. Paid
for by 1% tax on taxable per-
sonal income over $1 million.
Requires strict financial account-
ability. Supported by nurses,
mental health professionals,
law enforcement, educators.
Let’s stop neglecting mental ill-
ness. Vote YES on Proposition
63.

No

A NO vote on this measure
means: Funding for county
mental health programs would
largely be dependent upon
actions by the Legislature and
Governor.

Con

Prop. 63 is a false promise. It
doesn'’t treat the mentally ill,
but is a shortsighted substitute
for long-term solutions. Built
on a shaky funding scheme,
63 drives away the very taxpayers
it needs, destroying its own
funding source. Don't jeopar-
dize the health of thousands
with a feel-good plan.

For Additional Information

For

Rusty Selix

Campaign for Mental Health
1127 11th Street, #925
Sacramento, CA 95814
916-557-1166
info@YESon63.org
www.YESon63.org

Against

Citizens for a Healthy California
400 Capitol Mall, Suite 1560
Sacramento, CA 95814
916-491-1726
www.HealthyCalifornia.org

Yes

A YES vote on this measure
means: Except for the Attor-
ney General and local public
prosecutors, no person could
bring a lawsuit for unfair com-
petition unless the person has
suffered injury and lost money
or property. Also, except for the
Attorney General and local
public prosecutors, a person
pursuing such claims on behalf
of others would have to meet
the additional requirements of
class action lawsuits.

Arguments

Pro

Proposition 64 closes a loop-
hole allowing lawyers to file
frivolous shakedown lawsuits
against small businesses. Prop-
osition 64 stops lawyers from
pocketing most of the settle-
ments from these bogus law-
suits. Don’t be mislead by the
trial lawyers’ smokescreen:
64 doesn't change any of Cal-
ifornia’s consumer or environ-
mental laws! Yes on 64.

No

A NO vote on this measure
means: A person could bring
a lawsuit under the unfair
competition law without having
suffered injury or lost money or
property. Also, a person could
bring such a lawsuit without
meeting the additional require-
ments of class action lawsuits.

Con

Newspaper headlines warn:
“Consumers lose if initiative suc-
ceeds.” The LA Times reports
Proposition 64 “would weaken
a state law that allows private
groups and government prosecu-
tors to sue businesses for pollut-
ing the environment and for
engaging in misleading advertis-
ing and other unfair business
practices . . . the current law
would be drastically curtailed.”

For Additional Information

For

Yes on 64—~Californians to
Stop Shakedown Lawsuits

Against

Consumer Watchdog
1750 Ocean Park Blvd.,

6 Ballot Measure Summary

3001 Douglas Blvd., Suite 225 Suite 200
Roseville, CA 95661 Santa Monica, CA 90405
916-766-5595 310-392-0708
info@yeson64.org NoOnProp64@consumer
www.yeson64.org watchdog.org
www.NoOnProp64.org
ER026




BALLOT MEASURE SUMMARY

PROP

65

Pursuant to statute,
Proposition 65 will appear in a
Supplemental Voter Information Guide.

"PROP Limitations on “Three Strikes” Law.
66 Sex Crimes. Punishment.
Initiative Statute.

Summary

Limits “Three Strikes” law to violent and/or serious felonies.
Permits limited ressentencing under new definitions. Increases
punishment for specified sex crimes against children. Fiscal
Impact: Over the long run, net state savings of up to several
hundred million dollars annually, primarily to the prison sys-
tem; local jail and court-related costs of potentiaily more than
ten million dollars annually.

What Your Vote Means

Yes

A YES vote on this measure
means: The current “Three
Strikes” sentencing law would
be amended to require that a
second and third strike offense
be a serious or violent felony,
instead of any felony, in order
for the longer sentences
required under Three Strikes
to apply. The state would be
required to resentence “third
strikers” whose third strike was
nonviolent and nonserious. In
addition, prison sentences for
specified sex offenses against
children would be lengthened.

Arguments

Pro

PROPOSITION 66 RESTORES
THREE STRIKES TO ITS
ORIGINAL INTENT—ensuring
criminals currently serving time
for violent offenses are kept in
prison, SAVING TAXPAYERS
BILLIONS OF DOLLARS cur-
rently wasted imprisoning shop-
lifters and other nonviolent,
petty offenders for life.
PROPOSITION 66 PROTECTS
CHILDREN WITH TOUGHER
1-STRIKE SENTENCES FOR
CHILD MOLESTERS., YES ON
PROPOSITION 66.

For

Jim Benson

Citizens Against Violent
Crime

1625 E. 17th Street, #105

Santa Ana, CA 92705

1-866-3STRIKES

cavcgjim@sbcglobal.net

www.voteyeson66.org

No

A NO vote on this measure
means: Current sentencing
law would remain in effect,
requiring offenders with one
or more prior convictions for
serious or violent felonies to
receive longer sentences for
the conviction of any new
felony (not just a serious or
violent felony). In addition,
prison sentences for certain
sex offenses against children
would remain unchanged.

Con

Proposition 66 is opposed by
Governor Schwarzenegger, the
Attorney General, all 58
District Attorneys, the state’s
leading law enforcement, tax-
paver, and child protection
groups. Costs millions and
threatens public safety by cre-
ating a legal loophole that
could release an estimated
26,000 convicted felons—
including  rapists, child
molesters, and murderers.
www.Keep3Strikes.org

For Additional Information

Against

Californians United for
Public Safety

campaign3@Keep3Strikes.org

www.noProp66.org
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BALLOT MEASURE SUMMARY

PROP

67

Summary

care.

What Your Vote Means

Yes

A YES vote on this measure
means: The state would
impose a 3 percent emergency
telephone surcharge, in addi-
tion to the existing surcharge,
on hills for telephone services
for calls made within the state.
These revenues would be used
to provide additional funds
to reimburse physicians and
hospitals for uncompensated
emergency and trauma care
and to fund other specified
programs.

Arguments

Pro

FIREFIGHTERS, PARAMEDICS,
DOCTORS, AND NURSES
SAY: PROP. 67 will make
sure emergency medical care
is available when you and
your family need it most
Emergency rooms are closing.
Others are severely overcrowd-
ed. Paramedics, emergency
room doctors, and nurses are
overwhelmed. SAVE EMER-
GENCY CARE. SAVE LIVES.
YES ON PROP. 67.

For

Coalition to Preserve Emergency
Care, sponsored by fire-
fighters, paramedics, doc-
tors, nurses, and healthcare
providers
—Yes on 67

191 Ridgeway Avenue

Oakland, CA 94611

650-306-0495

info@saveemergencycare.org

www.saveemergencycare.org

Emergency Medical Services. Funding.
Telephone Surcharge. Initiative
Constitutional Amendment and Statute.

Increases telephone surcharge and allocates other funds for
emergency room physicians, hospital emergency rooms, com-
munity clinics, emergency personnel training/equipment, and
911 telephone system. Fiscal Impact: Increased state revenues
of about $500 million annually to reimburse physicians and
hospitals for uncompensated emergency medical services and
other specified purposes. Continues $32 million in state
funding for physicians and clinics for uncompensated medical

No

A NO vote on this measure
means: The emergency tele-
phone number surcharge
would continue to be limited
to 0.75 percent on bills for
telephone services for calls
made within the state.
Additional funding to re-
imburse physicians and hospi-
tals for uncompensated emer-
gency and trauma care, or for
other specified programs,
would continue to depend
largely upon action by the
Legislature and Governor.

Con

Prop. 67 is a $540 million
phone tax—a tax on talking.
There’s no cap on cell phone
or business phone taxes. More
than 1 million senijors will be
affected. 90% of the money
goes to large health care cor-
porations and special inter-
ests—with no mandatory
audits or financial controls.

For Additional Information

Against
No on 67—Californians to
Stop the Phone Tax

916-930-0688
www.stopthephonetax.com

68

Summary

millions of dollars annually.

What Your Vote Means

Yes

A YES vote on this measure
means: Slot machines would
be authorized at 16 specific
racetracks and card rooms,
unless all Indian tribes with
existing tribal-state gambling
compacts agree to certain
terms within 90 days. Under
either scenario, local govern-
ments throughout the state
would receive new gambling
revenues, to be used primarily
for additional child protec-
tive, police, and firefighting
services.

Arguments

Pro

Proposition 68 means Califor-
nia's immensely profitable
Indian Casinos should pay
their fair share to support
local services. Indian Casinos
choose to make a 25% contri-
bution and live by the same
regulations that aftect us all or
the state will authorize limited
competition with an even big-
ger return to communities.

For

Sheriff Lee Baca and

Sheriff Lou Blanas
A Fair Share for California
17171 Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
916-551-2538
info@fairshareforcalifornia.org
www.fairshareforcalifornia.org

Non-Tribal Commercial Gambling Expansion.
Tribal Gaming Compact Amendments.
Revenues, Tax Exemptions. Initiative
Constitutional Amendment and Statute.

Authorizes tribal compact amendments. Unless tribes accept,
authorizes casino gaming for sixteen non-tribal establishments.
Percentage of gaming revenues fund government services.
Fiscal Impact: Increased gambling revenues—potentially over
$1 billion annually—primarily to local governments for addi-
tional specified services. Depending on outcome of tribal nego-
tiations, potential loss of state revenues totaling hundreds of

No

A NO vote on this measure
means: Slot machines would
not be authorized at race-
tracks and card rooms. Indian
tribes would continue to be
subject to current tribal-state
gambling compacts. Local gov-
ernments would not receive
new gambling revenues.

Con

Beware: Their “fair share”
claim is a scam. 68 lets its
FUNDERS—RACETRACKS
and CARD CLUBS—operate
LAS VEGAS-SIZED CASINOS
throughout California—NEAR
FREEWAYS and 200 SCHOOLS.
MORE TRAFFIC. MORE
CRIME. ANOTHER BROKEN
PROMISE TO INDIANS. Gov-
ernor Schwarzenegger, fire-
fighters, sheriffs, police, tribes,
taxpayers, labor, educators say:
“NO on 68!”

For Additional Information

Against

No on 68: Californians
Against the Deceptive
Gambling Proposition

11300 W. Olympic Blvd.,
Suite 840

Los Angeles, CA 90064

800-420-8202

info@Stop68.com

www.Stop68.com

8 Ballot Measure Summary
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BALLOT MEASURE SUMMARY

PROP

69

DNA Samples. Collection. Database.
Funding. Initiative Statute.

Summary

Requires collection of DNA samples from all felons, and from
others arrested for or charged with specified crimes, and sub-
mission to state DNA database. Provides for funding. Fiscal
Impact: Net state cost to process DNA samples of potentially
nearly $20 million annually when costs are fully realized. Local
costs likely more than fully offset by revenues, with the additional
revenues available for other DNA-related activities.

What Your Vote Means

Tribal Gaming Compacts. Exclusive
Gaming Rights. Contributions to State. Initiative
Constitutional Amendment and Statute.

70

Summary

Upon tribe’s request, Governor must execute 99-year compact.
Tribes contribute percentage of net gaming income to state
funds, in exchange for expanded, exclusive tribal casino gam-
ing. Fiscal Impact: Unknown effect on payments to the state
from Indian tribes. The potential increase or decrease in these
payments could be in the tens of millions to over a hundred mil-
lion dollars annually.

What Your Vote Means

Yes

A YES vote on this measure
means: The state would ex-
pand the collection of DNA
samples to include all convict-
ed felons, and some convicted
nonfelons, as well as individu-
als arrested for certain offens-
es. Criminal penalties would
increase to fund the expan-
sion of DNA collection.

Arguments

Pro

Requiring convicted felons and
arrestees for rape/murder to
submit DNA, Proposition 69
helps solve crime, prevents
false imprisonment, and stops
serial rapists/killers. 69 brings
California law enforcement up
to par with 34 states. Governor
Schwarzenegger, Attorney Gen-
eral Lockyer, law enforcement,
defense attorneys, and victims’
groups say vote yes!

For

Beth Pendexter
Californians for the DNA
Fingerprint—Yes on 69
925 L Street, Suite 1275
Sacramento, CA 95814
916-448-5802
info@dnayes.org
www.dnayes.org

No

A NO vote on this measure
means: DNA samples would
continue to be required only
from persons convicted of ser-
ious felony offenses. Criminal
penalties would not increase.

Con

Proposition 69 will not make
you safer, but could trap your
DNA in a criminal database.
69 treats
Californians that are never
charged with a crime just like
the guilty. 69 risks your most
sensitive, private informa-
tion—your DNA. Protect your
privacy. No on 69! See
www.protectmyDNA.com

For Additional Information

Against

Beth Givens

3100 bth Avenue, Suite B
San Diego, CA 92103
415-621-1192
info@protectmyDNA.com
www.protectmyDNA.com

thousands of

Yes

A YES vote on this measure
means: Tribes entering a new
or amended tribal-state gam-
bling compact would make
payments to the state based
on their gambling income.
These compacts would last
99 yvears and place no limits
on the types or number of
casino games.

Arguments

Pro

Proposition 70 will provide
billions of dollars to the State
and will restrict tribal gam-
bling to Indian reservations.
Both the taxpayers and
Indians win: Tribes pay the
same amount as every other
business pays in state income
taxes; in return, they can
operate their casinos. That’s
only fair!

For

Gene Raper

Citizens for a Fair Share of
Indian Gaming Revenues

P.O. Box 1863

Sacramento, CA 95812

760-778-7413

raper@indianfairshare.com

www.indianfairshare.com

No

A NO vote on this measure
means: Tribes would continue
to be subject to existing tribal-
state gambling compacts, which
require various types of pay-
ments to the state. Existing
compacts will last up to 26 more
years and place some limits
on the types and number of
casino games.

Con

PROPOSITION 70 IS A BAD
DEAL FOR CALIFORNIA.
Governor Schwarzenegger's
negotiated agreements with
Indian gaming tribes guaran-
tee they pay their fair share
and respect California laws.
Proposition 70 effectively destroys
these agreements. Join Governor
Schwarzenegger, law enforce-
ment, labor, environmental
groups, and seniors in voting
NO on Proposition 70.

For Additional Information

Against

No on Propositions 68 and
70—Governor
Schwarzenegger's
Committee for Fair Share
Gaming Agreements

1415 L Street, Suite 1245

Sacramento, CA 95814

916-440-1505

info@no68and70.org

www.no68and70.org
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BALLOT MEASURE SUMMARY

Stem Cell Research. Funding.
Bonds. Initiative Constitutional
Amendment and Statute.

Summary

This measure establishes “California Institute for Regenerative
Medicine” to regulate and fund stem cell research, constitutional
right to conduct such research, and oversight committee.
Prohibits funding of human reproductive cloning research.
Fiscal Impact: State cost of about $6 billion over 30 years to pay
off both the principal ($3 billion) and interest ($3 billion) on
the bonds. State payments averaging about $200 million per
year.

Health Care Coverage Requirements.

Referendum.

72

Summary

A “Yes” vote approves, and a “No” vote rejects legislation requir-
ing health care coverage for employees, as specified, working
for large and medium employers. Fiscal Impact: Significant
expenditures fully offset, mainly by employer fees, for a state
program primarily to purchase private health insurance cover-
age. Significant county health program savings. Significant
public employer health coverage costs. Significant net state rev-
enue losses. Overall unknown net state and local savings or

What Your Vote Means

Yes

A YES vote on this measure
means: The state would estab-
lish a new state medical
research institute and author-
ize the issuance of $3 billion in
state general obligation bonds
to provide funding for stem
cell research and research facil-
ities in California.

Arguments

Pro

71 authorizes stem cell research
to find new CURES FOR CAN-
CER, HEART DISEASE, DIA-
BETES, and many other dis-
eases, SAVE MILLIONS OF
LIVES, and CUT HEALTH
CARE COSTS BY BILLIONS.
And, 71 prohibits cloning to
create babies. Join non-profit
disease organizations, Nobel
Prize scientists, doctors, and
nurses: Vote YES on 71.

No

A NO vote on this measure
means: Funding for stem cell
research in California would
depend upon actions by the
Legislature and Governor and
other entities which provide
research funding.

Con

Adds $3 billion of bond debt
to California’s massive debt
load. Money would fund
huge, new bureaucracy to pro-
mote human embryo cloning.
Few controls, no real account-
ability for how money is spent.
Exempts new bureaucracy
from aspects of “open meet-
ing" laws. Opposed by
women's groups, leading doc-
tors, and medical ethicists.

For Additional Information

For

YES on 71: Coalition for Stem
Cell Research and Cures

11271 Ventura Blvd.

Studio City, CA 91604

800-931-CURE (2873)

info@YESon71.com

www.YESon71.com

Against

Doctors, Patients, and
Taxpayers for Fiscal
Responsibility

P.O. Box 2402

Covina, CA 91722

www.NoOn71.com

COStS.
What Your Vote Means

Yes

A YES vote on this measure
means: Certain employers would
be required to provide health
coverage for their employees
and in some cases dependents
through either (1) paying a fee
to a new state program primari-
ly to purchase private health
insurance coverage or (2)
arranging directly with health
insurance providers for health
care coverage. The state would
also establish a new program to
assist lower-income employees
to pay their share of health
care premiums.

\ guments

Pro

Prop. 72 keeps private health
coverage within reach of work-
ing families. It requires large
and mid-sized companies to
pay for private coverage, caps
employee share of premiums,
and sets coverage standards.
Doctors, nurses, and consumers
agree: With premiums rising
and employees losing health
insurance, Prop. 72 provides
needed protection.

No

A NO vote on this measure
means: The state would continue
to allow employers to choose
whether to provide health
insurance for their employees
and dependents. The state
would not establish a new pro-
gram to provide assistance to
low-income employees in pay-
ing premiums for health care
coverage at their workplace.

Con

Proposition 72 creates a govern-
mentrun healthcare scheme
funded by an estimated
$7 billion in new taxes on em-
plovers and workers by 2007.
You could get forced from your
existing plan into the govern-
ment system and lose access to
your doctors and hospitals.
Educators, charities, taxpayers,
doctors say “NO on 72.”

For Additional Information

For

Anthony Wright

Health Access

1127 11th Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
916-442-2308
awright@health-access.org
www.YesonProp72.com

Against

Californians Against
Government Run
Healthcare

1201 K Street, Suite 1100

Sacramento, CA 95814-3938

info@noprop72.org

www.noprop72.org

10 | Ballot Measure Summary
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CANDIDATE STATEMENT INFORMATION

United States Presidential Candidates and United States Senate Candidates
For information about the candidates running for the offices of United States President and United States
Senate, please visit the Secretary of State’s website at www.MyVoteCounts.org.

AupIo VERSION OF THE VOTER INFORMATION GUIDE
The Secretary of State’s office produces a cassette-recorded version of the Voter Information Guide for
the visually impaired in the following languages: English, Spanish, Chinese, Vietnamese, Tagalog,
Japanese, and Korean.

Cassettes can be obtained by calling your local public library or by calling 1-800-545-VOTE.

WHAT Is CAL-ACCESS?
California Automated Lobbying and Campaign Contribution & Expenditure Search System

Cal-Access is your window into the universe of campaign finance and lobbying at the California state
government level.

Who contributes and how much do they give to the campaigns of candidates for statewide offices and the
State Legislature?

Who finances campaigns for and against state ballot propositions?

Who pays for all those political ads on radio and television and for those political flyers crammed into your
mailbox at election time?

Who pays to lobby state government on issues that affect all Californians?

Cal-Access provides the answers. Click on Campaign Finance or Lobbying Activity and follow the money trail.
A new option allows you to search across filings and produce summary reports. Click on Advanced Reports to
use the new searchable database features. Tips on how to use the system are at your fingertips.

The information is derived from electronically filed reports submitted by candidates, political action
committees, political parties, ballot measure committees, major donors, lobbyists, lobbying firms, and
lobbyist employers. Campaign organizations with receipts or expenditures of $50,000 or more and lobbying
entities with payments of $5,000 or more are required to file electronically. For more information, visit
http: / cal-access.ss.ca.gov/.

SAFE AT HOME

Victims of domestic violence and stalking, and reproductive health care providers (employees—doctors,
nurses, therapists, support staff, volunteers, and patients), don’t have to be afraid to vote! If you qualify
to enroll in the SAFE AT HOME Confidential Address Program, your voter registration information can
be kept strictly confidential from campaigns, pollsters, the media, and other parties.

By completing a confidential voter registration affidavit at the time of enrollment, for the first time, or by
re-registering at the Registrar of Voters/County Clerks offices, SAF E AT HOME participants automatically
receive “absent voter status” so they can vote by mail. Absent voter privileges are revoked once the
participant’s four-year term expires or is cancelled.

The SAFE AT HOME Confidential Address Program provides a no-cost mail forwarding service for victims
of domestic violence and stalking, and reproductive health care providers (employees—doctors, nurses,
therapists, support staff, volunteers, and patients) designed to keep their addresses confidential—and
their assailant from finding them.

For more information, please call toll free 1-877-322-5227 or visit www.ss.ca.gov/safeathome.

ER031
1



PROPOSITION

59

OFFICIAL TITLE AND SUMMARY

PusLIC RECORDS, OPEN MEETINGS.
LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT.

Prepared by the Attorney General

Public Records, Open Meetings.
Legislative Constitutional Amendment.
Measure amends Constitution to:
government officials.

narrowly construed if limiting access.

| of those limitations.

enforcement and prosecution records.

Fiscal Impact:

information available to the public.

Assembly:

e Provide right of public access to meetings of government bodies and writings of
e Provide that statutes and rules furthering public access shall be broadly construed, or
* Require future statutes and rules limiting access to contain findings justifying necessity

e Preserve constitutional rights including rights of privacy, due process, equal protection;
expressly preserves existing constitutional and statutory limitations restricting access
to certain meetings and records of government bodies and officials, including law

Exempts Legislature’s records and meetings.

Summary of Legislative Analyst’s Estimate of Net State and Local Government

e Potential minor annual state and local government costs to make additional

Final Votes Cast by the Legislature on SCA 1 (Proposition 59)
Ayes 78

Noes 0

Senate:

Ayes 34

Noes 0

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST

BACKGROUND

The State Constitution generally does not
address the public’s access to government informa-
tion. California, however, has a number of state
statutes that provide for the public’s access to gov-
ernment information, including documents and
meetings.

Access to Government Documents. There are two
basic laws that provide for the public’s access to
government documents:

e The California Public Records Act establishes the
right of every person to inspect and obtain
copies of state and local government documents.
The act requires state and local agencies to
establish written guidelines for public access
to documents and to post these guidelines at
their offices.

12 | Title and Summary/Analysis

o The Legislative Open Records Act provides that the
public may inspect legislative records. The act
also requires legislative committees to maintain
documents related to the history of legislation.

Access to Government Meetings. There are several
laws that provide for the public’s access to govern-
ment meetings:

e The Ralph M. Brown Act governs meetings of
legislative bodies of local agencies. The act
requires local legislative bodies to provide public
notice of agenda items and to hold meetings in
an open forum.

¢ The Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act requires that
meetings of state bodies be conducted openly
and that documents related to a subject of
discussion at a public meeting be made available

for inspection.
ER032



PUBLIC RECORDS, OPEN MEETINGS.
LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT.

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST (CONT.)

o The Grunsky-Burton Open Meeting Act requires
that meetings of the Legislature be open to the
public and that all persons be allowed to attend
the meetings.

Some Information Exempt From Disclosure. While
these laws provide for public access to a significant
amount of information, they also allow some infor-
mation to be kept private. Many of the exclusions
are provided in the interest of protecting the
privacy of members of the public. For instance,
medical testing records are exempt from disclosure.
Other exemptions are provided for legal and confi-
dential matters. For instance, governments are
allowed to hold closed meetings when considering
personnel matters or conferring with legal counsel.

PROPOSAL

This measure adds to the State Constitution the
requirement that meetings of public bodies and
writings of public officials and agencies be open to
public scrutiny. The measure also requires that
statutes or other types of governmental decisions,
including those already in effect, be broadly inter-
preted to further the people’s right to access gov-
ernment information. The measure, however, still
exempts some information from disclosure, such

For text of Proposition 59 see page 81.

as law enforcement records. Under the measure,
future governmental actions that limit the right of
access would have to demonstrate the need for
that restriction.

The measure does not directly require any specific
information to be made available to the public. It
does, however, create a constitutional right for the
public to access government information. As a
result, a government entity would have to demon-
strate to a somewhat greater extent than under
current law why information requested by the
public should be kept private. Over time, this
change could result in additional government
documents being available to the public.

FiscaL EFFeCT

Government entities incur some costs in com-
plying with the public’s request for documents.
Entities can charge individuals requesting this
information a fee for the cost of photocopying
documents. These fees, however, do not cover all
costs, such as staff time to retrieve the documents.
By potentially increasing the amount of govern-
ment information required to be made public, the
measure could result in some minor annual costs
to state and local governments.

ERO033
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Proposition 59 is about open and responsible govern-
ment. A government that can hide what it does will
never be accountable to the public it is supposed to
serve. We need to know what the government is doing
and how decisions are made in order to make the gov-
ernment work for us.

Everyone needs access to information from the gov-
ernment. Why was a building permit granted, or
denied? Who is the Governor considering for appoint-
ment to a vacancy on the County Board of Supervisors?
Why was the superintendent of the school district fired,
and who is being considered as a replacement? Who
did the City Council talk to before awarding a no-bid
contract?

People all across the State ask these questions—and
dozens of others—every day. And what they find out is
that answers are hard to get.

California has laws that are supposed to help you get
answers. But over the years they have been eroded by
special interest legislation, by courts putting the burden
on the public to justify disclosure, and by government
officials who want to avoid scrutiny and keep secrets.
Proposition 59 will help reverse that trend.

What will Proposition 59 do? It will create a new civil
right: a constitutional right to know what the govern-
ment is doing, why it is doing it, and how. It will ensure
that public agencies, officials, and courts broadly apply
laws that promote public knowledge. It will compel
them to narrowly apply laws that limit openness in
government—including discretionary privileges and
exemptions that are routinely invoked even when there
is no need for secrecy. It will create a high hurdle for

PUBLIC RECORDS, OPEN MEETINGS.
LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT.

ARGUMENT in Favor of Proposition 59

restrictions on your right to information, requiring a
clear demonstration of the need for any new limitation.
It will permit the courts to limit or eliminate laws that
don’t clear that hurdle. It will allow the public to see
and understand the deliberative process through which
decisions are made. It will put the burden on the gov-
ernment to show there is a real and legitimate need for
secrecy before it denies you information.

At the same time, Proposition 59 ensures that private
information about ordinary citizens will remain just
that—private. It specifically says that your constitutional
right to privacy won'’t be affected.

You have the right to decide how open your govern-
ment should be. That’s why Proposition 59 was unani-
mously passed by the Legislature and it is the reason
widely diverse organizations support the Sunshine
Amendment, including the American Federation of
State, County and Municipal Employees and the League
of California Cities.

As James Madison, a founding father and America’s
fourth President, said: “Knowledge will forever govern
ignorance, and a people who mean to be their own gov-
ernors must arm themselves with the power which
knowledge gives.” Tell the government that it’s ordinary
citizens—not bureaucrats—who ought to decide what
we need to know. Vote yes on Proposition 59.

MIKE MACHADO, State Senator

JACQUELINE JACOBBERGER, President
League of Women Voters of California

PETER SCHEER, Executive Director
California First Amendment Coalition

REBUTTAL to Argument in Favor of Proposition 59

As an attorney who has attempted for many years
to use California laws to identify and weed out waste
and corruption in local government, I am quite sympa-
thetic to Proposition 59.

It is important, however, for voters to know what
Proposition 59 would NOT do.

As written (by the State Legislature), Proposition 59
would continue to exempt from disclosure govern-
ment records deemed “private” by the courts
and would not apply at all to the “confiden-
tiality of proceedings and records of the Legislature, the
Members of the Legislature, and its employees, commil-
tees, and caucuses...”.

Voters should also consider that insofar as electing
some top persons in government (i.e., having a represen-
tative democracy) is key to making career government
bureaucrats more accountable, elections (especially for

14 | Arguments Vrguments priviled on this page are
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State Assembly, State Senate, and Congress) have been
undermined by:

(1) the dependence on private, special interest cam-
paign money (sometimes called “legalized bribes”); and

(2) the selfserving creation (every 10 years) of
gerrymandered legislative districts that protect incum-
bents from competition.

Moreover, anyone who blindly trusts a computer pro-
gram to count votes (without any “paper trail” for
potential verification) is foolish.

Sadly, we are a long way from having true representa-
tive democracy in California—and across America.

Government is getting bigger and becoming more
wasteful, insular, and abusive. Proposition 59 would not
do much to reverse that alarming trend.

GARY B. WESLEY, Attorney at Law
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This measure does not go far enough in guarantee-
ing the people access to information and documents
possessed by state and local government agencies.

In fact, this measure only provides for a general “right
of access to information concerning the conduct of the people’s
business” and that laws in California “shall be broadly con-
strued if it furthers the people’s right of access, and narrowly
construed if it limits the right of access.”

Laws are construed (i.e., interpreted) by officials
charged with following them—and by courts when
asked. The rule of interpretation contained in this
measure would probably have a very limited effect.

PUBLIC RECORDS, OPEN MEETINGS.
LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT.

ARGUMENT Against Proposition 59

Indeed, this measure explicitly states that it does not
supersede or modify any “right to privacy guaranieed by
Section 17 of Article I of the California Constitution.

While a right to privacy—especially against govern-
ment intrusion—is critical in today’s society—govern-
ment employee groups are using the state constitution’s
“right to privacy” to hide the amount of money, benefits,
and perks they receive at public expense!

Proposition 59 may be better than nothing, but it does
not go far enough. The question is whether to vote “yes”
and hope for more or vote “no” and demand more.

GARY B. WESLEY, Attorney at Law

REBUTTAL to Argument Against Proposition 59

Mr. Wesley's skepticism of open government laws is
understandable. Several years ago, when he sued his
city council under the open meeting law alleging it
had illegally used a closed session to discuss a topic
not mentioned on the agenda, the court would not let
him question the council members about what they
had discussed behind closed doors.

The court concluded that because the law did not
expressly authorize such questioning and because it
contained other provisions protecting closed session
discussions, government officials could not be asked
about what they discussed even to obtain evidence for
trial, and even if there was no other way of proving a
violation of the law.

In other words, he lost because the court applied
the general rule of access narrowly, and the excep-
tion allowing secrecy broadly—precisely what
Proposition 59 would reverse.

Arguments frinted on ihis page are the opiions of the authars and have not been checked for accuracy by an

As for privacy, the constitution has never been inter-
preted to protect the abuse of official authority or
the wasting of public resources by anyone, and
Proposition 59 will not create a screen for anyone to
use in hiding fraud, waste, or other serious misconduct.

On the contrary, Proposition 59 will add independ-
ent force to the state’s laws requiring government
transparency. It will create a window on how all pub-
lic bodies and officials conduct the public’s business,
for well or ill, while sparing the dignity and reputa-
tions of ordinary people, public employees, and even
high officials who have done nothing to merit public
censure or CONCern.

MIKE MACHADO, State Senator

THOMAS W. NEWTON, General Counsel
California Newspaper Publishers Association

JOHN RUSSO, City Attorney
City of Oakland

ERO035
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PROPOSITION
ELECTION RIGHTS OF POLITICAL PARTIES.
6 LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT.

OFFICIAL TITLE AND SUMMARY

Prepared by the Attorney General

Election Rights of Political Parties.
Legislative Constitutional Amendment.

e Provides the right for political party participating in a primary election for
partisan office to also participate in the general election for that office.

e Candidate receiving most votes from among that party’s candidates in primary
election for state partisan office cannot be denied placement on general
election ballot.

Summary of Legislative Analyst’s Estimate of Net State and Local Government
Fiscal Impact:
¢ No fiscal effect.

Final Votes Cast by the Legislature on SCA 18 (Proposition 60)
Assembly:  Ayes 55 Noes 21
Senate: Ayes 28 Noes 3

ER036
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ELECTION RIGHTS OF POLITICAL PARTIES.
LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT.

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST

BACKGROUND

California generally holds two statewide
elections to elect a candidate to public
office—a primary election (in March) and a
general election (in November). Some
public offices (such as the Governor and
members of the Legislature) are partisan,
which means that a candidate represents a
political party in an election. For partisan
offices, the primary election determines each
political party’s nominee for the office. The
candidate receiving the most votes among a
party’s candidates is that party’s nominee for
the general election. In the general election,
voters then choose among all of the parties’
nominees, as well as any independent
candidates, to elect a candidate to office.

PROPOSAL

Participation in the General Election. This
measure places into the State Constitution a
requirement that all parties that participate in a
primary election be able to advance their top
vote-getting candidate to the general
election. This requirement is met by the current
process for elections as described above.

For text of Proposition 60 see page &1

Related Provisions in Proposition 62.
Proposition 62 on this ballot also contains
provisions  affecting  which  primary
candidates advance to the general election
ballot. That measure would require that only
the top two vote-getters in the primary—
regardless of party identification—advance
to the general election. As a result, under
Proposition 62, each party would not be
guaranteed to have a candidate on the
general election ballot. The State
Constitution provides that if the provisions of
two approved propositions are in conflict,
only the provisions of the measure with the
higher number of yes votes at the statewide
election take effect.

FiscaL EFFECTS

Under current law, all parties that partici-
pate in a primary can have their top vote-get-
ting candidate advance to the general elec-
tion. This measure, therefore, would not
require any changes to election procedures.
As a result, the measure’s election provisions
would have no fiscal effect on state and local
governments.

ERO37
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_ Proposition 60 protects your right to choice in elec-
tions.

FULL, FREE, AND OPEN DEBATE IS IMPOR-
TANT IN A DEMOCRACY. WE HAVE NOTHING TO
FEAR FROM HEARING DIFFERENT POINTS OF
VIEW.

That’s why a century ago, ordinary citizens of
California fought for their right to select political
party nominees for office in direct primary elec-
tions. Proposition 60 protects that important right.

PROPOSITION 60 PROTECTS VOTER CHOICE
by guaranteeing that every political party has the
right to nominate candidates for partisan office in
a primary election and compete in a general elec-
tion. We need that choice and accountability.

PROPOSITION 60 PROVIDES A DIRECT ALTER-
NATIVE TO PROPOSITION 62, the radical scheme
to eliminate our direct primary elections.

e Proposition 62 would impose the election sys-
tem from the State of Louisiana (the only state
to have such a system). In Louisiana, voters’
choice in a recent runoff election was a former
Grand Wizard of the Ku Klux Klan and a gov-
ernor who later went to prison.

¢ Under Proposition 62, only the two top vote
getters in the first round of voting would pro-
ceed to the general election. Proposition 62,
effectively excludes California’s five minor par-
ties and independents from the general elec-
tion. In many districts, your only choices
would be two members of the same party.

e If Proposition 62’s special interest scheme had
been in place in 2002, six million California
votes would not have been counted, and 50
different general election races would have

ELECTION RIGHTS OF POLITICAL PARTIES.
LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT.

ARGUMENT in Favor of Proposition 60

been limited to candidates from the same
party.

¢ Proposition 62 is sponsored by insurance com-
panies, financial institutions and failed
wealthy politicians who spent $2 million to put
their power grab scheme on the ballot.

¢ Proposition 62 would depress voter turnout,
elevate the importance of money and fame,
increase opportunities for extremist candi-
dates, and decrease opportunities for minority
officeholders.

e Under Proposition 62, California’s diversified
Legislature with many African Americans,
Latinos, Asians, and female legislators will suf-
fer and politics will return to being dominated
by rich white males.

e Proposition 62 could allow the two wealthiest
candidates to buy victory in the first round of
voting and end up on the November ballot,
making campaign finance reform meaning-
less.

In dramatic contrast, PROPOSITION 60 WILL
PRESERVE YOUR RIGHT TO CHOICE IN ELEC-
TIONS.

Vote YES on Proposition 60 to PROTECT YOUR
RIGHT TO CHOICE IN ELECTIONS.

Vote YES on Proposition 60 to GUARANTEE
YOUR RIGHT TO HEAR ALL POINTS OF VIEW.

DAN STANFORD, Former Chairman
California Fair Political Practices Commission
BARBARA O’CONNOR, Ph.D., Director
Institute for the Study of Politics & Media
California State University, Sacramento
GE%RGE N. ZENOVICH, Associate Justice, Retired
5t District Court of Appeal

REBUTTAL to Argument in Favor of Proposition 60

Politics has been called “the art of the possi-
ble.” In a letter to President Kennedy, John
Kenneth Galbraith once said: “Politics is not the
art of the possible. It consists of choosing
between the disastrous and the unpalatable.
Even if, as proponents of Pro osition 60 argue,
the election scheme contained in Proposition 62
is disastrous, Proposition 60, which purports to
save us from Proposition 62, is nonetheless
unpalatable.

Pro%osition 60 only deals with general elec-
tions. The measure is silent on how primary elec-
tions will be conducted, leaving the door open
for potential voting mischief that can adversely
impact the right of parties to select their nomi-
nees. If the supporters of Proposition 60 truly

18 | Arguments
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wish to protect “full, free, and open debate” they
should have included permanent constitutional
rotection defining the direct primary.
alifornians deserve gne stability of a system that
prohibits the members of one party from med-
dling in the primaries of another.

In seeking to compromise, the backers of
Proposition 60 stopped short of what needs to be
done.

That may be practicing the art of the possible,
but it is no less “unpalatable” and deserves a no
vote.

SENATOR BILL MORROW
ASSEMBLYMEMBER SARAH REYES
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ELECTION RIGHTS OF POLITICAL PARTIES.

LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT.

ARGUMENT Against Proposition 60

In his speech on the Conciliation of America,
Edmund Burke said, “All government, indeed,
every human benefit and enjoyment, every virtue
and ‘every prudent act, is founded on compromise
and barter.”

The authors of Proposition 60 have compro-
mised too much. They had the chance to perma-
nently dprotect California’s primary system, but
stopped short of the goal line.

Proposition 60 does allow parties that have can-
didates in primary elections to have a candidate in
general elections. That's some protection from
radical schemes—but not enough.

Proposition 60 doesn’t spell out what kind of pri-
mary elections California will have.

That leaves the door open for future tinkerin
with the primary system and still allows the specia
interest backers of so-called “open primary” or
“blanket primary” schemes to come in over and
over again with new attempts to try and make
changes that would harm our system.

Enough is enough. No political party should be
forced to allow members of other parties to choose
their nominees.

Proposition 60 could have amended the

California Constitution to permanently prevent
rimary schemes from being imposed in the
uture. It doesn’t.

As Californians, we want to see elections consti-
tutionally protected from changes and from the
opportunity for mischief.

A think tank in Washington State, where they
have also wrestled with primary election issues,
recently noted a survey taken in California when
our primary was temporarily changed a few years
back. It said 37% of the state’s Republicans

lanned to help determine the Democrat nominee
or Governor and 20% of Democrats planned to
vote in the Republican primary for Senate.

Proposition 60 could have permanently amend-
ed the California Constitution to prevent the
opportunity for mischief. It doesn’t.

Proposition 60 is only half a response.

Proposition 60 does no harm, but voters deserve
more. Voters deserve permanent protection for our
primary system.

STATE SENATOR BILL MORROW
STATE ASSEMBLYMEMBER SARAH REYES

REBUTTAL to Argument Against Proposition 60

You know full, free, and open debate is impor-
tant in a democracy. We have nothing to fear from
hearing different points of view. Proposition 60
protects your right to choice in elections.

Proposition 60 protects your right to choose
political parties’ candidates for public office.

Proposition 60 is simple, straightforward, and
easily understood. That is in sharp contrast to
Proposition 62, which would impose Louisiana’s
radical election system where voters’ choice in a
recent runoff election was a former Grand Wizard
of the Ku Klux Klan and a corrupt governor who
later went to prison.

* Proposition 62's proponents are ve wealthy
politicians intent on forcing their Louisiana
scheme on Californians because they know
they, and others like them, will personally ben-
efit. The two most wealthy candidates will be
able to buy victory in the first round of voting,

Avguments prinled
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making campaign finance reform meaning-
less.

® Proposition 62 would create a two-stage gener-
al election in which only the two top vote get-
ters in a first round of voting would be allowed
to participate in a runoff election—even if
they belong to the same 1party! By keeping can-
didates out of genera. elections, 1t would
reduce voter choice in the only vote in which
a candidate could actually win office.

Proposition 60 preserves voter choice.
Vote Yes on Proposition 60!

BARBARA O’CONNOR, Ph.D., Director
Institute for the Study of Politics & Media
California State University, Sacramento

MIC L S. CARONA, Sheriff
Orange Count

HENRY L. “HANK” LACAYO, State President
Congress of California Seniors
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PROPOSITION
SURPLUS PROPERTY.
60 A LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT.

OFFICIAL TITLE AND SUMMARY

Prepared by the Attorney General

Surplus Property.
Legislative Constitutional Amendment.

e Dedicates proceeds from sale of surplus state property purchased with General
Fund monies to payment of principal, interest on Economic Recovery Bonds
approved in March 2004. When those bonds are repaid, surplus property sales
proceeds directed to Special Fund For Economic Uncertainties.

Summary of Legislative Analyst’s Estimate of Net State and Local Government
Fiscal Impact:

e Net savings over the longer term—potentially low tens of millions of dollars—
from accelerated repayment of existing bonds.

Final Votes Cast by the Legislature on SCA 18 (Proposition 60A)
Assembly:  Ayes 55 Noes 21
L Senate: Ayes 28 Noes 3

ER040
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LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT.

SURPLUS PROPERTY.

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST

BACKGROUND

Surplus State Property. Current state
statutes generally require a state agency to
review annually its real property holdings
(land and facilities) and determine what, if
any, is in excess of its foreseeable needs.
These properties are commonly referred
to as “surplus state properties.” They
include both unused properties and those
which are underutilized by an agency.
Certain state-owned properties are exclud-
ed from being designated as surplus prop-
erty, including any land designated for use
for highway purposes.

Once real property has been identified as
surplus, the state attempts to sell the prop-
erty, or dispose of it in some other manner,
such as by giving it to a local
government. When surplus property is
sold, the sales revenues are deposited into
the account that originally paid for the
acquisition of the property. In most
instances, sales revenues are deposited in
the state’s General Fund and are available
for expenditure on any state program.

Proposition 57 Bonds. In March of this
year, voters approved Proposition 57,
which authorizes the issuance of up to
$15 billion in bonds to finance past
budget deficits. The debt service (princi-
pal and interest payments) on these bonds
is to be repaid over a 9- to 14-year period
from designated General Fund revenues.
(For more information on state bonds,
please refer to the section of the ballot pam-
phlet entitled “An Overview of State Bond
Debt.”)

PROPOSAL

This measure requires that proceeds
from the sale of surplus state property that

or text of Proposition 60A see page 81.

occur on or after the passage of this meas-
ure be used to pay the principal and inter-
est on Proposition 57 bonds. Once these
bonds are fully repaid, proceeds from sur-
plus property sales would be deposited in
the General Fund.

The measure does not apply to prop-
erties acquired with specified trans-
portation funds or other special fund
monies. In other words, the measure
only applies to those properties that
were purchased with General Fund
revenue or bonds secured by the
General Fund.

FiscAL EFFECTS

Proceeds from the sale of surplus state
property, which fluctuate significantly from
year to year, are not a_major source of
General Fund revenue. For example, sur-

lus property sales have averaged roughly
530 million a year over the past decade. (By
comparison, total General Fund revenues
in 2003-04 were roughly $75 billion.) By
dedicating these surplus property proceeds
to the debt service on Proposition 57
bonds, this measure would accelerate the
bonds’ repayment probably by a few
months. In effect, the state would pay out
more for debt service on these bonds in
the short term and less in the longer term.
(This is similar to what happens when indi-
viduals make additional payments on top
of their regular car or home loan pay-
ments.) While this measure would not
change the amount of bond principal, it
would reduce the amount of interest pay-
ments over the life of the repayment peri-
od. We estimate that these interest sav-
ings—expressed in today’s dollars—could
be in the low tens of millions of dollars.
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PROP.

SURPLUS PROPERTY.

PROPOSITION 60A gives voters the chance
to reduce the cost of the bonds they over-
whelmingly approved in March as part of
Governor Schwarzenegger’s plan to help ease
the state’s budget crisis.

Unfortunately, those bonds carry a
high price in the form of interest pay-
ments. There is a solution. Experts esti-
mate California has more than
$1,000,000,000 worth of surplus proper-
ty. By requiring that proceeds from the
sale of all such surplus property be used
to help pay off the bonds early, PROPO-
SITION 60A COULD DRAMATICALLY
LOWER COSTS TO TAXPAYERS.

"JIJ:\ LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT.
ARGUMENT in Favor of Proposition 60A

Vote YES on Proposition 60A to SAVE
MONEY.

DAN STANFORD, Former Chairman

California Fair Political Practices
Commission

BARBARA O’CONNOR, Ph.D., Director
Institute for the Study of Politics & Media
Californaa State University, Sacramento

GEORGE l\}l ZENOVICH, Associate Justice
Retired, 5" District Court of Appeal

REBUTTAL to Argument in Favor of Proposition 60A

Nowhere in the support arguments for
Proposition 60A do you see mention of
what Proposition 60A does to actually force
the sale of surplus property in California.
That's because Proposition 60A doesn’t
force the sale of surplus property—it only
directs that the money raised IF surplus
property is sold be used to pay off bond
debt.

22  Arguments

In seeking to compromise, the backers of
Proposition 60A stopped short of what
needs to be done.

That may be practicing the art of the pos-
sible, but it is no less “unpalatable” and
deserves a no vote.

SENATOR BILL MORROW

ASSEMBLYMEMBER SARAH REYES

ER042
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In his speech on the Conciliation of
America, Edmund Burke said, “All govern-
ment, indeed, every human benefit and
enjoyment, every virtue and every prudent
act, is founded on compromise and barter.”

Proposition 60A falls short of the mark.

It does make sense to sell surplus state
property when we’re in the middle of a
budget crisis, but Proposition 60A only says
that if surplus properties are sold then the
proceeds can only be spent to pay off the
deficit reduction bonds voters approved last
March.

It doesn’t actually force the sale of the hun-

dreds of millions of dollars worth of surplus
property the state owns.

As California’s financial troubles have
grown, taxpayer groups started putting legis-

LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT. [$J1)i\
ARGUMENT Against Proposition 60A

~ PROP

SURPLUS PROPERTY.

lators’ feet to the fire to get rid of surplus
property the state owns—including a Bay
Area massage parlor, part of a golf course,
strip malls, and fashionable properties in
Sausalito and even Tahiti!

Proposition 60A is only half a response.

It's good the big spenders can’t get their
hands on the proceeds, but there needs to be
more of a stick to get the bureaucrats off the
dime to actually sell properties.

Proposition 60A does no harm, but voters
deserve more. Voters deserve to see “for sale”
signs popping up on the state’s surplus prop-
erty.

STATE SENATOR BILL MORROW

STATE ASSEMBLYMEMBER SARAH REYES

REBUTTAL to Argument Against Proposition 60A

Proposition 60A helps to lower costs to
taxpayers by requiring that proceeds from
the sale of all surplus state property be used
to pay off Governor Schwarzenegger’s
deficit reduction bonds early.

Vote Yes on Proposition 60A!

Yrgonends e lec on this page are the opanaans

we aithors and hiave not been checked for accuracy Iy any offreral agency

BARBARA O’CONNOR, Ph.D., Director
Institute for the Study of Politics & Media
California State University, Sacramento

MICHAEL S. CARONA, Sheriff
Orange County

HENRY L. “HANK” LACAYO, State President
Congress of California Seniors
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PROPOSITION
CHILDREN’S HOSPITAL PROJECTS.
6 1 GRANT PROGRAM.

BoND AcCT. INITIATIVE STATUTE.

OFFICIAL TITLE AND SUMMARY

Prepared by the Attorney General

Children’s Hospital Projects. Grant Program.
Bond Act. Initiative Statute.
o Authorizes $750,000,000 in general obligation bonds, to be repaid from state’s
General Fund, for grants to eligible children’s hospitals for construction, expansion,
remodeling, renovation, furnishing and equipping children’s hospitals.

e 20% of bonds are for grants to specified University of California general acute care
hospitals; 80% of bonds are for grants to general acute care hospitals that focus on
children with illnesses such as leukemia, heart defects, sickle cell anemia and cystic
fibrosis, provide comprehensive services to a high volume of children eligible for
government programs, and that meet other stated requirements.

Summary of Legislative Analyst’s Estimate of Net State and Local Government
Fiscal Impact:

e State cost of about $1.5 billion over 30 years to pay off both the principal ($750 million)
and the interest ($756 million) costs of the bonds. Payments of about $50 million
per year.

. ER044
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CHILDREN’S HOSPITAL PROJECTS. GRANT PROGRAM.
BOND ACT. INITIATIVE STATUTE.

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST

BACKGROUND

Children’s hospitals focus their efforts on
the health care needs of children by providing
diagnostic, therapeutic, and rehabilitative
services to injured, disabled, and sick infants
and children. Many children receiving services
in these hospitals are from low-income families
and have significant health care needs.

PROPOSAL

This measure authorizes the state to sell
$750 million in general obligation bonds for
capital improvement projects at children’s
hospitals. The measure specifically identifies
the five University of California children’s
hospitals as eligible bond-fund recipients.
There are other children’s hospitals likely to
meet the eligibility criteria specified in the
measure, which include providing at least
160 licensed beds for infants and children.
Figure 1 lists these children’s hospitals.

For more information regarding general
obligation bonds, please refer to the section of
the ballot pamphlet entitled “An Overview of
State Bond Debt.”

The money raised from the bond sales could
be used for the construction, expansion,
remodeling, renovation, furnishing, equip-
ping, financing, or refinancing of children’s
hospitals in the state. Eighty percent of the
monies would be available to nonprofit chil-
dren’s hospitals and the remaining 20 percent
would be available to University of California
children’s hospitals. The monies provided
could not exceed the total cost of a project,
and funded projects would have to be com-
pleted “within a reasonable period of time.”

Children’s hospitals would have to apply in
writing for funds. The California Health
Facilities Financing Authority (CHFFA), an
existing state agency, would be required to
develop the grant application. It must process
submitted applications and award grants
within 60 days. The CHFFA'’s decision to award
a grant would be based on several factors,
including whether the grant would contribute
toward the expansion or improvement of

o f Proposition pagt

CHILDREN’S HOSPITALS ELIGIBLE FOR

PROPOSITION 61 BOND FUNDS

Specifically Identified as Eligible

Mattel Children’s Hospital at University of California, Los Angeles
University Children’s Hospital at University of California, Irvine
University of California, Davis Children’s Hospital

University of California, San Diego Hospital Children’s Hospital

| University of California, San Francisco Children’s Hospital

Likely to be Eligible

’ Children’s Hospital and Health Center San Diego

| Children’s Hospital Los Angeles

| Children’s Hospital and Research Center at Oakland
Children’s Hospital of Orange County

. Loma Linda University Children’s Hospital

' Lucile Salter Packard Children’s Hospital at Stanford
Miller’s Children’s Hospital, Long Beach
Children’s Hospital Central California

e

S = e

health care access for children who are eligible
for governmental health insurance programs,
or who are indigent, underserved, or unin-
sured; whether the grant would contribute
toward the improvement of child health care
or pediatric patient outcomes; and whether
the applicant hospital would promote pedi-
atric teaching or research programs.

FiscaL EFFECTS

The cost of these bonds to the state would
depend on the interest rates obtained when
they were sold and the time period over which
this debt would be repaid. If the $750 million
in bonds authorized by this measure were sold
at an interest rate of 5.25 percent and repaid
over 30 years, the cost to the state General
Fund would be about $1.5 billion to pay off
both the principal ($750 million) and the
interest ($756 million). The average payment
for principal and interest would be about
$50 million per year. Administrative costs
would be limited to CHFFA’s actual costs or
1 percent of the bond funds, whichever is less.
We estimate these costs will be minor.
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California Children’s Hospitals treat children with
the most serious and deadly diseases like LEUKEMIA,
CANCER, HEART DEFECTS, SICKLE CELL ANEMIA,
DIABETES, AND CYSTIC FIBROSIS.

Over 1 million times last year, children facing life-
threatening illness or injury were cared for at regional
Children’s Hospitals without regard to a family’s income
or ability to pay. Children are referred to these pediatric
centers of excellence for treatment by other hospitals in
California.

Children’s Hospitals save hundreds of children’s lives
every day. Many children are cured. Others have their
young lives extended for many years. And all have the
quality of their lives improved.

We know. Our children have all been cared for at a
California Children’s Hospital.

Proposition 61, the CHILDREN’S HOSPITAL
BOND, will help make room in these wonderful hospi-
tals to treat the children who need care.

PROPOSITION 61 DOES NOT RAISE TAXES. The
bonds will be repaid from the existing State budget.

PROPOSITION 61 FUNDS WILL ALLOW CHIL-
DREN’S HOSPITALS TO INCREASE BED CAPACITY
TO ENSURE THAT SICK AND INJURED CHILDREN
HAVE ACCESS TO A REGIONAL FACILITY where
they can receive the kind of care that our children got.
Children’s Hospitals’ emergency rooms are critically
overcrowded and need enough capacity to handle the
seriously ill and injured children sent to them.

