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POLL WORKERS NEEDED

Earn $49 to $58 (plus bonuses)!
Meet Your Neighbors!
Serve Your Community!

There is a shortage of poll workers in most San Francisco neighbor-
hoods. Voters who are interested in this important work are encouraged to
apply as soon as possible at the Registrar’s Office at City Hall. If you apply
while there is still a large selection of vacancies, it is probable that you will
be assigned to a poll in your own neighborhood.

The Registrar is trying to build a permanent corps of polling officials,
therefore housewives and retired people, as well as others who are inter-
ested in community service are particularly urged to apply.

The higher-paying and more responsible positions will be reserved for
persons who apply in person. Others may mail in the application form
provided below:

(The workday is from 6:30 a.m. to about 9:00 p.m., with breaks for lunch
and dinner.)

APPLICATION TO SERVE AS ELECTION OFFICIAL

| want to work at the polls on Tuesday, Election Day. Please assign me
to a polling place.

Name

Address Apt. #
Telephone No. (required)

Do you have an automobile? yes [ no [
Availability:

| want to work in the following area(s):

Second choice locations (if any)

' Signature
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HOW TO VOTE ON THE VOTOMATIC VOTE RECORDER

SPECIAL NOTE: rHe] 1 WA
IF YOU MAKE A MISTAKE, RETURN A STREBITENS
YOUR CARD AND GET ANOTHER. WAEEER » M0 BHER M IR

Nota: Si hace algun error, devuelva
STEP su farjela de vofar y obtenga ofra.

USING BOTH HANDS
INSERT THE BALLOT CARD ALL THE
WAY INTO THE VOTOMATIC,

Usando las dos manos, meta lo
.tarjeto de votar completomente
dentro del “Votomatic.”
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STEP | | §—wRag

BE SURE THE TWO SLOTS IN THE
STUB OF YOUR CARD FIT DOWN
OVER THE TWO RED PINS."

Paso 2. Asegirese de que los dos
orificios que hay al final de lo tarjeta

TURN QvER Fen NEXY PASE

coinciden con las dos cabecitas rojas. VTS AL WAOS
, =) §O
CF et 2 | ~
AU AR » Bz 1L o 1 -y
BNTHIL L o =k

STEP HOLD PUNCH VERTICAL (STRAIGHT
UP). PUNCH STRAIGHT DOWN
THROUGH THE BALLOT CARD TO
INDICATE YOUR CHOICE. DO NOT
USE PEN OR PENCIL.

Para votar, sostengo gl instrumento
de votar y perfore con el la tcijeta de
volar en el lugar de los candidatos de
su preferencio. No use pluma ni Iéph. ‘

WY Ty 4
TR M Et > th/IMLNREEIHA
FIFLAET . ,
AFTER VOTING, WITHDRAW THE BALLOT CARD AND PLACE IT INSIDE THE
ENVELOPE POCKET , WITH THE STUB SHOWING.

o T
STEP Despues de votar, saque la tarjeta del "Votomatic” KON 1 3 HORETHR MY B 2o
y péngala bajo el cierre del sobre. A5 SR LN o
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This is a Non-Partisan Ballot. You may only vote for Non-Partisan
local offices, and for State and local propositions. |

Non-Partisan voters in the Primary election do not vote for:

Governor

Lieutenant Governor

Secretary of State

Controller

Treasurer

Attorney General

Insurance Commissioner

Member, State Board of Equalization
United States Representative

 State Senator

Member of the State Assembly
Member, County Central Committee

- You w‘iII be able to vote for those offices in the General Election in

November.

To begin voting for Non-Partisan offices and propositions, please turn
to the next page.
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To begin voting for Non-Partisan offices and propositions, please turn

to the next page.
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To begin voting for Non-Partisan offices and propositions, please turn

to the next page.
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To begin voting for Non-Partisan offices and propositions, please turn

to the next page.
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To begin voiiing for Non-Partisan offices and propositions, please turn