Regional Children’s Hospitals provide specialized
care to children throughout California. For example:

¢ 87% of the inpatient care for children who need

heart surgery;

©95% of all surgery for children who need organ

transplants;

CHILDREN’S HOSPITAL PROJECTS. GRANT PROGRAM.
BOND ACT. INITIATIVE STATUTE.

ARGUMENT in Favor of Proposition 61

e More than 64% of the inpatient care for children

with cancer.

The nation’s premier pediatric research centers are in
Children’s Hospitals, making them the source of med-
jcal discoveries and advancements that benefit all chil-
dren. Today, almost 90% of children born with heart defects
can be cured or helped considerably by surgery. The survival rate
of children with leukemia is now greater than 80 percent.

PROPOSITION 61 WILL ALLOW CHILDREN'S
HOSPITALS TO PURCHASE THE LATEST MEDICAL
TECHNOLOGIES and special equipment for sick babies
born prematurely, seriously underweight, or with defec-
tive organs. These nonprofit hospitals need our help!

Children with Heart Disease or Cystic Fibrosis or
Cancer have to be admitted over and over to a
Children’s Hospital to stabilize and treat their life-
threatening and debilitating illnesses. Children’s
Hospitals have the specialists to improve the quality of
those kids’ lives, helping them to stay at home and stay
in school. THE MOST SERIOUSLY ILL AND INJURED
CHILDREN ARE BEING SAVED EVERY DAY AT A
CHILDREN’S HOSPITAL!

The doctors, nurses, and staff at Children’s Hospitals
are unlike any other people you will ever meet. Their
lives are dedicated to a mission. And that mission is to
treat children with the most serious and deadly diseases like
Leukemia, Cancer, Heart Defects, Sickle Cell Anemia, Diabetes,
and Cystic Fibrosis.

Please join our families and millions of others whose
children need California’s Children’s Hospitals.
PLEASE VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION 61.

TRENT DILFER, Parent
ERIKA FIGUEROA, Parent
DAVID LIU, Parent

REBUTTAL to Argument in Favor of Proposition 61

Rebuilding hospitals can make some select contractors
rich—but it does not guarantee health care for anyone.

The principal problem in California—and across
America—is that we have an estimated 44 million legal
residents (including children) who have no health
insurance and tens of millions more who have inade-
quate coverage.

Persons without adequate health insurance delay
seeking care (until they end up in expensive emergency
rooms) and governmentoperated hospitals, as well
as the many so-alled “nonprofit” corporations that
run most hospitals, seek to charge the uninsured up to
3 times the rates negotiated by public and private
insurers.

The current health care system in California and in
our country is littered with middlemen and profiteers
who steal limited resources from actual care.

brovted on this page are the of
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Put differently, the current system is wasteful and
unfair. We need a “single-payer” health care system
in which every legal resident receives basic health
coverage.

In a political system ludicrously dependent upon
private campaign contributions, entrenched special
interests are able to give money to our elected officials
so that their special interests are preserved or enhanced.

If we continue to have a national government
beholden to the rich, the California Legislature should
establish or offer voters a statewide “single-payer” system
in which persons can have more or less insurance—but
every legal resident has some insurance.

Closing our eyes to the real problems will NOT make
California or America safer or better.

GARY B. WESLEY, Attorney at Law
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California voters have already approved billions of

dollars in bond sales and have mortgaged the future.

The Legislature can always come up with yet another

“motherhood and apple pie” project that would be nice.

However, raising the money (at this.time of deficits and

CHILDREN’S HOSPITAL PROJECTS. GRANT PROGRAM.
BOND ACT. INITIATIVE STATUTE.

ARGUMENT Against Proposition 61

PROP

61

high debt) &y more borrowing is not responsible.
Not only the principal but also decades of interest
would have to be repaid.

GARY B. WESLEY, Attorney at Law

REBUTTAL to Argument Against Proposition 61

We've never heard of this attorney who opposes
Proposition 61. Have you?

He says that Proposition 61 will hurt California’s
future. He’s wrong.

PROPOSITION 61 WILL GIVE THOUSANDS AND
THOUSANDS OF SICK KIDS A CHANCE TO HAVE
A FUTURE—beat their illnesses and live long and
happy lives.

Many mothers of critically ill children worked hard to
collect the signatures to put the Children’s Hospital
Bond on your ballot because California’s Children’s
Hospitals save lives every single day!

Children with leukemia, cancer, sickle cell anemia,
cystic fibrosis, and heart disease. Children who are
severely injured in car wrecks and house fires.

Thanks to the miraculous work, the finest pediatric
research, and the loving care kids get at California’s

Crgwments fronled on thes prage are the apnatons of the authors and have not been checked for accuvaey by any offrcial agene.

Children’s Hospitals, survival rates are improving
dramatically.

Today, 80% of children with leukemia are making it
and 90% survive delicate heart surgery.

This attorney tries to make a joke out of Proposition
61 by calling it a “motherhood issue.”

It is 2 “motherhood issue.” And AS MOTHERS AND
FATHERS OF VERY SICK KIDS WE ARE FIGHTING
FOR THEIR LIVES.

Please vote YES on Proposition 61, the Children’s
Hospital Bond.

JENNIFER HUMMER, Parent
DAVID LIU, Parent
DEBBIE CERVANTES, Parent
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PROPOSITION

62

OFFICIAL TITLE AND SUMMARY

ELECTIONS. PRIMARIES.
INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL
AMENDMENT AND STATUTE.

Prepared by the Attorney General

Elections. Primaries.
Initiative Constitutional Amendment and Statute.
 Requires primary elections where all voters may vote for any state or federal candidate regardless of how
a voter or candidate is registered.
¢ Exempts presidential nominations and elections of party central committees.

e Only the two primary-election candidates receiving most votes for an office, whether they are candidates
with “no party” or members of same or different party, would be listed on general election ballot.

e In special primary election, candidate receiving majority vote is elected.

¢ Requires political party’s consent for identification of candidates’ party registration on ballot and in
l other official election publications.

Summary of Legislative Analyst’s Estimate of Net State and Local Government
Fiscal Impact:

e No significant net fiscal effect on state and local governments.

————— ez e

L - e p——

ANALYSIS BY THE |

BACKGROUND

EGISLATI ANALYST

In March 1996, California voters approved

California generally holds two statewide elections to
elect a candidate to public office—a primary election
(in March) and a general election (in November).
Some public offices (such as the Governor and mem-
bers of the Legislature) are partisan, which means that
a candidate represents a political party in an election.
For partisan offices, the primary election determines
each political party’s nominee for the office. The candi-
date receiving the most votes among a party’s candi-
dates is that party’s nominee for the general election. In
the general election, voters then choose among all of
the parties’ nominees, as well as any independent can-
didates, to elect a candidate to office. Other offices
(such as the Superintendent of Public Instruction and
local officials) are nonpartisan, which means that a can-
didate does not represent a political party. For these
nonpartisan offices, the primary election generally
reduces the field of candidates by advancing the top two
vote-getters to the general election.

For every primary election, each county prepares a
ballot and related materials for each political party.
Those voters affiliated with political parties receive their
party’s ballot. Voters with no party affiliation generally
receive ballots related only to nonpartisan offices and
propositions. This system is known as a “closed” primary
since voters of one party cannot vote for candidates
of any other party. (In California, parties may allow
voters with no party affiliation to receive their party’s
ballot. Three parties chose to allow this for the March
2004 election.) Figure 1 compares this type of primary
system with several other systems, including the one
proposed by this measure.

28 | Title and Summary/Analysis

Proposition 198, which created a “blanket” primary sys-
tem. Proposition 198 allowed all voters, regardless of
party affiliation, to vote for any candidate in a primary
election. As with the existing system, the candidate from
each party receiving the most votes in the primary
appeared on the general election ballot. This system
was used for primaries in 1998 and 2000. The United
States Supreme Court, however, ruled in June 2000 that
this system was unconstitutional and could no longer be
used. As a result, the state returned to using party-
specific ballots for primaries in 2002.

PROPOSAL

Changes to Primary System. This measure amends both
the State Constitution and state statutes to make
changes to primary elections. For most state and feder-
al elected offices, this measure allows voters—including
those not affiliated with a political party—to vote for
any candidate regardless of the candidate’s political
party. The measure applies to the election of state con-
stitutional officers, members of the Legislature, and
members of Congress. The measure, however, does not
apply to the election of the U.S. President or political
party committees. If approved, the new system would be
used beginning with the March 2006 primary.

Under the measure, each county would prepare for
use by all voters a single, primary ballot covering most
offices. (There would, however, be a separate party-
specific ballot for U.S. President and political party
committees.) Candidates affiliated with parties and
independent candidates would appear on the primary
ballot. In each primary, only the top two vote-receiving
candidates—regardless of party identification—would
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ELECTIONS. PRIMARIES. o

INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT AND STATUTE.

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST (CONT.)

A DA RS RSB

TYPES OF PRIMARY ELECTIONS

Closed

Use in California
Prior to 1998 and since 2002 -

Limited Open

Description

Voters choose which party’s
ballot to receive. Like the
closed primary, a voter can

Voters only receive their party’s
ballot? Each party’s top vote-
getter advances to the general

1
P

All voters receive the same

b

candidates from different

Blanket Modified Blanket

998 and 2000, under

r Would be implemented beginning
roposition 198

in 2006 under Proposition 62.

Primaries are not %arty-based.
All voters receive the same
ballot. Like the blanket primary,

allot. A voter can choose

election. only vote for candidates from Earties for different offices. voters can choose candidates
a single party. Each party’s ach party’s top vote-getter from different parties for
top vote-getter advances to advances to the general different offices. However, unlike
the general election. election. the blanket primary, only the
L the general election—regardless
| of party affiliation.
| 2|n California, parties may allow voters with no party affiliation to receive their party’s ballot.

top two vote-getters advance to [
|

be placed on the general election ballot. These two can-
didates would be the candidates on the general election
ballot. (A write-in candidate could increase the number
of general election candidates.)

Comparison to Proposition 198. As under Proposi-
tion 198, the measure would not require a voter to
select candidates from the same party for all offices.
Instead, a voter could choose candidates from different
political parties for different offices. Unlike Proposition
198, however, this measure would not guarantee that
each party has a candidate on the general election bal-
lot. Only the top two vote-getters would advance to the
general election. It would be possible for both general
election candidates to have the same party affiliation.

Related Provisions in Proposition 60. Proposition 60 on
this ballot also contains provisions affecting which pri-
mary candidates advance to the general election ballot.
That measure would require each party’s top vote-getter
in the primary to appear on the general election ballot
(as is the case currently). The State Constitution pro-
vides that if the provisions of two approved propo-
sitions are in conflict, only the provisions of the meas-
ure with the higher number of yes votes at the statewide
election take effect.

Other Provisions. Proposition 62 also makes a number
of other changes to the state’s election procedures,
including easing the requirements for political parties
and candidates to participate in primary elections. For

instance, in order to participate in a primary under cur- -

rent law, candidates must collect a certain number of

signatures from registered voters affiliated with their
own party. Under this measure, candidates could collect
these signatures from any registered voters, regardless
of party affiliation.

FiscaL EFFECT

This measure would change some of the administra-
tive procedures associated with holding elections.
In some cases, these changes could increase state and
county election costs. For instance, this measure would
tend to increase the number of candidates on pri-
mary election ballots due to eased participation
requirements and the inclusion of independent candi-
dates. Consequently, the state and counties may exper-
ience increased printing and mailing costs for the
preparation of primary election ballots and informa-
tional materials.

In other cases, the measure could reduce election
costs. For example, by eliminating in some instances
the need to prepare different ballots for each political
party, counties could realize some savings. For general
election ballots, the measure would reduce the
number of candidates (by limiting candidates to the
top two vote-getters from the primary). As a result,
the state and counties may experience reductions
in general election costs from the reduced number of
candidates.

These costs and savings would be relatively minor
and would tend to offset each other. As a result, we esti-
mate that the measure would result in no significant
net fiscal effect on state and local governments.
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THE VOTER CHOICE PRIMARY GIVES YOU THE
POWER—NOT THE PARTY BOSSES AND POLITICIANS

Proposition 62, The Voter Choice Primary Initiative,
allows every voter—including independent voters —to vote
for the best candidate for office, regardless of party, in
primary elections.

The Voter Choice Primary is similar to the method
Californians have used for the past century to elect may-
ors, city council members, county supervisors, and dis-
trict attorneys.

Proposition 62 puts power—and choice—back in your
hands and takes it away from the party bosses and polit-
ical insiders who’ve stacked the system in their favor—at
our expense.

THE VOTER CHOICE PRIMARY ACT IS BADLY
NEEDED REFORM

It will:

¢ open up California’s elections process

e expand voter choices

¢ increase voter participation

e create more competition in elections

¢ make more accountable our state’s elected officials,

so they are responsive to all voters—not just the spe-
cial interests and those at the ideological extremes

CALIFORNIA VOTERS SUPPORT PRIMARY ELEC-
TION REFORM

California voters passed primary election reform in
1996 with almost 60% of the vote over the opposition of
the party bosses. The 1998 and 2000 elections were run
under these reforms and voter participation increased.
But the party bosses used the courts to block these
reforms they couldn’t defeat at the ballot box.
Proposition 62 is written in a manner that addresses
the concerns of the courts and restores the will of the
people of California.

RESTORE COMPETITION—OPEN UP THE CUR-
RENT PRIMARY SYSTEM THAT'S STACKED AGAINST
THE VOTERS

ELECTIONS. PRIMARIES.

INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT AND STATUTE.
ARGUMENT in Favor of Proposition 62

Politicians of both major parties cut a backroom deal
to protect incumbents. They created mainly “safe” leg-
islative districts where party registration heavily favors
one party or the other. The winner of the majority
party’s primary election is virtually guaranteed victory in
the almost meaningless general election. Meanwhile,
voters in other political parties have no real voice in the
selection of their representatives in Sacramento and
Washington. :

The politicians and party bosses like the current sys-
tem because they can control it.

That’s why we're stuck with an unpopular State
Legislature that’s out of touch with the will of California
voters,

HOW WOULD IT WORK?

In primary elections, every voter would receive a ballot
listing the name of all candidates and in most cases their
party registration. Voters, including independents, can
pick the candidate of their choice for each office,
regardless of the candidate’s party registration. The top
two vote-getters, regardless of party, would face each
other in the November generalpelection. (Presidential
nominating and party central committee elections
would be unaffected by the Voter Choice Primary.)

PROPOSITION 62 IS OPPOSED BY THE PARTY
BOSSES

The party bosses are running a cynical scare cam-
paign to hang on to their power by confusing voters
ab%ut the Voter Choice Primary. Don't let them get away
with it.

When it comes to elections, you—the voter—should be
the boss.

STEVE WESTLY, California State Controller
RICHARD ]. RIORDAN, California Secretary for Education
BECKY MORGAN, Former State Senator

REBUTTAL to Argument in Favor of Proposition 62

Don’t be fooled!

Prop. 62 is NOT the same as what voters passed in
1996. Under the previous blanket primary, a nominee
from each political party appeared on the November
ballot. Voters had REAL CHOICE!

Under Prop. 62, only TWO candidates will appear on
the November ballot—and they can be FROM THE
SAME POLITICAL PARTY!

Prop. 62 is so flawed that only one other state—
Louisiana—uses such a system. There, it helped KKK
leader David Duke make the runoff for Governor—with
only 32% of the vote! Washington state recently reject-
ed this system. So should California.

The proponents behind Prop. 62 talk about “expand-
ing voter choices”—BUT 62 does the OPPOSITE,
restricting voters to only TWO CHOICES in November
and forcing smaller parties’ candidates off the ballot.

They talk about “creating more competition”—BUT
62 creates LESS competition in November’s election.

They talk about “increasing voter participation”™—
BUT don't tell you that Louisiana has one of the lowest
voter turnouts because voters have such limited choice.
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Here’s what Prop. 62 really does:
e Eliminates voter choice in General Elections
e Boosts extremist candidates
* Suppresses voter turnout, making Legislators LESS
ACCOUNTABLE
* Repeals current law prohibiting a candidate from
running for more than one office at the same time
Don’t be fooled! Groups as diverse as Common
Cause, Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association, and
California Federation of Teachers strongly OPPOSE 62.

KRIS GREENLEE, Vice-Chair
California Common Cause

HONORABLE MIMI WALTERS, Founding Member
California Women’s Leadership Association

GEORGE RUNNER, Co-Chair
Citizens and Law Enforcement Against Election Fraud
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ELECTIONS. PRIMARIES. '
INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT AND STATUTE. 62

ARGUMENT Against Proposition 62

Proposition 62 is NOT reform. It RESTRICTS VOTER Under Prop. 62, that DIVERSITY COULD BE UNDER-
CHOICE, makes the Legislature LESS ACCOUNTABLE ~ MINED. The Legislature could be dominated by VERY
and greatly damages California democracy. Vote NO on 62.  WEALTHY SPECIAL INTERESTS.

The special interests behind ProE. 62 want California to Who is paying for 62? A small group of millionaires who
join Louisiana as the only state in the nation with a bizarre have LOST at the ballot box and now want to change the
system based on Louisiana law that SEVERELY rules to manipulate primary elections and limit YOUR

RESTRICTS voter choice in November elections. choice in General Elections, giving themselves a better
There’s a reason NO OTHER STATE has such a  chance to win.
system—it’s deeply flawed and undemocratic! Don't let them get away with stealing your choice and
It helped Ku Klux Klan Leader David Duke run for  your vote.
Governor and has resulted in Louisiana having one of the Conservative, moderate, and liberal public interest
LOWEST VOTER TURNOUTS in the nation. We  organizations are working together to urge you to vote NO
shouldn’t pattern California on Louisiana’s bad laws. on 62.
Here’s how Prop. 62 would undermine your vote: COMMON CAUSE, THE HOWARD JARVIS TAXPAY-

In primary elections, all candidates would appear in a ERS ASSOCIATION, THE LATINO COALITION, THE
long list on the same ballot. Only the top two vote-getters, LEAGUE OF CONSERVATION VOTERS, AND THE CEN-
regardless of political party, would be allowed on the TER FOR VOTING AND DEMOCRACY all say NO to 62.
November ballot. In many races, YOUR ONLY CHOICE The Congress of California Seniors and California
WILL BE TWO CANDIDATES FROM THE SAME PARTY.  Federation of Teachers also say NO.

If Prop. 62 had been in effect since 2000, over 350 can- ALL SEVEN POLITICAL PARTIES, WHO RARELY
didates would have been barred from the November ballot.  AGREE ON ANYTHING, URGE YOU TO VOTE NO ON 62.
Those candidates received over 8.2 million votes—votes Prop. 62 would:
that would be BANNED by Prop. 62. s Eliminate voter choice in General Elections

Democrats could be forced to vote for a Republican in e Force Green, Libertarian, and other political par-
many races, or not vote at all. Likewise, Republicans could ties off the November ballot
be forced to vote for Democrats. That’s not choice and it’s e Make it harder for women and minorities to win
not democracy. elections

Other smaller parties—Greens, Libertarians, American ® Make the Legislature less accountable
Independent, Peace & Freedom, and Natural Law—would Protect your VOTE and our DEMOCRACY—vote NO
all effectively be FORCED OFF THE NOVEMBER BALLOT. ~ on 62.

WE NEED CHOICES AND ACCOUNTABILITY. MAR ;

INSTEAD, PROP. 62 INTRODUCES LOUISIANA'S Cal‘fﬁ,ﬁ%ﬁﬁ;ﬁ;ﬁ’ﬁf}mmﬂs
DEEPLY FLAWED SYSTEM THAT ELIMINATES CHOICE MARIO RODRIGUEZ, Chairman
AND MAKES THE LEGISLATURE LESS ACCOUNTABLE. The Latino Coalition

Currently, we have a diverse Legislature with a represent- JON COUPAL, President

ative number of Latino, Asian, and African Americans Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association

serving, as well as a good mix of men and women.

REBUTTAL to Argument Against Proposition 62

Everything you've just read in the opponents’ argu- by the party bosses, legislative leaders, and special inter-

ments against Prop. 62 are misleading scare tactics. ests have been described as:
They claim they're protecting your right to vote. e a “smelly stunt” (Los Angeles Times, 6/28/04)
FACT: THEY'RE TRYING TO DENY YOU THE RIGHT TO ¢ “sneaky—legislative maneuvering” and “an unvar-
VOTE FOR ANY CANDIDATE YOU CHOOSE, REGARDLESS nished effort to undermine” the Voter Choice
OF PARTY. Open Primary initiative (San Jose Mercury News,
They claim Proposition 62 is a scary new thing. FACT: 6/25/04)
CALIFORNIA VOTERS OVERWHELMINGLY PASSED e “a remarkable display of audacity...using a full
ELECTION REFORM IN 1996, WINNING 60% OF THE array of fairness-flouting tactics” (San Francisco
VOTE AND CARRYING ALL 58 COUNTIES. Chronicle, 6/23/04)
They claim the Voter Choice Primary has something Had enough?!
to do with Louisiana. FACT: IT’S MODELED AFTER THE VISIT WWW.OPENPRIMARY.ORG FOR THE
WAY CALIFORNIANS HAVE ELECTED OUR LOCAL  FACTS.
OFFICIALS FOR ALMOST 100 YEARS. JOIN SENATOR JOHN McCAIN IN SUPPORTING

They claim the Voter Choice Primary will reduce PROP. 62. Take power away from the party bosses!
diversity. FACT: THE PRIMARY SYSTEM USED IN 1998 VOTE YES on 62!
AND 2000 INCREASED WOMEN AND MINOKTTY  1EON PANETTA, Former White House Chiefof Staff
: ok . President Clinton
They claim this is about David Duke. FACT: A former o P :
KKK Grand Wizard and John Birch Society members JULIE PUENTES, Executive Vice-President

: < - Orange County Business Council
have been nominated THROUGH CLOSED PRIMARIES HARRIET HOFFMAN, State Coordinator

here in California. Proposition 62 guards AGAINST Committee for an Independent Voice

extremism.
That's why the deceitful efforts against Prop. 62 led
ERO051
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PROPOSITION

63

OFFICIAL TITLE AND SUMMARY

MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES EXPANSION,
FUNDING. TAX ON PERSONAL INCOMES ABOVE
$1 MILLION. INITIATIVE STATUTE.

Prepared by the Attorney General

Mental Health Services Expansion, Funding.
Tax on Personal Incomes Above $1 Million. Initiative Statute.
e Provides funds to counties to expand services and develop innovative programs and
integrated service plans for mentally ill children, adults and seniors.
e Requires state to develop mental health service programs including prevention, early |
intervention, education and training programs.
o Creates commission to approve certain county mental health programs and
expenditures.
¢ Imposes additional 1% tax on taxpayers’ taxable personal income above $1 million to
provide dedicated funding for expansion of mental health services and programs.
o Prohibits state from decreasing funding levels for mental health services below current
levels.

Summary of Legislative Analyst’s Estimate of Net State and Local Government
Fiscal Impact:

e Additional state revenues of about $275 million in 2004-05 (partial year), $750 million
in 2005-06, $800 million in 2006-07, and probably increasing amounts annually
thereafter, with comparable annual increases in expenditures by the state and counties
for the expansion of mental health programs.

e Unknown state and local savings from expanded county mental health services that
partly offset the cost of this measure, potentially amounting to as much as the low
hundreds of millions of dollars annually.

e e e - T ——————— e

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST

BACKGROUND
County mental health services are paid for

County Mental Health Services. Counties are
the primary providers of mental health care in
California communities for persons who lack
private coverage for such care. Both children
and adults are eligible to receive such assis-
tance. Counties provide a range of psychiatric,
counseling, hospitalization, and other treat-
ment services to patients. In addition, some
counties arrange other types of assistance such
as housing, substance abuse treatment, and
employment services to help their clients. A
number of counties have established so-called
“systems of care” to coordinate the provision
of both medical and nonmedical services for
persons with mental health problems.

32 |Title and Summary/Analysis

with a mix of state, local, and federal funds. As
part of a prior transfer of mental health pro-
gram responsibilities from the state to coun-
ties, some state revenues are automatically set
aside for the support of county mental health
programs and thus are not provided through
the annual state budget act. Other state sup-
port for county mental health programs is pro-
vided through the annual state budget act and
thus is subject to change by actions of the
Legislature and Governor.

State Personal Income Tax System. California’s
personal income tax was established in 1935
and is the state’s single largest revenue source.
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MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES EXPANSION, FUNDING. TAX ON

PERSONAL INCOMES ABOVE $1 MILLION. INITIATIVE STATUTE. [{i%]

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST (CONT.)

It is expected to generate an estimated
$39 billion in revenues for the support of
state government in 2004-05. The tax is levied
on both residents and nonresidents, with the
latter paying taxes on income derived only
from California sources. Tax rates range from
1 percent to 9.3 percent, depending on a tax-
payer’s income level.

PROPOSAL

This proposition establishes a state personal
income tax surcharge of 1 percent on taxpay-
ers with annual taxable incomes of more than
$1 million. Funds resulting from the
surcharge would be used to expand county
mental health programs.

New Revenues Generated Under the Measure.
This measure establishes a surcharge of 1 per-
cent on the portion of a taxpayer’s taxable
income that exceeded $1 million. The sur-
charge would be levied on all such tax filers
beginning January 1, 2005. We estimate that
25,000 to 30,000 taxpayers would be subject to
paying the surcharge.

Under this measure, beginning in 2004-05,
the State Controller would transfer specified
amounts of state funding on a monthly basis
into 2 new state fund named the Mental
Health Services Fund. The amounts trans-
ferred would be based on an estimate of the
revenues to be received from the surcharge.
The amounts deposited into the fund would
be adjusted later to reflect the revenues actu-
ally received from the tax surcharge.

How This Funding Would Be Spent. Beginning
in 2004-05, revenues deposited in the Mental
Health Services Fund would be used to create
new county mental health programs and to
expand some existing programs. These funds
would not be provided through the annual
state budget act and thus amounts would not
be subject to change by actions of the
Legislature and Governor. Specifically, the
funds could be used for the following activities:

For text of Propositior page

e Children’s System of Care. Expansion of exist-
ing county system of care services for chil-
dren who lack other public or private
health coverage to pay for mental health
treatment.

e Adult System of Care. Expansion of existing
county system of care services for adults with
serious mental disorders or who are at seri-
ous risk of such disorders if they do not
receive treatment.

e Prevention and Early Intervention. New
county prevention and early intervention
programs to get persons showing early signs
of a mental illness into treatment quickly
before their illness becomes more severe.

“Wraparound” Services for Families. A new
program to provide state assistance to coun-
ties, where feasible, to establish wrap-
around services, which provide various
types of medical and social services for fam-
ilies (for example, family counseling)
where the children are at risk of being
placed in foster care.

e “Innovation” Programs. New county pro-
grams to experiment with ways to improve
access to mental health services, including
for underserved groups, to improve pro-
gram quality, or to promote interagency
collaboration in the delivery of services to
clients.

e Mental Health Workforce: Education and
Training. Stipends, loan forgiveness, schol-
arship programs, and other new efforts to
(1) address existing shortages of mental
health staffing in county programs and
(2) help provide the additional staffing that
would be needed to carry out the program
expansions proposed in this measure.

e Capital Facilities and Technology. A new
program to allocate funding to counties
for technology improvements and capital
facilities needed to provide mental health
services.

ER053
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MM MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES EXPANSION, FUNDING. TAX ON

PERSONAL INCOMES ABOVE $1 MILLION. INITIATIVE STATUTE.

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST (CONT.)

This measure specifies the portion of funds
that would be devoted to particular activities.
In 2004-05, most of the funding would be
provided for expanding the mental health
care workforce and for capital facility and
technology improvements. In subsequent
years, most funding would be used for new
prevention and early intervention programs
and various expansions of the existing types
of services provided by counties directly to
mental health clients.

Oversight and Administration. Under the
terms of the proposition, each county would
draft and submit for state review and approval
a threeyear plan for the delivery of mental
health services within its jurisdiction. Counties
would also be required to prepare annual
updates and expenditure plans for the provi-
sion of mental health services.

The Department of Mental Health, in coor-
dination with certain other state agencies,
would have the lead state role in implement-
ing most of the programs specified in the
measure and allocating the funds through
contracts with counties. In addition, a new
Mental Health Services Oversight and
Accountability Commission would be estab-
lished to review county plans for mental
health services and to approve expenditures
for certain programs. The existing Mental
Health Planning Council would continue to
review the performance of the adult and chil-
dren’s system of care programs. The Franchise
Tax Board would be the lead state agency

34 | Analysis

responsible for administration of the tax pro-
visions of this proposition.

The measure permits up to 5 percent of the
funding transferred into the Mental Health
Services Fund to be used to offset state costs
for implementation of the measure. Up to an
additional 5 percent could be used annually
for county planning and other administrative
activities to implement this measure.

Other Fiscal Provisions. The proposition spec-
ifies that the revenues generated from the tax
surcharge must be used to expand mental
health services and could not be used for
other purposes. In addition, the state and
counties would be prohibited from redirect-
ing funds now used for mental health services
to other purposes. The state would specifically
be barred from reducing General Fund sup-
port, entitlements to services, and formula dis-
tributions of funds now dedicated for mental
health services below the levels provided in
2003-04.

The state would also be prohibited from
changing mental health programs to increase
the share of their cost borne by a county or to
increase the financial risk to a county for the
provision of such services unless the state pro-
vided adequate funding to fully compensate
for the additional costs or financial risk.

FiscaL EFFECTS

Revenue and Expenditure Increases. The tax
surcharge would generate new state revenues
of approximately $275 million in 2004-05,
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MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES EXPANSION, FUNDING. TAX ON

PERSONAL INCOMES ABOVE $1 MILLION. INITIATIVE STATUTE. 63

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST (CONT.)

$750 million in 2005-06, $800 million in
2006-07, and probably increasing amounts
annually thereafter. (The impact in 2004-05 is
a partial-year effect generated by increased
taxpayer withholding, with the first full-year
impact occurring in 2005-06.) The state and
counties would incur additional expenditures
for mental health programs basically mirror-
ing the additional revenues generated by the
surcharge.

Reduction in Support Prohibited. As noted
earlier, this measure contains provisions that
prohibit the state from reducing financial sup-
port for mental health programs below the
9003—04 level and that restrict certain other
changes in mental health programs. Such
restrictions could prevent the Legislature and
Governor from taking certain actions in the
future to reduce state expenditures for mental
health services. As a result, state spending in
the future could be higher than it otherwise
would have been.

State and County Administrative Costs. This
measure would result in significant increased
state and local administrative expenditures
related to the proposed expansion of county
mental health services. These costs could
amount to several millions of dollars annually
for the state, with comparable additional costs
incurred by county mental health systems on a
statewide basis. These administrative costs
would be largely if not completely offset by
the additional revenues generated under
this measure.

For of Proposition 63 see p

The state administrative costs associated
with the tax provisions of this measure would
be minor.

Additional Federal Funds. The expansion of
county mental health services provided under
this proposition—particularly the provisions
expanding services for adults who are mentally
ill—could result in the receipt of additional
federal funds for community mental health
services under the Medi-Cal Program. The
amount of additional federal funds is
unknown and would depend upon how the
state and counties implement this proposal,
but could potentally exceed $100 million
annually on a statewide basis.

Partially Offsetting Savings. State and national
studies have indicated that mental health pro-
grams similar to some of those expanded by
this measure generate significant savings to
state and local governments that partly offset
their additional cost. Studies of such pro-
grams in California to date suggest that much
of the savings would probably accrue to local
government. The expansion of county mental
health services as proposed in this measure
would probably result in savings on state
prison and county jail operations, medical
care, homeless shelters, and social services
programs. The extent of these potential savings
to the state and local agencies is unknown,
but could amount to as much as the low
hundreds of millions of dollars annually on a
statewide basis.
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Almost 40 years ago, California emptied its mental hos-
pitals, promising to fully fund community mental health
services. That promise is still unfulfilled.

Hundreds of thousands of children and adults in
California suffer from severe mental illnesses and cannot
get the treatment they need. These children fail in
school. Adults end up on the streets or in jail.

Proposition 63:

e Provides comprehensive mental health care for chil-
dren, adults, and seniors.

* Helps individuals and families without insurance, or
whose insurance doesn’t pay for needed services.

e Includes mental health treatment, general medical
care, housing, job training, and prescription drugs.

o Is paid for by a 1% tax on income over $1 million per
year—people earning less than $1 million per year won t pay
anything extra. '

* Supports innovative programs that are proven to work.

* Requires annual oversight and accountability proce-
dures to ensure funds are properly spent.

Proposition 63 also provides prevention services to
help children, adults, and seniors get care before a mental
illness becomes disabling.

The nonpartisan California Legislative Analyst concludes
that Proposition 63 could save taxpayers hundreds of millions of
dollars annually by reducing expenses for medical care, homeless
shelters, and law enforcement.

CALIFORNIA’S DOCTORS AND NURSES SUPPORT
PROPOSITION 63 BECAUSE TREATMENT WORKS

Mental illness does not have to be disabling. With
proper care, children can return to a normal life and
enjoy success in school. Adults and seniors can regain
their dignity and find productive work.

Mental illness often goes untreated because people
lack access to care. State funding covers only a fraction of
those needing help. Families whose loved ones begin
treatment often find their insurance inadequate.

MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES EXPANSION, FUNDING. TAX ON
PERSONAL INCOMES ABOVE $1 MILLION. INITIATIVE STATUTE.

ARGUMENT in Favor of Proposition 63

Proposition 63 provides effective treatment for all of
those being denied care. It gives medical professionals
the tools to save lives.

POLICE CHIEFS SUPPORT PROPOSITION 63
BECAUSE IT WILL MAKE CALIFORNIA SAFER

Twenty percent of a police officer’s time is spent deal-
ing with people with mental illnesses. One in three peo-
ple who are homeless are on the streets only because of
untreated mental illness.

Our prisons and jails are full of thousands of people
with mental illnesses who would not be there if they had
been offered treatment. We should provide care before
people end up on the streets, or behind bars. Then our
police officers can focus on criminals, instead of people
who are ill and need help.

CALIFORNIA'S TEACHERS SUPPORT PROPOSI-
TION 63 BECAUSE IT WILL HELP CHILDREN SUC-
CEED IN SCHOOL AND IN LIFE

It’s heartbreaking to watch children fall into mental ill-
ness. They struggle in school, unable to focus on learning.
Left untreated, many withdraw from teachers, friends,
and family. Finding it difficult to “fit in” at school, many
drop out. All of these consequences are preventable.

Proposition 63 provides for early intervention and badly
needed services. It will help children avoid mental illness,
or cope with its effects, and get back on track to learning.

MANY OF US KNOW SOMEONE WHO HAS SUF-
FERED FROM A SEVERE MENTAL ILLNESS. IT IS
TIME TO STOP THE SUFFERING.

PLEASE VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION 63.

For more: www.CampaignForMentalHealth.org

DEBORAH BURGER, President

California Nurses Association

CHIEF CAM SANCHEZ, President

California Police Chiefs Association
BARBARA KERR, President
California Teachers Association

REBUTTAL to Argument in Favor of Proposition 63

We must get the mentally ill off the streets and get them the
treatment they need. For too long, those who suffer have been left
without hope and without help.

We agree!

However, we are not swayed by those who would use
nice words to pass a shortsighted measure that is guar-
anteed to cause long-term failure. The problems the
mentally ill face require a REAL PLAN for the future;
not promises of funding tied to dangerously volatile
income sources, which can vanish in a heartbeat.

We all remember the economic bubble that burst in
California a few years ago. Budget surpluses abounded,
but suddenly without warning, the high incomes and
windfalls disappeared—and took important tax dollars
along with them! Overnight, looming deficits and pro-
gram cuts appeared. This measure follows the same risky
path, pinning itself to those very incomes. Such folly is
unreliable and irresponsible.

36 | Arguments Arguments printed on this page e the opr

TAXPAYER-FUNDED INTERESTS pushing this new
bureaucracy claim that similar programs have “demon-
strated their effectiveness” in terms of “providing serv-
ices,” but that is not the same thing as reducing mental ill-
ness or manifestations of it. Nor does any evidence show
that state and local costs have declined as a result.

We need to do something about mental illness, and
reject fake solutions like Proposition 63 that only post-
pone serious fixes for later. This sleight-of-hand. substitute
is a feel-good proposal that doesn’t plan for the future
and doesn’t make sense. Our children and families
require better.

We urge you to vote NO on 63.

THE HONORABLE TIM LESLIE, Assemblyman
California State Legislature

DAVID YOW, Member
Citizens for a Healthy California
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MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES EXPANSION, FUNDING. TAX ON
PERSONAL INCOMES ABOVE $1 MILLION. INITIATIVE STATUTE.

ARGUMENT Against Proposition 63

Proposition 63 is a flawed attempt to fix a serious prob-
lem. Californians are compassionate, and that’s why we
care about making sure that government is both
responsible AND effective. This tax initiative, however,
is neither. It promises wonderful things, but the benefit
is much smaller and the price tag much larger than propo-
nents are telling you.

This new law forces the Legislature to continue
funding existing mental health programs at their cur-
rent levels, regardless of effectiveness or efficiency. While
United States Department of Justice investigations have
found severe abuses within California’s Department of
Mental Health, proponents suggest we expand that sys-
tem rather than first resolving the problems it already
faces.

As if that weren’t bad enough, Proposition 63 pins
the hopes and needs of thousands of Californians upon
a NARROWLY DRAWN SEGMENT OF A FEW TAX-
PAYERS’ INCOMES. That is not wise, and it is not safe.
Of course, most people aren’t millionaires, but when
those required to pay this tax end up leaving the state—
the way they have been in increasing numbers since the
Gray Davis days—they will take their tax dollars with
them. The very same tax dollars this program needs to sur-
vive, That leaves the rest of us stuck trying to pay the
tab, and helplessly watching other important services
get cut to make up the difference.

On paper, this plan promises a lot. Helping the men-
tally ill sounds good. However, the measure itself is

fatally flawed, because its funding structure is too nar-
rowly drawn and highly vulnerable to even slight economic
changes. So, you see, the failure to provide a long-term
solution for mental health needs in our state will only
create even bigger problems that need to be solved . . . and
leave us with the original challenges, as well.

It is compassionate to help, but this plan is the wrong
way to do it. It is time for real reform—not irresponsible
measures like this one that merely substitute one bro-
ken bureaucracy for another. All Californians deserve a
government that plans for the future, not one that
threatens it with a nightmarish, risky scheme that will
leave us with larger problems than ever before.

Join many Californians from all walks of life, includ-
ing community leaders, state legislators, health care
advocates, elected city officials, and others who care
about the people in our communities in voting NO on
this well-intended but short-sighted initiative. In the long
run, this backward plan will only hurt those it's meant
to help.

DR. WILLIAM ALLEN, Professor
UCLA Department of Economics

THE HONORABLE RAY HAYNES, Assemblyman
California State Legislature

LEW UHLER, President
National Tax Limitation Commitiee

REBUTTAL to Argument Against Proposition 63

PROPOSITION 63 HELPS EVERYONE IN CALIFORNIA.

Treating mental illness doesn’t just mean helping
individuals.

It means better schools and businesses, and safer com-
munities.

Successful treatment keeps adults healthy, employed,
and self-sufficient. It helps children stay and succeed in
school. Police can focus on crime, instead of untreated
mental illness.

PROPOSITION 63 EXPANDS A PROGRAM THAT
WORKS.

After decades of neglecting mental illness, California
began an experimental, community-based mental
health program five years ago. It helps teenagers and
adults get the care they need from one place. Special
community teams offer treatment, medicines, housing,
job training, and other assistance.

The program has been studied extensively. (See
www.AB34.0rg.) The results show that three times more
people found employment than had worked previously.
Those enrolled had a 66% reduction in hospital days,
and an 81% reduction in jail days.

A panel of nationally recognized experts calls this pro-
gram a model for the nation.

\rgaments fronted on this page ave the opmions of the auth
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Right now, the program is small, reaching fewer than
10% of those who could benefit. Thousands are turned
away.

Proposition 63 makes this new model program available to
the thousands now turned away.

PROPOSITION 63 REQUIRES STRICT ACCOUNT-
ABILITY.

Under Proposition 63:

¢ Funding goes only to these proven, new programs.

® Bureaucrats can’t redirect the funding.

* An oversight panel of independent, unpaid mem-

bers supervises expenditures.

» To ensure accountability, they can cut off programs

that aren’t effective.

Proposition 63 only taxes individuals on their taxable,
personal income over $1 million. The tax is just 1%. It’s
even deductible from federal taxes.

Please vote YES on Proposition 63.

CARLA NINO, President

California State PTA
ARETA CROWELL, President

Mental Health Association in California
DR. DANA WARE, President

Calj ja Acade Family Physici
alifornia Academy of Family Physicians EROS7
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PROPOSITION

64

OFFICIAL TITLE AND SUMMARY

Limits on Private Enforcement of Unfair Business |

Competition Laws. Initiative Statute.

e Limits individual’s right to sue by allowing private enforcement of unfair business competition
laws only if that individual was actually injured by, and suffered financial/property loss because
of, an unfair business practice.

LiMiTS ON PRIVATE ENFORCEMENT OF
UNFAIR BUSINESS COMPETITION LAwS.
INITIATIVE STATUTE.

Prepared by the Attorney General

* Requires private representative claims to comply with procedural requirements applicable to
class action lawsuits.

e Authorizes only the California Attorney General or local government prosecutors to sue on
behalf of general public to enforce unfair business competition laws.

e Limits use of monetary penalties recovered by Attorney General or local government prosecutors
to enforcement of consumer protection laws.

Summary of Legislative Analyst’s Estimate of Net State and Local Government
Fiscal Impact:
e Unknown state costs or savings depending on whether the measure significantly increases or
decreases court workload related to unfair competition lawsuits and the extent to which funds
diverted by this measure are replaced.

e Unknown potential costs to local governments depending on the extent to which funds diverted
l by this measure are replaced.
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ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST

BACKGROUND
California’s unfair competition law prohibits any
person from engaging in any unlawful or fraudu-

of a group of individuals as a class of persons with
a common interest, (2) demonstration that there

lent business act. This law may be enforced in
court by the Attorney General, local public prose-
cutors, or a person acting in the interest of itself,
its members, or the public. Examples of this type
of lawsuit include cases involving deceptive or mis-
leading advertising or violations of state law
intended to protect the public well-being, such as
health and safety requirements.

Currently, a person initiating a lawsuit under the
unfair competition law is not required to show that
he/she suffered injury or lost money or property.
Also, the Attorney General and local public prose-
cutors can bring an unfair competition lawsuit
without demonstrating an injury or the loss of
money or property of a claimant.

Currently, persons initiating unfair competition
lawsuits do not have to meet the requirements for
class action lawsuits. Requirements for a class
action lawsuit include (1) certification by the court

38 | Title and Summary/Analysis

is a benefit to the parties of the lawsuit and the
court from having a single case, and (3) notifica-
tion of all potential members of the class.

In cases brought by the Attorney General or
local public prosecutors, violators of the unfair
competition law may be required to pay civil penal-
ties up to $2,500 per violation. Currently, state and
local governments may use the revenue from such
civil penalties for general purposes.

PROPOSAL

This measure makes the following changes to

the current unfair competition law:

* Restricts Who Can Bring Unfair Competition
Lawsuits. This measure prohibits any person,
other than the Attorney General and local
public prosecutors, from bringing a lawsuit
for unfair competition unless the person has
suffered injury and lost money or property.
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LIMITS ON PRIVATE ENFORCEMENT OF UNFAIR BUSINESS
COMPETITION LAWS. INITIATIVE STATUTE.

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST (CONT.)

e Requires Lawsuits Brought on Behalf of Others to
Be Class Actions. This measure requires that
unfair competition lawsuits initiated by any
person, other than the Attorney General and
local public prosecutors, on behalf of others,
‘meet the additional requirements of class
action lawsuits.

o Restricts the Use of Civil Penalty Revenues. This
measure requires that civil penalty revenues
received by state and local governments from
the violation of unfair competition law be
used only by the Attorney General and local
public prosecutors for the enforcement of
consumer protection laws.

FiscAL EFFECTS
State Government

Trial Courts. This measure would have an
unknown fiscal impact on state support for local
trial courts. This effect would depend primarily on
whether the measure increases or decreases the
overall level of court workload dedicated to unfair
competition cases. If the level of court workload
significantly decreases because of the proposed
restrictions on unfair competition lawsuits, there
could be state savings. Alternatively, this measure
could increase court workload, and therefore state
costs, to the extent there is an increase in class
action lawsuits and their related requirements.
The number of cases that would be affected by this
measure and the corresponding state costs or sav-
ings for support of local trial courts is unknown.

Revenues. This measure requires that certain state
civil penalty revenue be diverted from general state
purposes to the Attorney General for enforcement
of consumer protection laws. To the extent that this
diverted revenue is replaced by the General Fund,
there would be a state cost. However, there is no
provision in the measure requiring such replace-
ment.

For text of Proposition 64 see page 109.

Local Government

The measure requires that local government
civil penalty revenue be diverted from general
local purposes to local public prosecutors for
enforcement of consumer protection laws. To the
extent that this diverted revenue is replaced by
local general fund monies, there would be a cost
to local government. However, there is no provi-
sion in the measure requiring the replacement of
diverted revenues.

Other Effects on State and Local
Government Costs

The measure could result in other less direct,
unknown fiscal effects on the state and localities.
For example, this measure could result in
increased workload and costs to the Attorney
General and local public prosecutors to the extent
that they pursue certain unfair competition cases
that other persons are precluded from bringing
under this measure. These costs would be offset to
some unknown extent by civil penalty revenue ear-
marked by the measure for the enforcement of
consumer protection laws.

Also, to the extent the measure reduces business
costs associated with unfair competition lawsuits, it
may improve firms' profitability and eventually
encourage additional economic activity, thereby
increasing state and local revenues. Alternatively,
there could be increased state and local govern-
ment costs. This could occur to the extent that
future lawsuits that would have been brought
under current law by a person on behalf of others
involving, for example, violations of health and
safety requirements, are not brought by the
Attorney General or a public prosecutor. In this
instance, to the extent that violations of health and
safety requirements are not corrected, govern-
ment could potentially incur increased costs in
health-related programs.
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PROTECT SMALL BUSINESSES FROM FRIVOLOUS LAW-
SUITS—CLOSE THE SHAKEDOWN LOOPHOLE

There’s a LOOPHOLE IN CALIFORNIA LAW that allows
private lawyers to file frivolous lawsuits against small businesses
even though they have no client or evidence that anyone was
damaged or misled. Shakedown lawyers “appoint” themselves
to act like the Attorney General and file lawsuits on behalf of
the people of the State of California, demanding thousands of
dollars from small businesses that can’t afford to fight in court.

Here’s the little secret these lawyers don’t want you to know:

MOST OF THE TIME, THE LAWYERS OR THEIR FRONT
GROUPS KEEP ALL THE MONEY!

No other state allows this. It's time California voters stopped it.
For years, Sacramento politicians, flush with special interest
trial lawyer money, have protected the lawyers at the expense
of California consumers, taxpayers, and small businesses.

Yes on Proposition 64 will stop thousands of frivolous shakedoun
lawsuits like these:

e Hundreds of travel agents have been shaken down for not

including their license number on their website.

* Local homebuilders have been sued for using ‘APR’ in
advertisements instead of spelling out ‘Annual Percentage
Rate.’

HERE’S WHAT ACTUALLY HAPPENED TO ONE SMALL

BUSINESS VICTIM:

“My family came to this country to pursue the American
Dream. We work hard to make sure our customers like the job
we do. One day I got a letter from a law firm demanding
$2,500. The letter didn’t claim we broke the law, just that we
might have and if we wanted to stop the lawsuit, we needed to
send them $2,500. I called a lawyer who said it would cost even
more to fight, so we sent money even though we’d done noth-
ing wrong. It’s just not right.”

Humberto Galvez, Santa Ana

LIMITS ON PRIVATE ENFORCEMENT OF UNFAIR BUSINESS
COMPETITION LAWS. INITIATIVE STATUTE.

ARGUMENT in Favor of Proposition 64

Here’s why “YES” on Proposition 64 makes sense:

* Stops these shakedown lawsuits.

o Protects your right to file a lawsuit if you 've been damaged.

o Allows only the Attorney General, district atlorneys, and other
public officials to file lawsuits on behalf of the People of the State
of California to enforce California’s unfair competition law.

o Settlement money goes to the public, not the pockets of unscrupu-
lous trial lawyers.

“Public Prosecutors have a long, distinguished history of pro-
tecting consumers and honest businesses. Proposition 64 will
give those officials the resources they need to increase enforcement of con-
sumer protection laws by designating penalties from their lawsuits
to supplement additional enforcement efforts, above their nor-
mal budgets.”

Michael D. Bradbury, Former President

California District Attorneys Association

Vote Yes on Proposition 64: Help California’s Economy Recover

“Frivolous shakedown lawsuits cost consumers and businesses
millions of dollars each year. They make businesses want to
move to other states where lawyers don’t have a legal extortion
loophole. When businesses leave, taxpayers who remain pick
up the burden. Proposition 64 closes this loophole and helps
improve California’s business climate and overall economic
health.”

Larry McCarthy, President

California Taxpayers Association

Vote Yes on Proposition 64. Close the frivolous shakedown lawsuit
loophole.

RAY DURAZO, Chairman

Latin Business Association
MARTYN HOPPER, State Director

National Federation of Independent Business
MARYANN MALONEY

Citizens Against Lawsuit Abuse

REBUTTAL to Argument in Favor of Proposition 64

Small business#??

The Associated Press reported:

“Here are some of the companies that have made dona-
tions to the campaign to pass Proposition 64 and some of the
lawsuits that have been filed against them under California’s
unfair competition law:

—Blue Cross of California. Donation: $250,000. Unfair com-
petition suits have accused the health care
company of ...discriminating against non-company
emergency room doctors and underpaying hospitals.

—Bank of America. Donation: $100,000. A jury found the
bank misrepresented to customers that it had the right to
take Social Security and disability funds from their
accounts to pay overdraft charges and other fees.

—Microsoft. Donation: $100,000. Suit . .. accuses the com-
puter giant of failing to alert customers to security flaws
that allow hackers to break into its computer systems by
gaining some personal information.

— Kaiser Foundation Health Plan. Donation: $100,000. One
suit accused the health care provider of false
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advertising for claiming that only doctors, not administra-
tors, made decisions about care . . .

—State Farm. Donation: $100,000. A group of victims of the
1994 Northridge earthquake accused the company of
reducing their quake coverage without adequate notice.
State Farm reportedly was forced to pay $100 million to
policyholders.” i
Quoting the Attorney General’s senior consumer attorney

in the Department of Justice, the Los Angeles Times reports:

“The initiative ‘goes unbelievably far,". . . ‘Throwing the baby

out with the bathwater is not the best thing’ . . . the (current)

law has been used successfully to protect the public from pol-
luters, unscrupulous financing schemes and religious dis-
crimination.”

ELIZABETH M. IMHOLZ, Director
Consumers Union, West Coast Office

SUSAN SMARTT, Executive Director
California League of Conservation Voters

DEBORAH BURGER, RN, President
California Nurses Association
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LIMITS ON PRIVATE ENFORCEMENT OF UNFAIR BUSINESS
COMPETITION LAWS. INITIATIVE STATUTE.

|

ARGUMENT Against Proposition 64

Proposition 64 LIMITS THE RIGHTS OF CALIFORNIANS
TO ENFORCE ENVIRONMENTAL, PUBLIC HEALTH, PRI-
VACY, AND CONSUMER PROTECTION LAWS.

The Attorney General’s Official Title for the Proposition 64
petition read: “LIMITATIONS on Enforcement of Unfair
Business Competition Laws.”

Across California headlines warn the public about this spe-
cial interest initiative. San Francisco Chronicle: “Measure would
limit public interest suits”; Ventura County Star: “Consumers lose if
initiative succeeds”; Orange County Register: “Consumer lawsuits
targeted”; San Francisco Examiner: “Bank of America’s shakedown:
Unfair-competition law under fire from businesses.”

Look who is supporting Proposition 64. Consider why they
want to limit California’s 71-year-old Unfair Business
Competition law.

Chemical companies support Proposition 64. They want to
stop environmental organizations from enforcing laws against
polluting streams, rivers, lakes, and our coast.

Oil companies support Proposition 64. They want to stop
community organizations from suing them for polluting drink-
ing water supplies with cancer-causing MTBE. ' '

Credit card companies support Proposition 64. They want to
stop consumer groups from enforcing privacy laws protecting
our financial information.

IF A CORPORATION PROFITS FROM INTENTIONALLY
POLLUTING OUR AIR AND WATER, OR INVADING OUR
PRIVACY, WE SHOULD BE ABLE TO STOP IT.

The Los Angeles Times reports: “The measure would weaken a
state law that allows private groups and government prosecutors to sue
businesses for polluting the environment and for engaging in mislead-
ing advertising and other unfair business practices . . . If woters
apprrove the measure, the current law would be drastically curtailed.”

Tobacco companies support Proposition 64. They want to
block health organizations from enforcing the laws against sell-
ing tobacco to children.

Banks support Proposition 64. They want to stop elderly and
disabled people who sued them for confiscating Social Security
funds.

Insurance companies and HMOs support Proposition 64. They
don’t want to be held accountable for fraudulent marketing or
denying medically necessary treatment to patients.

Energy companies support Proposition 64. They ripped off
California during the “energy crisis” and want to block ratepay-
ers from attacking energy company fraud.

Since 1933, the Unfair Business Competition Laws have pro-
tected Californians from pollution, invasions of privacy, and
consumer fraud. Here are examples of cases successfully
brought under this law:

* Supermarkets had to stop changing the expiration date

on old meat and reselling it.

e HMOs had to stop misrepresenting their services to
patients.

e Bottled water companies had to stop selling water that
hadn’t been tested for dangerous levels of bacteria,
arsenic, and other chemicals.

The Los Angeles Times editorialized: “(Proposition 64) would
make it very difficult for citizens, businesses, and consumer groups to
fille justified lawsuits.”

Proposition 64 is strongly opposed by:

¢ AARP

e California Nurses Association

e California League of Conservation Voters

* Consumers Union

® Sierra Club California

¢ Congress of California Seniors

e Center for Environmental Health

e California Advocates for Nursing Home Reform

e Foundation for Taxpayer and Consumer Rights

Please join us in voting NO on Proposition 64. Don't let
them limit your right to enforce the laws that protect us all.

ELIZABETH M. IMHOLZ, Director
Consumers Union, West Coast Office

SUSAN SMARTT, Executive Director
California League of Conservation Voters

DEBORAH BURGER, RN, President
California Nurses Association

REBUTTAL to Argument Against Proposition 64

The argument against Proposition 64 is a trial lawyer smokescreen:
Read the official title and the law yourself.
o Nowhere is Environment, Public Health, or Privacy mentioned!
o California has dozens of strong laws to protect the environment,
public health, and privacy, including Proposition 65, passed by
voters in 1986, the California Environmental Quality Act and
the California Financial Information Privacy Act.
* Proposition 64 doesn’t change any of these laws.
* Proposition 64 would permit ALL the suils cited by its opponents.
“. .. the trial attorneys who benefit from the current system
are going bonkers, and misrepresenting what (Prop. 64) will
do. They claim that (Prop. 64) . .. will somehow undermine
the state’s environmental laws. That’s patently untrue.”
Orange County Register
Here's what 64 really does:
® Stops Abusive Shakedoum Lawsuits
* Stops fee-seeking trial lawyers from exploiting a loophole
in California law—A LOOPHOLE NO OTHER STATE
HAS—that lets them “appoint” themselves Attorney
General and file lawsuits on behalf of the People of the
State of California.

Arguments printed on this page ave the opinions of the authors and have not heen cheeked Jor accuracy by any officral age

o Stops trial lawyers from pocketing FEE AND SETTLEMENT
MONEY that belongs to the public.

* Protects your right to file suit if you ve been harmed.

o Permits only veal public officials like the Attorney General or
District Attorneys to file lawsuits on behalf of the People of the
State of California.

Join 700+ groups, small businesses, and shakedown victims,

including:

California Taxpayers Association

California Black Chamber of Commerce

California Mexican American Chamber of Commerce

Vote YES on 64—uwww.yeson64.org

JOHN KEHOE, Founding Director
Senior Action Network

ALLAN ZAREMBERG, President
California Chamber of Commerce

CHRISTOPHER M. GEORGE, Chazrman of the Board of Governors
Small Business Action Committee
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PROPOSITION

65

Pursuant to statute, Proposition 65 will appear
in a Supplemental Voter Information Guide.
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Pursuant to statute, Proposition 65 will appear
in a Supplemental Voter Information Guide.
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PROPOSITION

66

OFFICIAL TITLE AND SUMMARY

LIMITATIONS ON “THREE STRIKES” LAw.
SEX CRIMES. PUNISHMENT.
INITIATIVE STATUTE.

Prepared by the Attorney General

Initiative Statute.

violent and/or serious felony.

fy as violent and/or serious felonies.

Fiscal Impact:

Limitations on “Three Strikes” Law. Sex Crimes. Punishment.

e Amends “Three Strikes” law to require increased sentences only when current conviction is for specified

e Redefines violent and serious felonies. Only prior convictions for specified violent and/or serious
felonies, brought and tried separately, would qualify for second and third “strike” sentence increases.

e Allows conditional resentencing of persons with sentences increased under “Three Strikes” law if
previous sentencing offenses, resulting in the currently charged felony/felonies, would no longer quali-

e Increases punishment for specified sex crimes against children.
Summary of Legislative Analyst’s Estimate of Net State and Local Government
e Net state savings of potentially several tens of millions of dollars initially, increasing to several hundred

million dollars annually, primarily to the prison system.
e Increased county costs of potentially more than ten million dollars annually for jail and court-related costs.

P

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST

BACKGROUND

There are three kinds of crimes: felonies, misde-
meanors, and infractions. A felony is the most serious type
of crime. About 18 percent of persons convicted of a
felony are sent to state prison. The rest are supervised on
probation in the community, sentenced to county jail, or
both.

Existing law classifies some felonies as “violent” or “seri-
ous,” or both. Of the inmates sentenced to prison in 2003,
approximately 30 percent were convicted for crimes
defined as serious or violent. Examples of felonies current-
ly defined as violent include murder, robbery, and rape
and other sex offenses. Felonies defined as serious include
the same offenses defined as violent felonies, but also
include other offenses such as burglary of a residence and
assault with intent to commit robbery. There are other
felonies that are not classified as violent or serious, such as
grand theft and possession of a controlled substance.

As of April 2004, there were about 163,000 inmates
in California prisons, as well as some state-contracted
facilities. The costs to operate the state prison system in
200405 are estimated to be approximately $5.7 billion.

Three Strikes. Proposition 184 (commonly referred to as
the “Three Strikes and You're Out” law) was adopted by
the voters in 1994. It imposed longer prison sentences for
certain repeat offenders. Specifically, it requires that a per-
son who is convicted of a felony and who has been previ-
ously convicted of one or more violent or serious felonies,
be sentenced to state prison as follows:

o Second Strike Offense. If the person has one previous serious
or violent felony conviction, the sentence for any new
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felony conviction (not just a serious or violent felony) is
twice the term otherwise required under law for the new
conviction. Offenders sentenced by the courts under
this provision are often referred to as “second strikers.”
As of March 2004, about 35,000 inmates were second
strikers.

e Third Strike Offense. If the person has two or more previous
serious or violent felony convictions, the sentence for
any new felony conviction (not just a serious or violent
felony) is life imprisonment with the minimum term
being 25 years. Offenders convicted under this provision
are frequently referred to as “third strikers.” As of March
2004, about 7,000 inmates were third strikers.

Sex Offenses. California law sets penalties for a variety of
sex offenses, including sex offenses committed against
children. Current law requires a prison sentence of 3, 6, or
8 years (depending on the circumstances of the crime) for
anyone convicted of sexual penetration or oral copulation
with a minor who is under the age of 14 and more than
10 years younger than the offender.

PROPOSAL

This measure amends the Three Strikes law and also
amends the law relating to sex crimes against children.
These changes are described below.

Three Strikes Law

New Crime Must Be Violent or Serious. This measure
requires that an offender would be subject to a longer
sentence under the Three Strikes law only if the conviction
for the new crime is for a violent or serious felony, instead
of any felony as provided under current law.
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LIMITATIONS ON “THREE STRIKES” LAW. SEX CRIMES. PUNISHMENT. Bl
INITIATIVE STATUTE. m

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST (CONT.)

Narrows Felonies Considered Violent or Serious. This meas-
ure reduces the number of felony offenses considered
serious or violent. Figure 1 lists for illustration purposes
selected felonies that would no longer be considered seri-
ous or violent. These changes are not limited to convic-
tions under the Three Strikes law and, therefore, would
also affect some other aspects of sentencing, such as the
amount of credits inmates can earn towards a reduced
sentence.

SELECTED FELONIES NO LONGER CONSIDERED
VIOLENT OR SERIOUS OFFENSES UNDER PROPOSITION 66

* Burglary of an unoccupied

* Attempted burglary
residence

® Interfering with a trial
witness without the use
of force or threats and
not in the furtherance of
a conspiracy

° Cons,:)iracy (multiple peo-
ple planning) to commit
assault

* Nonresidential arson )
resulting in no significant * Participation in felonies
injuries committed by a criminal

street gang

e Threats to commit criminal @ Unintentional infliction of
acts that would result in significant personal injury
significant personal injury while committing a Feeony

offense

e e e

Requires Strikes to Be Tried Separately. Under current law,
a defendant can receive multiple strikes in a single trial.
For example, a defendant in a burglary case can be con-
victed of two separate burglary offenses in the same trial
and get two strikes. This measure requires that eligible
offenses be brought and tried in separate trials in order for
each of them to be counted as a strike. This provision
could result in counties holding separate trials in cases
where local law enforcement officials want to obtain
longer sentences under the Three Strikes law.

Resentencing of Offenders. This measure requires the state
to resentence offenders currently serving an indetermi-
nate life sentence under the Three Strikes law if their
third strike resulted from a conviction for a nonviolent
and nonserious felony offense, as defined by this proposi-
tion. Resentencing must occur no later than 180 days after
this measure takes effect. The resentencing requirement
will result in reduced prison sentences for some inmates
and release from prison for others.

Sex Offenders of Children Under 14 Years of Age
This measure increases a prison sentence to 6, 8, or
12 years for the first conviction for sexual penetration or
oral copulation with a minor who is under the age of
14 and more than 10 years younger than the offender.
However, if the victim is under the age of 10, the district
attorney has the discreton to seek imprisonment of
25 years to life. This measure requires that a second
conviction for these offenses shall result in a sentence

ext of Pro ition 66 see page

of 25 years to life. It also requires the state to provide
counseling services for these offenders while they are
in prison and for at least one year following release
from prison.

FiscAL EFFECTS

Three Strikes Law

State Prison Savings. The prison population would be
lower because of the proposition’s provisions that (1) limit
new Three Strikes qualifving convictions to serious or vio-
lent felonies, (2) require resentencing of some third strik-
ers, and (3) reduce the number of crimes that are consid-
ered serious or violent. The combined effect of these
changes would be prison operations savings of potentially
several tens of millions of dollars in the first couple of
years, growing to as much as several hundred millions of
dollars in ongoing savings when the full impact of the
measure is realized in about a decade. The lower prison
population resulting from this measure would potentially
result in capital outlay savings in the long term associated
with prison construction and renovations that would oth-
erwise have been needed.

State Parole Supervision Costs. This measure would accel-
erate the release of some state prisoners to parole due to
the shorter prison sentences served by those inmates. The
cost associated with this increase in the parole caseload is
unknown, but could be about ten million dollars annually
when the full impact of the measure is realized.

Costs for Couri-Related Activities and County Jails. This
measure would result in additional state and local costs for
the courts and county jails. Three factors primarily
account for the increased costs. First, the resentencing
provision would increase court caseloads, and local jails
would likely house inmates during the proceedings.
Second, it is likely that some offenders released from
prison because of this measure will be subsequently prose-
cuted and convicted for new crimes. Third, some offend-
ers who would be sentenced to state prison under current
law will be sentenced to jail, instead of prison, under this
measure for crimes newly defined as nonserious and non-
violent. We estimate these additional costs could be as
much as a few tens of millions of dollars annually when the
full impact of the measure is realized. These costs would
be split between state and local governments.

Other Impacts on State and Local Governments. There
could be other costs to the extent that offenders released
from prison because of this measure require other govern-
ment services, or commit additional crimes that result in
victim-related government costs, such as government-paid
health care for persons without insurance. Alternatively,
there could be offsetting revenue to the extent that offend-
ers released from prison become taxpaying citizens. The
extent and magnitude of these impacts is unknown.

Sex Offenders of Children

The annual cost of incarcerating and providing counsel-
ing services to the sex offenders affected by this measure
would likely grow from a couple hundred thousand dollars to
as much as a couple of million dollars on an oré%g(i)rég basis.
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Ten years ago, voters were asked to pass tougher sen-
tences for repeat violent criminals. We approved the Three
Strikes law because that’s what we were told it would do.

We weren't told that Three Strikes would also lock up
nonviolent, petty offenders for life.

VOTING YES ON PROPOSITION 66 WILL RESTORE
THREE STRIKES TO ITS PROMISE AND THE ORIGINAL
INTENT OF VOTERS.

Voting YES ON PROPOSITION 66 will:

¢ Not result in the release of criminals currently serving
time for murder, rape, kidnapping, child molestation,
and other truly violent and serious crimes.

* Apply commonsense sentences to nonviolent, petty
offenders.

o Save taxpayers hundreds of millions of dollars every
year that are wasted on keeping videotape, bread or
Teshirt thieves and bad check writers in prison for life.

e Protect our children by stopping child molesters with
a “1 Strike” sentence.

Proponents of the 1994 law claimed that, “Three Strikes
keeps career criminals, who rape women, molest innocent
children and commit murder, behind bars where they belong.”

But, according to the California Department of
Corrections, almost 65% of those serving second and third
strike sentences were convicted of nonviolent, petty offens-
es such as writing a bad check, stealing a videotape, loaf of
bread or pack of T-shirts.

CALIFORNIANS INTENDED THAT THE THREE
STRIKES LAW TARGET MURDERERS, RAPISTS, AND KID-
NAPPERS, NOT VIDEOTAPE AND T-SHIRT THIEVES.
PROPOSITION 66 WILL RESTORE THREE STRIKES TO
WHAT VOTERS INTENDED.

After ten years, Three Strikes has stuck California taxpayers
with a $6 billion bill to punish videotape and Tshirt thieves, and
other nonwiolent petty offenders.

Voting yes on Proposition 66 will save taxpayers billions of dol-
lars over the next decade by doing what makes sense—
ensuring that only truly dangerous or violent repeat crim-

INITIATIVE STATUTE.

LIMITATIONS ON “THREE STRIKES” LAW. SEX CRIMES. PUNISHMENT.

ARGUMENT in Favor of Proposition 66

inals, such as murderers and kidnappers, spend the rest of
their lives in prison. :

Don't be fooled by what opponents say. No one serving time for
rape, murdey, kidnapping, or child molestation will be released by
passage of sition 66.

PROPOSITION 66 IS NOT ABOUT GETTING SOFT ON
CRIME, IT’S ABOUT GETTING SMART ON CRIME.

Read what others are saying:

e Orange County Register: “The measure . .. will end the
unreasonable practice under current law of sending
those convicted of petty offenses to life in prison at
great cost to taxpayers.”

e The Sacramento Bee: “California needs to modify its
three-strikes law, the harshest in the nation.”

® San Jose Mercury News: “The law is wasting tens of mil-
lions of tax dollars . . . and wasting lives.”

e Fresno Bee: “Californians have a legitimate interest in
protecting themselves by putting away for life . . . vio-
lent habitual criminals. But the “Three Strikes” law
should not be netting nonviolent, three-time
shoplifters for 25-years-to-life sentences.”

o San Francisco Chronicle: “. . . studies by criminaljustice
experts show the law to be unduly costly . . . and failing
in its primary mission to curb crime.”

VOTING YES ON PROPOSITION 66 WILL RESTORE
THREE STRIKES TO THE ORIGINAL INTENT OF THE
VOTERS, SAVE TAXPAYERS BILLIONS OF DOLLARS, AND
PROVIDE EVEN STRONGER PROTECTION FOR OUR
CHILDREN FROM PREDATORY CHILD MOLESTERS.

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION 66.
www.yesonproposition66.com

RED HODGES, President
Violence Research Foundation

REV. RICK SCHLOSSER, Executive Director
California Church Impact

RONALD HAMPTON, Executive Director
National Black Police Association

REBUTTAL to Argument in Favor of Proposition 66

A wealthy businessman whose adult son is in prison
for killing two people and seriously injuring another
spent $1.57 million to put Proposition 66 on the ballot.
If it passes, his son will be released early. So could some
96,000 other convicted criminals, according to the
California District Attorneys Association—which is why
the Governor, the Attorney General and every District
Attorney in California oppose it.

Proponents of Proposition 66 want you to believe
California prisons are filled with petty criminals serving
life sentences for writing bad checks and stealing
Tshirts. In fact, the average California inmate is
convicted of five felonies before ever being sent to state
prison. These are hardcore criminals who've worked
hard to be in prison.

Judges and district attorneys already have the discretion
not to prosecute petty crimes as “strike” offenses. In those
rare cases where petty criminals have received dispropor-
tionate sentences, the courts have shortened them.

Proposition 66 won’t keep murderers, rapists, child
molesters, and other violent criminals in prison. It

\rgromends printed on this prage are the opn
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releases thousands of inmates with long records of seri-
ous and violent crime—including murder, rape, and
child molesting.

Nor will Proposition 66 protect children. It puts some
of California’s most notorious child molesters back on
the street.

Proposition 66 won’t save tax money. It will cost tax-
payers millions to return thousands of inmates
to county jails for resentencing and release, and
billions more to deal with the cost of higher crime and
violence.

Even if you believe “3 Strikes” should be modified,
Proposition 66 isn’t the answer.

CAM SANCHEZ, President
California Police Chiefs Association
JON COUPAL, President
Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association
SHEILA ANDERSON, President
Prevent Child Abuse California
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LIMITATIONS ON “THREE STRIKES” LAW. SEX CRIMES. PUNISHMENT.

INITIATIVE STATUTE.

ARGUMENT Against Proposition 66

Don’t be fooled. Proposition 66 won’t protect children
or save tax money. It creates a new legal loophole for con-
victed criminals that will cost taxpayers millions of dollars
and flood our streets with thousands of dangerous felons,
including rapists, child molesters, and murderers. That’s
why Proposition 66 is strongly opposed by every major pub-
lic safety, taxpayer, and child protection group in
California, including:

o California Police Chiefs Association

e California District Attorneys Association

¢ Prevent Child Abuse California

¢ National Tax Limitation Committee

e California Sexual Assault Investigators Association

e California State Sheriffs’ Association

 Mothers Against Gang Violence

o Marc Klaas, Klaas Kids Foundation

The California District Attorneys Association estimates
Proposition 66 will release as many as 26,000 convicted
felons from California prisons and return them to the
counties for resentencing, where cash-strapped jails are
already overflowing. These are not petty criminals and
low-level drug offenders who steal pizzas and videotapes.
These are dangerous hardcore criminals with long histo-
ries of serious and violent crimes. Most will have their sen-
tences dramatically reduced if Proposition 66 is approved,
including:

¢ Edward Rollins, a career criminal with a thirty-year

history of serious and violent crime that includes bur-
glary, assault with a deadly weapon, battery of a police
officer, robbery, battery with serious bodily injury,
receiving stolen property, possession of a sawed-off
shotgun, sexual assault and multiple parole viola-
tions. Under Proposition 66 he could be eligible to
apply for release.

e Kenneth Parnell, the notorious child molester

who kidnapped and sexually assaulted young

Steven Staynor for seven years, and who recently was
convicted of trying to buy a 4year-old boy for $500.
Instead of serving 25 years to life for his crimes against
children, Proposition 66 will set him free within weeks.

e Steven Matthews, a member of the Aryan Brother-

hood with a violent criminal history that includes rob-
bery, kidnapping, murder, and the rape of his mother.
Instead of serving 25 years to life, Proposition 66 will
put him back on the street in early 2005.

If Proposition 66 passes, arson, residential burglary,
attempted burglary, criminal threats, felony gang crimes,
and felonies like drunk driving in which innocent people
are seriously hurt or killed will no longer be considered
“strikes.” Likewise, juvenile sex offenders will no longer
receive a strike for seriously injuring an elderly or disabled
person during an assault with intent to commit rape.

California’s crime rate has decreased by twice the
national average since voters approved “Three Strikes” in
1994, according to FBI statistics. We've had two million
fewer victims, taxpayers have saved an estimated $28.5 bil-
lion and dangerous career criminals have been taken off
the street. Instead of “fine-tuning” this important public
safety law, Proposition 66 destroys it.

According to Wayne Quint, Jr., President of the
California Coalition of Law Enforcement Associations:
“Crime will go up and innocent people will be hurt or
killed if Proposition 66 passes. This is a very dangerous
initiative.”

We agree.

Don’t give violent criminals another loophole to get out
of prison. Vote NO on Proposition 66.

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor of California
BILL LOCKYER, Attorney General of California
HARRIET SALARNO, Chair

Crime Victims United of California

REBUTTAL to Argument Against Proposition 66

DON'T BE FOOLED BY OPPONENTS’ DECEPTIVE
SCARE TACTICS.

¢ PROPOSITION 66 WON'T RELEASE A SINGLE
“Striker,” let alone thousands, serving time for rape, mur-
der, or child molestation.

¢ PROPOSITION 66 DOES NOT STOP ANYONE
CONVICTED OF A CRIME FROM BEING FULLY
PUNISHED FOR THEIR CRIME—whether juvenile
or adult, arsonist, murderer, or drunk driver, includ-
ing examples cited by opponents.

» PROPOSITION 66 DOESN'T “DESTROY” THREE
STRIKES. It does exactly what voters originally intend-
ed—punish repeat violent criminals with life sentences.

Our opponents hope you'll be fooled. Here’s the truth
about Proposition 66:

¢ PROPOSITION 66 RESTORES VOTERS’ INTENT of
keeping violent criminals off our streets.

o PROPOSITION 66 PROTECTS CHILDREN by provid-
ing a tougher 1-Strike sentence for child molesters.

¢ PROPOSITION 66 STOPS BILLIONS OF TAX
DOLLARS FROM BEING WASTED imprisoning shop-
lifters and other nonviolent petty offenders for life.

* Proposition 66 will allow three to four thousand non-
violent petty offenders to apply for retrial, but will not

Arguoments pronted on this page ave the apineons of the authors and have
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release a single violent striker.

e Criminals opponents cite have served sentences for
violent crimes BUT are now incarcerated for nonvio-
lent offenses.

California is the only state with a Three Strikes law
that can send someone to prison for life for stealing
a loaf of bread. Proposition 66 will make sure the time fits
the crime. .

Major newspapers across California haven’t been fooled
by deceptive scare tactics and have repeatedly called for
Three Strikes to match voters’ intent.

RESTORE THREE STRIKES TO ITS PROMISE, TOUGH-
EN LAWS AGAINST CHILD MOLESTERS, SAVE TAXPAY-
ERS BILLIONS.

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION 66—Three Strikes as voters
meant it to be in the first place.

MARK LENO, Chairman

California State Assembly Committee on Public Safety
RAMONA RIPSTON, Executive Director

A.C.L.U. of Southern California
JOE KLAAS, Chairman

Citizens Against Violent Crime
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PROPOSITION

EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES. FUNDING.
TELEPHONE SURCHARGE. INITIATIVE
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT AND STATUTE.

OFFICIAL TITLE AND SUMMARY

Prepared by the Attorney General

Emergency Medical Services.
Funding. Telephone Surcharge.

Fiscal Impact:

would probably grow in future years.

Initiative Constitutional Amendment and Statute.

e Provides funding to physicians for uncompensated emergency care, hospitals for emergency
services, community clinics for uncompensated care, emergency personnel training/
equipment, and emergency telephone system improvements.

¢ Funded by addition of 3% to existing surcharge rate on telephone use within California,
portions of tobacco taxes, and criminal and traffic penalties.

e Limits surcharge collected by residential telephone service providers to 50 cents per month.
Monthly cap does not apply to cell phones or business lines.

e Excludes funding from government appropriations limitations, and telephone surcharge from
Proposition 98’s school spending requirements.

Summary of Legislative Analyst’s Estimate of Net State and Local Government
e Increased state revenues of about $500 million annually from an increased surcharge on

telephone bills that would be used (1) to reimburse physicians and hospitals for
uncompensated emergency medical care and (2) for other specified purposes. This amount

e Continued funding of about $32 million annually in Proposition 99 tobacco tax funds to
reimburse physicians and community clinics for uncompensated medical services.

——

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST

BACKGROUND
Emergency Telephone Number Surcharge

Currently, telephone service customers in
California pay a monthly surcharge that supports
the state’s 911 emergency telephone number sys-
tem. Under current law, the surcharge rate can be
set up to 0.75 percent of a customer’s monthly bill
for telephone services for calls made within the
state. The surcharge applies to each separate tele-
phone bill a customer may receive. The state has
currently set the surcharge rate at 0.72 percent.

Revenues from the surcharge are deposited into
the State Emergency Telephone Number Account
(911 Account), which is available for expenditure
upon appropriation by the Legislature. The rev-
enues are used to reimburse government agencies
and telephone companies for equipment and
related costs associated with California’s 911
emergency telephone number system. Due to
an increase in the number of cellular phone

48 | Title and Summary/Analysis

accounts, the 911 Account has maintained a
reserve that has ranged from $15 million to
$80 million in recent years. The revenue received
from the surcharge in 2002-03 was $139 million.
The Department of General Services and the
Board of Equalization are responsible for adminis-
tering the 911 Account.

Proposition 99

The Tobacco Tax and Health Protection Act
(Proposition 99, enacted by the voters in 1988)
assessed a $0.25 per pack tax on cigarette prod-
ucts that is allocated for specified purposes. In
2004-05, the state is projected to receive approxi-
mately $334 million in Proposition 99 revenues.
Because the number of tobacco users is declining,
this funding source has and will likely continue to
decrease. Currently, the state utilizes Proposition
99 funding for a number of health-related
purposes, including tobacco education and pre-
vention efforts, tobacco-related disease research,
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EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES. FUNDING. TELEPHONE SURCHARGE.
INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT AND STATUTE.

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST (CONT.)

environmental protection and recreational
resource programs, and health care services for
low-income uninsured persons.

Uncompensated Emergency Medical Care

Under state and federal law, any person seeking
emergency medical care must be provided that
care regardless of his or her ability to pay. As a
result, hospitals and physicians who provide emer-
gency and trauma care are often not fully compen-
sated for the care they provide. The amount spent
today by physicians and hospitals on uncompensat-
ed emergency medical care is not known.
Physicians and hospitals reported that, in 2000-01,
their cost for this care was approximately $540 mil-
lion. However, this estimate may be low because
physicians and hospitals may have underreported
the cost of the care that they provided.

Some of the cost of this uncompensated care is
partly paid from various state and county govern-
ment sources. For example, the state currently
budgets about $32 million in Proposition 99
funds to help pay for uncompensated medical care
provided by physicians and community clinics.

Also, under existing law, each county is allowed
to establish a Maddy Emergency Medical Services
Fund (Maddy Fund) made up of specified rev-
enues from criminal fines and penalties. Counties
may use up to 10 percent of these revenues for the
cost of administering the fund. After these costs
have been deducted, 58 percent of the remaining
funds are to be used to reimburse physicians for
uncompensated emergency and trauma care,
25 percent to reimburse hospitals for such care,
and 17 percent for other emergency medical serv-
ices such as regional poison control centers.

Even with these funds, hospitals and physicians
generally are not compensated for all of the emer-
gency and trauma care that they provide.

PROPOSAL
New State Revenues

This measure increases funding for the reim-
bursement of physicians and hospitals for uncom-
pensated emergency medical care and other pur-
poses. It does this by imposing an additional
3 percent emergency telephone surcharge, in
addition to the existing surcharge, on bills for

or text o yosition 67 see page 110o.

telephone services for calls made within the state.
Long-distance services for calls to areas outside of
California would not be affected by this measure.
The surcharge paid by residential customers
would generally be limited to 50 cents per month
for each telephone bill they receive. The sur-
charge would not be imposed on low-income resi-
dential customers eligible for lifeline telephone
services. However, the 50 cents per month limit
would not apply for cellular telephone services or
for commercial telephone lines. Revenues from
the increased surcharge would be deposited into
a new 911 Emergency and Trauma Care Fund
established by the measure. Certain state agencies
specified in the measure would be able to
expend the funds without appropriation by the
Legislature.

Existing State and Local Funds

In addition to providing the new revenues, this
measure would affect the distribution of certain
existing state and local funds for uncompensated
medical care.

First, the proposition requires each county to
establish a Maddy Fund and transfers a portion of
fund revenues to the state for the reimbursement
of each county’s emergency physicians. While the
purpose of these funds would remain the same,
this measure would generally shift the administra-
tion of the money from counties to the state.
However, under this measure, a county could
apply for and obtain permission from the state to
administer certain accounts in its Maddy Fund.

In addition, this measure requires that the state
continue to spend about $32 million per year in
Proposition 99 funds to reimburse physicians and
community clinics for uncompensated medical
care.

How the Funding Would Be Spent

New State Revenues. Most of the additional rev-
enues generated by this measure would be used to
reimburse physicians and hospitals for uncom-
pensated emergency and trauma care. The
remaining portion of the funding would be used
to improve the state’s emergency phone number
system, to help train and equip “first responders”
(such as firefighters and paramedics) for emer-
gencies, and to support community clinics. Below
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MBI EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES. FUNDING. TELEPHONE SURCHARGE.

INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT AND STATUTE.

ANALYSIS B)

is a more detailed description of the funding dis-
tribution, the purpose of those funds, and how
they would be administered. (The percentage of
new funds distributed for each purpose is noted
in parentheses.)

o The 911 Account funding (0.75 percent of the
new revenues) would be used to make techno-
logical and service improvements to the basic
emergency telephone number system. Under
the measure, the Department of General
Services would distribute the funds to state or
local agencies.

e Emergency and Trauma First Responders Account
funding (3.75 percent) would be allocated to
the California Firefighter Joint Apprenticeship
Training Program for training and related
equipment for firefighters, paramedics, and
other first responders. The Office of the State
Fire Marshal would administer this funding.

o Community Clinics Urgent Care Account funding
(5 percent) would be allocated to nonprofit clin-
ics providing urgent care services to the unin-
sured. The Office of Statewide Health Planning
and Development would administer this funding.

e The Emergency and Trauma Physician Uninsured
Account funding (30.5 percent) would be used
to reimburse claims filed by physicians who are
not employed by hospitals and who provide
uncompensated emergency services to patients.
The Department of Health Services (DHS)
would administer these funds.

o The Emergency and Trauma Hospital Services
Account funding (60 percent) would reimburse
hospitals for the cost of uncompensated emer-
gency and trauma care. The funding would be
administered by DHS.

Existing State and Local Funds. Additionally, the
measure would establish the Emergency and
Trauma Physician Unpaid Claims Account and
would shift 58 percent of penalty assessments
now being collected by county Maddy Funds to
this new state-administered account. These funds
would be used to reimburse physicians for uncom-
pensated emergency medical care.
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Both the Emergency and Trauma Physician
Unpaid Claims Account and the Emergency and
Trauma Physician Uninsured Account would be
administered by DHS, but a county could apply for
and obtain permission to administer the funds
allocated from these accounts within its jurisdic-
tion. The Emergency and Trauma Physician
Services Commission, consisting of ten emergency
medical professionals, would be created in DHS to
provide advice on all aspects of these accounts as
well as to review and approve relevant forms,
guidelines, regulations, and county applications to
administer funds from these accounts.

CONT))

FiscAL EFFECTS

New State Revenues and Expenditures. Based upon
the expected number of telephone customers and
accounting for the cap on residential charges, we
estimate that the measure would raise about
$500 million in additional annual revenues from
the increased surcharge. This amount would
probably grow in future years with increases in
telephone users and the number of calls made
within the state. State expenditures would grow in
keeping with these new revenues. Figure 1 shows
how the new funds would be distributed assuming
increased revenues of $500 million annually.

PROPOSITION 67
ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION OF NEW REVENUE
FROM SURCHARGE INCREASE

(In Millions)

Estimated Revenue

911 Account $4
Emergency and Trauma First Responders Account 19

Account

Community Clinics Urgent Care Account 25
Emergency and Trauma Physician Uninsured Account 153
Emergency and Trauma Hospital Services Account 300

2 Total may not sum to $500 million due to rounding.

|

|
l
l

= e

Impact on Existing State and Local Funds. Based on
the most recent data available, we estimate that
this proposition would transfer about $32 million
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ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST (CONT.)

each year to the state from the county Maddy
Funds to reimburse physicians for uncompensated
emergency care.

The measure also requires that about $32 mil-
lion per year in Proposition 99 funds continue to
be provided to reimburse physicians and commu-
nity clinics for uncompensated medical care.
While this would provide fixed ongoing revenues
for these purposes, it would also mean that future
funding for other programs which now rely on
Proposition 99 revenues, would have to be

For text of Proposition 67 see page 118.

reduced or alternative sources of funding found as
tobacco tax revenues decline.

State and Local Administrative Costs. This measure
would result in increased onetime and ongoing
state administrative expenditures of several million
dollars. Generally, these costs would be paid by the
additional revenues generated under this measure.

The measure would also result in minor admin-
istrative expenditures at the local level, that would
be paid for by the revenues deposited into those
accounts.
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Firefighters, paramedics, doctors, and nurses agree that
passage of Prop. 67 is essential to maintain emergency
medical care in California.

Every day thousands of Californians are victims of heart
attacks, strokes, car accidents, and other medical emer-
gencies. For many, rapid response emergency treatment
by a paramedic, doctor, or nurse is the difference between
life and death.

YES on Prop. 67 will make sure that rapid response
emergency medical care is available when you and your
family need it most.

The Problem:

We are facing a crisis in emergency care. According
to government reports, there are 64 fewer hospital emer-
gency rooms and trauma centers available for patients in
California than there were just a decade ago. Experts
predict that many more emergency rooms and trauma
centers will close. Children, families, and seniors will lose
access to doctors, nurses, critical medical equipment,
medicines, and essential emergency care.

If an emergency room closes near your home, place of
work, or along the routes you drive, the time it takes for
an ambulance to get you to a doctor could double, triple,
or worse. In an emergency, every second is critical.

Emergency rooms throughout California are severely
overcrowded. Patients face long lines and wait times.
Firefighters, paramedics, doctors, and nurses are over-
whelmed and lack the resources to provide quality lifesav-
ing care that every patient deserves.

The Solution:

AYES vote on Prop. 67 will provide needed funds to help:

¢ Keep hospital emergency rooms, trauma centers, and

health clinics open and operational

e Prevent long lines and wait times at local emergency

rooms

e Attract and retain highly skilled physicians, nurses,

and medical staff at our local emergency rooms and
trauma centers

EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES. FUNDING. TELEPHONE SURCHARGE.
67 INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT AND STATUTE.

ARGUMENT in Favor of Proposition 67

e Provide critical emergency medical equipment and

technology

* Support local health clinics that treat non-emergency

patients and preserve our emergency rooms for real
emergencies

* Equip and train firefighters and paramedics who are

often the first to respond and provide medical care in
emergencies

¢ Upgrade our 911 emergency telephone system

Safeguards to ensure funds are properly spent:

Prop. 67 funds emergency medical care with a modest
increase to the existing surcharge on telephone use for
the 911 system. Prop. 67 caps the amount a phone com-
pany can bill residential telephone customers for the new
surcharge at 50 cents per month. The new surcharge does
not apply to out-ofstate long distance calls, and senior cit-
izens and others on basic lifeline phone rates are com-
pletely exempt from the additional cost.

For just pennies each month we can preserve emer-
gency care for California’s children, families, and seniors.
None of the money from Prop. 67 can be taken away by
the Legislature to be used for other purposes.

You never know when you will need a paramedic, emer-
gency room doctor, or nurse. YES on Prop. 67 will make
sure that emergency medical care is available when you
and your family need it most.

SAVE EMERGENCY CARE. SAVE LIVES.

Please join firefighters, paramedics, doctors, nurses,
and patients in voting YES on Prop. 67.

For more information, visit www.saveemergencycare.org

DARLENE BRADLEY, RN, President
California Emergency Nurses Association

MICHAEL J. SEXTON, M.D., President-elect
California Medical Association

CARMELA CASTELLANO, Chief Executive Officer
California Primary Care Association

REBUTTAL to Argument in Favor of Proposition 67

Respected health care advocates, the Congress of
California Seniors, the California Sheriffs’ Association,
and the emergency care workers who run the 911 system
all OPPOSE PROP. 67 because 90% of the funds go to
large health care corporations and other special interests—
which means:

e No new emergency rooms or trauma centers.

® No money to upgrade existing emergency To0ms.

* No provisions to reduce emergency response times. LESS
THAN 1% OF THE MONEY GOES TO THE 911
EMERGENCY SYSTEM.

Prop. 67 is a $540 MILLION PHONE TAX—another
MISLEADING attempt to give taxpayer money to special
interests. READ THE FINE PRINT—and see how mis-
leading it is:

» Supporters claim it's “a modest increase” in phone
taxes—but it actually INCREASES YOUR PHONE
TAXES BY 400%.

* Supporters claim that seniors are exempt, but more
than 1 MILLION SENIOR CITIZENS will be affected.
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* Supporters claim the tax rates are capped, but there
are NO CAPS ON CELL PHONE OR SMALL
BUSINESS PHONE TAXES.

Prop. 67 DOES NOT PROVIDE HEALTH INSUR-
ANCE to any of the millions of Californians who do not
have any. It gives millions to health corporations, but
DOES NOTHING TO REDUCE PRESCRIPTION
DRUG COSTS OR HEALTH INSURANCE PREMIUMS.

And because there are NO MANDATORY AUDITS
OR FINANCIAL CONTROLS, there's potential for waste
and fraud.

Prop. 67 won’t solve California’s health care problems,
but it will RAISE YOUR PHONE TAXES BY 400%.

Say NO to the PHONE TAX. Vote NO on 67.

ANGELA MORA, Founder
Office of the Patient Advocate
ROBERT T. DOYLE, President
California State Sheriffs’ Association
DR. CHARLES ]J. SUPPLE, M.D.
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Prop. 67 is really a phone tax—a $540 MILLION TAX
INCREASE that will likely increase in the future.

If Prop. 67 passes, we will get HIGHER TAXES, but
that's only part of the story:

1)It’s a 400% TAX INCREASE that consumers would

have to pay every year.

2) NO CAP ON CELL PHONE TAXES—the more you

talk, the more taxes you'll pay.

3) NO CAP ON SMALL BUSINESS PHONE TAXES.

4) More than 1 million seniors, many of whom live on

fixed incomes, will be affected by the phone tax.

LESS THAN 1% OF THE MONEY FROM PROP. 67
WILL GO TO THE 911 SYSTEM. This initiative is a scam.
The California 911 emergency dispatchers who run the 911
system DON'T support Prop. 67.

THERE ARE NO ADEQUATE FINANCIAL CON-
TROLS OR AUDITS. Even though this is a massive half-
billion dollar tax increase, it contains no mandatory finan-
cial audits to make sure the money is spent properly. In
addition to the potential for waste and fraud, Prop. 67 will
require millions of dollars per year in ongoing administra-
tive costs that the state cannot afford.

THIS INITIATIVE IS MISLEADING.

90% of the money goes directly to special interest
groups. '

READ THE FINE PRINT, HERE'S WHAT YOU'LL
FIND OUT:

1) This is really a $540 million phone tax increase;

2) No cap on cell phones;

3) No cap on small businesses;

4) More than 1 million seniors will be forced to pay

higher taxes;

5) No mandatory financial audits;

Before voting on Prop. 67, ask yourself:

Who do you trust to protect quality emergency health
care for you and your family? Firefighters, paramedics,
doctors, and nurses OR phone companies?

Out-ofstate phone companies and cell phone compa-
nies are bankrolling the campaign to defeat Prop. 67 and
deny essential funding for emergency services.

According to the Secretary of State, the top 5 contribu-
tors to the campaign against Prop. 67 are:

1. SBC (Texas)

2. Verizon (New York)

3. T-Mobile (Washington)

4. AT&T Wireless (Washington)

5. Sprint (Kansas)

The opponents of Prop. 67 use misleading statistics
and scare tactics. Prop. 67 is a modest and sensible initia-
tive that firefighters, paramedics, doctors, and nurses
agree will save lives. .

HERE ARE THE FACTS:

FACT: Prop. 67 caps the surcharge a phone company
can add to residential telephone bills at 50¢ per month—
a maximum of $6 per year.

Lrgioments //I‘I»JI'I/ this page are the ofinions of {

EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES. FUNDING. TELEPHONE SURCHARGE.
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ARGUMENT Against Proposition 67

REBUTTAL to Argument Against Proposition 67

authors and have not bee

6) California’s sheriffs and 911 emergency dispatchers
oppose the measure because it is misleading and
doesn’t do what it says it does.

Listen to what respected voices across California think

about the phone tax:

® California’s 911 emergency dispatchers (CALNENA)
oppose Prop. 67.

e The California Taxpayers’ Association and the Howard
Jarvis Taxpayers Association oppose Prop. 67 because it’s
a 400% (§540 million per year) phone tax increase.

o The California Chamber of Commerce says it will hurt our
economy and drive businesses from our state.

o The Congress of California Seniors opposes it because it
will force seniors living on fixed incomes to pay high-
er taxes.

® The California State Sheriffs’ Association says Prop. 67
doesn’t do what it promises to do.

CALIFORNIA ALREADY HAS SOME OF THE HIGH-
EST TAXES IN THE COUNTRY. Just when our economy
is starting to bounce back, this huge, half-billion dollar tax
increase could harm businesses, hurt seniors, and gouge con-
sumers—damaging our economy. WITH NO CAP ON CELL
PHONES OR BUSINESSES, THE MORE YOU TALK,
THE MORE TAXES YOU HAVE TO PAY.

VOTE NO ON THE PHONE TAX.

L.W. “CHIP” YARBOROUGH, President
The California Chapter of the National Emergency
Number Association (CALNENA)
H.L. “HANK” LACAYO, President
Congess of California Seniors
LARRY McCARTHY, President
California Taxpayers’ Association

FACT: The cost to cell phone users is minimal—if you
pay $30 a month, Prop. 67 will cost you 90¢.

FACT: Prop. 67 completely exempts senior citizens on
basic lifeline phone service—they will not pay a dime.

FACT: Prop. 67 provides for audits to ensure funds are
properly spent and prohibits the Legislature and phone
companies from raiding these funds.

Voters have a clear choice: watch our emergency med-
ical care system unravel OR vote YES ON PROP. 67 to
ensure victims of heart attacks, strokes, car accidents, and
other emergencies receive life-saving emergency care.

SAVE EMERGENCY CARE. SAVE LIVES. YES ON
PROP. 67.

LOU STONE, Vice President

California Professional Firefighters
RAMON JOHNSON, M.D., Past Chair

California Emergency Medical Services Commission
PAUL KIVELA, M.D., President

California Chapter of the American College of

Emergency Physicians
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PROPOSITION

68

OFFICIAL TITLE AND SUMMARY

NON-TRIBAL COMMERCIAL GAMBLING EXPANSION.
TRIBAL GAMING COMPACT AMENDMENTS.
REVENUES, TAX EXEMPTIONS. INITIATIVE
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT AND STATUTE.

Prepared by the Attorney General

state court jurisdiction.

regulatory, social programs.

Fiscal Impact:

firefighting services.

millions of dollars annually.

Non-Tribal Commercial Gambling Expansion.
Tribal Gaming Compact Amendments. Revenues, Tax Exemptions.
Initiative Constitutional Amendment and Statute.

o Authorizes Governor to negotiate tribal compact amendments requiring that Indian tribes pay 25% of
slot machine/gaming device revenues to government fund, comply with multiple state laws, and accept

e If compacted tribes don't unanimously accept required amendments within 90 days, or if determined
unlawful, authorizes sixteen specified non-tribal racetracks and gambling establishments to operate
30,000 slot machines/gaming devices, paying 33% of net revenues to fund government public safety,

e Provides exemption from specified state/local tax increases.

Summary of Legislative Analyst’s Estimate of Net State and Local Government

e Increased gambling revenues—potentially over $1 billion annually. The revenues would be provided
primarily to local governments throughout the state for additional child protective, police, and

¢ Depending on outcome of tribal negotiations, potential loss of state revenues totaling hundreds of

=

= e =

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST

BACKGROUND

The California Constitution and state statutes specify
the types of legal gambling that can occur in California.
For instance, current law allows wagering on horse
races and certain games in licensed card rooms. In addi-

- tion, Indian tribes with tribal-state gambling compacts
can operate slot machines and certain other casino-style
gambling in California.

Card Rooms and Horse Racing

Card Rooms. The state allows card rooms to conduct
card games where the card room operator has no stake
in the outcome of the game. The players play against
each other and pay the card room a fee for the use of
the facilities. Typical card games include draw poker,
7card stud, and poker pai gow. Certain games—such
as twenty-one—are prohibited. There are 96 licensed
card rooms in the state. Local governments approve
card rooms, as well as establish the hours of operation,
the number of tables, and wagering limits. Current state

54  Title and Summary/Analysis

law limits the expansion of both the number of card
rooms and the size of existing card rooms until January
2010.

Horse Racing. The state issues licenses to racing
associations that then lease tracks for racing events. In
California, there are 6 privately owned racetracks,
9 racing fairs, and 20 simulcast-only facilities. (These
latter facilities do not have live racing; instead, they
allow betting on televised races occurring elsewhere in
the world.)

Gambling on Indian Land

Federal law and the State Constitution govern gam-
bling operations on Indian land. Tribes that enter into
a tribal-state gambling compact may operate slot
machines and engage in card games where the operator
has a stake in the outcome, such as twenty-one.
Currently, 64 tribes have compacts and operate 53 casi-
nos with a total of more than 54,000 slot machines. Any
new or amended compact must be approved by the
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ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST (CONT.)

Legislature, the Governor, and the federal government.
As sovereign nations, tribes are largely exempt from
state and local taxes and laws, including California envi-
ronmental laws.

1999 Compacts. Most tribes signed their current com-
pacts in 1999. Under these compacts, a tribe may oper-
ate up to two facilities and up to a total of 2,000 slot
machines. In exchange, tribes make some payments to
the state which can only be used for specified purposes
(such as for making payments to tribes that either
do not operate slot machines or operate fewer than
350 machines). These payments total over $100 million
annually. Under these compacts, tribes are required to
prepare an environmental study analyzing the impact
on the surrounding area of any new or expanded gam-
bling facility. These compacts will expire in 2020.

2004 Compacts. In the summer of 2004, five tribes
signed amendments to their compacts, and these
revised agreements were approved by the state. Under
these new agreements, these tribes may operate as
many slot machines as they desire. In exchange, tribes
make a specified payment annually to the state, with
additional payments for each slot machine added to
their facilities. As additional tribes sign similar com-
pacts, payments to the state are expected to total in the
hundreds of millions of dollars annually. Unlike the
payments required by the 1999 compacts, the state can
use these payments for any purpose. The newer com-
pacts also require the tribes to (1) prepare more
detailed environmental studies; (2) negotiate with local
governments regarding payments addressing the
impacts of new gambling facilities on the local commu-
nities; and (3) follow other provisions related to patron
disputes, building codes, and labor relations. These
new agreements expire in 2030, ten years later than the
1999 compacts.

PROPOSAL

This measure, which amends the State Constitution
and state statutes, sets up two possible scenarios regard-
ing new state gambling revenues.

e The first scenario would occur only if all Indian
tribes with compacts agree to specified revisions to
their existing compacts.

e The second scenario would be triggered if the
tribes do not agree to the revisions. In this case,
5 existing racetracks and 11 existing card rooms
would be allowed to operate slot machines.

f ext of P tion 68 see

These two scenarios are discussed below.
Revision of Current Tribal-State Compacts

Under the first scenario, all compact tribes would be
required to agree with the Governor to terms required by
this measure within 90 days of its passage. Specifically, the
measure requires that all tribes with compacts agree to (1)
pay 25 percent of their “net win” to the Gaming Revenue

Trust Fund (GRTF, a state fund established by the meas-

ure) and (2) comply with certain state laws, including those
governing environmental protection, gambling regulation,
and political campaign contributions. Net win is defined as
the wagering revenue from all slot machines operated by
a tribe after prizes are paid out, but prior to the payment of
operational expenses. Under federal law, the federal gov-
ernment would have to approve the revised agreements.

Expansion of Gambling if Compacts Are Not Revised

As noted above, if the current compacts are not
revised under the first scenario, the measure would
allow slot machines on non-Indian lands. Specifically,
under the second scenario, the measure allows speci-
fied racetracks and card rooms located in Alameda,
Contra Costa, Los Angeles, Orange, San Diego, and San
Mateo Counties to operate up to 30,000 slot machines
(see Figure 1). The measure would allow the sale or
sharing of slot machine licenses in certain circum-
stances. The measure also makes permanent the limit
on the expansion of both the number of card rooms
and the size of existing card rooms (due to expire in
January 2010 under current law).

Net Win Payments. Racetracks and card rooms would
pay 30 percent of the net win from their slot machines
to the GRTF. They would also pay 2 percent of their net
win to the city and 1 percent to the county in which the
gambling facility is located. The measure specifies that
the payments to the GRTF be in place of any state or
local gamblingrelated taxes or fees enacted after
September 1, 2003.

The five racetracks also would be required to pay annual-
ly an additional 20 percent of the net win on their slot
machines. These funds would be administered by the
California Horse Racing Board and used to benefit the
horse racing industry, including the increase of race purses.

Distribution of Gambling Revenues

Payments based on net win would be made to the
GRTF under either scenario—whether tribes revised
their compacts or racetracks and card rooms operated
slot machines. In either case, slot machine operators
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Sites for Slot Machines at Racetracks and Card Rooms?

California Grand Casino
Pacheco

Contra Costa
County

Golden Gate Fields Racetrack ;
Albany o

Alameda County

Lucky Chances Casino
Colma

Artichoke Joe's Casino
San Bruno

Bay Meadows Racetrack
San Mateo

San Mateo
County

Los Angeles County

Santa Anita Racetrack
Arcadia Commerce Casino

Commerce

Bicycle Club Casino
Bell Gardens

Crystal Park Casino

Compton

Hawaiian Gardens Casino
A Racetrack Hawaiian Gardens

Los Alamitos Racetrack
Los Alamitas

i Card Room

Hustler Casino
Gardena

n Diego Coun
| Normandie Casino Sa €g ty

Gardena
£ Oceans Eleven Casino

Oceanside

Hollywood Park Casino
Inglewood

Hollywood Park Racetrack
Inglewood

2 Under measure’s second scenario (see text).
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ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST (CONT.)

would be required to pay for annual audits of their
reported net win and payments made to the GRTF. The
measure establishes a five-member board appointed by
the Governor to administer the GRTF. Figure 2
describes how funds in the GRTF would be distributed.
The bulk of the funds would be distributed to local
governments throughout the state for additional child
protective, police, and firefighting services.

DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS FROM
THE GAMING REVENUE TRUST FUND

/ First, payments would be made for three specific purposes:
* Up to 1 percent of the funds for administrative costs of the
initiative.
¢ $3 million annually for “responsible gambling” programs.
¢ Supplemental payments to tribes that do not operate slot
machines or operate fewer than 350 machines.

Second, remaining funds would be distributed to local
governments throughout the state as follows:

* 50 percent would be allocated to counties to provide services
for abused and foster care children. The amount allocated to a
county would be based on the number of child abuse referrals.

* 35 percent to local governments (based on population) for
additional sheriffs and police officers.

e 15 percent to local governments (based on population) for
additional firefighters.

The measure also specifies that these funds could not replace
funds already being used for the same purpose.

———— e e e

Related Provisions in Proposition 70

Proposition 70 on this ballot also contains provisions
affecting the number of slot machines authorized in the
state. That measure would allow tribes entering a new
or amended compact to expand the types of games
authorized at casinos. It would also eliminate the exist-
ing limits on the number of slot machines and facilities
a tribe can operate. In exchange for the exclusive right
to these types of gambling, tribes would pay the state a
percentage of their net income from gambling activi-
ties. The State Constitution provides that if the provi-
sions of two approved propositions are in conflict, only
the provisions of the measure with the higher number
of yes votes at the statewide election take effect.

FiscaL EFFecT

The fiscal effect of the measure on state and local
governments would depend on whether current com-
pacts are revised or if racetracks and card rooms oper-
ate slot machines. The fiscal effect under each scenario
is discussed below.

Revision of the Current Tribal-State Compacts

Net Win Payments. While tribes do not publicly report
information on their slot machine revenues, it is

estimated that the machines are generating net win
of over $5 billion annually in California. If the tribes
agree to this measure’s provisions, tribes would pay
25 percent of their slot machines’ net win to the
GRTF—potentially over $1 billion annually. These pay-
ments would be provided primarily to local govern-
ments to increase funding for child protective, police,
and firefighting services.

Existing Payments to the State. As described above,
tribes under the 1999 and 2004 compacts pay hundreds
of millions of dollars annually to the state for both spe-
cific and general purposes. This measure does not
specifically address whether these payments would con-
tinue or cease under the compact revision process. As a
result, it appears that the continuation of the payments
would be subject to negotiation between the tribes and
the Governor. If the revised compacts do not include a
continuation of these payments, the state would experi-
ence a reduction in payments—potentially totaling
hundreds of millions of dollars annually.

Expansion of Gambling at Card Rooms and Racetracks

Net Win Payments. If the tribes do not agree to revise
their compacts within the time required, specific card
rooms and horse racing tracks would be authorized to
operate up to 30,000 slot machines. These entities
would pay 30 percent of the net win to the GRTFE. The
amount of these payments would depend on the num-
ber of slot machines in operation and their net win.
These revenues could potentially be over $1 billion
annually. These revenues would be provided primarily
to local governments to increase funding for child pro-
tective, police, and firefighting services.