to the next page.
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gdﬁ » | % | SUPERINTENDENTE ESTATAL DE INSTRUCCIGN PUBLICA ~ Vote por Uno
% | o State Superintendent of Public instruction Vote for One
X o
2| g | o |MARKISLER 132 mp
2 2 Retired Teacher, Businessman / Maestro Jubilado, Hombre de Negocios s tk#eii » i A
W | & |CAROLS.KOPPEL
~ - Retired Judge, Educator / Juez Jubilado, Educador Mk » &% 134 »
SAMUEL RODRIGUEZ 135 mp
E College Education Dean / Decano de Educacién Terciaria #5:48; '
= | BILL HONIG
@ State Superintendent of Public Instruction / Superintendente Estatal de Instruccién Piblica #isfrii 137 »
WEEBRER  BEZRMRR A
| JUEZ DE LA CORTE SUPERIOR, DEPARTAMENTO #3 Vote por Uno
< | 2o Superior Court Judge, Office #3 - Votefor One
X-1]
5|50 ALEX SALDAMANDO 141 =
g 3.) o Judge Municipal Court / Juez de la Corte, Municipal stz
< | L3 J. DOMINIQUE OLCOMENDY |
g g g Municipal Court Judge / Juez de 1a Corte, Municipal 78z 143 »
(&
Z | gw BELMER  RERMER _—
% | JUEZ DE LA CORTE SUPERIOR, DEPARTAMENTO #5 Vote por Uno
_, | Superior Court Judge, Office #5 Vote for One
& | CARLOS BEA | 147 mp
S | Incumbent/ Titular del Cargo HfE
~ | KAY TSENIN
Attorney / Abogada i 149 »
= WELRAE B+ ERHNA | g
=R JUEZ DE LA CORTE SUPERIOR, DEPARTAMENTO #15 Vot
<L = » . por Uno
= | B Superior Court Judge, Office #15  Vote for One
2|33 JEROME T. BENSON | 153 =p>
< g 3' Superior Court Judge / Juez de Ja Corte Superior 5%t
— =

Attorney / Abogada (i
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% | = JUEZ DE LA CORTE, MUNlclPAI. DEPARTAMENTO #1. S—2#%&  yoie por Uno
B = Judge of the Municipal Court, Office W Vote for One
K| o _
= WILLIAM J. O’CONNOR 158 mp>
N = Attorney / Abogado e o
o ELLEN CHAITIN | »
[ a | Auorney / Law Teacher / Abogada / Maestra de Derecho fra,/ 1M M0 160 »
# | JULIE TANG \ 161
2 Assistant District Attoimey / Fiscal Asistente del Distrito ®###m
© | JAMES HARRIGAN
S | Sherff’s Department's Auomey / Abogado del Departamento del Sheriff itz s 163 mp
JUEZ DE LA CORTE, MUNICIPAL DEPARTAMENTO #3 MZEMZR -t
<l Judge of the Mumclpal Court, Office 43" Vote for One
g |28 JEROME A. DE FILIPPO ‘
é 2L ‘Attomey/Abogado {5 167 mp>
= | @2 LILLIAN K. SING - 168mp
::: g S | Incumbent/Titular del Cargo H{E - :
S|S8| & |, - E-A
Z %’m £ ASESOR I#ts@ .. Vot por Uno
. Assessor - Vote for One
RONALD G. KERSHAW 172 wp
8 Real Estate Portfolio Manager / Administrador de Bicnes Rafces (/Mti{ithieal
S | WENDY NELDER I AR
S Attorney; Member, Board of Supervisors / Abogado; Miembro, COﬂSGjO de Supemsores 174 »
> | RICHARD D. HONGISTO 175 mp
< Supervisor / Supervisor ii$¥ _
S = | PAUL SCHWENGER |
2 5 c.: Deputy Assessor / Asesor Asistente BRaf(H 1717 *
el T > .

- B—A
| dg 2 DEFENSOR PUBLICO 2 il ~ Votepor Uno
z |z S |PublicDefender | Vote for One
2| 2¥| 2

= | JEFF BROWN
£3 © I.!lcumbcm/ Titular del Cargo BE 181 »

N518&N53 11-1N

ih
P
Ji



CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 5, 1990
MEASURES SUBMITTED TO VOTE OF VOTERS — STATE PROPOSITIONS

- HOUSING AND HOMELESS BOND ACT OF 1990. This act provides for a bond issue of one hundred fifty -
million dollars ($150,000,000) to provide funds for a housing program that includes: (1) emergency shelters 185 »
and transitional housing for homeless families and individuals, (2) new rental housing for familics and YES

1 07 individuals including rental housing which meets the special needs of the elderly, disabled, and farmworkers, \
(3) rehabilitation and preservation of older homes and rental housing, and (4) home purchase assistance for

first-time homebuyers. NO 187 » :

PASSENGER RAIL AND CLEAN AIR BOND ACT OF 1990. This act provides for a bond issue of one :

billion dollars ($1,000,000,000) to provide funds for acquisition of rights-of-way, capital expenditures, and

acquisitions of rolling stock for intercity rail, commuter rail, and rail transit programs. Appropriates money  YES 1 89 »
1 0 8 from state General Fund to pay off bonds, Summary of Legislative Analyst’s estimate of net state and local

government fiscal impact: If all authorized bonds are sold at 7.5 percent and paid over the typical 20year  N() 190 »

period, the General Fund will incur about $1.8 billion to pay off bond principal (81 billion) and interest ($790 4

million). The estimated annual cost of bond principal and interest is $90 million.