Additional Payments to Local Governments. Also under
this scenario, the cities in which these establishments
are located would collectively receive payments in the
high tens of millions of dollars (2 percent of the net
win). Counties in which these establishments are locat-
ed would collectively receive payments of half of this
amount (1 percent of the net win). The use of these
funds is not restricted.

Increased Taxable Economic Activity. If the tribes do not
agree to the requirements of this measure, the expan-
sion of gambling at card rooms and racetracks could
result in an overall increase in the amount of taxable
economic activity in California. This would occur if,
over time, there was a large diversion of gambling activ-
ity and associated spending from other states to
California. This would also be the case to the extent
that the gambling authorized by this measure replaced
existing tribal gambling activities (since much tribal
activity is exempt from state taxation). This additional
gambling-related activity would lead to an unknown
increase in state and local tax revenues.
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Can we share some straight talk?

Indian casinos are earning between $5 Billion and
$8 Billion per year through a monopoly granted to them
by the state of California. Under this monopoly, only
Indian casinos can operate slot machines in California.
But while the rest of us pay taxes on what we earn, the
tribes pay almost nothing on their Billions of earnings—
even though they use the same roads, schools, police, and
fire and emergency medical services that we all pay for.

Last year, one Indian Casino alone had a slot machine
profit of over $300 million and paid no taxes.

It’s time Indian Casinos paid their Fajr Share.

In Connecticut and New York, Indian casinos pay the
state up to a 25% Fair Share of their winnings in exchange
for keeping their monopolies.

Proposition 68 says to the Indian Tribes: You can keep
your monopoly on slot machines, but only if you pay a 25% Fair
Share like the Indian Casinos in Connecticut and New York.

The 25% Fair Share would go to pay for local police and
fire services and local programs for abused, neglected, and
foster children. The Tribes would also be required to
comply with the same political campaign contribution and
environmental protection laws that all of us already must
comply with.

Proposition 68 actually gives the Indian casinos a
choice: If they pay their Fair Share, they keep their
monopoly on slot machines. But if they don't, the state will
also grant rights to a limited number of locations where
gaming already exists.

The Indians would keep operating their slots, but they’d
geta little competition. A limited number of card clubs and
horseracing tracks where gaming already exists would be
allowed to add slot machines to their existing games.

NON-TRIBAL COMMERCIAL GAMBLING EXPANSION.
TRIBAL GAMING COMPACT AMENDMENTS. REVENUES, TAX EXEMPTIONS.
INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT AND STATUTE.

ARGUMENT in Favor of Proposition 68

These card clubs and horseracing tracks are located in
the cities of: Arcadia, Bell Gardens, Commerce, Compton,
Cypress, Gardena, Hawaiian Gardens, Inglewood, and
Oceanside in Southern California and in the cities of
Albany, Colma, Pacheco, San Bruno, and San Mateo in
Northern California. Unlike Indian casinos, the card clubs
and racetracks would pay 33% of their revenues from the
slot machines to local government.

With California’s current budget crisis, we need the
money.

According to the state's former Legislative Analyst, Bill
Hamm, Proposition 68 will generate nearly $2 Billion
every year—monies that will be sent directly to all local
governments around the state with all communities bene-
fiting equally.

It isn’t fair that the tribes can build casinos wherever
they want and make Billions of dollars through a monop-
oly granted by the state without paying taxes or a Fair
Share like the rest of us.

But Proposition 68 is fair. It doesn’t take any rights away
from the Indian Casinos. But it says that if Indian Casinos
won’t pay a Fair Share to support local public services like
all of us, then they can’t keep a state monopoly to them-
selves. You can’t have it both ways.

It's time for the Indian Casinos to pay their Fair Share.

We urge you to Vote YES on Proposition 68.

LEE BACA, Sheriff
County of Los Angeles
LOU BLANAS, Sheriff
County of Sacramento
ROY BURNS, President
Association of Los Angeles Deputy Sheriffs (ALADS)

REBUTTAL to Argument in Favor of Proposition 68

Proposition 68’s promoters—card clubs and race-
tracks—are using a baitand-switch scheme. They want
voters to think 68 is about “making the Indian tribes pay
their fair share.” It’s not.

It’s really a deceptive attempt to change California’s
Constitution to create huge Las Vegassize commercial
casinos on non-Indian lands throughout California.

In fact, the very organizations Prop. 68 promoters claim to
help, overwhelmingly reject this deceptive measure:

* Taxpayer groups OPPOSE Prop. 68 because IT WILL
HURT—NOT HELP—THE STATE’'S BUDGET—
not one dollar will go to reduce the state’s deficit,
and 68 exempis its promoters from paying any future
state and local tax increases.

e The California Police Chiefs Association, California
State Firefighters Association, the California District
Attorneys Association, and more than 30 County
Sheriffs OPPOSE because Prop. 68 means MORE
CRIME AND HIGHER LAW ENFORCEMENT
COSTS. Prop. 68 would place HUGE NEW CASINOS
on non-ndian lands in our cities and suburbs—
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30,000 new slot machines NEAR MORE THAN 200
SCHOOLS.
e Education leaders and child advocates OPPOSE
because Prop. 68 WILL END UP COSTING OUR
SCHOOLS MILLIONS, hurting our kids.
* Public safety and local government leaders OPPOSE
because Prop. 68 means MORE TRAFFIC CONGESTION
on already overcrowded freeways and surface streets.
Please join Governor Schwarzenegger, law enforce-
ment, firefighters, educators, parents, Indian tribes, busi-
ness, labor, seniors, local government, environmentalists,
and taxpayer groups, and VOTE NO ON 68.

STOP THE DECEPTIVE GAMBLING PROPOSI-
TION. It’s a bad deal for all Californians.

Please VOTE NO on PROPOSITION 68.

CARLA NINO, President
California State PTA
DAVID W. PAULSON, President
California District Attorneys Association
MIKE SPENCE, President

California Taxpayers Protection Committee
ER078
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Message from Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger: “I am officially
opposed to Proposition 68, and I strongly urge you to VOTE NO.”

This measure is not what it seems, While proponents claim
the measure will force Indian gaming tribes to pay their fair
share to the state, Proposition 68 does nothing of the sort.

Proposition 68 is not a guaranteed source of revenues for
California from Indian gaming tribes. Instead it authorizes
16 new Las Vegas-style casinos to be built in urban areas
throughout California.

Governor Schwarzenegger has a vision for California that
does NOT include making our state the next pot of gold
for commercial casino gambling interests. Governor
Schwarzenegger believes casino gaming should be limited
to Indian lands.

THE NEW AGREEMENTS GOVERNOR SCHWARZENEGGER
NEGOTIATED WITH MANY INDIAN GAMING TRIBES
ARE A WINNER FOR TRIBES AND TAXPAYERS. These
agreements keep California’s promise to Indian tribes
while making them pay their fair share. They promote
cooperation between tribes and local governments to deal
with the impact on law enforcement, traffic congestion,
and road construction. Unfortunately, Proposition 68
could destroy these new agreements.

The 16 new casinos authorized by Proposition 68 are
located in urban areas of California. They will be near 200
schools and major streets and freeways in Los Angeles, the
San Francisco Bay Area and San Diego, further congesting
our crowded roads.

NOT A SINGLE PENNY FROM THIS INITIATIVE CAN
BE USED TO HELP BALANCE THE STATE BUDGET.
Further, the promoters of Proposition 68 have written it so
they are exempt from paying any future increases in state
and local taxes.

GOVERNOR SCHWARZENEGGER JOINS MORE
THAN 400 PUBLIC SAFETY, TAXPAYER, AND OTHER
LEADERS IN SAYING:

VOTE NO ON 68

California Police Chiefs Association, California State
Firefighters’' Association, California Coalition of Law

NON-TRIBAL COMMERCIAL GAMBLING EXPANSION.
TRIBAL GAMING COMPACT AMENDMENTS. REVENUES, TAX EXEMPTIONS.
INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT AND STATUTE.

ARGUMENT Against Proposition 68

Enforcement Associations, California District Attorneys
Association, More than 50 California Indian Tribes, State
Treasurer Phil Angelides, State Controller Steve Westly,
Superintendent of Public Instruction Jack O’Connell,
Crime Victims United of California, Peace Officers
Research Association of California, Sierra Club California,
California School Boards Association, The Seniors
Coalition, Prevent Child Abuse California, California
Taxpayer Protection Committee.

AND 34 COUNTY SHERIFFS:

o Sheriff James Allen o Sheriff Terry Bergstrand ® Sheriff
Virginia Black ® Sheriff Ed Bonner * Sheriff Bob Brooks
o Sheriff Bill Cogbill ® Sheriff Anthony Craver ® Sheriff John
Crawford e Sheriff Jim Denney ® Sheriff Bob Doyle ® Sheriff
Robert Doyle ® Sheriff Bill Freitas ® Sheriff Curtis Hill
o Sheriff William Kolender ¢ Sheriff Dan Lucas
e Sheriff Ken Marvin, Ret. ® Sheriff Scott Marshall
o Sheriff Rodney Mitchell ® Sheriff Bruce Mix ® Sheriff Daniel
Paranick ® Sheriff Clay Parker ® Sheriff Gary Penrod
o Sheriff Charles Plummer ¢ Sherff Jim Pope
* Sheriff Ed Prieto ® Sheriff Michael Prizmich ® Sheriff Perry
Reniff ® Sheriff Richard Rogers ® Sheriff Warren Rupf
o Sheriff Robert Shadley, Jr. ® Sheriff Gary Simpson
* Sheriff Gary Stanton ® Sheriff Mark Tracy ® Sheriff Dean
Wilson.

PROP. 68 WOULD RESULT IN A HUGE EXPANSION
OF CASINO GAMBLING ON NON-INDIAN LANDS.

It’s a sweetheart deal for the gambling interests behind it,
another broken promise to Indian tribes, and a bad deal
for the rest of us.

VOTE NO ON 68. STOP THE DECEPTIVE GAMBLING
PROPOSITION.

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor
State of California
JEFF SEDIVEC, President
California State Firefighters’ Association
WAYNE QUINT, JR., President
California Coalition of Law Enforcement Associations

REBUTTAL to Argument Against Proposition 68

“[Arnold Schwarzenegger] wants to renegotiate gam-
ing compacts with casino-operating Indian tribes in the
hopes of getting tribes to share revenue with the state. He
noted tribes pay Connecticut 25 percent of their rev-
enues, and said such an arrangement could pay for
‘thousands of police officers, thousands of teachers.” ”

—Sacramento Bee, Sept. 24, 2003

We agreed then and we agree now. It makes zero
sense for the overwhelming majority of Indian casi-
nos—a $6-$8 billion industry—to operate in California
while paying virtually nothing to support the common
good.

It’s time for these immensely profitable Indian casinos
to give something back to the state that has given them
the most lucrative gaming monopoly in history. It’s time
for the people of California to get their fair share.

Proposition 68 isn’t a blank check for the politicians
in Sacramento. It requires a real and meaningful fair
share payment that must be used to hire local police and
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sheriffs, keep local fire stations open, and fund proven
educational programs for abused and neglected children.

To make sure it’s truly fair, we give the Indian casinos
the final choice. They choose to make this 25% contribu-
tion—just as they do in New York and Connecticut.
Otherwise, the state will allow limited and highly regulat-
ed competition with an even bigger financial return to
California’s communities.

Before you make your decision, please read the initia-
tive. We think you’ll agree: it’s ime the Indian casinos did
the right thing. And pay their fair share.

LEE BACA, Sheriff
County of Los Angeles
LOU BLANAS, Sheriff
County of Sacramento
ROY BURNS, President
Association of Los Angeles Deputy Sheriffs (ALADS)

ER079
Arguments | 59

wecuracy by any o (al agenay



PROPOSITION

69

OFFICIAL TITLE AND SUMMARY

DNA SAMPLES. COLLECTION.
DATABASE. FUNDING.
INITIATIVE STATUTE.

Prepared by the Attorney General

arrested for or charged with any felony.

database.

Fiscal Impact:

available for other DNA-related activities.

DNA Samples. Collection. Database. Funding.
Initiative Statute.

* Requires collection of DNA samples from all felons, and from adults and juveniles arrested for or
charged with specified crimes, and submission to state DNA database; and, in five years, from adults

e Authorizes local law enforcement laboratories to perform analyses for state database and maintain local

o Specifies procedures for confidentiality and removing samples from databases.
e Imposes additional monetary penalty upon certain fines/forfeitures to fund program.

* Designates California Department of Justice to implement program, subject to available moneys:
Authorizes $7,000,000 loan from Legislature for implementation.

Summary of Legislative Analyst’s Estimate of Net State and Local Government

e Net state costs to collect and analyze DNA samples of potentially several million dollars initially,
increasing to nearly $20 million annually when the costs are fully realized in 2009-10.

e Local costs to collect DNA samples likely more than fully offset by revenues, with the additional revenues

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST

BACKGROUND

DNA Samples. Deoxyribonucleic Acid (DNA) is the
genetic material contained in most living organisms,
including human beings, that controls the production
of substances needed for the organisms’ development
and life activities. The genetic information contained in
DNA can be used, like a chemical fingerprint, to identify
and differentiate between individuals. Using DNA evi-
dence, law enforcement agencies and district attorneys
have been able to effectively identify, arrest, and convict
criminals, as well as exonerate persons wrongly accused
or convicted of a crime.

Under current law, any person convicted of a serious
felony offense is required to provide to law enforce-
ment a blood sample from which DNA is obtained. The
samples are collected by the California Department of
Corrections (CDC), the Department of the Youth
Authority (Youth Authority), and local jails, and then

60 | Title and Summary/Analysis

submitted to the California Department of Justice
(DOJ). The DOJ laboratory analyzes the samples and
stores the DNA profiles of convicted felons in a
statewide DNA databank. The DNA profiles are also
submitted by DOJ to the Combined DNA Index System,
a national repository maintained by the Federal Bureau
of Investigation. The information in the DNA databank
is compared to evidence collected from crime scenes
for possible matches.

Court Fines. Persons convicted of certain crimes,
including violations of traffic laws, may be ordered by
the court to pay a fine. The total fine typically consists
of a “base fine” which goes entirely to local government
and a “penalty assessment” which is shared by the state
and local governments. The latter is often referred to as
a “criminal penalty.” The state and local governments
use the revenue to support a variety of programs and
activities.
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DNA SAMPLES. COLLECTION. DATABASE. FUNDING.

INITIATIVE STATUTE.

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST (CONT.)

PROPOSAL

This measure makes the following changes to current
law.

Expands DNA Collection. This measure expands the
collection of DNA to include all convicted felons and
some nonfelons, as well as individuals arrested for cer-
tain offenses. Figure 1 lists the individuals who would be
required to provide DNA samples under this measure.

EXPANDED DNA COLLECTION CATEGORIES

Upon Enactment of Measure

s Adults and juveniles convicted of any felony offense.

«

/ Adults and juveniles convicted of any sex offense or arson
offense, or an attempt to commit any such offense (not just
felonies).

¢ Adults arrested for or charged with felony sex offenses, murder,
or voluntary manslaughter (or the attempt to commit such
offenses).

Additionally, Starting in 2009

7 Adults arrested for or charged with any felony offense.

8

The expanded list of qualifying offenses would be
retroactive regardless of when the person was convicted
(adults) or adjudicated (juveniles). As a result, DNA
would be obtained from adults and juveniles already
serving time in correctional facilities as well as those
who are on parole or probation for these offenses.

Requires Timely Collection and Analysis of Samples.
Immediately following either arrest or-conviction, state
or local law enforcement personnel would be required
to collect a sample of inner cheek cells of the mouth
(known as a “buccal swab” sample). This sample would
be in addition to the right thumbprint and full palm
print impression of each hand required by current law.
Also, state and local law enforcement would continue to
have the authority to collect blood samples upon
request by DOJ.

The measure requires DOJ to contract with public or
private laboratories to process samples that it has not
analyzed within six months of receipt. The DOJ and
CDC would be required to publish and place on their
Web sites a quarterly progress report on the processing
of DNA samples.

Provides Additional Funding. This measure raises exist-
ing criminal penalties to fund the proposed expansion
of DNA collection. Specifically, an additional $1 would
be levied for every $10 in penalties, with revenues
shared by the state and local governments. The state
would receive 70 percent of the revenue in the first two

For text of Pt sition 6 e page 1

years, 50 percent in the third year, and 25 percent annu-
ally thereafter. Local government would receive the dif-
ference to support DNA sample collection, as well as
other related activities such as analysis, tracking, and
processing of crime scene samples.

Creates a New Crime. This measure makes it a felony
offense punishable by 2, 3, or 4 years in prison for a per-
son required to submit a sample or print to tamper (or
attempt to tamper) with a DNA sample, or thumb or
palm print impression.

FiscaL EFFECTS

State Government. This measure would result in net
state costs of potentially several million dollars initially,
increasing to nearly $20 million annually when costs are
fully realized in 2009-10. This estimate primarily
reflects the costs of analyzing additional DNA samples,
partially offset by new revenues proposed by the meas-
ure. Specifically, CDC and the Youth Authority would
require additional state resources to collect DNA from
prisoners and wards currently in custody, as well as
parolees, for crimes covered by the measure. In addi-
tion, DOJ would incur costs to hire and train staff, pur-
chase equipment and supplies, acquire additional labo-
ratory space, and contract with public or private labs for
the processing of DNA samples.

The measure requires a General Fund loan of
$7 million to DOJ for the implementation of its provi-
sions. This loan would be repaid with interest, no later
than four years after it is made with revenue generated
from the increased penalty assessments.

Local Government. This measure would likely result in
no net costs to local governments on a statewide basis.
Local law enforcement agencies would require staff and
training to collect additional DNA samples. These
costs—estimated to be several millions of dollars
initially increasing to less than $8 million annually
beginning in 2008-09—would likely be more than fully
offset by the local share of penalty revenues generated
under the measure. Local penalty revenue above the
amount required to support the costs of DNA collection
would be used for other related activities, such as analy-
sis of DNA evidence collected from crime scenes.

Other Effects on State and Local Government. This meas-
ure could result in other unknown fiscal effects on state
and local governments. To the extent that expanded
DNA collection results in increased investigations and
prosecutions, and higher rates of incarceration, there
would be unknown increased costs to state and local
governments. It may also lead to unknown state and
local savings by identifying individuals who, having
been falsely accused and imprisoned, would be released
from incarceration.
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INITIATIVE STATUTE.

DNA SAMPLES. COLLECTION. DATABASE. FUNDING.

ARGUMENT in Favor of Proposition 69

“In California, the remains of a boy missing for two decades are
finally identified. Two cold murders are solved in Kansas. And in
Texas, a serial sexual predator is captured. The cases are cracked
thanks to technology police are calling the fingerprinis of the 21st cen-
tury.” (Associated Press, March 2004)

DNA IDENTIFIES CRIMINALS AND PROTECTS THE
INNOCENT

“Hunch leads to Rape Suspect’s Arrest; Detective obtains
DNA Sample from a convicted burglar that links him to attacks on
11 women.” (LA Times, April 2004)

“DNA tests clear man of slayings; man jailed since late 2002 on
charges of killing his ex-girlfriend and her sister.” (Bakersfield
Californian, May 2004)

PROPOSITION 69—CALIFORNIA’S ALL-FELON DNA
DATABASE

The DNA Fingerprint, Unsolved Crime and Innocence
Protection Act helps solve crime, free those wrongfully
accused, and stop serial killers. Written by public safety
experts, 69 is nonpartisan and endorsed by every major
statewide law enforcement organization; crime scene investi-
gators, victims’ advocates, district attorneys, defense lawyers,
sheriffs, police chiefs, Republicans and Democrats.

PROPOSITION 69 PROTECTS SOCIETY

69 requires convicted felons and those arrested for rape
and murder to give DNA (collected by mouth swab, not
blood) for a statewide database. Starting in 2009, felony
arrestees will also be tested, but those not convicted can have
their DNA removed from the database. Taking DNA during
the booking process at the same time as fingerprints is more
efficient and helps police conduct accurate investigations.
No wasting time chasing false leads; DNA can prove inno-
cence or guilt. Protecting peoples’ privacy, 69 prohibits any
use of DNA besides identification.

34 STATES HAVE ALL-FELON DNA DATABASES

Every unsolved homicide enables criminals to kill again.

Currently, California’s DNA database is too small, unable to
deal with thousands of unsolved rapes, murders, and child
abductions. Initiative sponsor Bruce Harrington’s brother
and sisterinaw were murdered by one of America’s most
brutal serial criminals; in Northern California known as the
East Area Rapist, in Southern California the Original
Nightstalker. Detectives have the killer's DNA, but the data-
base lacks a matching profile. They believe the Harrington
murders could have been prevented if DNA technology and
a complete database were available back then.

Virginia has a comprehensive DNA database including
arrestees. Virginia's population is less than Los Angeles
County, but solves more crimes with DNA than California.
In 2002, California solved 148 cases; Virginia 445.

DEFENSE LAWYERS THROUGHOUT AMERICA USE
DNA TO PROTECT INNOCENT PEOPLE

DNA evidence is one of the most effective ways to prove
someone was not involved with a crime. 69's complete DNA
database helps ensure people are not wrongfully accused.

RESPECTING TAXPAYERS

Proposition 69 is funded through a small increase in crim-
inal penalties, not a tax increase or deficit spending. Money
is distributed to state and local public safety agencies to
maintain the database and solve cases.

PROPOSITION 69—PUBLIC SAFETY AND ACCOUNT-
ABILITY

69 can prevent thousands of crimes by taking dangerous
criminals off the streets. Using precise DNA technology,
innocent people can be quickly exonerated. For a safer
California, VOTE YES ON 69.

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor of California
BILL LOCKYER, California State Attorney General
STEVE COOLEY, Los Angeles County District Attorney

REBUTTAL to Argument in Favor of Proposition 69

As people who have worked on behalf of victims of vio-
lent crime, we support the best tools for solving crimes.
BUT PROPOSITION 69 WILL NOT MAKE US SAFER.
69 risks taking money that could be spent solving actual crimes.
69 traps thousands of innocent Californians in a criminal
database.

69 IS NOT AN “ALL FELON DATABASE.” California
already has 2 DNA database of violent criminals. 69 collects
DNA samples from anyone arrested, even if your identity is
mistaken, if you are mistakenly arrested or among thou-
sands that are arrested and never charged with a crime.
Taking thousands of innocent people’s DNA and storing it
permanently alongside felons is wrong. Mixing the inno-
cent and guilty in one CRIMINAL DATABASE risks your
privacy rights.

69 DOES NOTHING TO PROTECT THE INNOCENT.
In Nevada, a 26-year-old man was jailed for over a year and
faced life in prison before it was discovered that the crime
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lab had switched his DNA with that of the true rapist. Last
year, it was discovered that a DNA test was misinterpreted in
Texas, causing an innocent man to spend 4 years in jail.
DNA processing errors may become all too common
because 69 requires immediate testing of more than 500,000
Californians.

69 TRAPS YOUR DNA ALONGSIDE CONVICTED
CRIMINALS. Once your DNA is in the database, govern-
ment has no obligation to remove it. The League of Women
Voters, responsible law officials, and California’s working
men and women ALL AGREE: VOTE NO ON 69!

For more information: www.protectmyDNA.com.

RONALD E. HAMPTON, Executive Director
National Black Police Association
BOB BARR, Chair
Privacy and Freedom Cente, American Conservative Union
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Everyone recognizes the importance of expanding tools
to find criminals, but Proposition 69 goes too far. Proposition
69 risks your privacy. Your DNA reveals the most intimate and
sensitive information about you and your family. Proposition
69 may put your DNA in a common government database alongside
convicted killers and rapists.

How could this happen? Because Proposition 69 would
force many Californians who have never committed a crime to be
included in a criminal database.

INNOCENT PEOPLE ARE TREATED JUST LIKE
CRIMINALS.

Every year in California, there are 50,000 arvests that never result
in people being charged with a crime. Arrests might range from
traffic stops to mistaken identity. Under Proposition 69, these
people must provide a DNA sample. Everyone that is arvested for any
felony whatsoever—even trespassing, shoplifting, or writing a
bad check—is subject to DNA testing, sampling, and filing in
criminal databases.

California already requires the collection, testing, and
storage of DNA from serious and violent felons, including
kidnappers, rapists, murderers, and child molesters.
Proposition 69 is a dangerous departure from current law
because it would put innocent citizens in the same database
as convicted criminals.

Initiative Risks Your Privacy.

Proposition 69 is contrary to California’s tradition of legal
protection of medical, financial, and personal privacy rights.
Why? DNA is FAR MORE THAN A FINGERPRINT. Your
DNA tells anyone who has this information whether you and
your family are predisposed to contract diseases such as
heart disease, obesity, Alzheimer’s, multiple sclerosis, or
cancer.

The “safeguards” in the initiative are inadequate to pro-
tect your privacy. Once you are in the database, government
has no obligation to remove your profile. Restrictions and

DNA SAMPLES. COLLECTION. DATABASE. FUNDING.

ARGUMENT Against Proposition 69

PROP

enforcement necessary to protect you are not clearly spelled
out in the initiative. Moreover, government databases grow
and merge. There’s no guarantee that these DNA databases
will not be expanded in the future. The initiative allows DNA
testing and sorting to be conducted by private laboratories.
Do you feel confident that private, for-profit laboratories will
protect your privacy rights?

PROPOSITION 69 WILL COST MILLIONS.

Proponents of Proposition 69 have hidden the real costs
of this initiative. Proposition 69 has tens of millions of dollars
of startup costs and ongoing costs that may not be ade-
quately funded by the initiative. To make up any shortfall,
Proposition 69 could TAKE MONEY FROM OTHER PUB-
LIC SAFETY, EDUCATION, and government programs.
Proposition 69 will cost millions of dollars for a DNA data
bank that puts sensitive genetic information about innocent
people alongside criminals. '

This initiative allows for collection of Californians’ most
personal and revealing information, but it lacks government
accountability if your DNA is mishandled or misused. Once
your DNA is seized by the government, it will be filed along-
side criminals. Proposition 69 violates the privacy rights of
innocent Californians without necessary safeguards, privacy
protection, and accountability to make sure government
does its job right.

Vote NO on Proposition 69. This initiative goes too far
and costs all of us too much.

BETH GIVENS, Executive Director

Privacy Rights Clearinghouse
BOB BARR, Chair

Privacy & Freedom Center, American Conservative Union
PAUL BILLINGS, Chair

Council for Responsible Genetics

INITIATIVE STATUTE.

REBUTTAL to Argument Against Proposition 69

Don’t be fooled by deceptive attacks. Opponents cannot
dispute that an allfelon DNA database makes California safer.

FACT: 34 States Already Have All-Felon DNA Databases:

WASHINGTON, OREGON, MONTANA, WYOMING,
UTAH, COLORADO, ARIZONA, NEW MEXICO, SOUTH
DAKOTA, KANSAS, TEXAS, MINNESOTA, IOWA,
ARKANSAS, LOUISIANA, WISCONSIN, ILLINOIS, TEN-
NESSEE, MISSISSIPPI, ALABAMA, GEORGIA, FLORIDA,
NORTH CAROLINA, VIRGINIA, WEST VIRGINIA, MARY-
LAND, DELAWARE, NEW JERSEY, CONNECTICUT,
MASSACHUSETTS, ALASKA, SOUTH CAROLINA, MIS-
SOURI, AND MICHIGAN.

FACT: DNA Is Required From Convicted Felons Only

Only convicted felons are required to have DNA samples
included in the database. DNA samples can be removed
from the database if felony charges are exonerated.

FACT: 69 Respects Privacy

Analyzed DNA database samples have no genetic trait infor-
mation! Medical/ privacy rights are fully protected.

“Since criminal DNA databases were first created 14 years
ago, privacy advocates have not found any instance where the
databases or DNA samples were misused.” USA Today Editorial
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FACT: 69 Delivers Justice

“The chances of solving a rape or murder increase by 85%
with an allfelon DNA database.” California State Sheriffs’
Association President Robert Doyle

“69 protects people from being falsely accused and
destroying lives.” Defendants Rights Counsel Christopher Plourd

FACT: 69 Saves Taxpayers

California taxpayer advocates strongly support
Proposition 69 because it doesn’t raise taxes and makes
investigations efficient, preventing wasted time on false
leads. Taxfighters agree 69 saves lives and money.

Sheriffs, police, victims, Governor Arnold
Schwarzenegger, Democratic Attorney General Bill Lockyer,
and Assemblyman Lou Correa, and Republican
Assemblyman Todd Spitzer and State Senator Jim Brulte
endorse nonpartisan 69. Learn more: www.DNAYES.org

VOTE YES!

DAVID W. PAULSON, President

California District Attorneys Association
SCOTT CURRIE, President

California Sexual Assault Investigators Association
JERRY ADAMS, President

California Peace Officer’s Association ER083
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PROPOSITION
TRIBAL GAMING COMPACTS. EXCLUSIVE GAMING

RicHTS. CONTRIBUTIONS TO STATE. INITIATIVE
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT AND STATUTE.

OFFICIAL TITLE AND SUMMARY

Prepared by the Attorney General

Tribal Gaming Compacts. Exclusive Gaming Rights. Contributions to State.
Initiative Constitutional Amendment and Statute.

e Upon request by federally-recognized Indian tribe, Governor must execute renewable 99-year gaming
compact.
Grants exclusive tribal gaming rights; no limits on number of machines, facilities, types of games on
Indian land.

Tribes contribute percentage of net gaming income, based on prevailing state corporate tax rate, to state fund.

Contributions cease if non-tribal casino-type gaming is permitted.
Contributions are in lieu of any other fees, taxes, levies.

Requires off-reservation impact assessments, public notice/comment opportunities before significant
expansion or construction of gaming facilities.

Summary of Legislative Analyst’s Estimate of Net State and Local Government Fiscal Impact:

e Unknown effect on payments to the state from Indian tribes. The potential increase or decrease in these
payments could be in the tens of millions to over a hundred million dollars annually.

e Likely reduction in tribal payments to local governments, potentially totaling in the millions of dollars

annually.

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE

BACKGROUND

Indian Tribes in California. Under federal law, Indian
tribes in California are considered sovereign nations. As a
result, tribes are not required to pay most federal, state, or
local taxes (such as income, property, or sales tax). In addi-
tion, tribes are largely exempt from state laws, including
California environmental and workplace laws.

Gambling on Tribal Lands. Federal law and the State
Constitution allow tribes to conduct gambling on Indian
land if they enter into agreements with the state. These
agreements, called compacts, lay out the conditions under
which the gambling may occur. Under current compacts,
tribes may operate slot machines and card games, such as
twenty-one. Other Nevada-style casino games such as craps
and roulette are prohibited. Currently, 64 tribes have com-
pacts and operate 53 casinos with a total of more than
54,000 slot machines.

1999 Compacts. Most tribes signed their current com-
pacts in 1999. Under these compacts, a tribe may operate
up to two facilities and up to a total of 2,000 slot machines.
In exchange, tribes make some payments to the state
which can only be used for specified purposes (such as for
making payments to tribes that either do not operate slot
machines or operate fewer than 350 machines). These pay-
ments total over $100 million annually. Under these com-
pacts, tribes are required to prepare an environmental
study analyzing the impact on the surrounding area of any
new or expanded gambling facility. These compacts will
expire in 2020.

2004 Compacts. In the summer of 2004, five tribes signed
amendments to their 1999 compacts, and these revised
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agreements were approved by the state. Under these new
agreements, these tribes may operate as many slot
machines as they desire. In exchange, these tribes make a
specified payment annually to the state, with additional
payments for each slot machine added to their facilities.
Payments to the state from these revised compacts are
expected to total in the low hundreds of millions of dollars
annually. Unlike the payments required by the 1999 com-
pacts, the state can use these payments for any purpose.
The newer compacts also require the tribes to (1) prepare
more detailed environmental studies, (2) negotiate with
local governments regarding payments addressing
the impacts of new gambling facilities on the local
communities, and (3) follow other provisions related to
patron disputes, building codes, and labor relations. These
new agreements expire in 2030, ten years later than the
1999 compacts.

PROPOSAL

This measure amends the State Constitution and state
statutes to require the Governor to amend an existing
compact or enter into a new compact with any tribe within
30 days of a tribe’s request. Any such compact would have
to include certain provisions, as discussed below.

Gambling Revenues. Under the provisions of the meas-
ure, a tribe entering into an amended or new compact
would pay the state a percentage of its net income from
gambling activities. The percentage of net income paid
would be equivalent to the corporate tax rate paid by a pri-
vate business (currently 8.84 percent). The measure spec-
ifies that the state could spend these revenues for any pur-
pose. In the event that the tribes lose their exclusive right
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EXCLUSIVE GAMING RIGHTS. CONTRIBUTIONS TO STATE.
INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT AND STATUTE.

TRIBAL GAMING COMPACTS.

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST (CONT.)

to conduct certain types of gambling in California, the
tribes would no longer be required to make these pay-
ments to the state. These payments generally would be in
place of any other state or local government fees, taxes, or
levies on gambling activities. (Tribes, however, would still
be required to make the specific payments required under
the 1999 compacts.)

Expansion of Gambling. The measure expands the types
of games authorized by the compacts to include roulette,
craps, and any other form of casino gambling. The meas-
ure eliminates the 1999 compact limit on the number of
slot machines and facilities a tribe can operate on Indian
lands.

Compacts Extended. The measure specifies that any
amended or new compact would remain in effect for
99 years. These compacts could be amended or renewed
upon agreement of the Governor and a tribe and approval
by the federal government.

Environmental Studies. As required under the 1999 com-
pacts, any tribe entering a compact under this measure
would be required to prepare an environmental study ana-
lyzing the impact on the surrounding area of any new or
expanded tribal gambling facility.

Related Provisions in Proposition 68. Proposition 68 on
this ballot also contains provisions affecting the number of
slot machines authorized in the state. That measure would
allow specified card rooms and racetracks to operate slot
machines if tribes do not agree to make specified pay-
ments to the state and abide by certain state laws. The State
Constitution provides that if the provisions of two
approved propositions are in conflict, only the provisions
of the measure with the higher number of yes votes at the
statewide election take effect.

FiscAL EFFECT

Background. Over time, it is likely that additional tribes
will seek amendments to their compacts similar to those
agreed to by five tribes earlier this year. These amendments
would allow tribes to exceed their current limit of 2,000 slot
machines. As a result, over the next few years (absent any
other changes), the state would likely experience:

e Increased slot machines operated on Indian lands in

the thousands.

o Increased state revenues in the hundreds of millions
of dollars annually.

e Increased payments to local governments to address
the impacts of gambling on communities in the mil-
lions of dollars annually.

Changes Under the Measure. In comparison to the exist-
ing compacts, the compacts authorized under this meas-
ure would generally offer tribes the following:

e More Games. Like the 2004 compacts, this measure’s
compacts would not restrict the number of allowable
slot machines. In addition, this measure would allow
tribes to offer additional casino games, like craps and
roulette.

r text of Proposition 70 see page 145.

e Likely Lower Payments. Rather than the per machine
payments to the state required under the 2004 com-
pacts, this measure’s payments would be based on the

_income generated by the.machines (and other
games). The amount of payments received by the
state, therefore, would vary among tribes, depending
on their gambling operations. Consequently, it is diffi-
cult to determine the exact amount that would be
paid to the state. We have reviewed the payments
required by the 2004 compacts and those required
under this measure. For any given level of tribal gam-
bling activity, the payments to the state would tend to
be lower under this measure.

e Fewer Regulations. Tribes under this measure would not
be subject to several provisions in the 2004 compacts,
such as the requirements for more extensive environ-
mental reviews and negotiations with local governments.

* Longer Length. Under the measure, tribes’ compacts
would last 99 years. This would provide tribes with
greater long-term stability for their gambling operations.

Given these provisions compared to existing compacts,
we would expect many tribes to request amendments
under this measure. In this case, tribes would be able to
add additional slot machines and other games to their
operations. Consequently, tribal gambling across the state
under this measure would likely be higher than otherwise
would have been the case.

Estimated Gambling Revenues. Although the measure
could lead to an increase in overall gambling in the state,
it is unclear what impact that would have on payments to
the state. This is because, as noted above, the payments for
any given level of gambling activity would tend to be lower
than under current law. If the increase in gambling
income were to more than offset the lower payments, the
state would experience an increase in annual payments.
On the other hand, if the increase in gambling income did
not offset the lower payments, the state would experience
a reduction in annual payments.

The change in revenues from current law would
depend on a variety of factors including (1) the extent to
which tribes agreed to the measure’s provisions, (2) the
extent to which new slot machines and games were added
at gambling establishments, (3) the income generated
from gambling, and (4) how the state enforced the collec-
tion of required payments based on the net income of
each tribe. The change in payments—whether an increase
or decrease—could be in the tens of millions to over a
hundred million dollars annually.

Payments to Local Governments. To the extent that tribes
opted to accept this measure’s provisions rather than those
of the 2004 compacts, they would not be subject to the
requirement for negotiations with local governments con-
cerning community impacts. As a result, local govern-
ments would likely receive less in payments from tribes.
The amount of any such reduction is unknown but would
likely be in the millions of dollars annually.
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TRIBAL GAMING COMPACTS.

California Indian Tribes have come forward with this
initiative and volunteered to pay millions of dollars from
their gaming revenues to help California taxpayers. We
want to pay our fair share, which means we would pay the
same as any other business pays in state taxes.

We would not pay any more or any less—just the same as
everybody else. We think that is fair, even though the law
exempts Indian tribes from paying taxes on income from
gaming activities on Indian lands. We want to pay our fair
share to help California out of the financial problems that
our political leaders have created.

When California Indians were rounded up and forced
onto land that nobody wanted, they were given the sover-
eignty to run their own affairs without interference. Now,
after decades of hardship, many tribes have been able to
achieve some success. Gaming revenues have finally
allowed many tribes to provide education, housing, and
health care for their members.

As history has sadly shown, however, there are some
who now want to take the good fortune away from the
successful Indians.

We are very thankful that the people of California voted
time and again to respect Indian sovereignty and support
Indians’ rights to conduct gaming operations on tribal lands.

Now we are once again forced to go directly to the
voters and bypass the politicians in Sacramento. After
misspending the State surplus, they are trying to get
California Indian tribes to make up the difference. They
want to come onto our reservations and tell us how to run
our businesses. They won't negotiate with Indian tribes

EXCLUSIVE GAMING RIGHTS. CONTRIBUTIONS TO STATE.
INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT AND STATUTE.

ARGUMENT in Favor of Proposition 70

one-by-one, but insist that we all accept a deal that was only
negotiated by a few.

Our initiative is very simple and straightforward: We will
pay millions of dollars to the State; in return, we want to be
able to run our tribal businesses like any other businesses.

This Proposition will continue the ban on new tribal
casinos that are NOT on Indian Reservations, unlike
Proposition 68, which would result in casinos throughout
California.

This Proposition will lead to new agreements allowing
each tribe to decide for itself how many casinos and what
types or how many games it wishes to operate on its tribal
lands. Tribes would get to make these decisions, like other
businesses, without government interference. Market
forces would determine the best decisions.

Under the new agreements, tribes would prepare envi-
ronmental impact reports and develop a good-faith plan to
mitigate any significant adverse environmental impacts
after consultation with the public and local governments.

And just like any other business that has the right to
decide what kind of business to operate, Indian tribes
would pay on their gaming revenues the equivalent of what
other businesses pay as an income tax. This is basically a
win-win for everyone.

That's why California’s Indian tribes need your help
once again to stand up for what's fair. Together, we will be
living up to the promises made to California’s Indians.

RICHARD M. MILANOVICH, Tribal Chairman
Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians

REBUTTAL to Argument in Favor of Proposition 70

More than 60 California Indian tribes operate casinos,
but just one tribe is sponsoring Proposition 70. It says it
wants to be treated like other businesses, but what other
business can’t be audited by the state to determine their
taxable income? What other business is granted a 99-year
casino gaming agreement?

Proposition 70 is full of loopholes:

* No provision to ensure tribes pay their fair share

e Keeps the state in the dark about the amount of

money Indian casinos earn

Governor Schwarzenegger’s negotiated agreements
with several gaming tribes will add $1 billion to the state’s
bottom line this year alone and hundreds of millions
more every year. Proposition 70 effectively destroys these
agreements.

Don'’t be misled by this self-serving measure that’s been
drafted by one lone Indian gaming tribe. Governor
Schwarzenegger, leaders in law enforcement, labor, the
environmental community, and seniors all say VOTE NO
on Proposition 70.
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Additional reasons Californians should VOTE NO on
Proposition 70:
e Gives tribes a 99-year casino gaming agreement
* Wouldn'’t require tribes to pay taxes other companies
pay, such as property and income taxes
e Allows tribes to own an unlimited number of casinos
with no size limits
e Paves the way for UNLIMITED casino gaming in
major urban and suburban areas across California
Governor Schwarzenegger’s agreements are a winner
for tribes and taxpayers. These agreements keep
California’s promise to Indian tribes while ensuring they
pay their fair share.
VOTE NO ON PROPOSITIONS 68 & 70.

DAVID W. PAULSON, President
California District Attorneys Association
JACK GRIBBON
California UNITE HERE!
JOHN T. KEHOE, President
California Senior Action Network

ER086



Message from Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger: “T am officially
opposed to Propositions 68 & 70, and I strongly urge you to VOTE
NO.”

This measure is not what it seems, which is why
Governor Schwarzenegger is asking you to VOTE NO. The
wealthy Indian gaming tribes behind Proposition 70 want
you to believe this measure will force tribes to “pay their fair
share.” The truth is that it gives these Indian gaming tribes a
99-year monopoly on gambling without ever having to pay their
fair share in revenues to the state. If Prop. 70 passes, it will be
almost impossible to change.

For years Indian gaming tribes have paid almost nothing
to state or local governments. But now, GOVERNOR
SCHWARZENEGGER HAS NEGOTIATED NEW AGREE-
MENTS WITH MANY TRIBES THAT ARE A WINNER
FOR TRIBES AND TAXPAYERS.

UNFORTUNATELY, PROPOSITION 70 EFFECTIVELY
DESTROYS THESE NEW AGREEMENTS. Prop. 70 claims
that tribes will pay a percentage of their net profits to the
state, but it does not provide the state any auditing vehicle
to determine those profits. Without a state audit, taxpayers
will never know if they are getting a fair deal or a raw deal.

Unlike the new agreements Governor Schwarzenegger
has negotiated, this measure will allow tribes to massively
expand gambling by operating an unlimited number of casi-
nos. PROPOSITION 70 ENCOURAGES TRIBES TO PUT
CASINOS IN OUR STATE'S MAJOR CITIES, INCREASING
CRIME AND TRAFFIC CONGESTION PROBLEMS.

Governor Schwarzenegger's agreements promote Coop-
eration between tribes and local governments to deal with
the impact on law enforcement, traffic congestion, and
road construction while providing needed environmental

rotections. Proposition 70 will undo these agreements.
PROPOSITION 70 PROVIDES NO MONEY FOR LAW
ENFORCEMENT, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, OR
TRANSPORTATION.

EXCLUSIVE GAMING RIGHTS. CONTRIBUTIONS TO STATE.
INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT AND STATUTE.

ARGUMENT Against Proposition 70

TRIBAL GAMING COMPACTS.

PROP

70

WORKING CALIFORNIANS OPPOSE PROPOSITION 70:
“Responsible Indian tribes have already negotiated and
signed agreements with Governor Schwarzenegger that are
good for employees and casino customers plus provide a
significant boost to the California economy. The compacts
already in place will create more than 25,000 new jobs.
Most important, the compacts provide stability and pre-
dictability for governments, tribes, and local communities.”

Bob Balgenorth, President

State Building and Construction Trades Council of

California

LAW ENFORCEMENT GROUPS ALSO OPPOSE
PROPOSITION 70:

“Casinos can be a magnet for crime. Unfortunately,
Proposition 70 provides no funds to local law enforcement
agencies to help fight crime in the communities surround-
ing Indian casinos. Please vote NO on this measure.”

Chief Jerry Adams, President

California Peace Officers’ Association

PROPOSITION 70 IS A BAD DEAL FOR CALIFORNIA.
Responsible Indian tribes have already negotiated and
signed agreements with Governor Schwarzenegger that
benefit both tribes and taxpayers. The tribes pay their fair
share while agreeing to follow important environ-
mental and public safety laws. Proposition 70 effectively
eliminates these protections and gives tribes a 99-year
casino gaming agreement that California will never be able
to change without another constitutional amendment.

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION 70.

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor
State of California

LARRY McCARTHY, President
California Taxpayers’ Association

SHERIFF BILL KOLENDER, 1% Vice President
California State Sheriffs’ Association

REBUTTAL to Argument Against Proposition 70

The opponents of Proposition 70 have their facts
wrong.

Proposition 70’s agreements will require Indian tribes
that engage in gaming operations to pay the State the
SAME AMOUNT that every corporation pays in state
income taxes. No more, no less—WHAT COULD BE
FAIRER?

Under Proposition 70, THE STATE is not prohibited
from agreeing to audits of the Tribes’ records to ensure
their fair share is paid.

And Proposition 70 will mean that tribal gaming can
occur ONLY on Indian land and NOWHERE ELSE. It will
NOT lead to increased gambling OFF Indian lands.

California Indians sponsored this “Indian Fair Share
Initiative” because we knew we had to turn directly to the
voters, who have more sense than the politicians.

We've seen the political games that continue to be
played by special interest groups, who want Indians to lose
their right to conduct gaming so they can take it over.

Lguments printed on this page ave the oprions of the authors and have not beew chvcked for ace

If Proposition 70 doesn’t pass, California will lose bil-
lions of dollars in revenue from gaming tribes. Unless the
existing compacts are changed, tribes would not be obli-
gated to pay any more for the next 17 years.

Governor Schwarzenegger has proposed his own com-
pacts, but they were so flawed that only about 4% of the
state’s tribes signed them. No other tribes will sign those
agreements because they unfairly take away Indians’
rights.

Only this initiative will keep Indian gaming on reserva-
tions and provide billions of dollars to California in a way
that is FAIR TO BOTH INDIANS AND TAXPAYERS.

VOTE YES on PROPOSITION 70.

RICHARD M. MILANOVICH, T#ibal Chairman
Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians
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PROPOSITION

/1

OFFICIAL TITLE AND SUMMARY

STEM CELL RESEARCH. FUNDING. BONDS.
INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL
AMENDMENT AND STATUTE.

Prepared by the Attorney General

Stem Cell Research. Funding. Bonds.

human reproductive cloning research.

COsts.

subject to annual limit of $350 million.

Fiscal Impact:

public health care costs.

Initiative Constitutional Amendment and Statute.

e Establishes “California Institute for Regenerative Medicine” to regulate stem cell research and
provide funding, through grants and loans, for such research and research facilities.

e Establishes constitutional right to conduct stem cell research; prohibits Institute’s funding of

e Establishes oversight committee to govern Institute.
¢ Provides General Fund loan up to $3 million for Institute’s initial administration/ implementation

e Authorizes issuance of general obligation bonds to finance Institute activities up to $3 billion

* Appropriates monies from General Fund to pay for bonds.

Summary of Legislative Analyst’s Estimate of Net State and Local Government

e State cost of about $6 billion over 30 years to pay off both the principal ($3 billion) and
interest ($3 billion) on the bonds. Payments averaging about $200 million per year.

¢ Unknown potential state and local revenue gains and cost savings to the extent that the
research projects funded by this measure result in additional economic activity and reduced

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST

BACKGROUND

Stem Cell Research. A stem cell is a type of cell
found in both animals and humans that has the
potential to develop into many different types of
specialized cells in the body. Scientists have con-
ducted research on stem cells to better understand
how animals and humans develop and how healthy
cells replace damaged cells. This research has led
to the development of treatments of a variety of
cancers and blood disorders. Some scientists
believe that stem cell research may, at some point
in the future, result in new treatments of diseases.
(See the nearby box for additional information on
stem cell research.)

California law currently permits research involv-
ing stem cells. The University of California (UC) is
currently engaged in this type of research. The
exact amount of UC research funding devoted to
stem cell research could not be determined, but the

68 | Title and Summary/Analysis

available information suggests that the total funds
spent for these purposes range from the millions of
dollars to the tens of millions of dollars annually.

The federal government provides funding for
research that uses different types of stem cells,
including adult and embryonic stem cells. In the
2002 federal fiscal year, the federal government
dedicated more than $180 million in funding for
stem cell research conducted nationwide. The fed-
eral government currently places certain restric-
tions on funding for research that uses embryonic
stem cells.

State law currently prohibits human reproduc-
tive cloning, a process to create a human that is an
exact genetic copy of another.

General Obligation Bonds. The state generally
uses general obligation bond funds to finance
major state capital outlay projects. General obliga-
tion bonds are backed by the state, meaning that
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STEM CELL RESEARCH. FUNDING. BONDS. o
INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT AND STATUTE.

1

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST (CONT.)

STEM CELLS AND STEM CELL RESEARCH

What Are Stem Cells? As described by the National
Institutes of Health, stem cells differ from other cells
in three main ways. First, they are “unspecialized,”
meaning they do not perform specialized functions,
such as the way heart muscle cells help blood flow or
red blood cells carry oxygen through the bloodstream.
Second, under certain conditions, they can be
transformed into cells with specialized functions. Third,
these cells are capable of reproducing themselves over
an extended period of time. As a result, these cells can
serve as a repair system for the body by replenishing
other cells for as long as the person or animal is alive.

What Are Embryonic and Adult Stem Cells? Human
embryonic stem cells appear in an embryo, a fertilized
human egg, five to seven days after conception. They
are ordinarily extracted from extra embryos that have
been donated for research by parents who tried to
conceive a child through certain procedures performed
at fertility clinics. Embryonic stem cells have the
potential to develop into all cell types of the body.

Adult stem cells are obtained for scientific research
from many organs and tissues including the brain,
bone marrow, blood vessels, skin, and the liver. These
stem cells are generally limited to becoming the cell
type of its tissue of origin.

Why Do Researchers Want to Study Stem Cells? Scientists
indicate that there are many ways in which human
stem cells can be used in basic and clinical research.
Stem cell research may provide information on the
complex events that occur during human development
that lead to serious medical conditions like cancer and
birth defects. Human stem cells could be used to test
the safety of drugs. Also, researchers indicate that stem
cells offer the possibility of a renewable source of
replacement cells and tissues to treat diseases such as
Parkinson’s, Alzheimer’s, heart disease, or diabetes, or
to treat spinal cord injuries.

the state guarantees payment of the principal and
interest costs on these bonds. General Fund revenues
are used to pay these costs. These revenues come
primarily from the state personal and corporate
income taxes and the sales tax. For more informa-
tion regarding general obligation bonds, please
refer to the section of the ballot pamphlet entitled
“An Overview of State Bond Debt.”

For text of Proposit 71 see page 14

PROPOSAL

The measure authorizes the state to sell $3 bil-
lion in general obligation bonds to provide fund-
ing for stem cell research and research facilities in
California. A new state medical research institute
would be established to use the bond funds to
award grants and loans for stem cell research and
research facilities, and to manage stem cell
research activities funded by this measure within
California. The major provisions of the measure
are discussed below.

New State Institute Created. This measure would
establish the California Institute for Regenerative
Medicine to award grants and loans for stem cell
research and research facilities. The institute
would also be responsible for establishing regula-
tory standards for stem cell research funded by the
grants and loans and managing such research and
the development of related facilities. The institute
could have a staff of up to 50 employees who,
under the measure, would be exempt from state
civil service requirements.

The institute would be governed by a 29-mem-
ber Independent Citizen’s Oversight Committee
(ICOC), comprised of representatives of specified
UC campuses, another public or private California
university, nonprofit academic and medical
research institutions, companies with expertise in
developing medical therapies, and disease
research advocacy groups. The Governor,
Lieutenant Governor, Treasurer, Controller,
Speaker of the Assembly, President pro Tempore
of the Senate, and certain UC campus Chancellors
would make the appointments to the ICOC.

General Obligation Bond Funding. The measure
would authorize the state to sell $3 billion in gen-
eral obligation bonds, and limit bond sales to no
more than $350 million per year. The measure
states its intent, but does not require in statute,
that the bonds be sold during a ten-year period.
For at least the first five years after the measure
took effect, the repayment of the principal would
be postponed and the interest on the debt would
be repaid using bond proceeds rather than the

Analysis | 69
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STEM CELL RESEARCH. FUNDING. BONDS.
INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT AND STATUTE.

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST (CONT.)

General Fund. Subsequent interest and principal
payments after that five-year period would come
from the General Fund. The proceeds from the
bond sales would be placed in a new California
Stem Cell Research and Cures Fund and used pri-
marily to fund the various activities of the insti-
tute. The funds authorized for the institute would
be continuously appropriated without regard to
fiscal year.

Once the measure took effect, the institute
would receive a $3 million start-up loan from the
state General Fund for initial administrative and
implementation costs. The institute would later
repay the General Fund loan using the proceeds
from the sale of bonds authorized under this
measure.