GOVERNOR'S REVIEW OF LEGISLATION. LEGISLATIVE DEADLINES. LEGISLATIVE CONSTI-  YES 192 »
TUTIONAL AMENDMENT. Extends Governor's time to review proposed legislation. Changes legislation '
effective date. Fiscal impact: No direct fiscal effect. NO 193 »

PROPERTY TAX EXEMPTION FOR SEVERELY DISABLED PERSONS. LEGISLATIV E CONSTITU- YES 195 »

TIONAL AMENDMENT. Authorizes taxbase transfer to’ replacement dwellings by severely disabled
- persons. Fiscal impact: No direct state or local fiscal effect since it merely authorizes Legislature to implement

its provisions. If implemented, tax revenue loss of probably $1 million to $2 million per year.
NO 197 =)

THE TRAFFIC CONGESTION RELIEF AND SPENDING LIMITATION ACT OF 1990. This measure '
would enact a statewide traffic congestion relief program and update the spending limit on state and local YES 2 00 »
govemment to better reflect the needs of a growing California population. It would provide new revenues to
beused to reduce traffic congestion by building state highways, local streets and roads, and public mass transit

1 1 1 facilitics. This measure would enact & $5% increase in truck weight fees and a five cent per gallon increase
in the fuel tax on August 1, 1990, and an additional one cent on J anuary 1 of each of the next four years. This

measure updaes the state appropriaticns limit to allow for new funding for congestion relief, mass transit, - N 003

health care, services for the clderly, and other priority state programs, while still providing for an overall limit 0¢ w

on state and local spending. This measure would continue to provide that public education and community

colleges receive at least 40% of the state general fund budget, and would provide that revenues in excess of

the state appropriations limit are allocated equally between education and taxpayers.

N51,N52 & N53 - - AN
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ACTA DE BONGS PARA VIVIENDAS Y PARA PERSONAS 8IN VMBIDA DE 1008
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CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO, ELECCIONES PRIMARIAS CONSOLIDADAS, 5 DE JUNIO DE 1990
"PROPOSICIONES A SER SOMETIDAS AL VOTO DE LOS ELECTORES — ESTATAL
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ACTA PARA EL DESCONGESTIONAMIENTO DEL TRANSITO Y PARA LYMITACION
EN LOR DESEMBOL30S DE 1000. Esta medifa sstaluktia wn programa de
descongestionamienis ds) Winsie para tede ol estade y pendria ol ¢ia la
fimitacién on fas aeignaciones de (ss goblornes esiainl y fecaies para reflajmr
mejor las necesidades de lacraciente pehitacién de Califernia. Dispendria neuves
réditos & ser usados para redixke la congestién del Wineite medianhe Ia
consiruccitn de carreforas ssiatafss, calles Lmnlm focales, @ inatalaciones
para ol Wansporie an gran sscala. Esia medida astalulris un suments dei 55%
on fos cobins por pase ales camionss y un surmente de cince contaves por gakdn
do combusiidle ol 1° de agosie de 1006, ¥ un contave adicional o1 1’ de anere de
cada uno de les siguisnies cuaire afes. Esta medids pone al dla lss mitaclones
on lss ssignaciones del estado para permitic que se financle ol desconges-
tionamientc del insite, of Wdnsiie an gran sscala, cukiades do salud, setvicios
pata los anclanos, y strog programas estatales de priorided, ot mismo tlsmpe
que lodavia dispons una limitacién on les desembolses eslatales y lecales, Esta
medida continuaria disponiende que ta aducacitn pdblica y les colegios de
aducacién supsrior do fa comunidad racan &l menes of 40% de fos fondoa del
rmupunlo ssiaial goneral, y dispondrin que los t“lm on excase dol iimile an

s asignacionss sean tepariides per igual enire la mmm y lot con-
numm 6 impueties,
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CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 5, 1980
MEASURES SUBMITTED TO VOTE OF VOTERS — STATE PROPOSITIONS

STATE OFFICIALS. ETHICS. Establishes addmonal state el}ucs laWS Creates Commxssnon to set elected YES 211 »
state officials' compensation. Mandates public legislative meetings. Fiscal unpact Unknown state costs , ‘
depending on salary and benefits levels established by Commission. Relnnvcly minor state costs for support

of Commission, enforcement of measure,
- | | NO 213 s

.