How Funding Would Be Spent. Under the meas-
ure, any funding needed for various bond-related
costs (for example, the cost of administering the
bond sales) would be deducted before bond pro-
ceeds were spent for other purposes.

The institute would be able to use up to 3 per-
cent of the remaining bond proceeds for general
administrative costs and up to an additional 3 per-
cent for administrative costs associated with grant
making activities. The remaining funds would be
used for the grants and loans for research and
research facilities.

Priority for research grant funding would be
given to stem cell research that met the institute’s
criteria and was unlikely to receive federal funding.
In some cases, funding could also be provided for
other types of research that were determined to

70 | Analysis

cure or provide new types of treatment of diseases
and injuries. The institute would not be allowed to
fund research on human reproductive cloning.

Up to 10 percent of the funds available for
grants and loans could be used to develop scien-
tific and medical research facilities for nonprofit
entities within the first five years of the implemen-
tation of the measure.

Benefits From Royalties and Patents. The 1COC
would establish standards requiring that all grants
and loans be subject to agreements allowing the
state to financially benefit from patents, royalties,
and licenses resulting from the research activities
funded under the measure.

Right to Conduct Stem Cell Research. Consistent
with current statute, this measure would make
conducting stem cell research a state constitu-
tional right.

FiscaL EFFECTS

Borrowing Costs. As noted earlier, this measure
provides that no General Fund payments for the
bonds would occur in the first five years after it
took effect. The costs to the state after that would
depend on the interest rates obtained when the
bonds were sold and the length of time it took to
repay the debt. If the $3 billion in bonds author-
ized by this measure were repaid over a 30-year
period at an average interest rate of 5.25 percent,
the cost to the General Fund would be approxi-
mately $6 billion to pay off both the principal
($3 billion) and interest ($3 billion). The average
payment for principal and interest would be
approximately $200 million per year.
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STEM CELL RESEARCH. FUNDING. BONDS.
INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT AND STATUTE.

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST (CONT.)

Institute Operating Costs. As noted earlier, this
measure would limit the amount of bond funding
available that the institute could use for its admin-
istrative activities. The measure does not specify
what would happen if the institute’s administrative
costs were greater than the amount of available
bond funding. The amount of additional General
Fund support that would be required, if any, is
unknown, but would be unlikely to exceed a few
million dollars annually.

Loan Repayment Revenues. If the institute awards
loans in addition to grants for stem cell research
and facilities, the institute would eventually receive
revenues from the repayment of those loans. The
measure specifies that any such loan repayment
revenues would be used either to provide
additional grants and loans or to pay ongoing costs
for the administration of the bonds.

State Revenues From Research. As noted earlier, this
measure would allow the state to receive payments
from patents, royalties, and licenses resulting from
the research funded by the institute. The amount of
revenues the state would receive from those types of

For text of Propaosition 71 see page 147

arrangements is unknown but could be significant.
The amount of revenue from this source would
depend on the nature of the research funded by the
institute and the exact terms of any agreements for
sharing of revenues resulting from that research.

Effects on University System. To the extent that the
UC system receives a share of the grants awarded by
the institute, it could attract additional federal or
private research funding for this same purpose.
The UC system could also eventually receive signif-
icant revenues from patents, royalties, and licenses.

Other Potential Fiscal Effects. If the measure were
to result in economic and other benefits that would
not otherwise have occurred, it could produce
unknown indirect state and local revenue gains
and cost savings. Such effects could result, for
example, if the added research activity and associ-
ated investments due to the measure generate net
gains in jobs and taxable income, or if funded proj-
ects reduce the costs of health care to government
employees and recipients of state services. The like-
lihood and magnitude of these and other potential
indirect fiscal effects are unknown.

Analysis 71
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PROPOSITION 71 IS ABOUT CURING DISEASES AND
SAVING LIVES.

Stem cells are unique cells that generate healthy new
cells, tissues, and organs. Medical researchers believe stem
cell research could lead to treatments and cures for many
diseases and injuries, including:

Cancer, heart disease, diabetes, Alzheimer’s, Parkinson’s,
HIV/AIDS, multiple sclerosis, lung diseases, and spinal
injuries.

In fact, medical problems that could benefit from stem cell research
affect 128 million Americans—including a child or adult in nearly
half of all California families.

1 CLOSES THE RESEARCH GAP.

Unfortunately, political squabbling has severely limited
funding for the most promising areas of stem cell research.

Meanwhile, millions of people are suffering and dying.

Prop. 71, the California Stem Cell Research and Cures
Initiative, is an affordable solution that closes the research
gap, so new treatments and cures can be found.

That's why a YES vote on 71 is endorsed by a broad coali-

tion that includes OVER 20 NOBEL PRIZE WINNING SCI-
ENTISTS, doctors, nurses, Democrats, Republicans, and
dozens of organizations, including:
e Alzheimer’s Association, California Council ® American
Nurses Association of California ® California Medical
Association (representing 35,000 doctors) e Cancer
Research and Prevention Foundation ® Christopher Reeve
Paralysis Foundation ® Cystic Fibrosis Research, Inc.
e Flizabeth Glaser Pediatric AIDS Foundation ® Juvenile
Diabetes Research Foundation ® Michael J. Fox Foundation
for Parkinson’s Research ® Prostate Cancer Foundation
e Sickle Cell Disease Foundation of California.

71 PROTECTS CALIFORNIA’S TAXPAYERS AND BUDGET.

Prop. 71 doesn’t create or increase any taxes.

It authorizes tax-free state bonds that will provide a maxi-
mum of $350 million per year over ten years to support stem
cell research at California universities, medical schools, hos-
pitals, and research facilites.

STEM CELL RESEARCH. FUNDING. BONDS.
INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT AND STATUTE.

ARGUMENT in Favor of Proposition 71

o These bonds are self-financing during the first five years,
so there’s no cost to the State’s General Fund during this
period of economic recovery.

e By making California a leader in stem cell research and
giving our State an opportunity to share in royalties from
the research, 71 will generate thousands of new jobs and
millions in new state revenues.

That’s why California’s Chief Financial Officers, State
Controller Steve Westly and State Treasurer Phil Angelides, endorse

)7L

STRICT FINANCIAL AND ETHICAL CONTROLS.

Research grants will be allocated by an Independent
Citizen’s Oversight Committee, guided by medical experts,
representatives of disease groups, and financial experts—
and subject to independent audits, public hearings, and
annual public reports.

Prop. 71 also prohibils any funding for cloning lo create babies,
reinforcing existing state law banning human reproductive cloning.
1t’s totally focused on finding medical cures.

71 COULD REDUCE HEALTH CARE COSTS BY
BILLIONS.

California has the nation’s highest total health care
spending costs—over $110 billion annually. A huge share of
those costs is caused by diseases that could be treated or
cured with stem cell therapies.

e If Prop. 71 leads to cures that reduce our health care
costs by only 1%, it will pay for itself—and it could cut
health care costs by tens of billions of dollars in future
decades.

For more information visit www.YESon71.com.

Vote YES on 71—IT COULD SAVE THE LIFE OF SOME-
ONE YOU LOVE.

ALAN D. CHERRINGTON, Ph.D., President
American Diabeles Association
CAROLYN ALDIGE, President
National Coalition for Cancer Research (NCCR)
JOAN SAMUELSON, President
Parkinson’s Action Network

REBUTTAL to Argument in Favor of Proposition 71

Stem Cell Research? YES! Human Embryo Cloning? NO!
Here are just some of the many problems with
Proposition 71:

## ]t specifically supports “embryo cloning” research—
also called “somatic cell nuclear transfer"—which poses
risks to women and unique ethical problems. To pro-
vide scientists with eggs for embryo cloning, at least ini-
tially, thousands of women may be subjected to the sub-
stantial risks of high dose hormones and egg extraction
procedures just for the purposes of research. In addi-
tion, the perfection of embryo cloning technology—
even if initially for medical therapies only—will
increase the likelihood that human clones will be pro-
duced.

## Why privilege this research over other important
research and medical needs, especially given the limits
on how much California can invest? Why not issue
bonds for programs that ALREADY have proven their
cost effectiveness? Embryo stem cell research in nonhu-
man animals has produced only limited results. More
compelling evidence of its efficacy should be required

72 | Arguments

before a large commitment of public resources to study
it in humans.

#* Proponents are manipulating those seeking cures,
building false hopes with exaggerated claims, and cre-
ating a costly program without adequate oversight or
accountability.

Stem cell research should be supported, but not this way.
And don’t be fooled by those who say that the opponents of
Proposition 71 are all opposed to abortion and embryo
stem cell research. Many of us are pro-choice, do not
oppose all embryo stem cell research, and still oppose this
initiative.

Vote “No” on Proposition 71.

JUDY NORSIGIAN, Executive Director

Our Bodies Ourselves
FRANCINE COEYTAUX, Founder
Pacific Institute for Women's Health
TINA STEVENS, Ph.D., Author
Bioethics in America: Origins and Cultural Politics

Arguments prented on this page are the opintons of the authors and have not beew checked for acewracy by any official ageney
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WE SUPPORT STEM CELL RESEARCH, NOT CORPO-
RATE WELFARE

It's wrong to launch a costly new state bureaucracy when
vital programs for health, education, and police and fire
services are being cut. We cannot afford to pile another $3
billion in bonded debt on top of a state budget teetering on
the edge of financial ruin.

General Fund bond debt will grow from $33 Billion on
May 1, 2004, to a Legislative Accounting Office projection
of 3{50.75 Billion in debt by June 30, 2005—a staggering 54 %
increasein just 14 months!

WHO BENEFITS?

Backers will cynically use images of suffering children
and people with disabilities in their commercials, but phar-
maceutical company executives and venture capitalists con-
tributed $2.6 million to put this measure on the ballot. By
getting taxpayers to fund their corporate research, they
stand to make billions with little risk.

NO ACCOUNTABILITY

And who will oversee how this money is spent? According
to the fine print, the proponents give themselves power to
exempt their “Institute for Regenerative Medicine” from
aspects of our California “open meeting” law (specifically
passed to stop this kind of backroom deal-making).

Why do proponents want to keep what they are doing a
secret? If we're being asked to pay for this research, then it
should be freely available to all, not just to those who will be
“awarded” special contracts by the “Institute.” The initiative
also grants the “Institute” power to rewrite California’s med-
jcal informed consent safeguards.

Most importantly, the fine print specifically prohibits the
Governor and Legislature from exercising oversight and
control over how this money is spent—or misspent. Even if
the state teeters on the brink of financial ruin, our elected

STEM CELL RESEARCH. FUNDING. BONDS.
INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT AND STATUTE.

ARGUMENT Against Proposition 71

PROP

representatives will still have to borrow and spend this
money, because the proponents are putting this money

b into our Constitution.

BAD MEDICINE

Opponents of this boondoggle include liberals, con-
servatives, Republicans, Democrats, Independents, med-
ical professionals, and stem cell researchers. We all
strongly support Stem Cell Research, but oppose this bla-
tant taxpayer rip-off that lines the pockets of a few large
corporations.

If there was any doubt about the true motives of the cor-
porate promoters of this bond debt, one need only look at
what it doesn’t fund. The fine print does not initially fund
adult and cord blood stem cell research. Adult and cord
blood stem cell research has already produced more than
74 major medical breakthroughs, but this measure excludes
support for these proven areas of research, without a two-
thirds vote of the Institute’s “working group.”

Consider just one example: Cord blood stem cells are
being used to treat sickle cell anemia with a staggering suc-
cess rate of 90%. That's real progress, helping real people,
but it may not receive one penny from this initiative:

Join with millions of your fellow citizens in demanding an
end to “corporate welfare” and bonded debt. This is no
time to spend billions we don't have on a self-serving sham.

Vote “NO” on Proposition 71. It's nol what they say it is.

www.NoOn71.com

TOM McCLINTOCK, California State Senator
JOHN M.W. MOORLACH, C.PA.
Orange County Treasurer
H. REX GREENE, M.D., Cancer Center Director and
Bigethics Consultant

REBUTTAL to Argument Against Proposition 71

NOBEL PRIZE WINNING MEDICAL RESEARCHERS,
DOCTORS, AND PATIENT GROUPS HAVE STUDIED
THIS MEASURE AND URGE: YES on 71.

o Stem cell research is the most promising area of research
aimed at finding breakthrough cures for currently incur-
able diseases and injuries affecting millions of people.

e 71 is a well-designed program to find those cures.

¢ It's vitally needed because stem cell research is being
restricted by politics in Washington.

The claims by opponents are misleading political scare tactics.

71 SUPPORTS ALL TYPES OF STEM CELL RE-
SEARCH—including adult and cord blood stem cell
research.

71 FOCUSES ON RESEARCH BY NONPROFIT INSTI-
TUTIONS—NOT CORPORATIONS.

o It’s specifically designed to support the type of break-
through research conducted by universities, medical
schools, hospitals, and other nonprofit institutions.

71 REQUIRES PUBLIC ACCOUNTABILITY.

« 71 specifically says the institute overseeing the research
MUST COMPLY WITH OPEN MEETING LAWS.

¢ It requires PUBLIC HEARINGS and INDEPENDENT
AUDITS reviewed by the California State Controller

Vigements prinded on thes page are the opin

s of the authors and have not bre

and an independent oversight committee.

71 PROTECTS CALIFORNIA’'S BUDGET.

Prop. 71 is a good investment. Studies led by a Stanford
University economist project that 71 will generate millions
in new state revenues from royalties and new jobs, and that
new medical treatments and cures can REDUCE CALIFOR-
NIANS’ HEALTH CARE COSTS BY BILLIONS.

71 is endorsed by over 20 Nobel Prize Winning scientists,
medical groups representing over 35,000 California doctors
and nonprofit disease groups representing millions of suf-
fering patients.

VOTE YES on 71—TO FIND CURES THAT WILL SAVE
LIVES.

LEON THAL, M.D., Director
Alzheimer’s Disease Research Cenler, University of California
at San Diego

PAUL BERG, Ph.D., Nobel Laureate Professor of
Cancer Research,
Stanford Universily

ROGER GUILLEMIN, M.D., Ph.D., Nobel Laureate
Distinguished Professor,
Salk Institute for Biological Studies
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HEALTH CARE COVERAGE REQUIREMENTS.
REFERENDUM.

OFFICIAL TITLE AND SUMMARY Prepared by the Attorney General

Health Care Coverage Requirements.
Referendum.

and medium employers;

primarily private health coverage;

ees if tax credit enacted.

Fiscal Impact:

private health insurance coverage.

A “Yes” vote approves, and a “No” vote rejects legislation that:
e Provides for individual and dependent health care coverage for employees, as specified, working for large

* Requires that employers pay at least 80% of coverage cost; maximum 20% employee contribution;
¢ Requires employers to pay for health coverage or pay fee to medical insurance board that purchases

o Applies to employers with 200 or more employees beginning 1 /1/06;
e Applies to employers with 50 to 199 employees beginning 1/1 /07. Applies to employers with 20 to 49 employ-

Summary of Legislative Analyst’s Estimate of Net State and Local Government

e Expenditures fully offset by fee revenues paid mainly by employers, which could range from tens of
millions to hundreds of millions of dollars annually, to fund a new state program primarily to purchase

e Reduction in county health program costs potentially in the low hundreds of millions of dollars annually.
¢ Uncertain net fiscal impact on state-supported health programs.

e Increased costs potentially in the low hundreds of millions of dollars annually for state and local public
agencies to provide additional health coverage for their employees.

e Net reduction in state tax revenues potentially in the low hundreds of millions of dollars.
e In summary, unknown net savings or costs to state and local government.

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST

BACKGROUND
Health Coverage in California

A majority of Californians under age 65 receive health
insurance through their employer or the employer of a
family member. Most Californians age 65 and over are
covered by the federal Medicare Program. Others pur-
chase health insurance for themselves. Many individuals
receiving coverage share in the cost of the premiums
paid for their health insurance.

Many low-income persons obtain health care services
through the Medi-Cal Program, the Healthy Families
Program, or other public programs operated by the state
and county governments. Medi-Cal is administered by
the state Department of Health Services (DHS), while
the Healthy Families Program is administered by the
state Managed Risk Medical Insurance Board (MRMIB).
However, based upon a 2001 survey, an estimated
6.3 million nonelderly Californians lacked health cover-
age at some point during the year. These individuals are
likely to receive medical assistance from county indigent
health care programs or through the charitable activities
of health care providers or pay for it themselves. Surveys
indicate that of the nonelderly uninsured individuals,
more than four out of five are either employed or are
family members of someone who is working.

74 | Title and Summary/Analysis

Some of the medical costs incurred by uninsured per-
sons are indirectly shifted by health care providers to oth-
ers who have health coverage, in effect adding to the cost
of their health insurance. There are also indications that
the number of employees who are uninsured may be
adding to the costs of workers’ compensation insurance,
which includes medical coverage for on-thejob injuries.
Recent Legislation

In 2008, the Legislature approved and the Governor
signed Senate Bill 2 (Chapter 673) to expand health
insurance coverage beginning in 2006 for employees of
certain employers and, in some cases, their dependents.
The law also established a program to assist lower-
income employees with paying their share of health care
premiums.

The new law would have gone into effect January 1,
2004. However, Proposition 72, a referendum on this new
law, subsequently qualified for the statewide ballot. As a
result, SB 2 was put “on hold” and will take effect only if
Proposition 72 is approved by the voters at the Novem-
ber 2004 election.

PROPOSAL

If approved, this proposition would allow the provi-
sions of SB 2 to go into effect. Health care researchers have
estimated that the provisions of SB 2 couid eventually
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HEALTH CARE COVERAGE REQUIREMENTS.

REFERENDUM.

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST (CONT.)

result in more than 1 million uninsured employees and
dependents receiving heaith coverage. The major provi-
sions of SB 2 are described below.

“Pay or Play” Requirement for Employers

Senate Bill 2 enacts a “pay or play” system of health
coverage for certain employers. Under the system, speci-
fied California employers would be required to pay a fee
to the state to provide health insurance (in other words,
“pay”) for their employees and in some cases, for their
dependents. Alternatively, the employer could choose to
arrange directly with health insurance providers for cov-
erage (in other words, “play”) for these individuals.

Both “pay” and “play” employers are required to pay a
fee to the state to support a state health insurance purchas-
ing program. Employers choosing to arrange their own
health coverage (in some cases by continuing or modifying
the coverage now provided to their employees) would
receive a credit that would fully offset their fee. In order
for an employer to qualify for a fee offset, the employer
would have to provide specified types of coverage.
Employers would be responsible for at least 80 percent
of the cost of the fee, with the balance borne by their
employees. The fee would be collected from employers
and the fee requirements enforced by the Employment
Development Department (EDD).

Senate Bill 2 would generally apply to both private and
public employers, including state government, counties,
cities, special districts, and school districts.

Federal law, known as the Employee Retirement
Income Security Act, has been interpreted by the courts to
generally prohibit states from requiring certain employers
to provide health insurance coverage to their employees.
As a result, it is possible that the “pay or play” provisions of
SB 2 could be challenged in court. Our analysis assumes
that the “pay or play” provisions would go into effect.

‘Who Would Provide and Receive Coverage?

Figure 1 summarizes which employers are affected by
the “pay or play” requirements, when they would be sub-
ject to the requirements of SB 2, and who would receive
health coverage. These requirements depend upon the
number of employees an employer has in California.
Senate Bill 2 also provides that employers with 20 to
49 employees would be subject to the “pay or play” provi-
sions only if state law were changed to establish a tax
credit for those employers equal to 20 percent of their
state fee for health coverage. To date, no such tax credit
legislation has been enacted, and these employers are

currently exempt from the provisions of SB 2. Employers
with 19 or fewer employees within California would not
be subject to its requirements.

Any employee who worked more than 100 hours per
month for the same employer for three months would
qualify for health coverage. Senate Bill 2 defines the
list of dependents who could be eligible for coverage to
be spouses, minor children, older children who are
dependent upon the employee for support, and domestic
partners.

Senate Bill 2 imposes penalties on any employer
who reduces an employee’s hours of work or takes other
steps to avoid having to comply with its “pay or play”
requirements.

Contributions by Employees

Employees would generally be required to make a con-
tribution of up to 20 percent of the amount of the fee
charged by the state to their employer. Contributions
paid by employees would be collected by their employer
and transferred to the state.

Low-income employees would have their contributions
capped at 5 percent of their wages. Senate Bill 2 defines a
low-income employee as an individual who earned wages
of less than 200 percent of the federal poverty guidelines—
currently about $19,000 a year in the case of an individual,
and about $31,000 a year in the case of an employee and
his or her family.

In addition to these contributions, employees could
also be charged part of the additional costs for their coverage
in the form of deductibles, copayments, or coinsurance
payments in amounts determined by the state. These
charges would have to be set at a level that took into
account whether the persons would be deterred from
obtaining appropriate and timely health care.

State Health Purchasing Program

Senate Bill 2 creates the State Health Purchasing
Program to purchase health care coverage for eligible
California employees (and their dependents) of employ-
ers who opt to pay a fee instead of arranging for health
insurance. The purchasing program would be adminis-
tered by MRMIB. The MRMIB would negotiate contracts
with health insurers, primarily private health plans, who
agreed to provide health care coverage. The coverage
would have to meet existing state standards for health
insurance, such as the inclusion of hospital and primary
care, and would also include coverage for prescription
drugs. The cost of health coverage purchased under the

Employers Who Employ . ..

200 or more employees in the state
50 to 199 employees in the state
20 to 49 employees in the state

19 or fewer employees in the state

WHICH EMPLOYERS ARE AFFECTED BY THIS MEASURE?
. . Must Provide Health Coverage to...
Employees and dependents
Employees only
Employees only, if a specified tax credit is enacted
No requirement

Starting
1/1/06
1/1/07
Undetermined
Not applicable

For text of Propositi 2 see page 1
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program, as well as MRMIB’s and EDD’s administrative
costs for the implementation of the program, would be
supported with the funds collected from employers and
employees under SB 2.

State Premium Assistance

Senate Bill 2 establishes a program to pay the premiums
for health coverage provided through the workplace for
low-income employees who are eligible for Medi-Cal or
the Healthy Families Program. This provision applies to
eligible employees for all California employers, and not
just those employees of employers affected by the “pay
or play” requirements of SB 2. So, for example, eligible
employees of employers that provide health coverage
and that have fewer than 20 employees would qualify for
premium assistance.

Under the premium assistance program, the state and
employers would notify employees of the availability of
premium assistance and employees may voluntarily pro-
vide information to the state that would indicate if they
and their families were eligible for coverage under Medi-
Cal or the Healthy Families Program. If these persons
were subsequently enrolled in either public program, the
state could require them to also enroll in any coverage
available from their employer, if that were determined
by the state to be cost-effective. The state would reimburse
these employees for any premiums they paid for the cov-
erage provided by their employer. However, these employ-
ees would remain subject to paying any premiums and
copayments required under Medi-Cal or the Healthy
Families Program.

Employees and their families receiving premium assis-
tance would also receive what is known as “wraparound”
coverage from the state. In this case, this means that the
state would provide and pay for any additional medical
services for an employee or their family that were includ-
ed in either the Medi-Cal or Healthy Families benefit pack-
age (such as dental coverage), but that were not included
in the health coverage provided by the employer.

The implementation of the state premium assistance
provisions would be the responsibility of MRMIB and
DHS, and would be subject to approval by the federal
government.

Health Insurance Marketing Provisions

Senate Bill 2 expands to medium-sized employers a
series of provisions now in state law that are intended to
make it easier and more affordable for small employer
groups to purchase health coverage. For example, if a
health plan or insurer offered and sold an insurance prod-
uct to one medium-sized employer, they would be required
to offer and sell the same product to other employers of
similar size. Senate Bill 2 provides that, should its “pay or
play” requirements be invalidated in court, these provi-
sions affecting health coverage purchases by medium-
sized employers would also become inoperative.
General Fund Loan

Senate Bill 2 authorizes loans from the state General

Fund, subject to appropriation in the annual budget
act, for costs incurred by MRMIB and EDD for the
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establishment and administration of the State Health
Purchasing Fund. The loans are to be repaid with
interest within five years after the state begins the
collection of fees from employers.

FiscaL EFFECTS

The health coverage requirements of SB 2 would have a
number of significant fiscal effects on state and local gov-
ernments, including counties, cities, special districts, and
school districts. In addition, they could have significant
effects on individuals and businesses. These effects are
complex, uncertain, and difficult to predict over time.
Among the factors that could cause savings and costs to
vary significantly are:

e How some provisions of SB 2 were eventually imple-

mented by state and local officials and interpreted
by the courts.

» The proportion of employers who chose to partici-
pate in the State Health Purchasing Program.

¢ How the health insurance marketplace responded
to the new law in the products and prices it offered
to public and private purchasers of care.

Given these uncertainties, we believe that the net savings
or costs to the state and local governments are unknown.
Our estimates assume that SB 2 affects employers with 50
or more employees. The more significant identifiable sav-
ings and costs to state and local governments that could
result from this SB 2 are summarized below.

Purchasing Program Revenues and Expenditures

The “pay or play” requirements of SB 2 would generate
significant revenues to the state from fees paid by employ-
ers that chose to “pay” for health coverage rather than to
“play” by directly arranging their own health coverage.
Also, the state would receive additional revenues from con-
tributions for coverage paid by the employees of the firms
choosing to “pay.”

The state revenues received from these employers and
employees would, in turn, be used to fully offset the costs of
the State Health Purchasing Program. The most significant
program costs would be for the purchase of health insur-
ance coverage, primarily from private insurers, for employ-
ees of these employers (and, in the case of some employers,
the dependents of these employees). These state revenues
would also be used to fully offset administrative and other
costs related to the State Health Purchasing Program.

The proportion of employers who would choose to
“pay” the fee to the state, thereby obtaining health cover-
age from the State Health Purchasing Program, rather
than to “play” by arranging health coverage on their own,
is a major unknown factor. The choices ultimately made by
employers on whether to “pay or play” would have a signif-
icant impact on the amount of fee revenue paid to the
state as well as the size of the State Health Purchasing
Program. We estimate that the amount of fees collected
from employers and employees and spent for the purchas-
ing program could range from the tens of millions of
dollars to the hundreds of millions of dollars annually,
depending on the participation level of employers. This
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estimate assumes that the state collects the fee only from
firms that choose to “pay” and not from firms that “play”
by arranging health coverage on their own and therefore
receive a credit that fully offsets their fee.

Effect on Other Publicly Funded Health Programs

State. The net effect of SB 2 on state-funded health pro-
grams is uncertain. Some provisions are likely to result in
state savings while other provisions are likely to result in
costs, as discussed below.

On the one hand, the “pay or play” requirement for
employers to either pay a fee to the state or provide
health coverage would generally have the effect of reduc-
ing state costs for Medi-Cal and Healthy Families bene-
fits. This is because costs for these state-supported health
coverage programs would likely decrease as additional
employees and dependents received coverage from the
State Health Purchasing Program or through coverage
arranged by employers.

On the other hand, the premium assistance and wrap-
around coverage components of SB 2 would generally
have the effect of increasing state costs for Medi-Cal and
Healthy Families benefits. These provisions would result in
the enrollment of additional employees and dependents
in the two programs, additional state expenditures to reim-
burse employees for the premiums they paid for employer-
based coverage, and additional state expenditures for
wraparound coverage.

Taking all of these provisions and their fiscal effects into
account, we estimate that the fiscal impact on Medi-Cal
benefits would eventually be a net savings to the state
amounting to tens of millions of dollars annually.
However, we estimate that SB 2 would result in a net cost
to the state for Healthy Families Program benefits of
roughly the same magnitude. Given the uncertainties asso-
ciated with SB 2, it is not clear at this time whether it would
ultimately result in a net cost or savings to the state for
state-supported health benefits.

Local. County costs for providing health care for indi-
gents are likely to decrease significantly as more employ-
ees and dependents receive health coverage that is paid
for by employers, Medi-Cal, and the Healthy Families
Program. We estimate that the implementation of SB 2
would eventually result in savings to county governments
on a statewide basis, potentially in the low hundreds of
millions of dollars annually.

State Administrative Costs

Senate Bill 2 specifies that part of the fees collected
from employers would be used by MRMIB and EDD to
offset their costs for administering the new State Health
Purchasing Program. However, under the terms of SB 2,
administrative costs incurred by DHS and MRMIB for the
premium assistance program are not included among
those that would be offset from fee revenue, and thus
would probably be supported from the state General
Fund and federal funds. We estimate that MRMIB, EDD,
and DHS would incur significant administrative costs,
probably amounting collectively in the low tens of mil-
lions of dollars annually, to implement SB 2.

Fe xt of Proposition 72 see page 155

Costs to Public Employers

The “pay or play” requirements of SB 2 generally apply
to public employers, including the state, counties, cities,
special districts, and school districts. Although full-time
employees of public agencies in California usually have
health coverage, some seasonal, temporary, and part-
time employees and their dependents currently lack
health coverage. We estimate that the additional cost to
the state and local agencies to comply with SB 2 could
potentially amount to the low hundreds of millions of
dollars annually beginning in 2006-07.

These additional costs could be partially offset by savings
to public agencies in certain circumstances. For example,
some spouses of public agency employees would receive
coverage from their own employers as a result of SB 2.
Because these spouses would no longer receive coverage
as dependents of employees of those public agencies,
such agencies could realize some savings on their health
coverage costs. The amount of the offsetting savings from
this and other factors is unknown.

Effects on State Revenues

Senate Bill 2 would impact state revenues in two
major ways.

First, some businesses would face increased operating
costs to pay for employees’ health insurance. To the
extent that businesses absorb these costs, their taxable
income would- be less and, thus, income tax revenues
would decline. Many employers would act to avoid
absorbing these costs, however, such as by “passing them
along” to consumers through higher product prices or
to employees by cutting back on hours or wages. These
steps could reduce overall economic activity, causing
declines in personal income taxes and sales taxes.
Revenue losses also would occur if California lost
economic activity to other states.

Partially offsetting the above factors would be potential
revenue gains due to any reduction in the health premi-
ums that otherwise would have been paid by certain
employers, as well as expanded economic activity in the
health care sector. Current premiums paid by employers
for health insurance and workers’ compensation insur-
ance may reflect some “costshifting” to cover health care
costs of the uninsured. To the extent that SB 2 reduces
the number of uninsured persons, it could reduce cost-
shifting and could lower premiums paid by employers,
thus increasing taxable income. In addition, employers’
costs for complying with SB 2 may be reduced if the State
Health Purchasing Program negotiates lower insurance
rates, or the health care marketplace itself responds to
SB 2 with reduced rates. Finally, the significant expansion
of health coverage could increase state tax revenues paid
by health plans and insurers.

Taking these and other factors into consideration,
SB 2 would likely result in a net reduction in state tax
revenues, potentially in the low hundreds of millions
of dollars, with the actual magnitude depending on
the behavioral responses of employers and the health
care marketplace.
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Across California, millions of people are working harder
and harder to pay their bills. Worst of all is the skyrocket-
ing cost they pay for health care.

Many companies are forcing employees to pay more for
health care through higher premiums or cuts in coverage.
For employees, higher insurance costs compete with their
mortgage or rent, food, and transportation. Many employees
are going without the medical care and prescription drugs
their families need, creating a health care crisis in California.

It is simply wrong when employees can’t afford health
insurance for themselves and their children. 72 makes sure
that private health insurance remains within reach.

72 WILL LIMIT WHAT EMPLOYEES PAY FOR
HFEALTH CARE

¢ PROBLEM: Employees are paying more—not just
because of rising health care costs, but also because
businesses are shifting a greater share of the burden to
their workers. The amount California families pay for pre-
miums has increased 70% in the last three years. Last year,
employee premiums increased at twice the rate of busi-
ness premiums. Unless something is done, more and
more will be passed on to you.

¢ SOLUTION: Under 72, large and medium-sized com-
panies must pay at least 80% of the cost of employees’

remiums for health insurance.

72 WILL PROVIDE HEAITH INSURANCE TO
1.1 MILLION WORKING PEOPLE AND CHILDREN
CURRENTLY UNINSURED

» PROBLEM: Some employers do not offer their
employees insurance. The number of working people
without insurance is increasing.

» SOLUTION: 72 requires large and mid-sized employers
to pay for health insurance for employees, extending coverage
to an aedditional 1.1 million working people and their children.

72 ENSURES COVERAGE YOU NEED

¢ PROBLEM: Already 30% of businesses say they plan to
cut benefits. More will follow.

REFERENDUM.
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¢ SOLUTION: Under 72, coverage includes prescription
drugs, preventive care, and major medical,

72 PROTECTS TAXPAYERS

* PROBLEM: California taxpayers pay $4.6 billion annu-
ally to cover emergency room and health care bills for
the uninsured. Taxpayers will pay even more unless
something changes.

e SOLUTION: 72 protects taxpayers by providing health
care coverage to an additional 1.1 million workers and
their children, taking them out of emergency rooms
and placing them in the care of their own doctors.

72 LEVELS THE PLAYING FIELD FOR RESPONSIBLE

COMPANIES

e PROBLEM: Companies that don’t provide affordable
health care to their employees have an advantage over
companies that do.

e SOLUTION: 72 protects responsible companies from unfair
competition by requiring all large and mid-sized compa-
nies to pay for health care for employees.

Consumers Union, nonprofit publisher of Consumer
Reports, says, “After studying Proposition 72, we conclude
it is a necessary step forward that protects health coverage
for working Californians.”

By capping employees’ health care premiums, 72 will keep
private health insurance within reach of working families.

If nothing changes, workers will continue to pay more and
more for health insurance—or lose their coverage. 72 pro-
vides an answer. It's a good first step in protecting employer-
based health insurance—and the 19 million Californians
who depend on it. Visit www.saveyourhealthcare.com.

RICHARD HOLOBER, Executive Director
Consumer Federation of California
DEBORAH BURGER, RN, President
California Nurses Association
RICHARD F. CORLIN, M.D., Past President
California Medical Association & American Medical
Assoctation

REBUTTAL to Argument in Favor of Proposition 72

PROPOSITION 72 WILL NOT CONTROL HEALTH
COSTS

Health costs are skyrocketing but Proposition 72 WILL
NOT control these costs. Proposition 72 makes the prob-
lem worse by creating a huge bureaucracy to administer a
government-run health care scheme COSTING EMPLOY-
ERS AND WORKERS an estimated $7 BILLION by 2007.

PROPOSITION 72 CREATES A GOVERNMENT-RUN
HEALTH CARE SYSTEM

The backers of 72 are hiding the fact it creates a govern-
mentrun system. Read it for yourselfl—“Chapter 3. State
Health Purchasing Program.” Many people may lose their
existing private coverage and end up in the state plan.

The former head of the state board charged with imple-
menting 72 says it won’t work:

“Proposition 72 is fatally flawed and poorly structured.
It mandates coverage without controlling costs and forces
workers and employers to pay whether they can afford to
or not. Proposition 72 just doesn’t work.”

John Ramey, Former Executive Director

Managed Risk Medical Insurance Board

\rgrments printed ow this page e
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PROPOSITION 72 DOES NOT HELP THE UNIN-
SURED OR TAXPAYERS

We all want to help the uninsured, but Proposition 72
isn’t the solution. Up to 500,000 workers’ jobs will be at
risk if Proposition 72 becomes law. These people could
end up unemployed AND uninsured.

THREATENS ACCESS TO YOUR DOCTORS

Under Proposition 72’s state plan, you could lose access
to your doctors and hospitals and have to be treated by
government-approved providers.

Proposition 72 is not the kind of reform we need!
PLEASE JOIN DOCTORS, CHARITIES, EDUCATORS,
AND TAXPAYERS—VOTE NO ON 72!

THOMAS LAGRELIUS, M.D., President
California Chapter, Association of American
Physicians and Surgeons
GLORIA RIOS, Director
California Association of School Business Officials
JON COUPAL, President
Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association

he opinions of the authors and have not been checked for acouracy by amy of ficral ageney,
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Real health care reform should control costs and cover
more people, but Proposition 72 fails that test. Passed by the
Legislature with no meaningful hearings and signed by
Governor Davis just days before he was recalled, Proposition
72 creates a huge government-run health care system fund-
ed by an estimated $7 billion in new taxes by 2007 on
employers and workers.

WORKERS MAY LOSE PRIVATE COVERAGE

Proposition 72 may hurt people who already have
health coverage through their employer. You could get
forced out of your current plan and into the government-
run system! Under Proposition 72 you could lose access to
your personal doctor and hospital and end up with a high
deductible policy that requires you to pay thousands out of
your pocket before getting coverage.

BUREAUCRATS GIVEN TOO MUCH POWER

Under Prop. 72, bureaucrats determine what medical
services and providers are covered by the state-run health
system and how much you'll pay to support the govern-
mentrun plan. There are no caps on the administrative
fees they can charge. The Orange County Register called
it health care with, “the bedside manner of the DMV."
PAY WHETHER YOU WANT IT OR NOT

Proposition 72 is poorly written. You can't decline cov-
erage even if you don’t want it or can't afford your share
of costs! Employees will pay up to 20% of the cost!

KILLS JOBS/ECONOMY

Proposition 72 will damage California’s economy and
mean MORE PEOPLE WITHOUT INSURANCE because
thousands will lose their jobs as companies close or move
out of state. California businesses already struggling with
high workers’ comp and energy costs just can't afford
billions in new health care costs.

COSTS WORKERS $1,700 PER FAMILY

Covered workers will be forced to pay up to 20% of the
premiums. The Los Angeles Economic Development
Corporation estimates family coverage will cost workers up

HEALTH CARE COVERAGE REQUIREMENTS.
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to $1,700 per year.

Employers must pay 80% of the cost. Many must also
pay for dependent coverage, costing over $6,800 per work-
er each year.

COSTS SCHOOLS AND NONPROFITS MILLIONS

The Association of California School Administrators says
Proposition 72 will cost school districts hundreds of millions
annually—money urgently needed in classrooms! Non-
profit organizations like Easter Seals and the Goodwill of
Long Beach and South Bay oppose Prop. 72 because it
makes it harder to provide services to people in need.

Here’s how Proposition 72 damages Californians:

“At Easter Seals, the high costs and mandates of
Proposition 72 will force us to stop creating new and need-
ed services for people with disabilities.”

Gary Kasai, President, Easter Seals Superior California

“Proposition 72 will mandate the worst kind of man-
aged health care we have. This means there will be more
and more patients with terrible insurance.”

Thomas LaGrelius, M.D., President, California Chapter,

Association of American Physicians and Surgeons

“Prop. 72 will discourage those of us who have worked
so hard to fulfill the American dream from growing their
business and providing more jobs in our communities.
Some will simply have to close shop.”

C.C. Yin, Restaurant Owner

JOIN EMPLOYERS, EDUCATORS, DOCTORS, NON-
PROFITS, AND TAXPAYERS: VOTE NO ON PROPOSI-
TION 72!

ALLAN ZAREMBERG, President

California Chamber of Commerce
SANDRA CARSTEN, President

Association of California School Administrators
JAMES G. KNIGHT, M.D., 2003 President

San Diego Medical Society

REBUTTAL to Argument Against Proposition 72

Opponents are using scare tactics so voters will be afraid
to approve protections for employees. Their claims are false.

SCARE TACTIC: GOVERNMENT HEALTH CARE
REPLACES PRIVATE COVERAGE

Prop. 72 sets standards for health coverage and the
share of costs employers must pay—just like the minimum
wage sets standards for wages.

“Prop. 72 is the opposite of governmentrun health care. It
strengthens private employer health insurance.” John Garamends,
California Insurance Commissioner

If you already get health insurance from your employ-
er, your employer can keep that same coverage under 72
and can continue to pay up to 100% of premiums. You get
the security of knowing your employer cannot pay less
than 80% of premiums and must maintain preventive
care, prescription drugs, and major medical.

SCARE TACTIC: 72 COSTS MORE

Opponents claim premiums could be $1,700 under 72.

But the average California family ALREADY pays
$2,452 in premiums (Sacramento Bee 3/17/04).

Under 72, the average California family will save money.

Anguments printed on this page are the opintons of the awthors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officral ageney.

SCARE TACTIC: JOB KILLER

e Corporate lobbyists always complain about
California’s business climate, but California is the
world’s 6th largest economy.

* 93% of California’s restaurants and retailers are exempt.

* Businesses will benefit from a healthier, more produc-
tive workforce.

IF WE DO NOTHING:

* Employee premiums will keep rising.

* More working families will be uninsured.

* Taxpayers will continue paying health care costs for
employees of big companies like Wal-Mart and
McDonalds.

Don’t be confused by scare tactics. 72 keeps private

health care within the reach of California families.

PAUL KIVELA, M.D., President
California Chapter American College of Emergency Physicians
BARBARA E. KERR, President
California Teachers Association
TOM PORTER, California State Director
AARP
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This section provides an overview of the state’s current
bond debt. It also discusses the impact that the bond
measures on this ballot would, if approved, have on this
bond debt level and the costs of paying it off over time.
BACKGROUND

What Is Bond Financing? Bond financing is a type of long-
term borrowing that the state uses to raise money for
various purposes. The state obtains this money by selling
bonds to investors. In exchange, it agrees to repay this
money, with interest, according to a specified schedule.

Why Are Bonds Used? The state has traditionally used
bonds to finance major capital outlay projects such as
roads, educational facilities, prisons, parks, water projects,
and office buildings. This is done mainly because these
facilities provide services over many years, their large
dollar costs can be difficult to pay for all at once, and
different taxpayers over time benefit from the facilities.
Recently, however, the state has also used bond financing
to help close major shortfalls in its General Fund budget.

What Types of Bonds Does the State Sell? The state sells
three major types of bonds. These are:

o General Fund-Supported Bonds. These are paid off from
the state’s General Fund, which is largely supported by
tax revenues. These bonds take two forms. The
majority are gemeral obligation bonds. These must be
approved by the voters and their repayment is
guaranteed by the state’s general taxing power. The
second type is lease-revenue bonds. These are paid off
from lease payments (primarily financed from the
General Fund) by state agencies using the facilities
they finance. These bonds do not require voter
approval and are not guaranteed. As a result, they
have somewhat higher interest costs than general
obligation bonds.

o Traditional Revenue Bonds. These also finance capital
projects but are not supported by the General Fund.
Rather, they are paid off from a designated revenue
stream—usually generated by the projects they
finance—such as bridge tolls. These bonds also do not
require voter approval.

* Budget-Related Bonds. In March 2004, the voters
authorized $15 billion in bonds to pay off the state’s
accumulated budget deficit and other obligations. Of
this amount, $11.3 billion was raised through bond sales
in May and June of 2004. This leaves $3.7 biilion
available for later sales. The General Fund cost of
repaying the principal and interest on these bonds is the
equivalent of one-quarter-cent share of the state sales tax
(over $1.2 billion in 2004-05). The bonds’ repayments
are also guaranteed by the state’s general taxing power
in the event the sales tax proceeds fall short.

What Are the Direct Costs of Bond Financing? The state's
cost for using bonds depends primarily on their interest
rates and the time period over which they are repaid. For
example, most recently sold general obligation bonds will
be paid off over a 30-year period. Assuming tax-exempt
interest rates for such bonds of about 5.25 percent, the
cost of paying them off over 30 years is about $2 for each
doilar borrowed—$1 for the amount borrowed and $1 for
interest. This cost, however, is spread over the entire
30-year period, so the cost after adjusting for inflation is
considerably less—about $1.25 for each $1 borrowed.

THE STATE’S CURRENT DEBT SITUATION
Amount of General Fund Debt. As of June 1, 2004, the state

had about $40 billion of traditional General Fund bond
debt outstanding on which it is making principal and
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interest payments. This consists of about $33 billion of
general obligation bonds and $7 billion of lease-revenue
bonds. In addition, the state has not yet sold about
$30 billion of authorized general obligation bonds, either
because the projects involved have not yet been started or
those in progress have not yet reached their major
construction phase. The above totals do not include
the $15 billion of deficitrelated bonds authorized in
March 2004, of which $11.3 billion had been sold through
June 30, 2004.

General Fund Debt Payments. We estimate that General
Fund debt payments for traditional general obligation and
lease-revenue bonds will be about $3.5 billion in 2004-05.
As previously authorized but currently unsold bonds are
marketed, outstanding bond debt costs would rise to
approximately $5.8 billion in 2009-10, and slowly decline
thereafter if no new bonds are authorized. If the annual
costs of the deficitrelated bonds are included, total debt-
service costs will be $4.8 billion in 200405, rising to a peak
of $7.4 billion in 2009-10.

Debt-Service Ratio. The level of General Fund debt
payments stated as a percentage of state revenues is
referred to as the state’s debtservice ratio. This ratio is
used by policymakers and the investment community as
one indicator of the state’s debt burden. This ratio
increased in the early 1990s and peaked at slightly over
5 percent in the middle of the decade. The ratio currently
stands at about 4.6 percent, and is expected to increase to
a peak of 5.9 percent in 2008-09 as currently authorized
bonds are sold. If the annual debt service on the deficit-
related bonds is included, the ratio is currently about
6.2 percent, and will increase to a peak of 7.5 percent in
2008-09 before declining in subsequent years.

EFFECTS OF BOND PROPOSITIONS ON THIS BALLOT

There are two bond measures on this ballot:

¢ Proposition 61, which would authorize the state to
issue $750 million of general obligation bonds to
finance various children’s hospital facilities.

e Proposition 71, which would authorize the state to
issue $3 billion of general obligation bonds for stem
cell research.

The impacts of these measures on the state’s debt

situation are discussed below.

Impacts on Debt Payments. 1f the $3.75 billion in bonds
on this ballot are approved and eventually sold, there
would be additional debt-service payments averaging about
$250 million annually over the life of the bonds. The
annual debtservice payments, however, would be more
modest in the near term, probably less than $50 million
through 2009-10. This is primarily because provisions of
Proposition 71 require that principal payments be deferred
and interest costs be paid from the stem cell-related bond
proceeds for the first five years after the measure takes
effect. The lower payments in this initial five-year period
would be offset by payments that are slightly higher than
the $250 million average in the subsequent years, as the
deferred principal payments come due.

Impacts on the Debt-Service Ratio. Because of the deferred
debtservice payments provided for in Proposition 71, only
sales related to Proposition 61 hospital bonds would have
an impact on General Fund debt-service payments during
the next five years. Thus, approval of the bonds on this
ballot would have only modest impacts on the debt-service
ratio through 2009-10—Tless than 0.1 percent. Thereafter,
the sale of the bonds would result in annual increases in
the debtservice ratio of roughly 0.3 percent per year.
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Proposition 59

This amendment proposed by Senate Constitutional Amendment 1
of the 2003-2004 Regular Session (Resolution Chapter 1. Statutes of
2004) expressly amends the California Constitution by amending a sec-
tion thereof, therefore, new provisions proposed to be added are printed
in italic tvpe to indicate that they are new.

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO
SECTION 3 OF ARTICLE 1

SEC. 3. (a) The people have the right to instruct their representa-
tives. petition government for redress of grievances. and assemble freely
to consult for the conumon good.

(b) (1) The people have the right of access to information concern-

ing the conduct of the people s business. and. therefore. the meetings of

public bodies and the writings of public officials and agencies shall be
open to public scrufiny.

(2) A statute. court rule, or other authority, including those in effect
on the effective date of this subdivision, shall be broadly construcd ifit
furthers the people’s right of access, and narrowly construed if il limits
the right of access. A statute, court rule, or other authoriry adopted after
the effective date of this subdivision that limits the right of access shall
be adopted with findings demonstrating the interest protected by the
limitation and the need for protecting that interest.

(3) Nothing in this subdivision supersedes or modifies the right of
privacy guaranteed hy Section 1 or affects the construction of any
statute, court rule. or other authority to the extent that it protects that
right to privacy. including any statutory procedures governing discov-
ery or disclosure of information concerning the official performance or
professional qualifications of a peace officer.

(4) Nothing in this subdivision supersedes or modifies any provision
of this Constitution, including the guaraniees thai a person may not be
deprived of life. liberty, or property without due process of law. or
denied equal protection of the laws, as provided in Section 7.

(5) This subdivision does not repeal or nullify, expressly or by impli-
cation, any constitutional or statuiory exception to the right of access 1o
public records or meetings of public bodies that is in ¢ffect on the cffec-
tive date of this subdivision, including, but not limited to, any statute pro-
tecting the confidentiality of law enforcement and prosecution records.

(6) Nothing in this subdivision repeals. nullifies, supersedes, or
modifies protections for the confidentiality of proceedings and records
of the Legislature, the Menbers of the Legislature, and its employees,
committees, and caucuses provided by Section 7 of Article IV, state law,
or legislative rules adopted in furtherance of those provisions. nor does
it affect the scope of permitted discovery in judicial or administrative
proceedings regarding deliberations of the Legislature. the Members of
the Legislature, and its employees, committees, und caucuses.

Proposition 60

This amendment proposed by Senate Constitutional Amendment 18
of the 20032004 Regular Session (Resolution Chapter 103, Statutes of
2004) expressly amends the California Constitution by amending a
section thereof; therefore, new provisions proposed to be added are print-
ed in italic type to indicate that they are new.

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO ARTICLE II
That Section 5 of Article IT thereof is amended to read:

SEC. 5. (a) The Legislature shall provide for primary elections
for partisan offices, including an open presidential primary whereby the

candidates on the ballot are those found by the Secretary of State to be
recognized candidates throughout the nation or throughout California
for the office of President of the United States, and those whose names
are placed on the ballot by petition, but excluding any candidate who
has withdrawn by filing an affidavit of noncandidacy.

(h) A political party that participated in u primary election for a
partisan office has the right to participate in the general election for
that office and shall not be denied the ability 1o place on the general
election ballot the candidate who recetved, at the primary election, the
highest vote among that partys candidafes.

Proposition 60A

This amendment proposed by Senate Constitutional Amendment 18
of the 2003-2004 Regular Session (Resolution Chapter 103, Statutes of
2004) expressly amends the California Constitution by adding a section
thereto; therefore, new provisions proposed to be added are printed in
italic type to indicate that they are new.

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO ARTICLE 11
That Section 9 is added to Article Il thereot, to read:

SEC. 9. The proceeds fiom the sale of surplus state property
occurring on or dfter the effective dute of this section, and any proceeds

from the previous sale of surplus stute property that have not been
expended or encumbered as of that date. shall be used to puy the prin-
cipal and interest on bonds issued pursuant to the Economic Recovery
Bond Act authorized af the March 2. 2004, statewide primary election.
Once the principal and intevest on those bonds are fully paid, the pro-
ceeds from the sale of surplus state property shull be deposited into
the Special Fund for Economic Uncertainties. or any successor fund.
For purposes of this section, surplus stale praperty does not include
property purchased with revenues descrihed in Article XIX or any
other special fund moneys.

Proposition 61

This initiative measure is submitted to the people in accordance with
the provisions of Section 8 of Article II of the California Constitution.

This initiative measure adds sections to the Health and Safety Code;
therefore. new provisions proposed to be added are printed in ifalic type
to indicate that they are new.

PROPOSED LAW

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

SECTION 1. Part 6 (commencing with Section 1179.10) is added
to Division | of the Health and Safety Code. to read:

PART 6. CHILDREN'S HOSPITAL BOND ACT OF 2004
CHaPTER 1. GENERAL PROVISIONS
1179.10.  This part shall be known and may he cited as the

Children’s Hospital Bond Act of 2004.

1179.11.
ing meanings:

(a) “Authority” means the California Health Facilities Financing
Authority established pursuant 1o Section 15431 of the Government Code.

(h) “Children’s hospital " means either:

(1) A University of California general acute care hospital described
below:

(A) University of California. Davis Children’s Hospital.

(Bj Mattel Childrens Hospital at University of California, Los Angeles.

(C) University Children’s Hospital at University of California, Irvine.

(D) University of California, San Francisco Children's Hospital.

(E) University of California, Sun Diego Children s Hospital.

(2) A general acute care hospital that is, or is an operating entity of,
a California nonprofit corporation incorporated priov to January 1. 2003,
whose mission of clinical care, teaching, research. and advocacy

As used in this part, the following terms have the follow-
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Jocuses on children. and that provides comprehensive pediatric services
10 a high volume of children eligible for governmental programs and to
children with special health care needs eligible for the California
Children s Services program and:

(4) Provided at least 160 licensed beds in the categories of pediutric
acute, pediatric intensive care and neonatal iniensive care in the fiscal year
ending between June 30. 2001 and June 29, 2002, as reported to the Office
of Statewide Health Planning and Development on or before July 1. 2003.

(B) Provided over 30,000 1otul pediatric patient (census) duys,
excluding nursery acute days, in the fiscal year ending berween June 30,
2001, and June 29, 2002, as reported to the Office of Statewide Health
Planning and Development on or before July 1. 2003.

(C) Provided medical education of at least eight (rounded to the
nearest infeger) full-time equivalent pediatvic or pediatric subspecialry
residents in the fiscal year ending between June 30. 2001, and June 29,
2002, as reported to the Office of Statewide Health Planning and
Development on or before July 1. 2003.

(c) “Commitiee " means the Children’s Hospital Bond Act Finance
Committee creuted pursuunt o Section 1179.32.

td) “Fund’ means the Children'’s Hospital Fund created pursuant
to Section 1179.20).

(e) “Grant" means the distribution of money in the find by ihe
authority to children’s hospitals for projects pursuant io this part.

(f) “Program” means the Children’s Hospital Program established
pursuant to this part.

(g) "Project” means constructing. expanding, remodeling, renovat-
ing, furnishing. equipping. financing. or refinancing of a children's hos-
pital to be financed or refinanced with funds provided in whole or in
part pursuani to this part. “Project " may include reimbursement for the
costs of constructing, expunding, remodeling. renovating, Sfurnishing,
equipping, financing, or refinancing of a children’s hospital where such
costs are incurred after January 31, 2003. “Project” may include any
combination of one or more of the foregoing undertaken jointly by any
participating childrens hospital that qualifies under this part.

Craprer 2. THE CHILDREN'S HOSPITAL PROGRAM

1179.20.  The proceeds of bonds issued and sold pursuant to this part
shall be depusited in the Children’s Hospital Fund, which is hereby created.

1179.21.  The purpose of the Children’s Hospitul Program is to
improve the health and welfare of California’s critically ill children. by
providing a stable and ready source of funds for capital improvement
projects for children’s hospitals. The program provided for in this part
is in the public interest, serves a public purpose, and will promote the
health, welfure, and sufety of the citizens of the state.

1179.22.  The authority is authorized fo award grants to any chil-
dren’s hospital for purposes of funding projects, as defined in subdivi-
sion (g) of Section 1179.11.

1179.23. (a) Twenty percent of the total funds available for grants
pursuant to this part shall be awarded to children & hospitals as defined
in paragraph (1) of subdivision (b) of Section 1179.11.

(h) Eighty percent of the totul funds available for grants pursuant to
this part shall be awarded to children’s hospitals as defined in para-
graph (2) of subdivision (b) of Section 1179.11.

1179.24. (a) The authority shall develop a written application for
the awarding of grants wnder this part within 90 days of the adoption of
this act. The authority shall award grants to eligible children s hospi-
tals. subject to the limitations of this part and to further the purposes of
this part based an the following factors:

(1) The grant will contribute toward expansion or improvement of
health care access by children eligible for governmental health insur-
ance programs and indigent, underserved. und uninsured children.

(2) The grant will contribute toward the improvement of child health
care or pediatric patienl oufcomes.

(3) The children’s hospital provides uncompensated or undercom-
pensated care 1o indigent or public pediatric patients.

(4) The children’s hospital provides services to vulnerable pediatric
populations.

(5) The children’s hospital promotes pediatric teaching or research
programs.

(6) Demonstration of project readiness and project feasibility.

(b) An application for funds shall be submitted to the authority for
approval as to its conformity with the requirements of this part. The
authority shall process und award grants in a timely munner. not to
exceed 60 days.
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(c) A children’s hospital identified in paragraph (1) of subdivision
(b of Section 1179.11 shall not apply for, und the authority shall not
award fo that children’s hospital, a grant that would cause the total
amount of grants awarded to thar children’s hospital to exceed one-fifth
of the total funds available for grants to all children’s hospitals pur-
suant to subdivision (a) of Section 1179.23. Notwithstanding this grant
limitation, amy funds available under subdivision (a) of Section 1179.23
that have not been exhausted by June 30. 2014, shall become available
for un application from any children s hospital identified in paragraph
(1} of subdivision (b) of Section 1179.11.

(d) A children’s hospital identified in paragraph (2) of subdivision
(b) of Section 1179.11 shall not apply for. and the authority shall not
award to that children’s hospital, a grant that would cause the fotal
amount of grants awarded (o that children's hospital fo exceed seventy-
four million dollars ($74.000.000) from finds available for granis fo all
children's hospitals pursuant fo subdivision (b) of Section 1179.23.
Notwithstanding this grant limitation, any funds available under subdi-
vision (h) of Section 1179.23 that have not been exhausted by June 30,
2014, shall become available for an application from any children's
hospital defined in pavagraph (2) of subdivision (b) of Section 1179.11.

fe) In no event shall u grant to finunce a project exceed the total
cost of the project, as determined by the childrens hospital and
approved hy the authority.

() All projects that are awarded grants shall be completed within a
reasonable period of time. If the authority determines that the children &
hospital has failed to complete the project under the terms specified in
wwarding the grant. the authority may require remedies, including the
return of all ar @ portion of the grant. A children’s hospital receiving a
grant under this part shall submit certification of project completion to
the authority.

(g) Grants shall only he available pursuant to this section if the
authority determines that it has sufficient money available in the fund.
Nothing in this section shall require the authority to award grants if the
authority determines that it has insufficient monevs available in the
fitnd 10 do so.

(h) The authority may annually determine the amount available for
purposes of this part. Administrative costs for this program shall not
exceed the uctual costs or one percent, whichever is less.

1179.25.  The Bureau of State Audits may conduct periodic audits
to ensure that bond proceeds are awarded in a timely fashion and in a
manner consistent with the requirements of this part. and that awardees
of bond proceeds are using funds in compliance with applicable provi-
sions of this part.

CH4PTER 3. FISCAL PROVISIONS

1179.30. Bonds in the total amount of seven hundred fifty million
dollars ($750,000,000), not including the amount of uny refunding
bonds, mav be issued and sold to provide a fund to be used for carry-
ing out the purposes expressed in this part und to reimburse the General
Obligation Bond Expense Revolving Fund pursuant to Section 16724.5
of the Government Code. The bonds, when sold, shall be and constitute
a valid and binding obligation of the State of California, and the full
faith and credit of the State of California is heveby pledged for the punc-
tual payment of the principal of, and interest on, the bands as the prin-
cipal and interest become due and payable.

1179.31.  The bonds authorized by this part shall be prepared, exe-
cuted, issued, sold, paid, and redeemed as provided in the State General
Obligation Bond Law (Chapter 4 (commencing with Section 16720) of
Part 3 of Division 4 of Title 2 of the Government Cade). and all of the
provisions of that law apply to the honds and 1o this part and are here-
by incorporated in this pari as though set forth in full in this part.

1179.32. (a) Solely for the purpose of authorizing the issuance
and sale pursuant to the State General Obligation Bond Law of the
bonds authorized by this part, the Children’s Hospital Bond Act
Finance Committee is herebv created. For purposes of this part. the
Children s Hospital Bond Act Finunce Commitiee is “the committee” us
that term is used in the State General Obligation Bond Law. The com-
mittee consists of the Controller. Director of Finance. and the Treasurer,
or their designated representatives. The Treasurer shall serve as chair-
person of the commitiee. A majority of the committee may act Jfor the
comniitiee.

(b) The authority is designated the “board" for purposes of the
State General Obligation Bond Law, und shall administer the fund pur-
suant 1o this part.

1179.33.  The committee shall determine whether or not it is nec-
essary or desirable to issue bonds authorized pursuant to this part in
order to carry oul the actions specified in Section 1179.21 and. if so. the
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amount of bonds 10 be issued and sold. Successive issues of bands may
be authorized and sold to carry out those actions progressively, and it
is not necessary that all of the bonds be issued or sold at any one time.

1179.34.  There shall be collected cach vear und in the sane man-
ner and at the same time as other state revenue is collected, in addition
1o the ordinary revenues of the state, u sum in an amount required to pay
the principal of. and interest on, the bonds each year. It is the duty of all
officers charged by law with any duty in regard to the collection of the
revenue to do and perform each and every act that is necessary to col-
lect thar additional sum.

1179.35.  Notwithstanding Section 13340 of the Government Code,
there is hereby appropriated continuously from the General Fund in the
State Treasury, for the purposes of this part, an amoun that will equal
the 1otal of the following:

ta) The sum annually necessary fo pay the principal of. and interest
on, bonds issued and sold pursuant 1o this part, as the principal and
interest become due and payable.

(h) The sum necessary 1o carry out Section 11 79.36, appropriated
without regard to fiscal years.

1179.36.
Finance may authorize the withdrawal from the General Fund of an
amount nol 1o exceed the amount of the unsold bonds that have been
authorized by the committee io be sold for the purpose of carrying out
this part. Any amounts withdrawn shall be deposited in the fund. Any
money made available under this section shall be returned to the
General Fund from proceeds received from the sale of bonds for the pur-
pose of carrving out this part.

1179.37.  All money deposited in the fund that is derived from pre-
mium and accrued interest on bonds sold shall be reserved in the find
and shall be available for transfer to the General Fund as a credit 1o
expenditures for bond inferest.

1779.38.  Pursuant to Chapter 4 (commencing with Section 16720)

of Part 3 of Division 4 of Title 2 of the Government Code, the cost of

bond issuance shall be paid out of the bond proceeds. These costs shall
be shared proportionally by each program funded through this bond act.

1179.39.  The authority may request the Pooled Money Investment
Board 1o make a loan from the Pooled Money Investment Account in

For the purposes of carrving out this part, the Director of

accordance with Section 16312 of the Government Code, for purposes
of carrying out this part. The amount of the request shall not exceed the
amount of the unsold bonds that the committee, by resolution. has
authorized 1o be sold for the purpose of carrying out this part. The
authority shall execute any documents required by the Pooled Money
Investment Board to obtain and repay the loan. Any amounts loaned
shall he deposited in the fimd to be allocated by the board in accor-
dance with this part.

1179.40. The bonds may be refunded in accordance with Article 6
(commencing wilh Section 16780) of Chapter 4 of Part 3 of Division 4
of Title 2 of the Government Code, which is a part of the Stute Generul
Obligation Bond Law. Approval by the voters of the state for the
issuance of the bonds described in this part includes the approval of the
issuance of any bonds issued to refund any bonds oviginally issued
under this part or any previously issued refunding bonds.

1179.41.  Notwithstanding any other provision of this part, or of the
State General Obligation Bond Law, if the Treasurer sells honds pur-
suant to this part that include a bond counsel opinion to the effect that
the interest on the bonds is excluded from gross income for federal tax
purposes. subject to designated conditions. the Treasurer mdy mainidin
separale accounts for the investment of bond proceeds and for the
investment of eanings on those proceeds. The Treasurer may use or
direct the use of those proceeds or earnings 1o pay any rebate, penalty,
or other payment required under federal luw or take any other action
with respect to the investment and use of those bond proceeds required
or desirable under federal law to maintain the fax-exemp! status of those
bonds and 1o vbtain any other advantage under federal law on behalf of
the funds of this state.

1179.42. The people hereby find and declare that. inasmuch as the
proceeds from the sale of bonds authorized by this part are not "pro-
ceeds of tuxes ™ as that term is used in Article XTIT B of the Culifornia
Constitution, the disbursement of these proceeds is not subject to the
limitations imposed by thut part.

1179.43.  Norwithstanding any other provision of this part, the pro-
visions of this part are severable. If any provision of this part or its
application is held invalid, that invalidin shall not affect other provi-
sions or applications that can be given effect without the invulid
provision or application.

Proposition 62

This initiative measure is submitted to the peaple in accordance with
the provisions of Section 8 of Article 11 of the California Constitution.

This initiative measure amends a section of the California
Constitution, and amends, adds, and repeals sections of the Elections
Code; therefore, existing provisions proposed to be deleted are printed
in strikeent-type and new provisions proposed to be added are printed in
itulic type to indicate that they are new.

PROPOSED LAW

VOTER CHOICE OPEN PRIMARY ACT
SECTION 1. Tite.

This measure shall be known and may be cited as the “Voter Choice
Open Primary Act.”

SEC. 2. Findings and Declarations.

The people of the State of California hereby find and declare all of
the following:

(a) The current system of primaries in California limits voters’ choices,
and has resulted in a steady decline in voter participation in this state.

(b) The “Voter Choice Open Primary Act” will establish an election
system in California that will allow all voters to vote for state elected
offices and federal elected offices on a primary election ballot regard-
less of the party registration of the candidates or the voters.

(c) A voter choice open primary will ensure California voters more
choice, greater participation. increased privacy. and a sense of fairness
without burdening political parties’ constitutional rights. Encouraging
California citizens to vote is a legitimate and essential objective of
this state, and will preserve constitutional order by ensuring a strong,
participatory democratic process.

(d) A voter choice open primary will permit California voters to
select the candidate they most prefer, regardless of the candidate’s party

registration. This type of primary will result in more competitive elec-
tion contests in which candidates will be able to take positions on a wide
range of issues.

() A voter choice open primary will give California voters a real
choice. They will be able to vote for any candidate for any voter-nomi-
nated office in the primary election, and will not be limited to voting
only for those candidates of the party. if any. with which the candidatcs
are registered.

(f) A voter choice open primary will guarantee competition in the
general election. California voters will be given two competitive choices
in the general election, involving greater voter participation than in the
primary election. This will replace the current system in which the polit-
ical parties protect incumbents through reapportionment plans, making
over 90 percent of all state legislative and congressional seats safe for
incumbents or candidates of ane or the other of the major parties.

(g) A voter choice open primary will result in greater voter partici-
pation. By allowing voters complete freedom of choice among many
candidates for office, regardless of the candidates’ party registration, a
voter choice open primary will encourage increased voter participation.
In addition, some two million voters who have chosen not to register
with a party, comprising some 15 percent of all California voters, will
have a chance to participate fully in the voter choice open primary.

(h) A voter choice open primary will result in a greater number of
candidates running for state elected offices and federal elected offices.
Candidates who are not registered with a political party will now be able
to compete in primary elections.

(i) A voter choice open primary will preserve the right of
California’s political parties to endorse candidates for voter-nominated
offices by any method selected by the parties.

(j) A voter choice open primary will not infringe on the constitu-
tional rights of political parties. California pelitical parties will continue
to decide whether non-party members: (1) may participate in the selec-
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tion of delegates to a national political party convention at which a
nominee for President is chosen; or (2) may participate in the selection
of members of political party county central committees; or both.

(k) A voter choice open primary will not affect the power of the
Legislature to alter existing law governing the means by which political
parties select delegates to national political party conventions at which
a party nominee for President is chosen, or elect or select members of
political party state and county central committees, or both.

(1) A political party will have the right to determine whether or not
the voter registration status of candidates registered as voters with that
particular political party will be included on the ballot, sample ballot,
voter pamphiet, and other related election materials intended for distri-
bution to the voters.

SEC. 3. Purpose and Intent.

The people of the State of California hereby declare their purpose and
intent in enacting the “Voter Choice Open Primary Act” to be as follows:

(a) To amend the current primary election system in C alifornia,
which limits voters’ choices and has resulted in a steady decline in voter
participation in this state.

(b) To establish an election system that ailows all California voters
to vote for candidates for state elected offices and federal elected offices
on a primary election ballot, regardless of the party registration, if any,
of the candidates or the voters.

(c) To ensure California voters more choice, greater participation.
increased privacy. and a sense of fairness, without burdening political
parties’ constitutional rights.

(d) To increase voter participation by allowing California voters
complete freedom of choice to select their most preferred candidate,
regardiess of his or her party registration.

(e) To give California voters a real choice by allowing them to vote
for any candidate for any voter-nominated office in the primary election.

(f) To increase competition in the general election by giving
California voters two competitive choices in the general election, where
some two to four million additional voters vote, than in the primary
election.

(g) To allow some two million California voters who have chosen
not to register with a political party the chance to participate fully in a
voter choice open primary.

(h) To encourage a greater number of candidates to run for voter-
nominated offices.

(i) To prescrve the right of California’s political partics to cndorse
candidates for voter-nominated offices and to decide whether non-party
members may participate in the selection of a party’s presidential dele-
gates or party county central committee members, or both.

(j) To protect the constitutional rights of political parties.

(k) To retain existing law and the power of the Legislature to alter
existing law governing the means by which political parties select del-
egates to national political party conventions, or elect or select mem-
bers of political party statc and county central comunitices, or both.

(1) To give each qualified political party the right to determine
whether the voter registration status of candidates registered with the
party will be included on the ballot und other related election materials
intended for distribution to the voters.

SEC. 4. Section 5 of Article Il of the California Constitution is
amended to read:

SEC. 5. (a) The State of California shall hold a voter choice open
primary election for the offices specified in subdivisions (e) and (f).

(b} A voter choice open primary is a direct or special primury elec-
tion in which each voler, whether registered or not registered with a
political party. may vote for any qualified candidate. including qualified
write-in candidates, for each office for which the voter is eligible to vote
in the voter’s respective political subdivision,

(c) All candidates shall be listed on a single voter choice open pri-
mary ballot. The candidates, regardless of party registration, including
candidates registered with no party, who are the top two vole-getfers Jor
each office, shall be listed on the general election ballot.

(d) In special elections, all candidates shall be listed on a single
special voter choice open primary ballot. If one candidate receives a
majority of the votes on the special voter choice open primary hallot,
that candidate shall be declared elected. If no candidate receives a
majority of the votes on the special voter choice open primary ballot,
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the candidates. regardless of party registration, including candidates
registered with no party. who are the top two vote-getters for each office
shall be listed on the special general election ballot.

fe) The state elected offices in a voter choice open primary election
shall include the offices of Governox, Lieutenunt Governor, Attorney
General, Insurance Commissioner. Controller, Secretary of Slate,
Treasurer, Member of the State Legislature. and Member of the Board
of Equalization.

(1) The federal elected offices in a voter choice open primary elec-
tion shall include the offices of Member of the United States House of
Representatives and Member of the United States Senale.

(g) The Legislature shall provide for primary elections on g ballot
separate from the voter choice open primary ballot for t 3
delegutes to a national political party convention at which a nominee

for President is chosen , including an open presidential primary where-

by the candidates on the ballot are those found by the Secretary of State
to be recognized candidates throughout the nation or throughout
California for the office of President of the United States. and those
whose names are placed on the ballot by petition, but excluding any
candidate who has withdrawn by filing an affidavit of noncandidacy.

(h) Nothing in this section shall be construed to alter the law gov-
erning recall elections.
SEC. 5. Section 13 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

13. (a) No person shall be considered a legally qualified candidate
for any office. matton for a pestiser voter-nominated
office | or for a political party position under the laws of this state
unless that person has filed a declaration of candidacy or statement of
write-in candidacy with the proper official for the particular election or
primary, or is entitled to have his or her name placed on a general elec-
tion ballot by reason of having been nominated at a primary election, or
having been selected to fill a vacancy on the general election ballot as
provided in Section 8806, or having been sclected as an independent
candidate for presidential elector pursuant to Seesen-8364 Part 2 (com-
mencing with Section 8300) of Division §.

(b) Nothing in this section shall be construed as preventing or pro-
hibiting any qualified voter of this state from casting a ballot for any
person by writing the name of that person on the ballot, or from having
that ballot counted or tabulated. nor shall any provision of this section
be construed as preventing or prohibiting any person from standing or
campaigning for any clective office by means of a “write-in” campaign.
However, nothing in this section shall be construed as an exception to
the requirements of Section 15341,

(c) Tt is the intent of the Legislature, in enacting this section, to
enable the Federal Commuuications Commission to determine who is a
“legally qualified candidate™ in this state for the purposes of adminis-
tering Section 315 of Title 47 of the United States Code.

SEC. 6. Section 322.5 is added to the Elections Code, to read:

322.5. “Federal elected office™ means any federal office in the
Congress of the United States of America that is filled by the voters at
an election, including specifically members of the House of
Representatives and of the United States Senate. Members of the House
of Representatives and of the United States Senate shall be considered
voter-nominated offices. The offices of President and Vice President of
the United States, for which candidates are chosen through the process
of both (1) voters electing. at a direct presidential primary election, del-
egates 1o a national political party convention at which a nominec for
President is chosen, and (2) the convening of the electoral college sub-
sequent fo the national general presidential election, shall not he con-
sidered to be federal elected offices.

SEC. 7. Section 323 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

323, “Federal election” means any presidential election, general
election, primary election, or special election held solely or in part for
the purpose of selecting, nominating, or electing - ;
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(a) In any year which is evenly divisible by the number four, any
candidate for President or Vice President (1) who delegates to a nation-
al political party convention choose as their nominee or (2) who may
be selected by the electoral college system: or

(b) Any candidate for federal elected office for the Congress of the
United States.

SEC. 8.

Section 334 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

ER104



TEXT OF PROPOSED LAWS

*

Proposition 62 (cont.)

334. “Nonpartisan office” means e the office AT RO e B

: teake: of the Superintendent of Public Instruction

and Jeeretat judicial , school, county, and municipal offices are-ronpar-

sisan—otfiees . “Nonpartisan office” also means offices nol otherwise

defined in Sections 322.5 and 356.5. “Nonpartisan office” shall not
mean any political party position as defined in Section 338.

SEC. 9. Section 334.5 is added to the Elections Code. to read:

3345 “No party” means a voter who indicates on his or her affi-
davit of registration that he or she does not designate a political party
when registering 10 vate. The term "no party”" shall ulso mean the sta-
s of any person registered as a voler, or who may regisler as a voler,
with the designated category of “decline to state” a political party on
his or her affidavit of vegistration, as described in subdivision (b) of
Section 2151. The designation of “decline to state” shall include any
person who registers as “no party” on his or her uffidavit of registra-
lion. Any person who is a candidate with the designation of "no party”
on the ballot shall be considered un officeholder independent of any
political party once elected lo office and ar all tmes during which such
person maintains his or her "no party " registration status while serving
as the officeholder.

SEC. 10. Section 337 is added to the Elections Code, to read:

337 “Party ballor” means a ballot for a particular political party.
as defined in Section 337.5, on which shall he listed either or both of the
Jollowing:

(a) Inany year which is evenly divisible by the number four, the names
of candidates for President from among whom delegates to a national
political party convention of that party choose their nominee; and

(b) Political party positions relating to members to be elected for
county central committees of that party.
SEC. 11. Section 337.3 is added to the Elections Code, to read:

337.3. “Political affiliation"" means the status of a voter as being
registered with a qualified political party or as "no purty”. Any refer-
ences in this code to the affiliation of a voter shall mean the status of a
voter us being registered with u particulur qualified political party or as
“no pariy" on the voter’s affidavit of registration. Notwithstanding this
definition. any references to the affiliation of a voter in Division 7 fcom-
mencing with Section 7050) shall mean the registration status of a voter
as being registered with a particular political party.

SEC. 12. Section 338 of the Elections Code is amended and
renumbered to read:

338 337.5. “Remy “Political party” means a political party or
organization that has qualified RtPL i ]
pursuant to Division 5 (commencing with Section 3000) . References in
this code to "party " shall refer 10 a political party.

SEC. 13. Section 337 of the Elections Code is amended and
renumbered to read:

337 338 “Parusan—ofheel “Political party position” means en
GRS OR didate (1) uny delegute o a
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national political party convention who shall choose a nominee Jfor
President, or (b) any political party central committee member who is
elected only by valers registered with, or otherwise authorized by, the
political party with which such delegate or member is registered .

SEC. 14. Scction 338.5 is added to the Elections Code, to read:

338.5.  “Political subdivision" means the area within which voters
reside who are qualified 1o vole with respect to particular political party
positions, federal elected offices, state elected offices, nonpartisan offices,
or measures that qualify to be listed on the election ballot in that area.

SEC. 15. Section 356.5 is added to the Elections Code, to read:

356.5.  “State elected office” means a state office that is filled by
the voters ar a voter choice open primary election or at a general elec-
tion. including specifically the offices of Governor. Lieutenant Governor,
Attorney General, Insurance Commissioner, Controller, Secretary of
State. Treasurer, Superintendent of Public Instruction, Member of the
Legislature, and Member of the Stare Board of Equalization. All of these
offices shall be considered voter-nominated offices. with the exception
of Superintendent of Public Instruction, which shall be considered a
nonpariisan office.

SEC. 16. Section 359.2 is added to the Elections Code, to read:

359.2. “Voter choice open primary” means a direct primary elec-
tion or u special primary election in which each voter. regardless of
party registration, including a voter not registered with any political
party, mdy vote in the manner described in Section 2001 Jfor any quali-

fied candidate for each voter-nominated office for which the voter is eli-

gible to vote in the relevant political subdivision. und in which all can-
didates for voter-nominated offices. regardiess of party regisivation,
including candidates not registered with a political party, shall be list-
ed on a single vater choice open primary ballot.

SEC. 17. Section 359.3 is added to the Elections Code, to read:

359.3. (a) “Voter choice open primary ballot” means a ballot on
which shall be listed the following:

(1) Candidates for voter-nomiated offices;
(2) Candidates jor non-partisan offices; and
(3) Measures.

(b) In the event that a county elections official determines that a
voter choice open primary ballot will be larger than can be convenient-
Iy handled, the county elections official may create a separate ballot for
vofers, containing nonstatewide nonpartisan offices und nonstatewide
measures, pursuant to Section 13230. This separate ballot shall be titled
with the heading: "LOCAL ELECTED OFFICES AND MEASURES
BALLOT”. Statewide nonpartisan offices and statewide measures shall
at all times be included on the "“Voter Choice Open Primary Ballot” and
not on the “Local Elecied Offices and Measures Ballot ™.

SEC. 18. Section 359.5 is added to the Elections Code, to read:

359.5. (a) "Voter-nominated office " means any state elected office
or federal elected office for which a candidate is nominated or elected
by the voters, regardless of the political party or “no party " registration
status of hoth the candidate and the voters.

(1) Any election 1o a “voter-nominated office’
political party nomination process.

(2) The voler registration status of a candidate for voter-nominated
office shall be stated, as described in Section 13105, cither us with ua
qualified political party, subject to the political party’s consenl as spec-
ified in Section 7031, or as “no party” on a ballot, a sample ballot, and
the voter pamphlet. The following statement shall be included on the
baliot and sample ballot and in the voter pamphlet: “The designation of
the political party registration status on the ballot of a candidate for a
vater-nominated office is for the voters' informational purposes only,
and does not indicate that the political party with which a candiduare
may be registered has nominated that candidale or that the party nec-
essarily agrees with or endorses that candidate.” The statement shall he
printed in not less thun eight-point boldface tvpe on each page of a bal-
lot and u sample ballot on which the political party registration status
of any candidate is printed and in not less than 10-point boldface tvpe
on each page in a ballot pamphlet on which the polifical party registra-
tion status of any candidate is printed. The state elected offices in a
voter choice open primary election shall include the offices of Governo,
Lieutenant Governor, Attorney General, Insurance Commissioner,
Controller, Secretarv of State, Treasurer, Member of the State
Legislature. and Member of the Board of Equalization. The federal
elected offices in a voter choice open primary election shall include the
offices of Member of the United States House of Representatives and
Member of the United States Senate.

(b) “Voter-nominated office” shall not mean offices as described in
Section 334, any delegate to a national political party convention who
shall choose a nominee for President, or any political party central
committee member. Delegates to national political party conventions
and county centrul conumiftee members. which shall be considered polit-
ical party positions and not voter-nominated offices. shall be selected or
elected only by voters registered with, or otherwise authorized pursuant
to subdivision (c) of Section 13102 by, the political party with which
such delegates and members are registered.

SEC. 19. Section 2001 is added to the Elections Code, to read:

2001. (@) Each voter entitled 1o vote, whether registered or not
registered with a political party. shall be able io vote for all state elect-
ed offices and federal elected offices in each voter s respective political
subdivision in everv voler choice open primary election.

(b) All registered voters shall have the choice to vote jor any of the
candidutes described in subdivision (a) regardless of the political party
registration, if any, of the candidate.

(c) Subdivision (a) shall not apply to the choosing. selection or elec-
tion of political party pusitions as defined in Section 338.

SEC. 20. Section 2150 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

2150. (a) The affidavit of registration shall show:

(1) The facts necessary to establish the affiant as an elector.

’

shall not utilize a
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(2) The affiant’s name at length, including his or her given name,
and a middle name or initial, or if the initial of the given name is cus-
tomarily used, then the initial and middle name. The affiant’s given
name miay be preceded, at affiant’s option, by the designation of Miss,
Ms., Mrs., or Mr. No person shall be denied the right to register
because of his or her failure to mark a prefix to the given name and
shall be so advised on the voter registration card. This subdivision shall
not be construed as requiring the printing of prefixes on an affidavit of
registration.

(3) The affiant’s place of residence, residence telephone number, if
furnished. and e-mail address, if furnished. No person shall be denied
the right to register because of his or her failure to furnish a telephone
number or e-mail address, and shall be so advised on the voter registra-
tion card.

(4) The affiant’s mailing address, if different from the place of
residence.

(5) The affiant’s date of birth to establish that he or she will be at
least 18 years of age on or before the date of the next election.

(6) The state or country of the affiant’s birth.

(7) The affiant’s California driver’s license number, California iden-
tification card number. or other identification number as specified by the
Secretary of State. No person shall be denied the right (o register
because of his or her failure to furnish one of these numbers. and shali
be so advised on the voter registration card.

(8) The affiant’s political party afthatien or “no party” registration.
The word “Party” shall follow the listing of each qualified political
party on the affidavit of registration .

(9) That the affiant is currently not imprisoned or on parole for the
conviction of a felony.

(10) A prior registration portion indicating whether the affiant has
been registered at another address, under another name, or as Hbetrd-
. wte registered with another party = or as "no party.” If the
affiant has been so registered, he or she shall give an additional state-
ment giving that address. name, or party or “no party " registration sta-
fus .

(b) The affiant shall certify the content of the affidavit as to its truth
and correctness, under penalty of perjury, with the signature of his or
her name and the date of signing. If the affiant is unable to write he or
she shall sign with a mark or cross.

(¢) The affidavit of registration shall also contain a space that would
enable the affiant to state his or her ethnicity or race, or both. An affiant
may not be denied the ability to register because he or she declines to
state his or her ethnicity or race.

(d) If any person, including a deputy registrar, assists the affiant in
completing the affidavit, that person shall sign and date the affidavit
below the signature of the affiant.

SEC. 21. Section 2151 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

2151. (@ At the time of registering and of transferting registra-
tion, each elector may designate a political party on his or her affidavit

of registration
H Yoy Y it H a 1

= L wton . The name of
that political party shall be stated in the affidavit of registration and the
index.

The voter registration card shall inform the affiant that any elector
may deekne—te-state dusignate “no party” insiead of a political party
afBilawen . but no person shall be entitled to vote the ballot of any polit-
ical party at any priwary clection unless he or she has stated the name
of the party wHrwiteh she-rntenda-te-afhtiate on the affidavit of
registration or unless he or she has doskived-ro—state-apari—atiheton
designated “no party " and the political party, by party rule duly noticed
to the Secretary of State, authorizes a person who has ¢ ‘

intion designuted “"no party " to vote the ballot of that polit-
ical party. The voter registration card shall include a listing of all qual-
ified political parties and of “"No Party”' from which a person may des-
ignate u choice of either a political party or “no party.” The word
“Party” shall follow the listing of each qualified political party on the
affidavit of registration . )

No person shall be permitted to vote the ballot of any party or for
any delegates to the convention of any party other than the party des-
ignated in his or her registration, except as provided by Section 2152
or unless he or she has deekned-to-siate-a-pasey—afithation designated
“no party " and the party, by party rule duly noticed to the Secretary of
State, authorizes a person who has i et

M=ot
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designated “no party” to vote the party ballot or for delegates to the
party convention.

(b) All affidavits of registration on which persons have designated
that they “decline to stute” a political party shall be cl sified and
treated by elections officials as a designation of “no party " consistent
with the definition contained in Section 334.5. Elections officials may
continue to use, distribute, and receive existing supplics of affidavits of
registration that include the designation of “decline fo state " and that
mdy or may not contain the word “party” after the listing of each quul-
ified political party. However, elections officials shall take all reason-
able steps to veprint and provide new dffidavits of registration that
complyv with subsection (aj as supplies of the prior affidavit format are

Sully uiilized.

SEC. 22. Section 2152 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

2152. Whenever any voter
ehenged desires to change his or her political party or “no party " reg-
istration status sEketen prior to the close of registration for an elec-
tion, he or she may either so designate or have a change recorded by
executing a new affidavit of registration and completing the prior regis-
tration portion of the affidavit.

SEC. 23. Section 2154 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

2154. In the event that the county elections official receives an affi-
davit of registration that does not include portions of the information
for which space is provided, the county clections official wetess shall
apply the following rebuttable presumptions:

(a) Tf no middle name or initial is shown, it shall be presumed that
none exists.

(b) If me the affiunt has not designated a political party affhatrons
shewn _ it shall be presumed that the affiant has ne-pesey-afftiatien: des-
ignated “no party.”

(¢) If no execution date is shown. it shall be presumed that the affi-
davit was executed on or before the 15th day prior to the election, pro-
vided that (1) the affidavit is received by the county elections official on
or before the 15th day prior to the election, or (2) the affidavit is post-
marked on or before the 15th day prior to the election and received by
mail by the county elections official.

(d) If the affiant fails to identify his or her state of birth within the
United States, it shall be presumed that the affiant was born in a state or
territory of the United States if the birthplace of the affiant is shown as
“United States,” “U.S.A." or other recognizable term designating the
United States.

SEC. 24. Section 2155 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

2155, Upon receipt of a properly executed affidavit of registration
or address correction notice or letter pursuant to Section 2119, Article
2 (commencing with Section 2220), or the National Voter Registration
Act of 1993 (42 U.S.C. Sec. 1973gg), the county elections official shall
send the voter a voter notification by nonforwardable, first-class mail,
address correction requested. The voter notification shall state the party
afakiation or “no purty” status for which the voter has registered in the
following format:

Party: (Name of political party , e.g.. Libertarian, or No Party)
The voter notification shall be substantially in the following form:

VOTER NOTIFICATION

You are registered to vote. The party effHesen or “no purty " status
for which vou have registered is shown on the reverse of this card. This
card is being sent as a notification of:

1. Your recently completed affidavit of registration,

OR.

2. A correction to your registration because of an official notice that
you have moved. If your residence address has not changed or if your
move is temporary, please call or write the county elections official
immed ey

You may vote in any election held 15 or more days after the date
shown on the reverse side of this card.

Your name will appear on the index kept at the polis.

Please contact your county etections office if the information shown
on the reverse side of this card is incorrect,

(Signature of Voter)

ER106



TEXT OF PROPOSED LAWS

”

Proposition 62 (cont.)

SEC. 25. Section 2185 of the Flections Code is amended to read:

2185. Upon written demand of the chair or vice chair of a party
state central committee or of the chair of a party county central com-
mittee, the county elections official shall furnish to each committee,
without charge therefor, the index of registration for the primary and
general elections or for any special election at which a pasksen vorer-
nominated office or a political party position s to be filled. The index
of registration shall be furnished to the committee demanding the index
not less than 25 days prior to the day of the primary, general, or special
election for which they are provided. Upon written demand, the coun-
ty elections official shall also furnish to the committee the index of reg-
istration of voters who registered after the 54th day before the election,
which shall be compiled and prepared by Assembly districts. The coun-
ty elections official shall furnish either two printed copies or. if avail-
able. one copy in an electronic form of the indexes specified in this sec-
tion. .

SEC. 26. Scction 2187 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

2187. (a) Each county elections official shall send to the Secretary
of State, in a format described by the Secretary of State, a summary
statement of the number of voters in the county. The statement shall
show the total number of voters in the county, the number registered as
effibiated with each qualified political party, the number registered in
nonqualified parties, and the number who :

Ghasien: are regisiered as “no party.” The statement shall also show
the number of voters, by political parfy or “no party " registration sta-
fus efhkatens . in cach city. supervisorial district, Assembly district,
Senate district, and congressional district located in whole or in part
within the county.

(b) The Secretary of State, on the basis of the statements sent by the
county elections officials and within 30 days after receiving those state-
ments, shall compile a statewide list showing the number of voters. by
party efikations registration and “no party’” registration status , in the
state and in each county. city, supervisorial district, Assembly district,
Senate district, and congressional district in the state. A copy of this list
shall be made available, upon request, to any elector in this state.

(¢) Each county that uses data processing equipment to store the
information set forth in the affidavit of registration shall send to the
Secretary of State one copy of the magnetic tape file with the informa-
tion requested by the Secretary of State. Each county that does not use
data processing storage shall send to the Secretary of State one copy of
the index setting forth that information.

(d) The summary statements and the magnetic tape file copy or the
index shall be sent at the following times:

(1) On the 135th day before each presidential primary and befare
each direct primary, with respect to voters registered on the-154th day
before the primary election.

(2) Not less than 50 days prior to the primary election. with respect
to voters registered on the 60th day before the primary election.

(3) Not less than 7 days prior to the primary election, with respect
to voters registered before the 14th day prior to the primary election.

(4) Not less than 50 days prior to the general election, with respect
to voters registered on the 60th day before the general election.

(5) Not less than 7 days prior to the general election, with respect to
voters registered before the 14th day prior to the general election.

(6) On or before March 1 of cach odd-numbered year. with respect
to voters registered as of February 10.

(e) The Secretary of State may adopt regulations prescribing the
content and format of the magnetic tape file or index referred to in sub-
division (¢) and containing the registered voter information from the
affidavits of registration.

(f) The Secretary of State may adopt regulations prescribing addi-
tional regular reporting times, except that the total number of reporting
times in any one calendar year shall not exceed 12.

(g) The Secretary of State shall make the information from the mag-
netic tape files or the printed indexes available, under conditions pre-
scribed by the Secretary of State. to any candidate for federal, state, or
local office. to any committee for or against any proposed ballot meas-
ure, to any committee for or against any initiative or referendum meas-
ure for which legal publication is made, and to any person for election,
scholarly or political research, or governmental purposes as determined
by the Secretary of State.

SEC. 27. Section 3006 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

3006. (a) Any printed apphcation that is to be distributed to voters
for requesting absent voter ballots shall contain spaces for the following:

(1) The printed name and residence address of the voter as it appears
on the affidavit of registration.

(2) The address to which the ballot is to be mailed.
(3) The voter’s signature.

(4) The name and date of the election for which the request is to
be made.

(5) The date the application must be received by the elections
official.

(b) (1) The information required by paragraphs (1), (4), and (5) of
subdivision (a) may be preprinted on the application. The information
required by paragraphs (2) and (3) of subdivision (a) shall be personal-
ly affixed by the voter.

(2) An address, as required by paragraph (2) of subdivision (a), may
not be the address of any political party, a political campaign headquar-
ters, or a candidate’s residence. However, a candidate, his or her spouse,
immediate family members, and any other voter who shares the same
residence address as the candidate may request that an absentee ballot
be mailed to the candidate’s residence address.

(3) Any application that contains preprinted information shall con-
tain a conspicuously printed statement, as follows: *"You have the legal
right to mail or deliver this application directly to the local elections
official of the county where you reside.”

(¢) The application shall inform the voter that if he or she is not af#-
sated regisiered with a political party, in addition (o receiving any other
ballor or ballots to which the voter is entitled, the voter may request fo
receive an absentee party ballot for a particular political party for the
primary election. if that political party has adopted a party rule. duly
noticed to the Secretary of State, authorizing that vote. The application
shall contain a toll-free telephone number, established by the Secretary
of State, that the voter may call to access information regarding which
political parties have adopted such a rule. The application shall contain
a check-off box with a conspicuously printed statement that reads, as
follows: “I am not presently afikated regisiored with any political party.
However, for this primary election only. I request an absentee ballot for
the Party”” The name of the political party shall be personaily
affixed by the voter.

(d) The application shall provide the voters with information con-
cerning the procedure for establishing permanent absentee voter
status, and the basis upon which permanent absentee voter status
is claimed.

{e) The application shall be attested 10 by the voter as to the
truth and correctness of its content, and shall be signed under penalty
of perjury.

SEC. 28. Section 3007.5 of the Elections Code is amended
to read:
3007.5. (a) The Secretary of State shall prepare and distribute to

appropriate elections officials a uniform electronic application format
for an absent voter’s ballot that conforms to this section.

(b) The uniform electronic application shall contain spaces for at
least the following information:

(1) The name and residence address of the registered voter as it
appears on the affidavit of registration.

(2) The address to which the ballot is to be mailed.

(3) The name and date of the election for which the request
is made.

(4) The date the application must be reccived by the elections
official.

(5) The date of birth of the registered voter.

(¢) The uniform electronic application shall inform the voter that
if he or she is not efkated regisrered with a political party, in addi-
tion to receiving any other ballot or ballots to which the voter is enti-
tled, the voter may request o receive an absentee parfy ballot for a
particular political party for the primary election, if that political party
has adopted a party rule, duly noticed to the Secretary of State, author-
izing that vote. The application shall contain a toll-free telephone
number, established by the Secretary of State, that the voter may call
to access information regarding which political parties have adopted
such a rule. The application shall list the parties that have notified the
Secretary of State of the adoption of such a rule. The application shall
contain a checkoff box with a conspicuously printed statement that
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reads, as follows: “1 am not presently effitated registered with any
political party. However, for this primary election only, 1 request an
absentee ballot for the Party.” The name of the political party
shall be personally affixed by the voter.

(d) The uniform electronic application shall contain a conspicu-
ously printed statement, as follows: “Only the registered voter himself
or herself may apply for an absentee ballot. An application for an
absentee ballot made by a person other than the registered voter is a
criminal offense.”

(e} The uniform electronic application shall include the following
statement: “A ballot will not be sent to you if this application is incom-
plete or inaccurate.”

(f) The uniform electronic application format shall not permit the
form to be electronically submitted unless all of the information
required to complete the application is contained in the appropriate
fields.

SEC. 29. Section 3205 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

3205, (a) Absent voter ballots mailed to, and received from, vot-
ers on the permanent absent voter list are subject to the same deadlines
and shall be processed and counted in the same manner as all other
absent voter ballots.

(b) Prior to each primary election. county elections officials shall
mail to every voter nol affikated registered with a political party whose
name appears on the permanent absent voter list a notice and applica-
tion regarding voting in the primary election. The notice shall mnform
the voter that if he or she is not registered with a political party, in
addition to receiving any other ballot or ballots to which the vofer is
entitled, he or she may request fo receive an absentee purty ballot for
a particular political party for the primary election, if that political
party adopted a party rule. duly noticed to the Secretary of State,
authorizing these voters fo vote in their primary. The notice shall also
contain a toll-free telephone number. established by the Secretary of
State, that the voter may call to access information regarding which
political parties have adopted such a rule. The application shall contain
a check-off box with a conspicuously printed statement that reads as
follows: “T am not presently effbeted regisrered with any political
party. However. for this primary election only, I request an absentee
ballot for the Party.” The name of the political party shall be
personally affixed by the voter.

SEC. 30. Scction 5000 of the Elcctions Code is amended to read:
5000. (a) For purposes of this division, the definition of =passy=

“political party” in Section 33 337.5 is applicable.

(b) This chapter shall apply to political bodies and to parties not
otherwise provided for in Division 7 (commencing with Section F658
7030).

SEC. 31. Section 5100 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

5100. A party is qualified to participate in any primary election
under any of the following conditions:
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¢ (a) 1f on or before the 135th day before any primary election,
it appears to the Secretary of State, as a result of examining and total-
ing the statement of voters and their political effhettens party registra-
tions transmitted to him or her by the county elections officials, that
voters equal in number to at least + one-third of I percent of the entire
vote of the statc at the last preceding gubernatorial clection have
declared their intentien-te-atinate regisrration with that party.

4 (b) If on or before the 135th day before any primary election.
there is filed with the Secretary of State a petition signed by voters,
equal in number to at least +8 5 percent of the entire vote of the state at
the last preceding gubernatorial election, declaring that they represent a
proposed party, the name of which shall be stated in the petition, which
proposed party those voters desire to have participate in that primary
election. This petition shall be circulated, signed, verified and the signa-
tures of the voters on it shall be certified to and transmitted to the
Secretary of State by the county elections officials substantially as pro-
vided for initiative petitions. Each page of the petition shall bear a cap-
tion in 18-point boldface type, which caption shall be the name of the
proposed party followed by the words *Petition to participate in the pri-
mary election.”

SEC. 32. Part 1.5 (commencing with Scction 7030) is added to
Division 7 of the Elections Code. to read:
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7030. Political parties qualifving pursuant lo Division 5 (com-
mencing with Section 5000) shall be entitled to participate in an elec-
tion. as provided in this code, for the purpose of permitling volers who
are registered with a particular party and any other voters pursuant (o
subdivision (c) of Section 13102 to sclect or elect political party posi-
tions as defined in Section 338. Any election pursuant to this section
shall be conducted by means of a party ballot separate from the voter
choice open primary ballot.

7031. Within 120 days afier the effective date of this section.
cach qualificd political party shall notify the Secretary of State
whether or not it consents to inclusion on the ballot, sample ballot,
voter pamphlet and other reluted elections materials intended for dis-
tribution to voters, of the voter registration status of candidates reg-
istered as voters with that particular political party. The notice 1o the
Secretary of State shall be on a form provided by the Secretary of
State. Such consent, if given. shall apply uniformlv to all offices list-
ed in subdivisions (¢) and (f) of Section 5 of Article I of the California
Constitution for all direct and special primary and general elections.
A party may notify the Secretary of State of its decision tv chunge its
consent at any time, to become effective for any elections held not less
than 88 days afier receipt of the notice by the Secretary of State.
Within 120 davs after a new political partv qualifies pursuant to
Division 5 {commencing with Section 5000). the party shall comply
with the requirements of this section. For any qualified political party
that does not provide a notice of its consent or lack of consent, if shall
be deemed that the party does not consent to inclusion of the voter
registration status of candidates registered with that party for the pur-
poses described in this section.

7032.  Any nomination of candidates for voter-nominated stute
elected offices and federal elecied offices in a voter choice open pri-
mary election provided for in this code shall be made by the voters
and not by political parties. Any candidate nominated by the volers

for any voter-nominated office in any voter choice open primary elec-

tion shall not be considered the nominee or endorsed candidare of any
political party by virtue of such nomination by the voters.

7033.  Nothing in this code shall be construed 1o infringe in any
way upon the legal rights of any political parry, duly qualified under
Division 5 (commencing with Section 5000), and as defined in Section
337.5, to endorse candidates listed on a voter choice open primary hul-
lot for any voter-nominated office.

SEC. 33. Section 8000 of the Elections Code is amended to vead:

8000. (uj This chapter shall apply to both of the following:

(1) Nomination of candidates for voter-nominated state elected
offices and federal elected offices, as defined in Section 359.5.

(2) Any other candidates for any other offices or political party
positions described in this code who are not otherwise described in
paragraph (1) of subdivision (a), or subdivision (b), of this section.

(h) This chapter does not apply to:
9 (1) Recall elections.
€ (2) Presidential primary.

¢ (3) Nomination of officers of cities or counties whose charters
provide a system for nominating candidates for those offices.

& (4) Nomination of officers for any district not formed for
municipal purposes.

¢ (5) Nomination of officers for general law cities.
0 (6) Nomination of school district officers.
SEC. 34. Section 8000.5 is added to the Elections Code, to read:

8000.5. (a) Each voter entitled to vote, whether registered or not
registered with a political party, shall veceive a bullot in each direct
voter choice open primary election by any voting mechanism the state
deems official for any such election that includes all candidates for
voter-nominated state elecied offices and federal elected offices, and
nonpartisan office, in the voter s political subdivision, as defined in this
code. All candidutes for voter-nominated office, whether registered with
a political party or not, shall appear on every such ballot. Each voter
entitled to vote, whether registered or not registered with a political
partv. shall be eniitled to vote for any candidate on said ballot. The can-
didates. regardless of party registration. including candidates regis-
teved as “no party,” who are the top two vote-gefters for each voter-
nominated office shall become the nominees of the voters and be listed
on the ballot for the ensuing general election.
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fb) Ballots for use in presidential primaries and for political party
positions shall be governed respectively by Division 6 (commencing
with Section 6000) and Division 7 (commencing with Section 7030) and
by other provisions of this code relating to such ballats.

SEC. 35. Section 8001 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

8001. (a) No declaration of candidacy for a pestser vorer-noni-
nated state elected office or federal elected office, or for membership on
a county central committee, shall be filed: by a candidate whose affidavit
of registration designates a particular political party unless (1) at the
titne of presentation of the declaration and continuously for not less than
three months immediately prior to that time, or for as long as he has
been eligible to register to vote in the state, the candidate is shown by
his affidavit of registration to be effiHiated regisrered with the political

R £awlrieh-he-sees designated in the declararion,

party e ¢
and (2) the candidate has not been registered as-afftated with a quali-
fied political party other than that political party Hre 3
whislke-seeles designated in the declaration within 12 months, or, in
the case of an election governed by Chapter | (commencing with
Section 10700) of Part 6 of Division 10, within three months immedi-
ately prior to the filing of the declaration.

(b) The elections official shall attach a certificate to the declaration
of candidacy showing the date on which the candidate registered es
; t wrke with the political party the-nerrmat: =
seekes designated in the declaration, and indicating that the candidate
has not been efiHsted registered with any other qualified political party
for the period specified in subdivision (a) or (c) immediately preceding
the filing of the declaration. This section shall not apply to declarations
of candidacy filed by a candidate ef registered with a political party par-
ticipating in its first direct primary election subsequent to its qualifica-
tion as a political party pursuant to Section 5100.

(c) No declaration of candidacy for a voter-nominated slate elected
office or federal elected office shall be filed by u candidate whose affi-
davit of registration designates “no party” unless the candidate is not,
and was not at any time during the 12 months preceding the filing of the
declaration of candidacy, registered as a voter with any qualified polir-
ical party, or, in the case of an election governed by Chapter 1 {com-
mencing with Section 10700) of Part 6 of Division 10, at any time dur-
ing the three months immediately preceding the filing of the declaration,
registered as a voter with a political party qualified under Section 5100.

SEC. 36. Section 8003 of the Elections Code is repealed:
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SEC. 37. Section 8022 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

8022. (a) Each candidate for a parey nomination by the vofers in a
voter choice open primary election for the office of State Senator or
Member of the Assembly. or for any state constitutional office, or for
Insurance Comunissioner, at the direct voter choice open primary elec-
tion shall file a written and signed declaration of his or her intention to
become a candidate for dis % nomination hv the voters for
that office. The declaration of intention shall be filed with either the
Secretary of State or the elections official of the county in which the
candidate is a resident. The declaration of intention shall be filed, on a
form to be supplied by the elections official, not more than 14 nor less
than five days prior to the first day on which nomination papers may be
presented for filing. If the incumbent fails to file a declaration of inten-
tion by the end of that period. persons other than the incumbent may file
declarations of intention no later than the first day for filing nomination
papers. However, if the incumbent’s failure to file a declaration of inten-
tion is because he or she has already served the maximum number of
terms permitted by the California Constitution for that office. there shall
be no extension of the period for filing the declaration of intention. The
filing fees and copies of all declarations of intention filed with the coun-
ty elections official in accordance with this article shall be immediately
forwarded to the Secretary of State. The declaration of intention provid-
ed for in this section shall be in substantially the following form:

1 hereby declare my intention to become a candidate for

e Happs nomination
yaNi '
b’

Lida 1 TITEY
Porearpareyy

by the voters for the office of

(Name of office and district, if any)
at the direct voter choice open primary election.
) I am registered as a voter with the N ;or
(Name of political party. if any)
( ) I am registered as a voter as "no party.”
(Candidate check upplicable stutement)

(Signature of candidate)

(Address of candidate)

(b) No person may be a candidate nor have his or her name printed
upon any ballot as a candidate for e-pesty nomination by the voters for
the office of Senator or Member of the Assembly. or for any state con-
stitutional office. or for Insurance Commissioner at the direct voter
choice apen primary election unless he or she has filed the declaration
of intention provided for in this section. However, if the incumbent of
the office who is effikated registered with any qualified political party
files a declaration of intention, but for any reason fails to qualify for
nomination for the office by the last day prescribed for the filing of nom-
ination papers, an additional five days shall be allowed for the filing of
nomination papers for the office, and any person, other than the incum-
bent if otherwise qualified, may file nomination papers for the office
during the extended period, notwithstanding that he or she has not filed
a written and signed declaration of intention to become a candidate for
the office as provided in subdivision (a).

SEC. 38. Section 8025 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

8025, If emdy-ene uny candidate has declared a candidacy for e-pase-
wean Nomination /o a voter-nominated office at the direct vorer choice
open primary election i e ton .
and that candidate dies after the last day prescribed for the delivery of
nomination documents to the elections official, as provided in Section
8020, but not less than & 74 days before the election, any person qual-
ified under the provisions of Section 8001 may circulate and deliver
nomination documents for the office to the clections official up to
5 p.m. on the 4k 6814 day prior to the election. In that case. the elec-
tions official shall, immediately after receipt of those nomination docu-
ments, certify and transmit them to the Secretary of State in the manner
specified in this article.

SEC. 39. Section 8040 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

8040. (a) The declaration of candidacy by a candidate shall be
substantially as follows:

DECLARATION OF CANDIDACY

I hereby declare myself a ————Rewey candidate for nomination
to the office of ~_ District Number _____ to be voted for at
the primary electiontobe held 20, and declare the follow-
ing to be true:

(1) My name is _ .

(2) (A) I am registered as a voter withthe .

(Name of political party, if any)

(This statement is required for a candidate for voter-nominaied state
elected office or federal elected office using a party registration statuy
on the ballot, as permitted by a political party pursuani te Section 7031,
or for member of a political party county central committee); or

(B) Iam registered as u voter as “no party.”