CHIROPRACTIC PRACTICE. LEGISLATIVE INITIATIVE AMENDMENT. Amends Chiropraclic Act, .
YES 215 map

Requlrcs license renewal during'menth of birth, Increases penalties for violating Act. Fiscal impact: Minor
costs in 1990-91 to Chiropractic Examiners Fund to modify license renewal system. Additional state and

local government revenues from mcrcased fines.

YES 218 map
MENT. Redefines, expands “peaceofficer” definitions imposing penalty for murder. Fiscal impact: Unknown

NO 217 mep
1 1 4 MURDER OF A PEACE OFFICER. CRIMINAL PENALTIES. LEGISLATIVE INITIATIVE AMEND-
state costs as a result of the expansion of the coverage of special circumstance for first degree murder. '
NG 220 wp

CRIMINAL LAW. INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT AND STATUTE. Limits constitu-
1 1 5 tional rights of accused to those afforded by federal Constitution; statutory changes. Fiscal i impact: The net YEs 222 »
fiscal effect of this measure is unknown. The measure makes several significant changes to the criminal justice
system. How the measure will be implemented and interpreted is unknown. There may be only a minor fiscal '
impact on state and local governments, or there may be a major fiscal impact.
NO 224 wap

RAIL TRANSPORTATION. BOND ACT. INITIATIVE STATUTE. Authorizes $1,990,000,000 general ' *
abligation bond issue prmcnpally to provide passenger and commuter rail systems. Fiscal impact: Repayment YES 2 2 6
* over 20 years would require from the General Fund about $2 billion for principal and $1.6 billion for interest

(annual average total of $180 million).

NO 228 mip

WILDLIFE PROTECTION. INITIATIVE STATUTE. Transfers $30 million to Habitat Conservation Fund, YES 2 30 »
principally to ncqmrc habitat, Restricts taking of mountain lions, Fiscal impact: Estimated annual transfers ~
of $18 million from cigaretic and tobacco prodiicts surtax; $12 million from General Fund, unlcss Legislature

makes other transfers. Annual $1 million property management costs, - »
NO 232 =

NB1, N52&NS3 ‘ 14-1N
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CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO, ELECCIONES PRIMARIAS CONSOLIDADAS, § DE JUNIO DE 1990

&4 21181 N

FUNCIONARIOS ESTATALES. ETICA. Estabiace feyes de dlica sstatal od-
icionales. Craa una Comisidn para que lije la compensacion ds los
funcionactos setatales efacins, rdana que las seslonss legislativas sean
pdblicas. Impacto fiscal: Se desconocen fos costos al eslado que
dependerian de los wiveles de satarioe ¥ pensficios sstabiecidos por Ia

" Comision. Relativamente menores cosios estatales por fa maniencidn de

la Camision y por poner en vigencia is medida.

SN PROPOSICIONES A SER SOMETIDAS AL VOTO DE LOS ELECTORES — ESTATAL
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PRACTICA DE LA QUIROPRACTICA. ENMIENDA LEGISLATIVA DE
INICIATIVA. Enmienda ol Acta de Is Quiropréctica. Regquisre s
renavaclén de Is licencia durante of mes de nacimiento. Aumernta
Ias multas por guebrantamiento del Acta. Impacto fiscal: Manores
costos a! Fondo de Examinadores de Quiroprécticos an 1990-91 al
modificar el sistema da renovacion y locales debido al aumento
on {as multas. ,
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ASESINATO DE UN OFICIAL DEL ORDEN PUBLICO. PENAS, ENMIENDA
LEGISLATIVA DE INICIATIVA. Redefine y expande la definicion de “oficial
da! orden poblico” que Impone pens por ssesinatn. Impacto fiscal: Gastos
estatalet desconocidos como rsultado de que se expande la definicion
cubierta por la circunstancia especial en asssinatos en primes grade.
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4 224 NO 52

DERECHO PENAL. ENMIENDA Y ESTATUTO CONSTITUCIONAL DE IN-

* JCIATIVA, Limita los derachos constitucionales de fos acusados a los

derechos otorgados por fa Constitucién federal; efactda camblos o3
tatutorios. Impacto fiscal: Se desconoce of impacto fiscal de la medida. La
medida afecita significativos camblos en sl sislema de Justicla panal, Se
detconoce como se pondria n sjecucion y 5o Intsrprataria la medida.
Podria haber solaments un impacto fiscal menor en los gobiernos estataly
(ocales o podria haber un mayor impacto fiscal.
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TRANSPORTE EN FERROCARRIL. ACTO DE BONOS. ESTATUTO 11
INICIATIVA. Autoriza una omision de bonos de obligacién general
par $1,900,000,000 principalmente pars proporcionar sistemas
de tranaporie por ferrocarril para pasajerasy viajeros de disrlo,
impacto fiscal: L amortizacidn durante fos siguientes 20 afios
raquariria del Fondo General airededor de $2 mif millonos para el
capital y $1.6 mil millanes para of interds (costo anual promedio
saria $180 millonas). ,
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PROTECCIGN DE LA VIDA SILVESTRE. ESTATUTO DE INICIATIVA,
Teanafiere $30 millones del Fanda para Cansarvacidn da Ambitos
Naturalas, principaimente para adquirir dmbilas. Prohibe agarrar
al puma. mpacto fiscal: Las transterencias anuales calculadas
serfan de $18 millones pravaniantes de la sobretasa sl cigarilloy
producios de tobaco; §12 millones dal Fonde Ganeral, a menos
que ia Legisiatura efactis oiras translerencias. Un millon de
délares on costos anuales por manejo do propiedades.

SEMRG 6+ BB IUN o BT
MGG R » IR,
WUHAR NS o BHMECeN TR @ AT Bt
TRER AL AT ES ASHRHE VLA~ T AT
B o B8 TR A~ TR,
RS SLHEROBITT T SCHLARBUTIAHES © Ui
1y A MY T RTT °

117

. ‘ 151N

N51,N528N53



'CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNES, 1880
'MEASURES SUBMITTED TO VOTE OF VOTERS — STATE PROPOSITIONS

- LEGISLATURE. REAPPORTIONMENT,. ETHICS. INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT

- AND STATUTE. Redistricting subject to 2/3 legislative vote, voter approval. Legislative Ethics Committee

created. Fiscal impact: Savings from limit on reapportionment expenditures could be all or partially offset by
costs of public vote and possible court redistricting. Costs of ethics provisions are probably minor.

YES 236 =
N0 238 =)

REAPPORTIONMENT BY COMMISSION. INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT, STAT-

1 1 9 UTE. Establishes reapportionment by Commission, district population criteria, 1992 clection for all legisla-
tive seats. Fiscal impact: Limit on funding would reduce reapportionment costs by several millions of dollars
‘each decade. If underiaken by Supreme Court, state costs would increase, offseiting savings.

YES 240 mp>

NO 242 s

fifty million dollars ($450,000,000) to provide funds to relieve overcrowdmg in the state's prisons and the

1 2 0 NEW PRISON CONSTRUCTION BOND ACT OF 1990. This act provides for a bond issue of four hundred
Youth Authority facilities through new construction.

YES 243 =
N0 245 s

HIGHER EDUCATION FACILITIES BOND ACT OF JUNE 1990. This act provides for a bond issue of
four hundred fifty million dollars ($450,000,000) to provide funds for the construction or improvement of

nine campuses, the California State University's 20 campuses, the 71 districts of the California Community
Colleges, the Hastings College of the Law, the California Maritime Academy, and off-campus facilities of
the California State University approved by the Trustees of the California State University on or before July

1 2 1 facilities of California’s public higher education institutions, which include the University of California’s .

1, 1990. The use of funds authorized under this act includes, but is not necessarily limited to, the construction

or improvement of classrooms, laboratories, and libraries, and the 1mplemenmuon of earthquake and other
health or safely improvements,

YES 248 s>

N0 250 mp

EARTHQUAKE SAFETY AND PUBLIC BUILDINGS REHABILITATION BOND ACT OF 1990, This

' act prowdes for a bond issue of three hundred million dollars.($300,000,000) to provide funds for the
reconstruction, seismic retrofitting, repair, replacement, and relocation of state and local govemment
buildings which are unsafe primarily due to earthquake-related dangers.