(This statement is required for candidates who designate “no party”
regisiration)

(3) 1 want my name and occupational designation to appear on the
ballot as follows: . ;

(4) Addresses:
f4) Residence

(B) Business
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(C) Mailing

(5) Telephone numbers: Day

(6) Webh site:

(7) Fax number:

(8) Email address: __

(9) 1 meet the statutory and constitutional qualifications for this
office (including, but not [imited to, citizenship, residency. and party
afhhaton registration < if required). (Wirth respect o registration, can-
didutes for voter-nominated offices or for county central commitice
members must comply with subdivision (a) of Section 8001 and candi-
dates who register as “no party” must comply with subdivision (¢) of
Section 8001.

(10) 1 am at present an incumbent of the following public office
(if any) 2
(11 1f nominated, 1 will accept the nomination and not withdraw.

Evening

Signature of candidate

State of California )
County of ) ss.
)

Subscribed and sworn to before me this day of N T

Notary Public (or other ofﬁcial)_

Examined and certified by me this day of ;20

County Elections Official

WARNING: Every person acting on behalf of a candidate is
guilty of a misdemeanor who deliberately fails to file at the proper
time and in the proper place any declaration of candidacy in his or
her possession which is entitled to be filed under the provisions of
the Elections Code Section 18202,

(b) A candidate for a judicial office may not be required to state his
or her residential address on the declaration of candidacy. However. in
cases where the candidate does not state his or her residential address
on the declaration of candidacy, the elections official shall verify
whether his or her address is within the appropriate political subdivision
and add the notation “verified” where appropriate.

(c) For purposes of subparagraph (4) of paragraph (2) of subdivi-
sion (a), the use by a candidate of his or her political party registration
status on the ballot is subject to the candidate s registration status com-
plving with the time limitutions set forth in subdivision (@) of Section
8001 and. for candidates for voter-naminated offices. to the political
party’s consent us specified in Section 7031,

(d) For purposes of subparagraph (B) of paragraph (2) of subdivi-
sion (a), the use by a candidate of his or her registration status as "no
party” on the ballot is subject to the candidate s registration stafus
complying with the time limitations set forth in subdivision (¢) of
Section 8001.

(e) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, a person who
intends to qualify as a candidate for a voter-nominated office. and who
Jails to comply with the requirements of subdivision (u) of Section 8001
Jor a reason other than the person s voluniary action, has the right to
be listed as a candidate for that office on the ballot and shall have his
or her voter registration status printed on the ballot as “No Party.” pro-
vided that the person meets all other qualification requirements for can-
didacy for that office.

(1 Notwithstanding any other provision of law, a candidate who
has met all qualification requirements for candidacy for a voter-nomi-
nated office. but who is found after such qualification not to be entitled
1o the application of paragraph (2) of subdivision (@) of Section 13105
Jor a reason other than a voluntary action by the candidate. has the
right to be listed as a candidate for that office on the ballat and shall
have his or her voter registration status printed on the bailot as “No
Party.” Subdivision (d) of Section 13105 shall not be applicable under
this subdivision.

SEC. 40. Section 8041 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

8041. (a) The nomination paper for a county central committee
member candidate shall be in substantially the following form:

90 | Text of Proposed Laws

NOMINATION PAPER

1, the undersigned signer for for the
to the effee counny central commitiee of
for at the primary election to be held on the _ day of
hereby assert as follows:

T am a resident of County and registered to vote at the
address shown on this paper and efiheted regisiered with the
Party. e s Fote

b dadandantl, | e dia " il e

¢ hee; | have not signed more
nomination papers than there are places to be filled in the above-named
effiee county central committee . My tesidence is correctly set forth
after my signature hereto:

Name ___
Residence _

Party nomination
County . to be voted
L)

(b} The nomination paper for candidates who are not county cenfral
committee member candidates shall be in substantivlly the following
Sform:

NOMINATION PAPER

I. the undersigned signer for _ __for nomination fo the office of

 to he voted for at the primary election to be held on the

__davof .20, hereby asseri as follows:

I am a resident of County and registered to vote at the
address shown on this paper. I am not at this time a signer of any other
nominarion paper of any other candidate jor the above-named office, or
in case there are several places to be filled in the above-named office, 1
have not signed more nomination papers than there are pluces to be

filled in the above-named office. My residence is corvectly set forth afer

my signature hereto:
Name
Residence

€9 (c) The affidavit of the circulator for momination papers as
described in subdivisions (a) and (b) shall read as follows:

AFFIDAVIT OF THE CIRCULATOR

I, . solemnly swear (or affirm) that the signatures on this
section of the nomination paper were obtained between 0.
and .20 : that [ circulated the petition and T saw the signatures

on this section of the nomination paper being written; and that, to the
best of my information and belief, each signature is the genuine signa-
ture of the person whose name it purports to be.

My voting residence is
Signed
Subscribed and sworn to before me this
(SEAL)

___dayof____ ,20

Notary Public (or other ofﬁcial)

Examined and certified by me this____ day of e )

Elections Official

WARNING: Every person acting on behalf of a candidate is guilty
of a misdemeanor who deliberately fails to file at the proper time and in
the proper place any nomination paper in his or her posscssion which is
entitled to be filed under Section 18202 of the Elections Code.

SEC. 41. Section 8062 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

8062. (a) The number of registered voters required to sign a nomi-
nation paper for the respective offices and political party positions are as
follows:

(1) Stete Statewide constitutional office . Insurance Commissioner,
or United States Senate, not less than 65 nor more than 100.

(2) House of Representatives in Congress, State Senate or Assembly,
Board of Equalization, or any office voted for in more than one county,
and not statewide, not less than 40 nor more than 60.

(3) Candidacy in a single county or any political subdivision of a
county, other than State Senate or Assembly, not less than 20 nor more
than 40.

(4) When Political party county central commitiee member. when
any political party has less than 50 voters in the state or in the county
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or district in which the election is to be held, one-tenth the number of
voters of the party.

(5) When there are less than 150 voters in the county or district in
which the election is to be held, not less than 10 nor more than 20.

(h) The number of registered voters required to sign a nomination
paper for a candidate for the House of Representarives in Congress,
California State Senate, or California State Assembly. to be voted for at
a special election to fill a vacancy, shall comply with subdivision (@) of
Section 8062 and must be filed in the manner prescribed in subdivision
fu) of Section 10704.

@3 (¢) The provisions of this section are mandatory, not directory.
and no nomination paper shall be deemed sufficient that does not com-
ply with this section. However, this subdivision shall not be construed
to prohibit withdrawal of signatures pursuant to Section 8067. This sub-
division also shall not be construed to prohibit a court from validating a
signature which was previously rejected upon showing of proof that the
voter whose signature is in question is otherwise qualified to sign the
nomination paper.

SEC. 42. Section 8068 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

8068.
in which the candidate is to be voted on . Signers and-shat need not be
registered effvated with the any political party to be eligible to sign
nomination papers for a candidate for ¢ voter-nominated office Tanys
inwhich-the—rominaton-io-propesed: . bul must be registered with the
appropriate party to sign nomination papers for a candidate for a polit-
ical parry central committee.

SEC. 43. Section 8081 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

8081. Before any nomination document is filed in the office of the
county clections official or forwarded for filing in the office of the
Secretary of State, the county elections official shall verify (/) the sig-
natures in each case . and (2) the political affkawens party regishution
in the case of a person seeking a political party position, of the signers
on the nomination paper with the registration affidavits on file in the
office of the county elections official. The county elections official shall
mark “not sufficient™ any signature (@/ that does not appear in the same
handwriting as appears on the affidavit of registration in his or her
office, or, (b) in the case of a political party position, that is accompa-
nied by a declaration of party effikatien registration that is not in accor-
dance with the declaration of party esfasen registration in the affidavit
of registration. The county elections official may cease to verify signa-
tures once the minimum requisite number of signatures has been veri-
fied.

SEC. 44. Section 8106 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

8106. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of this article. a
candidate may submit a petition containing signatures of registered vot-
ers in lieu of a filing fee as follows:

(1) For the office of California State Assembly, 1.500 signatures.

(2) For the office of California State Senate and the United States
House of Representatives, 3.000 signatures.

(3) For candidates running for statewide office, 10,000 signatures.

(4) For all other offices for which a filing fee is required. if the num-
ber of registered voters in the district in which he or she seeks nomina-
tion is 2.000 or more, a candidate may submit a petition containing four
signatures of registered voters for each dollar of the filing fee, or 10 per-
cent of the total of registered voters in the district in which he or she
seeks nomination, whichever is less.

(5) For all other offices for which a filing fee is required, if the num-
ber of registered voters in the district in which he or she seeks nomina-
tion is less than 2,000, a candidate may submit a petition containing four
signatures of registered voters for each dollar of the filing fee, or 20 per-
cent of the total of registered voters in the district in which he or she
seeks nomination, whichever is less.
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€3 (6) A voter may sign both a candidate’s nomination papers and
his or her in-lieu-filing-fee petition. However. if signatures appearing on
the documents are counted towards both the nomination paper and the

Signers shall be voters in the district or political subdivision

in-lieu-filing-fee petition signature requirements, a person may only
sign one of the documents.

(b) The Secretary of State or an elections official shall furnish to
each candidate, upon request, and without charge therefor, forms for
sccuring signaturcs. The number of forms which the elections official
shall furnish a candidate shall be a quantity that provides the candidates
with spaces for signatures sufficient in number to equal the number of
signatures that the candidate is required to secure pursuant to subdivi-
sion (a) if the candidate desires that number of forms. However, the
elections official, rather than provide the candidate with the number of
forms set forth in the preceding sentence, or upon the request of a can-
didate, may provide the candidate with a master form that may be dupli-
cated by the candidate at the candidate’s expense for the purpaose of cir-
culating additional petitions. The Secretary of State shall provide the
master form. The elections official may provide candidates a form other
than the master form provided by the Secretary of State. However, that
form shall meet all statutory requirements, and the elections official
shall also make available and accept the master form provided by the
Sceretary of State. All forms shall be made available commencing
45 days before the first day for circulating nomination papers. However,
in cases of vacancies for which a special election is authorized or
required to be held to fill the vacancy, and where the prescribed nomi-
nation period would commence less than 45 days after the creation of
the vacancy, the forms shall be made available within five working days
after the creation of the vacancy. No other form except the form fur-
nished by the Sccretary of State or the clections official or forms dupli-
cated from a master form shall be used to secure signatures. Each peti-
tion section shall bear an affidavit signed by the circulator. in substan-
tially the same form as set forth in Section 8041. The substitution of sig-
natures for fees shall be subject to the following provisions:

(1) Any registered voter may sign an in-lieu-filing-fee petition for
any candidate for whom he or she is eligible to vote.

(2) Tf a voter signs more candidates’ petitions than there are offices
to be filled, the voter’s signatures shall be valid only on thosc petitions
which, taken in the order they were filed, do not exceed the number of
offices to be filled.

(3) Tn-lieu-filing-fee petitions shall be filed at least 15 days prior to
the close of the nomination period. Upon receipt of the minimwn num-
ber of in-lieu-filing-fee signatures required, or a sufficient combination
of signatures and pro rata filing fee, the elections official shall issue
nomination papers provisionally. Within 10 days after receipt of a peti-
tion, the elections official shall notify the candidate of any deficiency.
The candidate shall then, prior to the close of the nomination period,
either submit 4 supplemental petition, or pay a pro rata portion of the fil-
ing fee to cover the deficiency.

(4) If the petition is circulated for an office in more than one
county, the candidate shall submit the signatures to the elections official
in the county in which the petition was circulated. The elections official
shall at least two days after verifying the signatures on the petition, noti-
fy the Secretary of State of the total number of valid signatures. If the
number of signatures is insufficient, the Secretary of State shall notify
the candidate and the elections officials of the fact. The candidate may
submit the necessary number of valid signatures at any time prior to the
close of the period for circulating nomination papers. Each circulator of
an in-lieu-filing-fee petition shall be a registered voter of the district or
political subdivision in which the candidate is to be voted on. The cir-
culator shall serve within the county in which he or she resides.

(5) Each candidate may submit a greater number of signatures to
allow for subscquent losses due to invalidity of some signaturcs. The
elections official shall not be required to determine the validity of a
greater number of signatures than that required by this section.

(¢) For the purposes of this section, the requisite number of signa-
tures shall be computed from the latest registration figures forwarded to
the Secretary of State pursuant to Section 2187 prior to the first day on
which petitions are available.

(d) All valid signatures obtained pursuant to this section shall be
counted towards the number of voters required to sign a nomination
paper in accordance with Section 8061 es8445 .

SEC. 45. Section 8121 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

8121. Not less than five days before he or she transmits the certi-
fied list of candidates to the county elections officials, as provided in
Section 8120, the Secretary of State shall notify each candidate for pa
wear voter-nominated office and political party position of the names.
addresses, offices, occupations, and party etRHesens regisiration siatus
of all other persons who have filed for the same office or party position .
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SEC. 46. Section 8124 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

8124. The certified list of candidates sent to each county elections
official by the Secretary of State shali show:

(a) The name of each candidate.

(b) The office for which each person is a candidate.

(¢) The political party , if uny. with which each pess oR
candidate is registered, or that the candidate designated “no party”
registration. unlcss the office is nonpartisan.

SEC. 47. Section 8125 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

8125. The certified list of candidates sent to each county elections offi-
cial by the Secretary of State shall be in substantially the following form:

CERTIFIED LIST OF CANDIDATES FOR NOMINATION

SECRETARY OF STATE
To the County Elections Official of

I, , Secretary of State, do hereby certify that the follow-
ing list contains the name of each person for whom nomination papers
have been filed in my office and who is entitled to be voted for in the
above-named county at the direct primary election to be held on the

day of .48 20, the designation of the office for
which each person is a candidate, his or her name being stated ander
with the name of the political party if any, with which he or she repre-
sems iy registered , except in the case of a nonpartisan office , and that
each person is entitled to be voted for in your county at that election by
any registered qualified elector of your county, whether registered with
any political party or not. Each candidate who is regisiered as “no

County:

party” is designated as “No Party” on the following list. The listing of

a candidate s political party registration status on the ballot is subject
to the provisions of Section 7031 .
—————————PARTY¥ VOTER-NOMINATED OFFICES

STATE (AND DISTRICT) OFFICES

(Title of office) (Name of candidate)  (Registered Political
Party or No Party)

District

CONGRESSIONAL OFFICES
(Including United States Senator, if any)

_ District

LEGISLATIVE OFFICES

_ District
District

PARFY

STATE (AND DISTRICT) OFFICES

1 further certify the following list contains the name of each person
for whom nomination papers have been filed in my office, together with
a designation of the office for which each person is a candidate, and that
each person is entitled to be voted for in your county at that election by
any registered qualified elector of your county, whether registered es
iendma-te-atiliate with any political party or not.

NONPARTISAN OFFICES
SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

Dated at Sacramento, California, this day of ,H 20
(SEAL)

Secretary of State
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SEC. 48. Section 8148 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

8148. Not less than 68 days before the gencral clection, the
Secretary of State shall deliver to the appropriate county elections offi-
cial a certificate showing:

(a) The name of every person entitled to receive votes within that
county at the general election whe has received the nomination by the
voters in a voter choice open primary election as a candidate for public
office pursuant to this chapter.

(b) For each nominee of the voters the name of the party hat-hes

; ; Lif any =, wirh which each candidate who has been
nominated is regisiered, or that the nominee is registered as “no party.”

(c) The designation of the public office for which he or she has been
nominated.

SEC. 49. Section 8150 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

8150. The certificate of the Secretary of State showing candidates
nominated or selected at a primary election, and justices of the Supreme
Court and courts of appeal to appear on the general elections ballot,
shall be substantially in the following form:

CERTIFICATE OF SECRETARY OF STATE
SHOWING CANDIDATES NOMINATED
OR SELECTED AT PRIMARY ELECTION

SECRETARY OF STATE
To the County Elections Official of - ___ County:

I, . Secretary of State, do hereby certify that below are
stated the nanes of those persons entitled to receive votes within your
county at the general election who have (1) received pertsan nomina-
tions for voler-nominated state elected offices and federal elected
offices. or have been selected as candidates for nonpartisan office at the
primary election or (2) in the case of justices of the Supreme Court or
the courts of appeal, are the justices who are subject to confirmation by
the voters at the general election. These nominations and selections are
evidenced by the compilation and statement required to be made by me
and filed in my office. Set forth along with their respective names, other
than the names of justices of the Supreme Court or the courts of appeal,
there is shown the candidate’s designation of his or her office, profes-
sion, vocation or occupation, and there is also shown separately and
respectively for each nominee the name of the political party or organ-
ization, if any. b b with which the nominee of
the voters is registered, and the designation of the public office for
which he or she is so nominated. Each candidate who is not registered
with a party is designated as "No Party” on the following list. The lisi-
ing of a candidate’s political partv registration status on the ballot is
subject to the provisions of Section 7031,

STATE (AND DISTRICT) OFFICES
(Candidate’s
designation of  (Rerey Registered
office, occupation, Political Purty or
No Farty)

(Name of
candidate) etc.)

(Office)

District

CONGRESSIONAL OFFICES

_ District

LEGISLATIVE OFFICES

District

SUPFRINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION
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Proposition 62 (cont.)

T also certify that at the state conventions that met. according to law,
at the State Capitol on the day of .20 . the following
persons were nominated as electors of President and Vice President of
the United States, for the parties respectively hereinafter placed at the
head of the column containing their respective names, and you are here-
by directed to print the names of the candidates for President and Vice
President for whom those electors have pledged themselves to vote,
upon the official ballots to be used at the general election, as represent-
ing the candidates of their respective parties for that office.

PRESIDENTIAL ELECTORS
Party . -
___ President

Party
President

_Vice President Vice President

1 | .
2. R }
I 3
elc. etc.
Dated at Sacramento, California, this _ dayof _ ,20

(SEAL)

Scerctary of State

SEC. 50. Section 8300 of the Elections Code is amended to read:
8300. (1) A candidate for ewy—puble—ofieo—ineluding—thai—et

presidential clector —fer-whteh-ne-nonpartsan-esndidate-hasbeernom
Ihpted—r—aleetad—H-fRy—PrHR-stester- may be nominated subse-
quent to or in liew of a primary election pursuant to this chapter. A can-

didate for presidential elector whose name has been on the ballot as a

(b) AH-nemnaton Nominarion documents
t shall, within 24 days after
being left with the county elections official in compliance with pere-
F subdivision (a), be forwarded by the county elec-
tions official to the Secretary of State, who shall receive and file them.
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8 (¢) Tf the Secretary of State finds that the total number of sig-
natures submitted in the distretor state is less than the minimum num-
ber required to qualify the candidate he or she shall within one work-
ing day notify in writing the counties involved that they need not veri-
fy the signatures.

SEC. 56. Section 8404 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

8404. Each signer of a nomination paper shall sign but one paper
for the same office rexeeps s £ Ce—terbe
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ter . The signer shall state his or her place of residence. giving his or
her street and number, if any.

SEC. 57. Section 8403 of the Elections Code is repealed:
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SEC. 52. Section 8302 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

8302. For the purposes of this chapter, Chapter | (commencing
with Section 8000) of Part 1, and Part 4 (commencing with Section

8800), so far as consistent with this chapter, shall apply to eH-eHiees
forwhieh independent nominations for presidential electors sre-mude
M M M 11 & H H

SEC. 58. Secction 8409 of the Elections Codc is amended to read:

8409. FEach candidate ergreup-efeandideates shall submit a nom-
ination paper that shall be substantially in the feHewsng form pre-
scribed in subdivision (b) and (c) of Section 8041 .
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Proposition 62 (cont.)
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SEC. 59. Section 8451 of the Elections Code is amended to read:
8451. Circulators shall be residents of the Stute of California we+
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SEC. 60. Section 8454 of the Elections Code is amended to read:
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¢ Circulators obtaining signatures to the nomination paper of any
candidate for presidential elector may, at any time not more than 193
nor less than 88 days prior to the election, abtain signatures to the nom-
ination paper of the candidate.

SEC. 61. Section 8550 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

8550. At least 88 days prior to the election, each independeni can-
didate for presidential elector shall leave with the officer with whom his
or het nomination papers are required to be left, a declaration of candi-
dacy which states all of the following:

(a) The candidate’s residence. with street and number. if any.

(b) That the candidate is a voter in the precinct in which he or she
resides.

(¢) The name of the office for which he ot she is a candidate.

(d) That the candidate will not withdraw as a candidate before the
election.

(e) That, if elected, the candidate will qualify for the office.

F—hatthe-randidatetsnorand gt {rrre-dintrp—the—3
3 # HE et By
e 'R o i 1 roe 3 haal ekt £ rire
e p—the—gerer—eleeton—ti—which—a—etd toe—th
e‘ﬁ cadatd daaa-td: 2 | P i daid ebalila I tod -
o the-deelaration-oi-candidacy be
Fat a £ ] i d_la J: e | - M Y
the—etir—er—aR saverred—by—Chapter—— e
LOZO0 bl i VA FPRTP 10 & £4 d N 4k 4
Lo eroR— O Bvisrerp—tbr—pr oy Garmc=th
1o Liatak +k £l £ vl 1 ' FRTSerot |
o vttt itie-deahuutror—teniered
6. Latiadd "l [~ ree (11\[\ Tla

1 4
Parey—que:

tHIGS

Fy . e | "
Tortheprertd apttr=re

The name of a candidate shall not be placed on the ballot unless the
declaration of candidacy provided for in this scction has been properly
filed.

SEC. 62. Section 8600 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

8600. (a) Every person who desires to be a write-in candidate and
have his or her name as written on the ballot of an election counted for
a particular office shall file:

9 (1) A statement of write-in candidacy that contains the follow-
ing information:

&= (4) Candidate’s name.

¢4 (B) Residence address.

69 (C) A declaration stating that he or she is a write-in candidate.

& (D) The title of the office for which he or she is running.
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¢ (E) The date of the clection.

@ (2) The requisite number of signatures on the nomination
papers, if any, required pursuant to Sections 8062, 10220, 10510 or, in
the case of a special district not subject to the Uniform District Election
Law (Part 4 (commencing with Section 10500) of Division 10), the
number of signatures required by the principal act of the district.

(b) Any person eligible to be a candidate for a particular office may
qualify and run as a write-in candidate at any election for that office
pursuant to this chapter.

f¢c) Any person eligible to be u candidate for a pavticular office may
qualify and run as a write-in candidate at any general election for that
office, notwithstanding that such person may have run as a cundidate or

e g 5
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as a write-in candidate for such office in a direct or special voter choice
open primary election immediately preceding said general election.

(d) Subparagraphs (B) and (C) of paragraph (1) of subdivision (a)
shall not be applicable to a delegute to a national political party con-
vention or to a presidential elector. This subdivision is not intended to
restrict the application of any other write-in provisions of this code fo
any delegate or elector.

SEC. 63. Section 8603 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

8603. Signers of nomination papers for write-in candidates shall
be voters in the district or political subdivision in which the candidate
is to be voted on. Hraddtentt A g e e
natenfor-pi-office—the-siunercshet-alao-be-afhibated Signers need not
be registered with she any: political party whese-neminationte-sevght (0
be eligible to sign nomination papers for any write-in candidate for a
vorer-nominated office .

SEC. 64. Section 8605 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

8605. No person whose name has been written in upon a ballot for
an office at the direct or special voter choice open primary election for
a voter-nominated state elected office or federal elecied office may have
his or her name phaeed listed by the elections official upon the ballot as
a candidate for that office for the ensuing general election unless one of
the following is applicable:

(a) At that direct or special primary he or she received for that
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didate—to—seeling-offiee sufficient 1o quulify as one of the top mwo
vore-getters pursuani to Section 13451 .
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€&y (h) He or she has been-desianated-by-a-pariy-cenis
qualified to fill a vacancy on the ballot for the general election pursuant

o Section 8806 or 8807 .

SEC. 65. Section 8802 of the Elections Code is repealed:
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SEC. 66. Section 8805 of the Elections Code is amended to read:
8805. (a) Whenever a candidate for nomination for a voter-nomi-

nuted office at a primary election dies not less than 74 days before the
day of the election, the name of the candidate who has died shall be
removed from the primary election ballot. The elections official shall
declare the nomination process open and shall accept nomination doc-
wments from persons seeking to be listed as candidates for that office on
the primary election ballot in accordance with Section 8025,

(b) Whenever a candidate for nomination for a pesssan voler-nom-
inated office at a primary election dies eter less than 74 duys before
the day of the election. and a sufficient number of ballots are marked as
being voted for him or her to entitle him or her to nomination if he or
she had lived until after the primary clection, a vacancy ewmists shall
exist on the general election ballot, which shall be filled 1 the manner
provided in Section 8806 for filling a vacancy caused by the death of a
candidate.

SEC. 67. Section 8806 of the Elections Code is amended to read:
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Proposition 62 (cont.)
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(a) If a vacancy occurs ut least 68 duys prior to the general election
among the top two candidates nominated at the direct primary election
(0 be listed on the ballot for the succeeding general election for a voter-
nominated office. the name of the candidate receiving ai the direct pri-
mary election the next highest number of votes shall be listed on the
general election ballot o fill the vacancy.

(b) In the event that there is either only one candidate on the ballot
Jor a specific voter-nominated office or there are two candidutes who
were the only candidates in the preceding voter choice open primary
election. and a vacancy occurs 74 days or more prior 10 the general
election as to a candidate who was nominated by the voters for that
office, the name of that candidate shall be removed from the general
election ballot. The elections official shall declare the nomination
process open and shall accept through the 68th day prior to the gener-
al election all nomination documents from persons seeking to be listed
as candidates for that office on the general election ballot. In the event
that any candidate receives a majority of all votes cast for that office in
the ensuing general election, that candidate shall be declured elected
10 the office. In the event that no candidate receives a majority of all
votes cast for that office in the general election, the candidates, regard-
less of party registration, including candidates registered as "no
party.” who are the top two vote-getters shull be listed as the nominees
of the voters on a special run-off election to be held not less than 63
days and not more than 70 days after the general election. The top two
vote-getters shall be eligible to be listed on the run-off clection bullot
regardless of party registration, including candidates registered as “no
party.” The name of u write-in candidute shall not be listed on the spe-
cial run-off election ballot unless the write-in candidate was one of ‘the
fop two vote-getters in the general election or otherwise qualifies under
Section 8605.

fc) In the event thai there are two candidates on the ballot for a spe-
cific voter-nominated office, und a vacancy occurs less thun 74 days
prior to the general election as to either candidate nominated by the
voters for that office, both names shall be listed on the general election
hallot. In the event that the candidate occupying the non-vacant posi-
tion wins a majoritv of the vote al the general election, that candidate
shall be declaved elected 1o thut office. In the event thut the candidate
occupying the vacant position wins a majority of the vote af the gener-
al election. that candidate shall be declured elected to the office. The
office to which the candidate occupying the vacant position was elected
shall be vacant at the beginning of the term for which he or she was
elected. In that event. a special election to fill the vacancy in the office
shall be held pursuant to Part 6 (commencing with Section 10700) of
Division 11).

(d) In the event thut there is only one candidate on the ballot for a
specific voter-nominated office, and a vacancy occurs less than 74 days
priovr 1 the general election as to the candidate who was nominated hy:
the voters for that office, the name of the candidate occupying the
vacant position shull be listed on the general election ballor. In the
event that the candidate wins a majority of the vote at the general elec-
tion. that candidate shall be declared elected to the office. The office 1o
which the candidate was elected shall be vacant at the beginning of the
term for which he or she was elected. In that event. a special election to
fill the vacancy in the office shall be held pursuant to Pavt 6 (commenc-
ing with Section 10700) of Division 10.

SEC. 68. Section 8811 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

8811. Whenever, upon the death of any candidate, the vacancy cre-
ated is filled by-a-passy-eommitiee pursuant to Section 8506 or 8807 . a
certificate to that effect shall be filed with the officer with whom a dec-
laration of candidacy for that office may be filed, and, upon payment of
the filing fee applicable to the office, shall be accepted and acted upon
by that officer as in the case of an original declaration certificate.

SEC. 69. Section 10704 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

10704. (a) A special voter choice open primary election shall be
held in the distsset political subdivision in which the vacancy occurred
on the eighth Tuesday or, if the eighth Tuesday is the day of or the day
following a state holiday, the ninth Tuesday preceding the day of the
special general election at which the vacancy is to be filled. Candidates

at the special voter choice open primary election shall be nominated by
the voters in the manner set forth in Chapter | (commencing with
Section 8000) of Part 1 of Division 8. except that nomination papers
shall not be circulated more than 63 days before the primary election,
shall be left with the county elections official for examination not less
than 43 47 days before the primary election, and shall be filed by the
county elections official with the Secretary of State not less than 38 43
days before the primary election. ;

(b) Notwithstanding Section 3001, applications for absent voter bal-
lots may be submitted not more than 25 days before the primary elec-
tion, except that Section 3001 shall apply if the special election or spe-
cial voter choice open primary election is consolidated with a statewide
election. Applications received by the elections official prior to the 25th
day shall not be returned to the sender. but shall be held by the elections
official and processed by him or her following the 25th day prior to the
election in the same manner as if received at that time.

SEC. 70. Section 10705 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

10705. (a) All candidates shall be listed on one ballot for a partic-
ular office in a special voter choice open primary election and, consid-
ering any write-in candidutes in such election and except as provided in
subdivision (b), if any candidate receives a majority of all votes cast, he
or she shall be declared elected = and no special general election shall be
held. This subdivision shall apply to multiple candidates listed on the
special voter choice open primary election ballot or where one candi-
date is listed on such ballot.

(b) H-eonh-onc-candidate-gralifierte-havehis-or-hemnameprit
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revaivedtas-than-pmratori-oithesetesenst [f 1o candidaie in a spe-
ciul voter choice open primary election receives a majority of the votes
cast, the provisions of Section 10706 shall govern the holding of a spe-
cial general election.

(¢) Whenever a candidate for nomination by the voters at u special
voter choice open primarv election dies affer being nominated at said
election, a vacancy exists which shall be resolved substuntially in a man-
ner consistent with the provisions pertaining (o voter-nominated offices
set forth in Part 4 (commencing with Section 8800) of Division &, except
that nominution papers shull be lefl with the county elections official for
examination not less than 47 days before the special voter choice open
primary election, and shall be filed by the county elections official with
the Secretary of State not less than 43 days before the election.

(d) Any ballot. sample ballot, or voter pamphlet prepaved in con-
nection with a special primuary or special general election shall contain
the following statement on each page on which the political party regis-
trafion status of any candidate is printed, not smaller than 8-point bold-
face type on each ballot and sample ballot and not smaller than 10-paint
holdface type in any voter pamphler. that: “The designation of the polit-
ical party registration status on the ballot of a candidate for a voter-
nominated office is for the voters "informational purposes onlv. and does
not indicate that the political party with which a candidute may be reg-
istered has nominated that candidate or that the party necessarily
agrees with or endorses that candidate.” In addition, any such ballot,
sample ballot, or voter pamphlet shall contain the following statement
once in u conspicuous manner, in the sume type sizes described in this
subdivision, that: “Where the registration status of a candidate has been
left blank. the party with which the candidate is registered has not con-
sented 1o use of purty registration status on the ballor”

SEC. 71. Section 10706 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

10706. ¢e If one candidate receives a majority of the votes in a
special voter choice open primary election, that candidate shall be
declared elected. 1f no candidate receives a majority of votes cast in a
special voter choice open primary election us provided in Section
10703 . the name names of +het the esndidate candidares
+hed-pehaeatparey Who reeetves-the-mest are (he lop fwo vole-gelters,
ok RO ek didates 1egardless of party registration, including
candidates registered as "no party,” ef-thetperey for that office at the
special primary election shall be piaeed listed on the special general
election ballot as the esndidete—et-that-party nominees of the voters .

Bene

Ll s 1ol lacadd ot 1 1 } laallad
T e Y ST tre—Prre et
1 . la. | bl H A e | . ey
o -ttt ettt FEaHHFe e Tttt ey
a1 Ll 5 v dislesan PP PRy
ferrtaeditren-to-re-eandiaatesfoterrea oSO aTvisTORtyTeton
dacdad y! k. lafiad o tle s Lollod L £.4l < 4, %
eaf ¥ HH-gharreaToty fre AERA: iy 3 1l
2 L 4 e . T o . ) i
nepraton—Pt PSR O R = TCOMIEOROME WY
LAOON of Iiaiics Q coll L 1 ) <k e Lalaai bal
A-Ca- s \an i SRt = ¥ -+ frereetotroer

Text of Proposed Laws | 95
ER115




TEXT OF PROPOSED LAWS

Proposition 62 (cont.)

o k
# FOTeSE y 13 CrA=tF ¥

SEC. 72. Section 12104 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

12104. (a) A notice designating the offices for which candidates
are to be nominated shall be in substantially the following form:

NOTICE BY SECRETARY OF STATE OF OFFICES FOR
WHICH CANDIDATES ARE TO BE NOMINATED AT THE
DIRECT PRIMARY

Secretary of State
Sacramento, LB 20 .
To the County Elections Official of the County of _

Notice is hereby given that the offices for which candidates are to be
nominated by the voters at the primary election to be held on the
day of L0 20, ropetk Hi-the-rarnes Heroahr
' S G e-pa HRe T the-eleetten arc as follows:

STATE AND DISTRICT OFFICES

il
e

Hes-qart

CONGRESSIONAL OFFICES

LEGISLATIVE OFFICES

Notice is also hereby given that at the primary election candidates
are to be nominated for the following office:

SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

Notice is also hereby given that at the primary election, in the coun-
ty first above mentioned, candidates are to be nominated for any coun-
ty offices or judicial offices to which candidates are to be elected at the
ensuing general election s .

And-potecif-ghio-oreby—giver—that-tthe—prmar—eleeton—th

{SEAL)

Secretary of State

(b) The notice designating the political parties qualified to partici-
pate in this election for neminutien-ef-eandidates the purpose of select-
ing delegates to national political party conventions at which a nomi-
nee jor President is chosen, or electing members of county central com-
mitices, or both, shall be in substantially the following form:

NOTICE BY SECRETARY OF STATE OF POLITICAL
PARTIES QUALIFIED TO PARTICIPATE IN THE DIRECT
PRIMARY ELECTION FOR POLITICAL PARTY POSITIONS

Secretary of State
Sacramento, LHB 20 .
To the County Elections Official of the County of ) g

Notice is hereby given that the political parties qualified to partici-
pate in this election for B3 ' ¥ g the
purpose of selecting delegates to national political party conventions at
which a nominee for President is chosen, or electing members of coin-
1 central committees in each county pursuant to Division 7 (commenc-
ing with Section 7030). or both, are as follows:

(SEAL)

Secretary of State
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SEC. 73. Section 12108 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

12108. In any casc where this chapter requires the publication or
distribution of a list of the names of precinct board members, or a por-
tion of the list, the officers charged with the duty of publication shail
ascertain the name of the political party, if any, with which each
precinct board member is effiated registered , as shown in the affidavit
of registration of that person. When the list is published or distributed,
there shall be printed the name of the board member’s party or an abbre-
viation of the name to the right of the name, or immediately below the
name. of each precinct board member. If a precinct board member is not
effhated registered with a political party, the words “No party <
“Nonpartisen—or—Deeline—te-siaieZ shall be printed in place of the

party name.
SEC. 74. Section 13102 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

13102. (a) All voting shall be by ballot. There shall be provided,
at each polling place, at each election at which public officers are to be
voted for, but one form of voter choice open primary ballot for all can-
didates for voter-nominated office, nonpartisan public office, and meas-
ures, except that, for partsan primary elections, one form of party bal-
lot shall be provided for each qualified political party as well as one
form of 4 voter choice open primary ballot. in accordance
with subdivision (b). The party hallot and the voter choice open pri-
maryv ballot shall comply with the provisions of Section 13203.

(b) At pestisem primary clections, each voter not registered as

} aliate with any one of the political parties participating
in the election shall be furnished only a nespearssen voler choice open
primary ballot, unless he or she requests a ballot of a political party and
that political party, by party rule duly noticed to the Secretary of State,
authorizes a person who has b : x tetton desig-
nated “no party” on his or her affidavit of registration to vote the bal-
lot of that political party. The menpardsan voter choice open primary
ballot shall contain esdy the names of all candidates for voter-nominai-
ed offices, nonpartisan offices and measures to be voted for at the pri-
mary election. Each party ballot shall list the candidates for President
or the members o be elected for county central committees of that
party. or both. Each voter registered as-tending-te-afithate with a polit-
ical party participating in the election shall be furnished emdy a party
ballot of the political party with which he or she is registered . and the
senparsean o ballot containing candidates for voter-nominated offices
beth cach of which shall be printed in the form
prescribed by Section 13207. Euch voter shall also be furnished with a
Local Elected Offices and Measures ballot if any.

(¢) A political party may adopt a party rule in accordance with sub-
division (b) that authorizes a person who has deelined-te-state—tparty
designated “no pariy” effheten on his or her affidavit of registration
to vote the ballot of that political party at the next ensuing pestions pri-
mary election. The political party shall notify the party chair immedi-
ately upon adoption of that party rule. The party chair shall provide
written notice of the adoption of that rule to the Secretary of State not
later than the 135th day prior to the pestssn primary election at which
the vote is authorized.

(d) At all times while subdivision (c) of Section 13102 is in effect
and at any time when at least one political party chooses in its discre-
tion to comply with the procedures provided for in this section, elections
officials shall print in sample voter choice open primary ballots and in
voter information guides a list of all political parties that have adopted
a party rule as described in subdivision (cj of Section 13102. In addi-
tion to this list. the elections officials shall print instructions fo voters
who have designated “no party” on their affidavits of registration
informing them that they have the right at their option to vote, in addi-
tion to a voter choice apen primary ballot, the ballot of a party shown
on the lisi. The instructions shall specify how such voters may obtain
such ballots. This information shall be printed on the first puge of sam-
ple voter choice open primary ballots and in a prominent manner in
vater pamphlets, including u listing in a table of contents and an index
if any.

¢ (e) The county elections official shall maintain a record of
which political party’s ballot was requested pursuant to subdivision (b),
or whether a wenpastisen voler choice open primary: ballot was request-
ed. by each person who deelned-to-gtate-aparey Jesignated “no party”
effkiation on his or her affidavit of registration . The record shall be
made available to any person or committee who is authorized to receive
copies of the printed indexes of registration for primary and general
elections pursuant to Section 2184,
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SEC. 75. Section 13103 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

13103. Every ballot shel that eemain-at contains any of the fol-
lowing shall comply with the provisions set forth below :

(@) The title of each office 5 shall be arranged to conform as nearly
as practicable to the plan set forth in this chapter.

(b) The names of all qualified candidates shall be listed , except
that:

(1) Instead of the names of candidates for delegate to the national
conventions, there shall be printed the names of the presidential candi-
dates to whom they are pledged or the names of candidates for chairmen
of party national convention delegations.

(2) Tnstead of the names of candidates for presidential electors, there
shall be printed in pairs the names of the candidates of the respective
partics for President and Vice President of the United States. Thesc
names shall appear under the title “President and Vice President.”

(¢) The titles and summaries of measures submitted to vote of the
voters shall be listed .

SEC. 76. Section 13105 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

13105. (a) In the case of candidates for pestsas vorer-nominated
office in u primary election, a general election, or in a special election
to fill a vacancy +m—he—efhee—orRepres Fe— G DR
Senater—e-vember-oi-theAssembly . immediately to the right of and
on the same line as the name of the candidate, or immediately below the
name, if there is not sufficient space to the right of the name, there shall
be printed in eight-point roman lewesesse type ¢ither thut (1) the can-
didute is registered as "No Party.” or (2} the name of the qualified polit-
ical party that has provided consent as specified in Section 7031 with
which the candidate is registercd afhkated

(b) If a political party has provided consent as specified in Section
7031, the following words shall be printed on the hallot: “Registered us:
(insert name of qualified party, e.g., Democrat, Republican. or Green).”
Any candidate using a party vegistration designation must comply with
the requirements of subdivision (a) of Section 8001 and is subject to the
political party’s consent as specified in Section 7031. Any ballot pre-
pared in comection with un election pursuant to this section shull con-
{ain the following statement. not smaller than eight-point boldface tvpe,
on each page on which the political party registration status of any can-
didate is printed, that: “The designation of the political party registra-
tion status on the ballot of a candidate for a voter-nominated office is
for the voters ' informational purposes only, and does nol indicate that
the political party with which a candidate may be registered has nomi-
nated that candidate or that the party necessarvily agrees with or
endorses that candidate.”

(¢c) I a candidate has qualified for the ballot as a voter who desig-
nated “no party.” the words “Registered as: No Party ™ shall be printed
instead of the name of a political party in accordance with the above
rules. Any candidate using a “no party” registration designation must
comply with the requirements of subdivision (c) of Section 8001.

(d) I a candidate is registered with a political party and that party
does not provide consent as specified in Section 7031, the candidate
shall not be permitted to have his or her party registration status prini-
ed on the ballot. In this case, the spuce in which the registration status
of the candidate would otherwise be prinied shall be left blank. Any bal-
lot prepared in connection with an election pursuant 1o this section shall
contain the following statement once in d CONSpicuous manncy, not
smaller than eight-point boldface type, that: “Where the registration
status of a candidute has been left blank, the party with which a candi-
date is registered has not consenred to use of party registration status
on the ballot.”

@ (e) In the case of candidates for President and Vice President,
the name of the party fe.g.. Democral, Republican, or Reform; shall
appear to the right of and equidistant from the pair of names of these
candidates in the same type size as described in subdivision (a) .
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SEC. 77. Section 13109 of the Elections Code 1s amended to read:
13109.  Consistent with other provisions of this code that govern

the content of ballots, Fhe the order of precedence of offices , political
party positions, and measures on the ballot shall be as listed below for

62 (cont.)

those offices , political party positions, and measures that apply to the
election for which #ws a particular npe of ballot is provided.
Beginning in the column to the left:

(a) Under the heading, PRESIDENT AND VICE PRESIDENT:
Nominees of the qualified political parties and independent nominees
for President and Vice President.

(b) Under the heading, PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES:

(1) Names of the presidential candidates to whom the delegates
are pledged.

(2) Names of the chairpersons of unpledged delegations.

(c) Under the heading, COUNTY COMMITTEE: Members of the
County Central Committee.

¢e) (d) Under the heading, STATE:

(1) Governor.

(2) Lieutenant Governor.

(3) Secretary of State.

(4) Controller.

(5) Treasurer.

(6) Attorney General.

(7) Tnsurance Commissioner.

(8) Member. Statc Board of Equalization.

€ (e¢) Under the heading, UNITED STATES SENATOR:
Candidates or nominees to the United States Senate.

¢ () Under the heading. UNITED STATES REPRESENTATIVE:
Candidates or nominees to the House of Representatives of the
United States.

¢ (z Under the heading, STATE SENATOR: Candidatcs or nom-
inees to the State Senate.

& (k) Under the heading, MEMBER OF THE STATE ASSEM-
BLY: Candidates or nominees to the Assembly.

FarTrIe I al b
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(i) Under the heading, JUDICIAL:

(1) Chief Justice of California.

(2) Associate Justice of the Supreme Court.

(3) Presiding Justice, Court of Appeal.

(4) Associate Justice, Court of Appeal.

(5) Judge of the Superior Court.

(6) Marshal.

(j) Under the heading, SCHOOL.:

(1) Superintendent of Public Instruction.

(2) County Superintendent of Schools.

(3) County Board of Education Members.

(4) College District Governing Board Members.

(5) Unified District Governing Board Members.

(6) High School District Governing Board Members.
(7) Elementary District Governing Board Members.
(k) Under the heading, COUNTY:

(1) County Supervisar.

(2) Other offices in alphabetical order by the title of the office.
(/) Under the heading, CITY:

(1) Mayor.

(2) Member, City Council.

(3) Other offices in alphabetical order by the title of the office.

(m) Under the heading, DISTRICT: Directors or trustees for each
district in alphabetical order according to the name of the district.

(n) Under the heading, MEASURES SUBMITTED TO THE VOT-
ERS and the appropriate heading from subdivisions (a) through (m),
above, ballot measures in the order. state through district shown above,
and within each jurisdiction, in the order prescribed by the official cer-
tifying them for the ballot.

(0} In order to allow for the most efficient use of space on the ballot
in counties that use a voting system, as defined in Section 362, the coun-
ty elections official may vary the order of subdivisions (j), (k), (), (m),
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Proposition 62 (cont.)

and (n) as well as the order of offices within these subdivisions.
However, the office of Superintendent of Public Instruction shall always
precede any school, county, or city office, and state measures shall
always precede local measures.

SEC. 78. Section 13110 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

13110. The group of names of candidates for any pestisan voter-
nominated office or nonpartisan office shall be the same on the ballots
of all voters entitled to vote for candidates for that officerexeept-thet-in

isan . In direct primary elections involving (a) in any vear which is
evenly divisible by the number four, delegates to national political party
conventions at which a nominee for President is chosen or (b} nominees
for the party’s county central committee members , the names of catii=
e AR A ioan-offiee such candidares for President or
members, or hoth, shall appear only on the party ballots of the respec-
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SEC. 79. Section 13111 ofthe Elections Code is amended to read:

13111,  Consistent with other provisions of this code that govern
the content of ballots, Candidates candidates for each office and polit-
ical party position shall be printed on the ballot in accordance with the
following rules:

(a) The names of presidential candidates to whom candidates for
delegate to the national convention are pledged, and the names of chair-
persons of groups of candidates for delegate expressing no preference,
shall be arranged on the primary election ballot by the Secretary of
State by the names of the candidates in accordance with the randomized
alphabet as provided for in Section 13112 in the case of the ballots for
the First Assembly District. Thereafter, for each succeeding Assembly
district, the name appearing first in the last preceding Assembly district
shall be placed last. the order of the other names remaining unchanged.

(b) The names of the pairs of candidates for President and Vice
President shall be arranged on the general election ballot by the
Secretary of State by the names of the candidates for President in accor-
dance with the randomized alphabet as provided for in Section 13112
in the case of the ballots for the First Assembly District. Thereaftet, for
each succeeding Assembly district. the pair appearing first in the last
preceding Assembly district shall be placed last, the order of the other
pairs remaining unchanged.

(¢) Tn the case of all other offices, the candidates for which are to be
voted on throughout the state, the Secretary of State shall arrange the
names of the candidates for the office in accordance with the randorm-
ized atphabet as provided for in Section 13112 for the First Assembly
District. Thereafter, for each succeeding Assembly district, the name
appearing first in the last preceding Assembly district shall be placed
last, the order of the other names remaining unchanged.

(d) If the office is that of Representative in Congress or member of
the State Board of Equalization, the Secretary of State shall arrange the
names of candidates for the office in accordance with the randomized
alphabet as provided for in Section 13112 for that Assembly district that
has the lowest number of all the Assembly districts in which candidates
are to be voted on. Thereafter, for each succeeding Assembly district in
which the candidates are to be voted on, the names appearing first in the
last preceding Assembly district shall be placed last, the order of the
other names remaining unchanged.

(e) If the office is that of State Senator or Member of the Assembly,
the county elections official shall arrange the names of the candidates
for the office in accordance with the randomized alphabet as provided
for in Section 13112, unless the district encompasses more than onge
county, in which case the arrangement shall be made pursuant to
subdivision (1).

(f) If the office is to be voted upon wholly within, but not through-
out, one county, as in the case of municipal, district, county supervisor,
and county central committee offices, the official responsible for con-
ducting the election shall determine the order of names in accordance
with the randomized alphabet as provided for in Section 13112.

(g) If the office is to be voted on throughout a single county, and
there are not more than four Assembly districts wholly or partly in the
county, the county elections official shall determine the order of names
in accordance with the randomized alphabet as provided for in Section
13112 for the first supervisorial district. Thereafter, for each succeeding
supervisorial district, the name appearing fisst for each office in the fast
preceding supervisorial district shall be placed last, the order of the
other names remaining unchanged.

(h) If there are five or more Assembly districts wholly or partly in
the county, an identical procedure shall be followed, except that rotation
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shall be by Assembly district, commencing with the Assembly district
which has the fowest number.

(i) Except as provided in subdivision (d) of Section 13112, if the
office is that of State Senator or Member of the Assembly, and the dis-
trict includes more than one county, the county elections official in each
county shall conduct a drawing of the letters of the alphabet, pursuant
to the same procedures specified in Section 13112, The results of the
drawing shall be known as a county randomized ballot and shall be used
only to arrange the names of the candidates when the district includes
more than one county.

(j) If the office is that of Justice of the California Supreme Court or a
court of appeal, the appropriate elections officials shall arrange the names
of the candidates for the office in accordance with the randomized alpha-
bet as provided for in Section 13112. However, the names of the judicial
candidates shall not be rotated among the applicable districts.

(k) All candidates who are listed on ballots and sample ballots,
other than party ballots, shall not be urranged or grouped by political
party registrarion status or any other category, except the office sought,
and shall be organized randomly as provided in this section.

SEC. 80. Section 13203 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

13203.  Across the top of the ballot shall be printed in heavy-faced
gothic capital type not smaller than 30-point, the words “OFFICIAL
BALLOT.” However, if the ballot is no wider than a single column, the
words “OFFICTAL BALLOT” may be as small as 24-point. Beneath
this heading. in the case of a parsssn primary election, shall be printed
in 18-point boldface gothic capital type the official party designation ,
coupled with the word “BALLOT. (e.g.. LIBERTARIAN PARTY BAL-
LOT) " or the words "NONPARFISAN VOTER CHOICE OPEN PRI-
MARY BALLOT" as applicable. Beneath the heading line or lines, there
shall be printed. in boldface type as large as the width of the ballot
makes possible. the number of the congressional, Senate. and Assembly
district, the name of the county in which the ballot is to be voted, and
the date of the election. In the case of a separate ballot prinied as pro-
vided in subdivision () of Section 359.3 and Section 13230, the words
“LOCAL ELECTED OFFICES AND MEASURES BALLOT" shall be
printed in 18-point boldface gothic capital type beneath the words
“OFFICIAL BALLOT" in the heading.

SEC. 81. Section 13206 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

13206. (a) On #he-passsan cach ballot used in a direct primary
election, immediately below the instructions to voters, there shall be a
box one-half inch high enclosed by a heavy-ruled line the same as the
borderline. This box shall be as long as there are columns for the pare-
san voter choice open primary ballot and shall be set directly above
these columns. Within the box shall be printed in 24-point boldface
gothic capital type the words “Bavtisen Torer-Nominated Offices™

(b) The same style of box described in subdivision (a) shall also
appear over the columns of the nonpartisan part of the ballot and with-
in the box in the same style and point size of type shall be printed
“Nonpartisan Offices.”

(¢) Any ballot prepared in connection with a direct primary election
shall contain the following siatement. not smaller than eight-point bold-

Jace type, on each page of a ballot on which the political party registra-

tion stutus of any candidate is printed, that: “The designation of the
political party registration status on the ballot of a candidate for a
voter-nominated office is for the voters’ informational purposes only.,
and does not indicate that the political party with which a candidate
may be registered hus noninated that candidate or that the party nec-
essarily agrees with or endarses that candidate.” In addition, any such
ballot shall contain the following statement once in a conspicuous man-
ner, not smaller than eight-point boldfuce type, that: “Where the regis-
tration status of a candidate has been left blank. the party with which
the candidute is registered has not consented to use of party registra-
tion status on the ballot.”

SEC. 82. Section 13207 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

13207. (a) There shall be printed on the ballot in parallel columns
all of the following:

(1) The respective offices.

(2) The names of candidates with sufficient blank spaces to allow
the voters to write in names not printed on the ballot.

(3) Whatever measures have been submitted to the voters.

(b) In the case of a party ballot which is intended for use in a pavey
primary end which esssies /ists both partisen candidates for president
and members fo be elected ta a county cenfral commitiee efiees—and
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renparHsan-efiess . 4 vertical solid black line shall divide the columns
containing pertsan-efees: candidates for President on the left, from the
columns containing nenpastean-effees county central commiitee mem-
ber candidates on the right.

(c) Tn the case of u voter choice open primary ballot, a vertical solid
black line shall divide the columns conlgining candidates for voter-
nominated offices. on the lefi. from the columns convaining cundidutes
for nonpartisan offices, (o the right of the columns containing the can-
didates for voter-nominated offices.

(d) Any measures that are to be submitted to the voters on a ballot
shall ‘be printed in one or more parallel columns to the right of the
columns containing the names of candidates and shall be of sufficient
width to contain the title and sumumary of each measure. To the right of
each title and summary shall be printed, on separate lines, the words
“Yes" and “No.”

¢} (e) The standard width of columns eentaing-parisan-and-ren

& y shall be three inches, but & an elections official may vary
the width of these columns up to 10 percent more or less than the three-
inch standard. However, the column containing presidential and vice
presidential candidates may be as wide as four inches.

() Any ballat prepared in connection with a general election shull
contain the following statement, not smaller than eight-point boldface
npe. on each page on which the political party vegistration status of any
candidate is printed, that: “The designation of the political party regis-
tration status on the ballot of a candidate for a voter-nominated office
is for the voters'informational purposes onlv. and does not indicate thai
the political party with which a candidate may be registered has nomi-
nated that candidate ov that the party necessarily agrees with or
endorses that candidate.”” In addition, the ballot shall contain the jol-
lowing statement once in a conspicuous nanner. not smaller thun eight-
point boldface type, that: “'Where the registration status of u candidate
has been left blank, the party with which the candidate is registered has
not consented to use of party registration status on the ballot.”