YES 254wy
NO 256 s>

1990 SCHOOL FACILITIES BOND ACT. This act provides for abond issue of cight hundred million dollars
($800,000,000), 1o provide capital outlay for construction or improvement of public schools, -

N51,NS2&N 53

YES 258 smp
NO259 s
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CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO, ELECCIONES PRIMARIAS CONSOLIDADAS, 5 DE JUNIO DE 1990
PROPOSICIONES A SER SOMETIDAS AL VOTO DE LOS ELECTORES — ESTATAL
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CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 5, 1990
MEASURES SUBMITTED TO VOTE OF VOTERS — CITY & COUNTY PROPOSITIONS

PUBLIC SAFETY IMPROVEMENT BONDS, 1990. To incur a bonded indebtedness of $332,400,000 for
acquisition, construction or reconstruction of buildings owned by the City and County of San Francisco, 263
 including earthquake repairs and earthquake hazards reduction, asbestos abatement, providing access for the YES *
A disablcd; provided, however, that no more than $65,000,000 of said bonded indebtedness shall be incurred
in any single fiscal year and provided, further, that the authorization in the amount of $332,400,000 will be
reduced by the amount of the actual receipt of FEMA or State of Cahforma grants for earthquake repairs and -
hazards reduction. , NO 265 »

Shall Community Facilities District No. 90-1 of the San Francisco Unified School District be authorized to
finance (i) repair, restoration, and/or replacement of San Francisco Unified School District facilities damaged
by the earthquake of October 17, 1989 (or its aftershocks), (ii) seismic upgrading of children’s centers and
other San Francisco Unified School District facilities, (iii) correction of fire safety violations of San Francisco
Unified School District facilities, and (iv) deferred capital maintenance of San Francisco Unified School
District facilitics, and certain incidental expenses relating to the foregoing through the levy of a special tax YES 269 ’
to be collected fer twenty (20) years with a maximum annual rate (a) for single-family residential parcels and
.non-residential parcels of $46.00 per parcel for the first six (6) years and $32.20 per parcel for the fourteen
(14) years following the sixth year and (b) for mixed-use parcels (parcels with one or more residential units
in addition to one or more commercial uses) and multi-family residential parcels of $23.00 per dwelling unit
for the first six (6) years and $16.10 per.dwelling unit for the fourteen (14) years following the sixth year, NO 272 »
with the definitions of single-family residential, multi-family residential, mixed-use and non-residential
parcels, and particulars relating to the method of apportionment and maximum rates, exemptions for seniors,
certain publicly-owned property and other uses, as more particularly set forth in Resolution No. 02-13-B1
adopted by the Board of Education of the San Francisco Unified School District on February 13, 1990; and -
shall an appropriations limit in the amount of $12,000,000 per fiscal year in connection therewith be
established for the Community Facilities District? A

Shall the Board of Supervisors, without voter approval and subject to specified debt limits, be authorized to YES 277 »
approve the lease financing of equipment from a nonprofit corporation, if the Controller certifies that the net
interest cost to the City would be lower than under other types of lease financing? NO 278 »

Shall the City create a Neighborhood Beautification and Graffiti Clean-Up fund to pay for beautifying City YES 2 80 »
neighborhoods and cleaning up graffiti, allowing businesses to direct up to one percent of their business tax
to the fund, this percentage to be adjusted annually so that $1 million is available in the fund each year? - NO 2 81 »

WITHDRAWN

mo o

Charter, and shall the closing of any fire station or deactivation of any fire company or unit be subject to prior NO 285 »

. - ' YES =)
, F Shall a minimum number of fire stations and levels of staffing for the Fire Dcpanmcnt be specified in the 284
approval by the Fire Commission, Board of Supervisors and San Francnsoo voters?

NG51,NS2&N53 _ ’ 18-1N
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CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO, ELECCIONES PRIMARIAS CONSOLIDADAS, § DE JUNIO DE 1350

PROPOSICIONES A SER SOMETIDAS AL VOTO DE LOS ELECTORES — CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO

BONOS PARA MEJORAR LA SEGURIDAD PUBLICA, 1008. Para conirast ime
deuds on banes do $332,400,000 pora la adeuisicn, consucchin ¥
reconsiruccién de edificlos quo oo adad de la Cluded y Condade do San
Franciste, Inthrysnde la ropataciin fos daftes cavsades per ol lorrameiey (2
racucchén de Jou peligres por lorremele, Is disiminuciin dol asheste, ol hache do
ﬂummﬂmpnlltmuhmulm:bmimahnn
camtralga mic g $55,000,000 de dicha douds on denes on wn afe fiscal on
purtky .mmymnmmanmnnnmz.mm-
wareducida por is contidad rasl recibide on concesienas dol FEMA ¢ et Estade
de Ca)Hornia paza fas reparacionss de lee

reduccién de los poligres.

<= 26381 R

<4 265 NO R

tafles causades pos ol ferramete ¥ la

1990 4 AR R 2 XK LU RITAR
$332, 400,000, MFNIE « RARLSKR =M
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bhndu ol Diskito Ne. 90-1 de Wstalacionss Comutarias dol Diskin Excolnt
nificado de 3an Francisce la aviorizacién de fnanclen: “). fa tepaincién, la
restauracién, LI::I reampiaze de fas instalaciones del Diste Escofat Unificade
de San Francisce dafiadas per of lerrameis del 17 do ectubte de 1084 {0 les
choques subsiguientes), (i) }a mejera slemica de loe conkag infaniiles y domie
instalaciones dsi Distrlie Escelat Uniticads ds Bsn Francises, () Ja
rectificacién da las vishaciones de saguiidad conkia incandies o fas 8-
slatscionss def Diskeite Escalar Uniticade do San Francisce Mlv) fa
e arvacion drisrida de capital an a8 Mstataciones ¢l Diskiw Estolar Uni-
ficado de San Franclsce, y chrins javies varles relacionades 2 les anisriores pet
medis do ta recaudacién de un Impussie especiel & sef raceleciade dutante
weinie (20) ahes con una tasa snuat: s:) paa as residenciales de amitins
fnicas y parcetas e residonciates, de $46 nml duranie fos primeres
sols () ahes z $32.20 por parcsia duranie s {14) afes siguienies ot
sexio afio, ¥y (B) para parcalas ds use mixts (parcelas con wha o mie midades
residenciales ademés da une @ mi3 uses cameiciales)y n{‘mm retidonciales
de vacias tamilias, de $23.00 xmmdmmm durante les sels (0)primeras
afiosy de $16.10 por unidad de vivienda duranie fes cakerce (18) sten & |
al sexle afio, con las definiclanes de parcatas residenclales de famitiss Onlcoe,
paa varias lamilias, do use mixie y ne residenclales, y los detalies roleronies
al motoda de diskibucion y fas (asas miximas, las exenciones para persanas
mayores, clettos ferranas y ediikins do propledad noblln olr0s uses, fal como

ispone con m‘gm detalles en 12 renclucion Ne. §2-13-81 adopiada por ol
comso de Educacién de) Disrlls Escotar Unilicado de San Framcisce 13de
tshreto de 1000; y deberd establecerse un limite de aptoplacionss de
$12,000,000 por afke fiscal relacionado a los mismos para ol Distrite do -
stalacionss Comunitarias?
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2Tendrd ol Canssjo de Suporvisores, sin la aprobacion de lss eletiores y sujek
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« 284 Sl R ;Sereulizardunasnmiendaa la Carla Constitucional para: (1) camblar a semana
% normal de rabajo de 48.7 horas go ués de le cual un hombere gana heras

exka)y permitic an camblo que la Com 16n sobre Incendics, sujet aun mixime

astablecido por medio de una encussia, establexca ladwatiny insharatios te

comiente de los turncs de fos bembares, on vezde requerle turnos de 24 horas

<= 285 NO 53}
que comienzan a las 8 a.m.?
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CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 5, 1990

Shall the Board of Supervisors be authorized to allow former Supervisors to remain in the City’s Health

Service System, if they pay the full cost? ‘

MEASURES SUBMITTED TO VOTE OF VOTERS — CITY & COUNTY PROPOSITIONS

YES 288 mp
NO 289 msp

Shall the Board of Supervisors have authority to contract with the State Public Employecs Retirement System
(PERS) to make City fire safety inspectors and fire protection engineers members of PERS instead of the
City Retirement System, provided there is no additional cost to the City? '

YES 290 =
NO 292 mmp

Shall retired teachers in the City retirement system be allowed to enter into consulting contracts with the San
Francisco Unified School District or San Francisco Community College District without losing their
retirement benefits?

YES 293 mp
NO 295 =)

Shall the Human Rights Commission be made a Charter commission and shall its size be reduced from fifteen
to eleven members? : S

YES 296 wp
NO 297 =

Shall the size of the Police, Fire, Social Services, Port, Public Utilities, Civil Service, Airports and Parking
and Traffic Commissions, and the Board of Permit Appeals, be increased from five to seven members?