SEC. 83. Section 13208 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

13208. (a) In the right-hand margin of each column light vertical
lines shall be printed in such a way as to create a voting square after the
name of each candidate for pasesem vorer-nominated office, for nonpar-
tisan office (except for justice of the Supreme Court or court of appeal),
for President and Vice President, for county central commitice member
candidates, or for chairman of a group of candidates for delegate to a
national convention who express no preference for a presidential candi-
date. Tn the case of Supreme Court or appellate justices and in the case
of measures submitted to the voters, the lines shall be printed so as to
create voting squares to the right of the words “Yes” and “No.” The vot-
ing squares shall be used by the voters to express their choices as pro-
vided for in the instruction to voters.

(b) The standard voting square shall be at least three-eighths of an
inch square but may be up to one-half inch square. Voting squares for
measures may be as tall as is required by the space occupied by the title
and summary.

SEC. 84. Section 13217 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

13217. The number on each ballot shall be the same as that on the
corresponding stub, and the ballots and stubs shall be numbered consec-
utively in each county, or the ballots and stubs may be numbered con-
secutively within each combination of congressional, senatorial, and
Assembly districts in each county. w t t
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SEC. 85. Section 13230 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

13230. (a) If the county elections official determines that, due to
the number of candidates and measures that must be printed on the bal-
lot. the ballot will be larger than may be conveniently handled. the coun-
ty elections official may provide that a sespastisen scparate ballot, con-
faining non statewide nonpartisan offices and non statewide measures
for submission to the vofers, shall be given to cach pertsan voter,

together with his or her pasttsan ballot—and-thet-the-materrel-appearng
the-hendine—iselishat-be-onrrited-from-the-partisan-batitess . Siarcwide

nonpartisan offices and statewide measures shall at all times be includ-
ed on the voter choice open primary ballot or general election ballot.
The separate ballot. if any. shall be titled with the heading: “LOCAL
ELECTED OFFICES AND MEASURES BALLOT" All material appear-
ing regarding non statewide measures shall be omitted from the voter
choice open primary ballots or general election ballots und shall be

- LOT" e+ the words <h

placed on separate ballots under the heading of “Non Statewide
‘Measures.” In addition 1o the voter choice open primary ballots and the
separate ballots, a voter shall be given a separate party ballot, as
defined in Section 337, which the voter is entitled to receive pursuant to
subdivision (b) of Section 13102.

(b) Tf the county elections official so provides, the procedure pre-
scribed for the handling and canvassing of ballots shall be modified to
the extent necessary to permit the use of &we rhree ballots by paresas
voters. The county elections official may. in this case, order the seeend
padet local clected offices and measures ballots to be printed on paper
of a different tint, and assign to those ballots numbers higher than those
assigned to the purty hallots containing political party positions or to
the voter choice open primary ballots containing pastsan volci-
nominated offices.

(c) “Partisan-vetars2-for For purposes of this section, voters entitled
to vote a “'Party Ballot” includes persons who have deehned-to-state

sonr designated “no party " on their affidavits of registration
but who have chosen to vote the ballot of a political party as authorized
by that party’s rules duly noticed to the Secretary of State.

SEC. 86. Section 13232 of the Elections Code is repealed:
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SEC. 87. Section 13261 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

13261. (a) Each ballot card shall have two stubs attached. The
stubs shall be separated from the ballot card and from each other by per-
forated lines so that they may be readily detached.

(b) (1) One stub shall have the serial ballot number printed on it,
and shall be detached from the remainder of the ballot before it is hand-
ed to the voter.

(2) The second stub shall have printed on it all of the following:
(A) The same ballot serial number.

(B) The words “This ballot stub shall be removed and retained by
the voter.”

(C) The words “OFFICIAL BALLOT" in uppercase boldface type
no smaller than 12 point.

(D) In primary elections, the party name coupled with the word
“BALLOT e.g., & ¢ = “"DEMOCRATIC PARTY BAL-
¢ = “VOTER CHOICE OPEN
PRIMARY BALLOT” or the words “"LOCAL ELECTED OFFICES AND
MEASURES BALLOT as applicable.

(E) The name of the county.
(F) The date of the election.

(G) Where not otherwise provided, instructions to the voter on how
to mark the ballot with the marking device, how to vote for a candidate
whose name is not printed on the ballot, and how to secure an addition-
al ballot card if the ballot card is spoiled or marked erroneously.

(3) If the information listed in subparagraphs (A) to (G), inclusive,
of paragraph (2) must also appear in one or more languages other than
English under the provisions of the federal Voting Rights Act of 1965 as
extended by Public Law 94-73, and there is insufficient room for all the
information to be set forth in all the required languages while at the
same time appearing in a type size sufficiently large to be readable, the
official in charge of the clection may delete information sct forth in sub-
paragraphs (E) and (F) of paragraph (2). in the order listed, until there
is sufficient room.

(c) Tn addition to the instructions to voters printed on the ballot or
ballot stub, there shall be displayed in each voting booth instructions to
voters substantially in the same form and wording as appears on paper
ballots.
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Proposition 62 (cont.)

(d) Precinct numbers may also be placed on the ballot.
SEC. 88. Section 13262 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

13262. (a) The ballot shall contain the same material as to candi-
dates and measures, and shall be printed in the same order as provided
for paper ballots, and may be arranged in parallel columns on one or
more ballot cards as required, except that the column in which the voter
marks his or her choices may be at the left of the names of candidates
and the designation of measures.

(b) 1f there are a greater number of candidates for an office or for e
parey nomination by the voters in a voter choice open primary clection
for an office than the number whose names can be placed on one pair
of facing ballot pages. a series of overlaying pages printed only on the
same, single side shall be used, and the ballot shall be clearly marked to
indicate that the list of candidates for the office is continued on the fol-
lowing page or pages. If the names of candidates for the office are not
required to be rotated, they shall be rotated by groups of candidates in
a manner so that the name of each candidate shall appear on each page
of the ballot in approximately the same number of precincts as the
names of all other candidates.

(c) Space shall be provided on the ballot or on a separate write-in
ballot to permit volers to write in names not printed on the ballot when
authorized by law. The size of the voting square and the spacing of the
material may be varied to suit the conditions imposed by the use of bal-
lot cards, provided the size of the type is not reduced below the mini-
mum size requirements set forth in Chapter 2 (commencing with
Section 13100).

(d} The statement of measure submitted to the voters may be abbre-
viated if necessary on the ballot, provided that each and every statement
of measures on that ballot is abbreviated. Abbreviation of matters to be
voted on throughout the state shall be composed by the Attorney
General.

SEC. 89. Section 13300 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

13300. (a) By at lcast 29 days before the primary, cach county
elections official shall prepare a separate sample bakets parsy ballot for
gach political party . ané a separate sample wonpasisan voter choice
open primary ballot, and, if applicable, a local elected offices and
meastres ballot, placing thereon # as applicable for each ease respec-
five nype of ballot in the order provided in Chapter 2 (commencing with
Section 13100). and under the appropriate title of each office, the names
of all candidates seeking voter-nominated offices. political party posi-
tions. or statewide nonpartisan offices for whom nomination papers
have been duly filed with him or her or have been certified to him or her
by the Secretary of State to be voted for in his or her county at the pri-
mary election , local nonpartisan offices. and measures . The elections
official shall list on ballots and sample ballots, for all voter-nominated
offices, the names of all candidates organized randomly as provided in
Chapter 2 (commencing with Section 13100) of Division 13.

(h) All candiduates who are listed on ballots and sample ballots,
other than party ballots, shall not be arvanged or grouped by political
party registration status or any other category, except the office sought.
and shall be organized randomly as provided in Chapter 2 (commenc-
ing with Section 13100) of Division 13.

é () The sample baHet ballots shall be identical to the official
ballots, except as otherwise provided by law. The sample ballots shall
be printed on paper of a different texture from the paper to be used for
the official beHet ballots .

€ (d) One sample voter choice open primary ballat, one sample
party ballot of the political party #e with which the voter belenass is reg-
istered. and, if applicable. one sample local elected offices and meas-
wres bullot, asewd d-by—his-er-hersegistration: shall be mailed to
each voter entitled to vote at the primary, who registered at least 29
days prior to the election . not more than 40 nor less than 10 days before
the election. A nenpartsas sample voler choice open primuary ballot
and if applicable a sample local elected offices and measures ballot,
shall be so mailed to each voter who is not registered as-+ :
effikiete with any of the parties participating in the primary election,
provided that on election day any sich person may, upon request, vote
the party ballot of a political party if authorized by the party’s rules,
duly noticed to the Secretary of State.

(¢) The county elections official may prepare sample ballot pam-
phlets in a manner that maximizes printing and mailing efficiencies.
stich as the combining of a separate political party ballot tvpe with a
separate voter choice open primary ballot nvpe in one sample ballot
pamphlet. provided that the separate nature of each ballot type is clear-
ly delineated and preserved.

Byt
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() Any sample ballot prepared in connection with a direct primary
election shall contain the following statement, not smaller than eight-
point boldface type, on each page on which the political party registra-
tion status of emy candidate is printed. that: “The designation of the
political party registration staius on the ballot of a candidate for a
voter-nominated office is for the voters' informational purposes only,
and does not indicate that the political party with which a candidate
may be registered has nominated that candidate or that the parfy nec-
essurily agrees with or endorses that candidate.” In addition, the sam-
ple ballot shall contain the following statement once in a conspicuous
manner, not smaller than eight-point holdfuce type, that: “Where the
registration status of a candidate has been lefi blank, the party with
which the candidate is registered has not consented 10 use of party reg-
istration status on the ballot.”

SEC. 90. Section 13302 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

13302. The county elections official shall forthwith submit the
sample partv ballot of each political party to the chairperson of the
county central committee of that party, and shall mail a copy of the
respective ballot 1o each candidate for whom nomination papers have
been filed in his or her office or whose name has been certified to him
or her by the Secretary of State, to the post office address as given in the
nomination paper or certification. The county elections official shall
post a copy of each sample ballot in a conspicuous place in his or her
office.

SEC. 91. Section 13312 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

13312.  Each voter’s pamphlet prepared pursuant to Section 13307
shall contain a statement in the heading of the first page in heavy-faced
gothic type, not smaller than 10-point, that: (a), the pamphlet does not
contain a complete list of candidates and that a complete list of candi-
dates appears on the sample ballot (if any candidate is not listed in the
pamphlet) ~amd-thet . (b), each candidate’s statement in the pamphlet is
volunteered by the candidate, and (if printed at the candidate’s expense)
is printed at his or her expense = ; (c), explains in a clear manner o the
voter the concept of a voter choice open primary involving voter-noni-
nated offices; (d), “The designation of the political party registration
status on the ballot of a candidate for a voter-naminated office is for the
voters' informational purposes only. and does not indicate that the
political party with which a candidate may be registered has nominat-
ed that candidate ov that the party necessarily ugrees with or endorses
that candidate; ” and (e) "Where the registration status of the candidale
has been left blank, the party with which the candidate is registered has
not consented to use of party registration status on the ballot.”

SEC. 92. Section 14102 of the Elections Code is amended to read:
14102. (a) (1) For each statewide election, the elections official

shail provide a sufficient number of official ballots in each precinct to
reasonably meet the needs of the voters in that precinct on election day
using the precinct’s voter turnout history as the criterion, but in no case
shall this number be less than 75 percent of registered voters in the
precinct, and for absentee and emergency purposes shall provide the
additional number of ballots that may be necessary.

(2) The number of party ballots to be furnished to any precinct for a
primary election shall be computed from the number of voters registered
in that precinct as= e wate with a party. and the number of
ronpartsan voler choice open primary ballots to be furnished to any
precinct shall be computed from the number of voters registered in that
precinct with a party or as "'ro purly.” witheut-steterrent-oit S
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(b) For all other elections, the elections official shall provide a suf-
ficient number of official ballots in each precinct to reasonably meet the
needs of the voters in that precinct on election day, using the precinct’s
voter turnout history as the criterion, but in no case shall this number
be less than 75 percent of the number of registered voters in the
precinct, and for absentee and emergency purposes shall provide the
additional number of ballots that may be necessary.

SEC. 93. Section 15104 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

15104. (a) The processing of absentee ballot return envelopes,
and the processing and counting of absentee ballots shall be open to the
public, both prior to and after the election.

(b) Any member of the county grand jury, and at least one member
cach of the Republican county central committee, the Democratic coun-
tv central committee, and of any other party with a candidate registered
with the party on the ballot. and any other interested organization, shall
be permitted to observe and challenge the manner in which the absen-
tee ballots are handled, from the processing of absentee ballot return
envelopes through the counting and disposition of the ballots.
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Proposition 62 (cont.)

(c) The elections official shall notify absentee voter observers and
the public at least 48 hours in advance of the dates, times, and places
where absentee ballots will be processed and counted.

(d) Absentee voter observers shall be allowed sufficiently close
access to enable them to observe and challenge whether those individu-
als handling absentee ballots are following established procedures.
including all of the following:

(1) Verifying signatures and addresses by comparing them to voter
registration information.

(2) Duplicating accurately any damaged or defective ballots.

(3) Securing absentee ballots to prevent any tampering with them
before they are counted on election day.

(¢) No absentee voter observer shall interfere with the orderly pro-
cessing of absentee ballot return envelopes or processing and counting
of absentee ballots, including touching or handling of the ballots.

SEC. 94. Section 15151 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

15151, (a) The elections official shall transmit the semifinal offi-
cial results to the Secretary of State in the manner and according to the
schedule prescribed by the Secretary of State prior to each election, for
the following:

(1) All candidates voted for statewide office.

(2) All candidates voted for the following offices:

(A) State Assembly.

(B) State Senate.

(C) Member of the United States House of Representatives.

(D) Member of the State Board of Equalization.

(E) Justice of the Court of Appeals.

(3) All persons voted for at the presidential primary or for electors
of President and Vice President of the United States. The results at the
presidential primary for candidates for President to whom delegates of
a political party are pledged shall be reported according to the number
of votes each candidate received from all voters and separately accord-
ing to the number of votes each candidate received from voters efbet
ed registered with each political party qualified to participate in the
presidential primary election, and from voters who have :

4 wh designated “no parn” instead of a qualified political party
on their affidavits of regisration . The elections official shall adopt pro-
cedures required to tabulate #e parry ballots separately by party e
wen regisiration .

(4) Statewide ballot measures.

(b) The elections official shall transmit the results to the Secretary
of State at intervais no greater than two hours, following commence-
ment of the semifinal official canvass.

(c) Except for the results specified in paragraph (3) of subdivision
(a). the elections official shall tabulate and transmit all election results
specified in this section uccording to the actual numerical vote count
according lo the appropriate political subdivision, such as precinct or
district. or according 1o the tvpe of ballot, such as absentee ballot. The
elections official shall not, for any purposes whatsoever, otherwise tabu-
late votes separately by any other categories including party registration.

SEC. 95. Section 15375 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

15375. (a) The elections official shall send to the Secretary of
State within 35 days of the election in the manner requested one com-
plete copy of all results as to all of the following:

¢ (1) All candidates voted for statewide office.

3 (2) All candidates voted for the following offices:

& (4) Member of the Assembly.

€3 (B) Member of the Senate.

&3 (C) Mcmber of the United States House of Representatives.

B (D) Member of the State Board of Equalization.

€3 (E) lustice of the Court of Appeal.

9 (F) Judge of the superior court.

€M (G) Judge of the municipal court.

& (3) All persons voted for at the presidential primary. The results
for all persons voted for at the presidential primary for delegates to
national conventions shall be canvassed and shall be sent within 28 days
after the election. The results at the presidential primary for candidates
for President to whom delegates of a political party are pledged shall be

reported according to the number of votes each candidate received from
all voters and scparately according to the number of votes cach candi-
date received from volers efhtated regisiered with each political party
qualified to participate in the presidential primary election, and from
voters who have deelinedte-afhbatewith designated “no party” instead
of a qualified political party on their affidavits of registration .

¢ (4) The vote given for persons for electors of President and Vice
President of the United States. The results for presidential electors shall
be endorsed “Presidential Election Returns.”

83 (5) All statewide measurcs.

(b) Except for vesults specified in paragraphs (3) and (4) of subdivi-
sion {(a). the elections official shall tabulate and mansmit all election
resulfs specified in this section uccording to the actual numerical vote
count according lo the appropriate political subdivision, such as precinct
or district, or according to the tvpe of ballot, such as absentee bullot. The
elections official shall not. for anv purposes whatsoever. otherwise tabu-
late votes separately by any other categories including party registration.

SEC. 96. Section 15450 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

15450. & Except as provided in Section 15451, a plurality of the
votes given at any election shall constitute a choice where not otherwise
directed in the California Constitution, provided that it shall be compe-
tent in all charters of cities, counties, or cities and counties framed
under the authority of the California Constitution to provide the manner
in which their respective elective officers may be elected and to pre-
scribe a higher proportion of the vote therefor.

SEC. 97. Section 15451 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

15451. (a) The persen candidates, regardless of party registra-
tion, including candidates registered as “no party” who seeet

; s are the top two vole-getters at a direct voter
choice open primary election for a voter-nominated office as-the-sandi~
ra 2 Rre Fee—ts shall be the
newminee nominee(s) of thatpasey the voters for thar office at the ensu-
ing general election. Under no circumstances shall any candidate be
clected outright to any office under this section in a divect voler choice
open primary election. In the event that there is only one candidare list-
ed on the direct voter choice open primary election ballot for nomina-
tion to any voter-nominated office, then such candidate shall be listed
as the nominee of the voters for u vote at the ensuing generul election.
For purposes of this section. the word “plurality” shall encompass the
choice by the vorers of the single candidate or the top two vote-getling
candidutes. regardless of party registration, including candidates regis-
tered as “'no party.” wha are specified as being entitled to be listed on a
general election ballot us u vesult of being nominated by the voters at a
direct voter choice open primary election.

tb) The candidate who receives a majority of the voles cast al a spe-
cial voter choice open primary election, as provided in Section 107035,
or the candidate who receives a majority of the votes cast at a special
general election, as provided in Section 10706, shall he elected to the
particular office at that special election.

(¢) The candidates who are the top nvo vote-getters at a special
voter chuice open primary election, regardless of party registration,
including candidates registered as “no party,” where no candidate has
received a majority of the votes cast at such election as provided in sub-
division (b), shall be the nominces of the voters. These candidates shall
be listed on the ballot at the ensuing special general election in accor-
dance with Section 10706.

SEC. 98. Section 15452 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

15452, The pessen candidate who receives a plurality of the votes
cast for any office is clected or nominated to that office in any clection,
except:

(a) An election for which different provision is made by any city or
county charter.

(b) A municipal election for which different provision is made by
the laws under which the city is organized.

(c) The election of local officials in primary elections as specified in
Article 8 (commencing with Section 8140) of Part 1 of Division 8.

(d) The nomination of anv candidate by the voters in any direct
voter choice open primury election for voter-nominated offices, as pro-
vided in subdivision (a) of Section ]15451.

(e) The election of any candidate by the voters in any special voter
choice open election for voter-nominuted offices, as provided in subdi-
vision (b) of Section 15431

Text of Proposed Laws | 101
ER121




TEXT OF PROPOSED LAWS

Proposition 62 (coni.)

() The nomination of any candidate by the voters in any special
vorer choice open primary election for voter-nominuted offices, as pro-
vided in subdivision (¢) of Section 15451

SEC. 99. Section 19301 of the Elections Code is amended to read:

19301. A voting machine shall provide in the general election for
grouping under the name of the office to be voted on, all the candi-
dates for the office with the designation of the parties, if any, by with
which they-were each candidate is respectively momvinated registered .
The designation may be by usual or reasonable abbreviation of party
names for all candidates for all offices, with the words “Registered
as: " also appearing immediately before each party name for all can-
didates for voter-nominated offices. Any candidate using a political

party registration designation must comply with the requirements of

subdivision (a) of Section 8001 and is subject to the political party's
consent as specified in Section 7031. If a candidate has qualified for
the ballot as a voter who designates “'no party.” the words “Registered
as: No Party " shall be printed instead of the name of a political party
in accordance with the above rules. Any candidate using a registration
designation of "'no party" must comply with the requirements of sub-
division (¢) of Section 8001. If a candidate is registered with a politi-
cal party and that party does not provide consent as specified in
Section 7031, the candidate shall not he permitted to have his or her
party registiation status printed on the ballot. In this case, the space
in which the registration status of a candidate would otherwise be
printed shall be left blank.

SEC. 100. Broad Construction.

This act shall be broadly construed and applied in order to fully pro-
mote its underlying purposes and to be consistent with the United States
Constitution and the California Constitution. If any provision of this act
conflicts directly or indirectly with any other provision of law, or any
other statute previously enacted by the Legislature, those other provi-
sions shall be nuil and void to the extent that they are inconsistent with
this act, and are hercby repealed.

SEC. 101.

(a) Except as provided in subdivisions (b) and (c). no provision of
this act may be amended except by a constitutional amendment or
statute, as appropriate, that becomes effective only when approved by
the electorate.

(b) The Legislature may amend Section 2150, subdivision (a) of
Section 2151, 2152, 2154, 2155, 2185, 2187, 3006, 3007.5, 3205, 5000,

Amendment of Act.

5100, subdivisions (a) and (b) of Section 8001, 8022, 8023, subdivi-
sions (a) and (b) of Section 8040, 8041, subdivision (a) of Section 8062,
8106, 8121, 8124, 8125, 8148, 8150, 8300, 8302, 8400, 8403, 8404,
8409, 8451, 8454, 8811, 12104, 12108, 13103, subdivision (¢) of
Section 13103, 13109, subdivisions (a) through (j) of Section 13111,
13203, subdivisions (a) and (b) of Section 13206, subdivisions (a)
through (e) of Section 13207, 13208, 13217, 13230, 13261, 13262, sub-
divisions (a), (¢), and (d) of Section 13300, 13302, 14102, 15104, sub-
divisions (a) and (b) of Section 15151, subdivision (a) of Section
15375, and 19301 of the Elections Code, to effect technical changes
only and that are not inconsistent with the purposes of this act.

(c) Nothing in this act is intended to and shall not be construed to
alter or to limit the existing power of the Legislature to alter existing
law governing the means by which political parties either select dele-
gates to national political party conventions at which a party nominee
for President is chosen, or clect or sclect members of political party
state and county central committees, or both.

SEC. 102. Contlicting Ballot Measures.

(a) In the event that this measure and another measure or measures
relating to direct primary elections, special primary elections. or gener-
al elections in this state shall appear on the same statewide election bal-
fot, the provisions of the other measures that would affect in whole or
in patt the field of such primary elections or general elections, or both,
shall be deemed to be in conflict with this measure. In the event that this
measure shall receive a greater number of affirmative votes, the provi-
sions of this measure shall prevail in their entirety and the provisions of
the other measure or measures shall be null and void in their entirety. In
the event that the other measure or measures shall receive a greater
number of affirmative votes, the provisions of this measure shall take
effect to the extent permitted by law.

(b) If this measure is approved by voters but superseded by any
other conflicting ballot measure approved by the voters at the same
election, and the conflicting ballot measure 1s later held invalid, this
measure shall be self-executing and given full force of law.

SEC. 103. Severability.

If any provision of this act or the application thereof to any person
or circumstance is held invalid. that invalidity shall not affect other pro-
visions or applications of the act that can be given effect in the absence
of the invalid provision or application. To this end, the provisions of this
act are severable.

Proposition 63

This initiative measure is submitted to the people in accordance with
the provisions of Section 8 of Article IT of the California Constitution.

This initiative measure amends and adds sections to the Revenue and
Taxation Code. and adds sections to the Welfare and Institutions Code:
therefore, new provisions proposed to be added are printed in italic fype
to indicate that they are new.

PROPOSED LAW

MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES ACT
SECTION 1. Title.

This act shall be known and may be cited as the “Mental Health
Services Act.”

SEC. 2. Findings and Declarations.

The people of the State of California hereby find and declare all of the
following:

(a) Mental illnesses are extremely common; they affect almost every
family in California. They affect people from every background and
occur at any age. In any year, between 5 percent and 7 percent of adulis
have a serious mental iliness as do a similar percentage of children—
between 5 percent and 9 percent. Therefore, more than two million chil-
dren, adults and seniors in California are affected by a potentially dis-
abling mental illness every year. People who become disabled by mental
illness deserve the same guarantee of care already extended to those who
face other kinds of disabilities.

(b) Failure to provide timely treatment can destroy individuals and
families. No parent should have to give up custody of a child and no

102 | Text of Proposed Laws

adult or senior should have to become disabled or homeless to get men-
tal health services as too often happens now. No individual or family
should have to suffer inadequate or isufficient treatment due to lan-
guage or cultural barriers to care. Lives can be devastated and families
can be financially ruined by the costs of care. Yet, for too many
Californians with mental illness, the mental health services and supports
they need remain fragmented, disconnected and often inadequate, fius-
trating the opportunity for recovery.

(c) Untreated mental illness is the leading cause of disability and sui-
cide and imposes high costs on state and local government. Many people
left untreated or with insufficient care see their mental illness worsen.
Children left untreated often become unable to learn or participate in a
normal school environment. Adults lose their ability to work and be inde-
pendent; many become homeless and are subject to frequent hospitaliza-
tions or jail. State and county governments are forced to pay billions of
dollars each year in emergency medical care, long-lerm nursing home
care, unemployment, housing, and law enforcement, including juvenile
justice, jail and prison costs.

(d) Tna cost cutting move 30 years ago, California drastically cut back
its services in state hospitals for people with severe mental iliness.
Thousands ended up on the streets homeless and incapable of caring for
themselves. Today thousands of suffering people remain on our streets
because they are afflicted with untreated severe mental illness. We can and
should offer these people the care they need to lead more productive lives.

(e) With effective treatment and support, recovery from mental ill-
ness 1s feasible for most people. The State of California has developed
effective models of providing services to children, adults and seniors
with serious mental illness. A recent innovative approach, begun under
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Assembly Bill 34 in 1999, was recognized in 2003 as a model program
by the President’s Commission on Mental Health. This program com-
bines prevention services with a full range of integrated services to treat
the whole person, with the goal of self-sufficiency for those who may
have otherwise faced homelessness or dependence on the state for years
to come. Other inmovations address services to other underserved popu-
lations such as traumatized youth and isolated seniors. These successful
programs, including prevention, emphasize client-centered. family
focused and conununity-based services that arc culturally and linguisti-
cally competent and are provided in an integrated services system.

(f) By expanding programs that have demonstrated their effective-
ness. California can save lives and money. Early diagnosis and adequate
treatment provided in an integrated service system is very effective: and
by preventing disability. it also saves money. Cutting mental health serv-
ices wastes lives and costs more. California can do a better job saving
lives and saving money by making a firm commitment to providing time-
ly, adequate mental health services.

(g) To provide an equitable way to fund these expanded services
while protecting other vital state services from being cut, very high-
income individuals should pay an additional 1 percent of that portion of
their annual income that exceeds one million dollars ($1,000,000). About
one-tenth of | percent of Californians have incomes in excess of one mil-
lion dollars ($1,000,000). They have an average pre-tax income of near-
ly five million dollars ($5,000,000). The additional tax paid pursuant to
this represents only a small fraction of the amount of tax reduction they
are realizing through recent changes in the federal income tax law and
only a small portion of what they save on property taxes by living in
California as compared to the property taxes they would be paying on
multi-million dollar homes in other states.

SEC. 3. Purpose and Intent.

The people of the State of California hereby declare their purpose and
intent in enacting this act to be as follows:

(a) To define serious mental iliness among children, adults and sen-
iors as a condition deserving priority attention, including prevention and
carly intcrvention services and medical and supportive carc.

(b) To reduce the long-term adverse impact on individuals, families
and state and local budgets resulting from untreated serious mental ill-
ness.

(c) To expand the kinds of successful, innovative service programs
for children, adults and seniors begun in California, including culturally
and linguistically competent approaches for underserved populations.
These programs have already demonstrated their effectiveness in provid-
ing outreach and integrated services, including medically necessary psy-
chiatric services, and other services, to individuals most severely affect-
ed by or at risk of serious mental illness.

(d) To provide state and local funds to adequatcly meet the needs of
all children and adults who can be identified and enrolled in programs
under this measure. State funds shall be available to provide services that
are not already covered by federally sponsored programs or by individu-
als’ or families” insurance programs.

(¢) To ensure that all funds are expended in the most cost effective
manner and services are provided in accordance with recommended best
practices subject to local and state oversight to ensure accountability to
taxpayers and to the public.

SEC. 4. Part 3.6 (commencing with Section 5840) is added to
Division 5 of the Welfare and Institutions Code, to read:

P4RT 3.6. PREVENTION AND EARLY
INTERVENTION PROGRAMS

5840. (a) The State Department of Mental Health shall establish a
program designed to prevent mental illnesses from becoming severe and
disabling. The program shall emphasize improving timely access to serv-
ices for underserved populations.

(h) The program shall include the following components:

(1) Outreach to families, emplovers, primary care health care
providers, and others to recognize the early signs of potentiully severe
and disabling mental illnesses.

(2) Access and linkage to medically necessary carve provided by
county mental health programs for children with severe mental illness, as
defined in Section 5600.3, and for adults and seniors with severe mental
iliness, as defined in Section 5600.3, as early in the anset of these condi-
tioms us practicable.

(3) Reduction in stigma associated with either being diagnosed with
a mental illness or seeking mental health services.

(4) Reduction in discrimination against people with mental illness.

(c) The program shall include mental health services similar 10 those
provided under other progiums effective in preventing mental illnesses front
becoming severe, and shall also include components similar to programs
that have been successful in reducing the duration of untreated severe men-
tal illnesses and assisting people in quickly regaining productive lives.

(d) The program shall emphasize strategies to reduce the following
negative outcomes that may result from untreated mental iliness:

(1) Suicide.

(2) Incarcerations.

(3) School failure or dropout.

(4) Unemployment.

(3) Prolonged suffering.

(6) Homelessness.

(7) Removal of children from their homes.

(e) In consultation with mental health siakeholders. the department
shall revise the program elements in Section 5840 applicable to all coun-
ty mental health programs in future years to reflect what is learned about
the most effective prevention and intervention programs for children,
adulfs, and seniors.

5840.2. (a) The depariment shall contract for the provision of serv-
ices purstant to this part with each county mental health program in the
manner set forth in Section 5897.

SEC. 5. Article 11 (commencing with Section 5878.1) is added to
Chapter 1 of Part 4 of Division 5 of the Welfare and Institutions Code, to
read:

Article 11.  Services for Children with Severe Mental Iliness

5878.1.  (a) It is the intent of this article to establish programs that
ussure services will be provided to severelv mentally ill children as
defined in Section 5878.2 and that they be part of the children’s sysiem
of care established pursuant 1o this part. It is the intent of this uct thut
services provided under this chapter to severely mentally ill children are
accountable. developed in partnership with youth und their fumilies, cul-
turally competent, and individualized to the strengths and needs of each
child and their family.

(b) Nothing in this act shall be construed to authorize dny services to
be provided to a minor without the consent of the child's parent or legal
guardian bevond those already authorized by existing stafute.

5878.2.  For purposes of this article. severely mentally ill children
means minors under the age of 18 who meet the criteria sel forth in sub-
division (a) of Section 5600.3.

5878.3.  (a) Subject to the availubility of funds as determined pur-
suant to Part 4.5 (commencing with Section 5890) of this division, coun-
1y mental health programs shall offer services to severely menially ill
children for whom services under any other public or private insurance
or other mental health or entitlement program is inadequate or unavail-
able. Other entitlement programs include but are not Iimited 1o mental
health services available pursuant to Medi-Cal, child welfare, and spe-
cial education programs. The funding shull cover only those portions of
care that cannot be paid for with public or private insurance, other men-
tal health funds or other entitlement programs.

(h) Funding shall he at sufficient levels to ensure that counties can
provide each child served all of the necessary services set forth in the
applicable treatment plan developed in accordance with this part,
including services where appropriate and necessary (o prevent an out af
home placement, such as services pursuant to Chapter 4 (commencing
with Scction 18250) of Part 6 of Division 9.

(c) The State Department of Mental Health shall contract with coun-
ty mental health programs for the provision of services under this article
in the manner set forth in Section 5897.

SEC. 6. Section 18257 is added to the Welfare and Institutions
Code, to read:

18257 (a) The State Department of Social Services shall seek
applicable federal approval to make the maximum number of children
being served through such programs eligible for federal financial partic-
ipation and amend any applicable state regulations to the extent neces-
sary to eliminate any limitutions on the numbers of children who can
participate in these programs.

(b) Funds fiom the Mental Health Services Fund shall be made
available 1o the State Department of Sociul Services for technical assis-
tance to counties in establishing and administering projecis. Funding
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shall include reasonable and necessary administrative costs in establish-
ing and administering u project pursuant to this chapter and shall be
sufficient 10 create an incentive for all counties to seek 1o esiablish pro-
grams pursuant to this chapter.

SEC. 7. Section 5813.5 is added to the Welfare and Institutions
Code, to read:

5813.5. Subject to the availability of funds from the Mental Health
Services Fund, the State Department of Mental Health shall distribute
funds for the provision of services under Sections 5801, 5802 and 5806
to county mental heulth programs. Services shall be available to adults
and seniors with severe illnesses who meet the eligibility criteria in sub-
divisions (b) and (¢} of Section 5600.3 of the Welfave und Institutions
Code. For purposes of this act, seniors means older aduil persons iden-
tified in Part 3 (commencing with Section 3800) of this division.

(a) Funding shall be provided at sufficient levels to ensure that coun-
ties can provide each adult and senior served pursuant to this par with
the medically necessary mental health services, medications and sup-
portive services set forth in the applicable trearment plan.

(b) The funding shall only cover the portions of those casts of serv-
ices that cannot be paid for with other funds including other mental
health funds, public and private insurance, and other local, state and
Jederal funds.

(¢) Each county mental heulth programs plan shall provide for serv-
ices in accordance with the system of care for adults and seniors who
mevt the eligibility criteria in subdivisions (b) and (c) of Section 5600.3.

(d) Planning for services shall be consistent with the philosophy, prin-
ciples, and practices of the Recovery Vision for mental health consumers:

(1) To promote concepts key to the recovery for individuals who have
mental illness: hope. personal empowerment, respect, social connec-
tions, self-responsibility, and self-delermination.

(2) To promate consumer-operated services as a way lo support
recovery.

(3) Toreflect the cultural, ethnic and racial diversity of mental health
CORSUIEFS.

(4) To plan for each consumer s individual needs.

(e) The plan for each county menial health program shall indicate,
subject to the availability of funds as determined by Part 4.5 (commenc-
ing with Section 5890) of this division, and other funds available for
mental health services, adults and seniors with a severe mental illness
being served by this program are either receiving services from this pro-
gram or have a mental illness that is not sufficiently severe to require the
level of services required of this program.

() Each county plan und annual update pursuant o Section 5847
shall consider ways to provide services similar to those established pur-
suant to the Mentally 1l Offender Crime Reduction Grant Program.
Funds shall not be used to pay for persons incarcerated in staie prison
or parolees from state prisons.

(g) The department shall contract for services with county mental
health programs pursuant to Section 5897. After the effective date of this
section the term grants referved o in Sections 5814 and 5814.5 shall
refer 1o such contracts.

SEC. 8. Part 3.1 (commencing with Section 5820) is added to
Division 5 of the Welfare and Institutions Code, to read:

PART 3.1. HUMAN RESOURCES, EDUCATION, AND
TRAINING PROGRAMS
5820. () It is the intent of this part 1o establish a program with

dedicated funding to remedy the shortage of qualified individuals to pro-
vide services to address severe mental illnesses.

(b) Each county mental health program shall submit to the depart-
ment a needs assessment identifying its shortages in each professional
and other occupational category in order to increase the supply of pro-
fessional staff and other staff that county mental health programs antic-
ipate thev will require in order to provide the increase in services pro-
Jected to serve additional individuals and families pursuant 1o Part 3
(commencing with Section 5800). Part 3.2 {commencing with Section
5830). Part 3.6 (commencing with Section 5840), and Part 4 (commenc-
ing with Section 5850) of this division. For purposes of this part, employ-
ment in California s public mental health system includes employment in
private organizations providing publicly funded mental health services.

(c) The department shall identify: the toal statewide needs for each
professional and other accupational category and develop a five-year
education and training development plan.
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(d) Development of the first five-vear plan shall commence upon
enactment of the initiative. Subsequent plans shall be adopted every five
vears.

(e) Each five-vear plan shall be reviewed and approved by the
California Mental Health Planning Council.

5821. (a) The California Mental Health Planning Council shall
advise the State Department of Mental Health on education and training
policy development and provide oversight for the depariment s education
and training plan development.

(h) The State Department of Mental Health shall work with the
California Mental Health Planning Council so that council stff is
increased appropriately to fulfill its duties required by Sections 5820 and
5821

5822, The State Department of Mental Health shall include in the
[five=year plan:

(a) Expansion plans for the capacity of posisecondary education to
meet the needs of identified mental health occupational shortages.

(b} Expansion plans for the forgiveness and scholarship programs
offered in return for a commitment to emplovment in California’s public
mental health system and make loan forgiveness programs available to
current employees of the mental health system who want to obfain
Associate of Arts, Bachelor of Arts, master’s degrees, or doctoral
degrees.

(¢) Creation of u stipend program modeled after the federal
Title IV-E program for persons enrolled in academic institutions who
want to be emploved in the mental health system.

(d) Establishment of regional partnerships among the menial health
system and the educational system to expand outreach to multicultural
communities, increase the diversity of the mental health workforce. to
reduce the stigma associated with mental illness, and to promote the use
of web-based technolagies, and distance learning techniques.

(e} Strategies 1o recruit high school students for mentul health occu-
pations, increasing the prevalence of mental health occupations in high
school career development programs such as health science academies,
adult schools. and regional occupation centers and programs, and
increasing the number of human service academies.

() Curriculum to train and retrain staff'to provide services in accor-
dance with the provisions and principles of Part 3 (commencing with
Section 58004, Part 3.2 (commencing with Section 5830). Part 3.6 (com-
mencing with Section 5841), and Purt 4 (commencing with Section
5830) of this division.

(g) Promotion of the employment of mental health consumers and
Sfamily members in the mental health system.

th) Promotion of the meaningful inclusion of mental health con-
sumers and family members and incorporating their viewpoint and expe-
riences in the training and education programs in subdivisions (a)
through (f).

(i) Promotion of the inclusion of cultural competency in the hraining
and education programs in subdivisions (u) through (f).

SEC. 9. Part 3.2 (commencing with Section 5830) is added to
Division 5 of the Welfare and Institutions Code. to read:

PART 3.2. INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS

5830, County mental health programs shall develop plans for inno-
vative programs to be funded pursuant to paragraph (6) of subdivision
(1) of Section 5892.

ta) The innovarive programs shall have the following purposes:

(1) To increase access 10 underserved groups.

(2) To increase the quality of services, including better outcomes.

(3) To promote interagency collaboration.

(4) To increase decess 1o services.

(b} County mental health programs shall receive funds for their

innovation programs upon approval by the Mental Health Services
Oversight and Accountability Commission.
SEC. 10. Part 3.7 (commencing with Section 5845) is added to
Division 5 of the Welfare and Institutions Code, to read:
PART 3.7. OVERSIGHT AND ACCOUNTABILITY
5845, (a) The Mental Health Services Oversight and Accountability

Commission is hereby established to oversee Part 3 (commencing with
Section 3800). the Adult und Older Adult Mental Health System of Care
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Act; Part 3.1 (commencing with Section 5820). Human Resources,
Education, and Training Programs; Part 3.2 (commencing with Section
3830), Innovative Programs; Part 3.6 (commencing with Section 5840),
Prevention and Early Intervention Programs; and Part 4 (commencing
with Section 58350, the Children'’s Mental Health Services Act. The com-
mission shall replace the advisory committee established pursuant fo
Section 5814. The commission shall consist of 16 voting members us
Jollows:

(1) The Attorney General or his or her designee.
(2) The Superintendent of Public Instruction or his or her designee.

(3) The Chairperson of the Senate Health and Human Services
Committee or another member of the Senate selected by the President
pro Tempore of the Senate.

(4) The Chairperson of the Assembly Health Committee or another
member of the Assembly selected by the Speaker of the Assembly.

(5) Two persons with a severe mental illness. a family member of an
adult or senior with a severe mental illness, a fumily member of a child
who has or has had a severe mental illness, a physician specializing in
aleohol and drug teatment, a mental health professional, a county
sheriff, a superintendent of a school district, a representative of'a labor
organization, a representative of an employer with less than 500
employees and a representative of an employer with more than 500
employees. and a representative of a health care services plan or insur-
er. all appointed by the Governor In making appointments. the
Governor shall seek individuals who have had personal or family expe-
rience with mentul illuess.

(b) Members shall serve without compensation, but shall be reim-
bursed for all actual and necessary expenses incurred in the perform-
ance of their duties.

(¢) The term af each member shall be three years. 10 be staggered so
that approximately one-third of the appointments expire in each year.

td) In carrying out its duties and responsihilities, the commission
may do all of the following:

(1) Meet at least once each quarter at any time and location conven-
ient to the public as it may deem appropriate. All meetings of the com-
mission shall be open to the public.

(2) Within the limit of funds allocated for these purposes, pursuant (o
the laws and regulations governing state civil service, employ staff.
including any clerical, legal, and technical assistance as may appear
necessary.

(3) Estublish technical udvisory committees such as a committec of
consumers and family members.

(4) Employ all other appropriate strategies necessary or convenient
to enable it to fully und adequatel perform its duties and exercise the
powers expressly granted, notwithstanding any authority expressly
granted to uny officer or emplovee of state governinent.

(5) Develop strategies to overcone stigma and accomplish all other
objectives of Part 3.2 (commencing with Section 5830), 3.6 {commenc-
ing with Section 5840), and the other provisions of the act establishing
this commission.

(6) At any time, advise the Governor or the Legislature regarding
actions the state may take to improve care and services for people with
mental illness.

(7) If the commission identifies a critical issue related to the perform-
ance of a county mental health program, it may refer the issue to the
State Department of Mental Health pursuant to Section 56535.

5846. (a) The commission shall annually review und approve each
county mental health program for expenditures pursuant (o
Part 3.2 (commencing with Section 5830}, for innovative programs and
Part 3.6 (commencing with Section 5840). for prevention and carly
intervention.

(b) The department may provide technical assistance fo any couniy
mental health plan as necded 1o address concerns ov recommendations of
the commission or when local programs could benefit from technical assis-
tance for improvement of their plans submitted pursuant to Section 5847.

(¢) The commission shall ensure that the perspective and participa-
tion of members and others suffering from severe mental illness and
their family members is a significant factor in all of its decisions and
recommendations.

5847.  Integrated Plans for Prevention. Innovation and System of
Cure Scervices.

(a) Each county mental health program shall prepare and submir a
three-vear plan which shall be updated at least annually and approved
by the department after veview and comment by the Mental Health
Services Oversight and Accountability Commission. The plan and update
shall include all of the following:

(1) A program for prevention and early intervention in accordunce
with Part 3.6 (commencing with Section 5840) of this division.

(2) A program for services to children in accordance with Part 4 (com-
mencing with Section 5850) of this division, to include a program pursuant
1o Chapter 4 (commencing with Section 18250) of Part 6 of Division 9 or
provide substantial evidence that it is not feasible to establish a wrap-
around program in that county.

(3) A program for services o adults and seniors in accordance with
Part 3 (commencing with Section 3800) of this division.

(4) A program for innovations in accordance with Part 3.2 (com-
mencing with Section 5830} of this division.

(5) A program for technological needs und capital facilities needed
to provide services pursuant 1o Part 3 (commencing with Section 5800),
Part 3.6 (commencing with Section 5840). and Part 4 (commencing with
Section 58350) of this division. All plans for proposed facilities with
restrictive settings shall demonstrate that the needs of the peaple 1o be
served canmot be met in a less restrictive or more integrated setting.

(6) Identification of shortages in personnel to provide services pur-
suant (o the above programs and the additional assistance needed from
the education and training programs established pursuant to Part 3.1
(commencing with Section 5820) of this division.

(7) Establishment and maintenance of a prudent reserve to ensure
the county pragram will continue to be able to serve children, adulis and
seniors that it is currently serving pursuant to Part 3 (commencing with
Section 5800) and Part 4 (commencing with Section 5850) of this divi-
sion, during years in which revenues for the Mental Health Services
Fund are below recent averages adjusted by changes in the state popu-
lation and the California Consumer Price Index.

(b) The department’s review and approval of the programs specified
in paragraphs (1) und (4) of subdivision (a) shall be linited to ensuring
the consistency of such programs with the other portions of the plan and
providing review and comment 1o the Mental Health Services Oversight
and Accountability Commission.

(c) The programs established pursuant to paragraphs (2) and (3) of
subdivision (a) shall include services 10 address the needs of transition
age vouth ages 16 to 23.

fd) Each year the State Department of Mental Health shall inform
counties of the umounts of funds available for services to children pur-
suant to Part 4 (commencing with Section 5850) of this division, and to
adults and seniors pursuant to Purt 3 (commencing with Section 5800)
of this division. Each county mental health program shall prepare expen-
diture plans pursuant to Part 3 (commencing with Section 5800), and
Part 4 (commencing with Section 5850} of this division, and updates 1o
the plans developed pursuant to this section. Each expenditure update
shall indicate the number of children, adults and seniors to be served
pursuant to Part 3 (commencing with Section 5800), and Part 4 (com-
mencing with Section 5850) of this division, and the cost per person. The
expenditure update shall include wiilization of unspent funds allocated in
the previous vear and the proposed expenditure for the same purpose.

(¢) The department shall evaluate each proposed expenditure plan
and determine the extent to which each county has the capacity to serve
the proposed number of children, adults and seniors pursuant fo Part 3
(commencing with Section 5800), and Part 4 (commencing with Section
3830) of this division; the extent to which there is an unmet need to serve
that mumber of children, adults and seniors; und determine the umount
of available funds; and provide each county with an allocation from the
Jfunds available. The department shall give greater weight for a county or
a population which has been significantly underserved for several vears.

(1) A county mental health program shall include an allocation
of funds fiom a reserve established pursuant to paragraph (6) of subdi-
vision (a) for services pursuant to paragraphs (2) and (3) of subdivision
(a) in years in which the allocation of funds for services pursuant to sub-
division (c) are not adequate to continue to serve the same number of
individuals as the county had been serving in the previous fiscal year.

3848 (a) Each plan and update shall be developed with local
stakeholders including adults and seniors with severe mental illness,
Jamilies of children, adults and seniors with severe mental illness,
providers of services, law enforcement agencies, education, social
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services agencies and other important interests. 4 draft plan and update
shall be prepared and circulated for review and comment for at least 30
davs 10 representatives of stakeholder interests and any interested party
who has vequested a copy of such plans.

(b) The mental health board established pursuant to Section 5604
shall conduct a public hearing on the draft plan and annual updates at
the close of the 30-day comment period required by subdivision (a).
Each adopted plan and update shall include any substantive written rec-
ommendations for revisions. The udopted plan or update shall summa-
rize and analvze the recommended revisions. The mental health board
shull review the adopted plan or update and make recommendations to
the county mental health department for revisions.

(¢c) The department shall establish requirements for the content of the
plans. The plans shall include reports on the achievement of perform-
ance outcomes for services pursuant to Part 3 (commencing with Section
5800), Part 3.6 (commencing with Section 5840). and Part 4 {commenc-
ing with Section 58350) of this division finded by the Mental Health
Services Fund and established by the department.

(d) Mental health services provided pursuant to Purt 3 (commencing
with Section 5800). und Purt 4 (commencing with Section 3830) of this
division, shall be included in the review of program performance by the
California Mental Health Planning Council requived by paragraph (2)
of subdivision (c) of Section 5772 and in the local mental health board s
review and comment on the performance outcome data required by para-
graph (7) of subdivision (a) of Section 5604.2.

SEC. 11. Section 5771.1 is added to the Welfare and Institutions
Code, to read:
5771.1.  The members of the Mentul Health Services Oversight and

Accountability Commission established pursuant to Section 5845 are
members of the California Mental Health Planning Council. They serve
in an ex officio capacity when the council is performing its statutory
duties pursuant to Section 5772. Such membership shall not affect the
composition requirements for the council specified in Section 5771.

SEC. 12. Section 17043 is added to the Revenue and Taxation
Code. to read:

17043.  (a) For cach taxuble vear heginning on or after January 1,
2005, in addition to any other taxes impased by this part. an additional
tax shall be imposed at the rate of 1 percent on that portion of u taxpay-
ers taxable income in excess of one million dollars ($1.000.000).

(b) For purposes of applving Part 10.2 (commencing with Section
18401) of Division 2, the tax imposed under this section shall he treated
as if imposed under Section 17041.

(c) The following shall not apply to the tax imposed by this section:

(1) The provisions of Section 17039, relating to the allowance of
credirs.

(2) The provisions of Section 17041, relating to filing status and
recomputation of the income tux brackets.

(3) The provisions of Section 17045, velating o joint returns.

SEC. 13. Section 19602 of the Revenue and Taxation Code is
amended to read:
19602. Except for umounts collected or accrued under Sections

17935, 17941, 17948, 19532, and 19561, and revenues deposited pur-
suant to Section 196023, all moneys and remittances received by the
Franchise Tax Board as amounts imposed under Part 10 (commencing
with Section 17001), and related penalties, additions to tax, and interest
imposed under this part. shall be deposited, after clearance of remittances,
in the State Treasury and credited to the Personal Income Tax Fund.

SEC. 14. Section 19602.5 is added to the Revenue and Taxation
Code, to read:
19602.5.  (a) There is in the State Treasury the Mental Health

Services Fund (MHS Fund). The estimated revenue from the additional
tax imposed under Section 17043 for the applicable fiscal year, as deter-
mined under subparagraph (B) of paragraph (3) of subdivision (c), shall
be deposited to the MHS Fund on a monthly basis, subject to an annual
adjustment as described in this section.

fb) (1) Beginning with fiscal year 2004-20035 and for each fiscal
vear theredfier, the Controller shall deposit on a monthly basis in
the MHS Fund an amouni equal to the applicable percentage of nel
personal income tax receipts as defined in paragraph (4).

(2) (A4) Except as provided in subparagraph (B), the applicable per-
cenlage referred to in paragraph (1) shall be 1.76 percent.
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(B) For fiscal year 2004-2005, the applicable percentage shall be
.70 percent.

(3) Beginning with fiscal year 2006-2007. monthly deposits 1o the
MHS Fund pursuant o this subdivision are subject to suspension pur-
suant to subdivision (f).

(4) For purpases of this subdivision, “net personal income tax
receipts " refers to amounts received by the Franchise Tax Board and the
Emplovment Development Department under the Personal Income Tux
Law, as reported by the Franchise Tax Board to the Department of
Finance pursuant to law, regulation, procedure. and practice (common-
Iv referred to as the “'102 Report”) in effect on the effective date of the
uct establishing this section.

(c) No luter than March 1. 2006, and each March 1 thereafter.
the Department of Finance, in consultation with the Franchise Tax
Board, shall determine the annual adjustment amount for the following
fiscal vear.

(1) The “annual adjustment amount” for any fiscal year shall be an
amount equal 10 the amount determined by subtructing the “revenue
adjustment amount " for the applicable revenue adjustment fiscal year, as
determined by the Franchise Tux Board under pavagraph (3}, from the
“tax liability adjustment amount ™ for applicable ax liability adjustment
tax year, as determined by the Franchise Tux Board under paragraph (2).

(2) (4) (i) The “tx liability adjustment amount” for u tax year is
equal (o the amoun! determined by subtracting the estimated tax liabili-
ty increase fiom the additional tax imposed under Section 17043 for the
applicable year under subparagraph (B) from the amount of the actual
tax liability increase from the additional tax imposed under Section
17043 for the applicable tax year, bused on the retwrns filed for that tax
year.

(ii) For purposes of the determinations vequired under this para-
graph, actuul tax liability increase from the additional tux means the
increase in tax liability resulting from the tax of I percent imposed under
Section 17043, as reflected on the original returns filed by October 15 of
the year afier the close of the applicable tax year:

(iii) The applicable tax vear referred to in this paragraph means the
1 2-culendur month tuxable year beginning on January 1 of the vear that
is two vears before the beginning of the fiscal year for which an annual
adjustment amount is culculuted.

(B) (i) The estimated tax liability increase from the additional tax
Jor the following tax vears is:

Estimated Tax Liability Increase

Tax Year from the Additional Tax
2005 $634 million
2006 3672 million
2007 8713 million
2008 $758 million

(i} The “estimated tax liability increase from the additional tax” for
the tax year beginning in 2009 and euch tux vear thereafier shall be
determined by applving an annual growih rate of 7 percent fo the “esti-
mated tux liability increase from additional tax ' of the immediately pre-
ceding tax vea:

(3) (A} The “revenue adjustment amount” is equal lo the amount
determined by subtracting the “estimated revenue from the additional
tax" for the applicable fiscal year. as determined under subparagraph
(B). from the actual amount transferred for <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>