YES 293 ==
NO 299 s

Shall the requirement that members of Charter boards and commissions be City residents and clectors be extended to the
members of other City boards, commissions and advisory bodies, provided that this requirement would not apply tocertain
cnumerated boards or where a person with special experience, skills or qualifications is required and no cligible San
Francisco resident can be found? '

YES 300 s>
NO 301 mu)p

Shall the Charter be amended to create a goal that no board or commission appointed by Mayor or otherwise
provided by the Charter, except the Commission on the Status of Women, shall have more than a simple
majority of members oi the same sex?

YES 302 =
NO 304 mup

Shall persons be prohibited from serving more than two consecutive four-year terms on the Board of
Supervisors, and be prohibited from serving as a Supervisor again until four years have clapsed, provided
that Supervisors holding office on July 1, 1990 would be considered to have served one full four-year term
in office when their current terms end? T

YES 305 =
NO 307 )

Shall it be the policy of the people of San Francisco to call upon the State Legislature to climinate all criminal
and civil penalties on the manufacture, use, sale or distribution of hypodermic needles?

YES 309 ==

NO 310 =
20-1N
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CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO, ELECCIONES PRIMARIAS CONSOLIDADAS, § DE JUNIO DE 1990
PROPOSICIONES A SER SOMETIDAS AL VOTO DE LOS ELECTORES — CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO

< 288 SI
<= 289 NO B3

LTendrd ol Cansejo de Supervisores |a autarizacidn de permitir
los ex-Supervisares parmanecar dentro del Sistema de Servicio
de Salud de la Ciudad, en caso que paguen ol costo complsto?
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= 202 NO =81

1Tondra of Consejo de Supervisores la avioridad de celebrar cOMrai0s COR
ol Sistema de Jubilaciin de Empleados PoMicos del Estado (PERS) para
que fos Inspeciorss de seguridad contra Incendios y los Ingenieros de
protaccién wMImﬂouﬂa Cludad ssan mismbros del PERS en vz
de serio del Sisterna de Jubliacién de la Cludad, slempre y cuando esio no
implique ¥n coslo adicional para la Cludad?
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450 permitiré que los masstros jubilados dentro ol sistema de
jubilacién de la Ciuded calabren comtratos de consultares can el
Distrito Escolar Unificedo de San Francisco o el Distrito de Col-
agios Comunitarios de 8an Francisco sin parder sus baneficios de
jubilacién?
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& 296 S R5:
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2Seré la Comisién sobra fos Derechos Humanos una comisién de
Ilicma Constitucianal y se reducird su tamafio de quince a once
miembros?

ARSI G o I3l A A s« L
LA di15AMAEIA?

& 298 51 %
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150 aumentars o tamefo de las Comisiones de Policfa, Bamberos,
Servicios Soclales, Pueric, Serviclos Pdblicos, Semviclo Soclal, Aer-
opuertos y Eataclonamiento y Translio, y de Cansejo de Apelaciones de
Parmisas de cinco a siebs miambrus?
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48erh unrequisie que lna membrus de las condejer y Ias camisienes de s Carta Comsliticional
semn residenies de fa Cludad y que ¢ envien slecioess a (83 miombres de afres consejey,
samisienes ¥ cuarpes assaeres da is Cludad, slsmpre y num atle mumb ne e qllqun []
ciorios sensejea sumersdes, o en I 1) 0 oy rm
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cumpin con o313 tondic

NMtEKNMERB ALK AN
TR RIS WA S A S AR My
RNARWIDINL - PULIEAI R RSN
IR LA - MUATA o IR A5 0 4§
10 TUR I AN 005200 RS IR 7

<m 30281 nm
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¢Se enmendaré (a Carta Conatitucional para fograr que ningin
consejo 0 comisidn nombrados por el Alcalde o dispuesto par otra
manera mediante la Carta Conatitucional, con excepcién de la
Comisién acerca del Estado de las Mujores, tanga més que una
mayorfa uniaria de mismbros del mismo sexo?
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¢50 prohihird que alguien prests servicio duramte mis de dos
periados consecutivas de cuatra afics en el Consejo de Super-
visoros, y se prohibird que dicha persona preste servicio como
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WOHDS YOU NEED TO KNOW

by Ballot Simplmcanon Committee

ABSENTEE BALLOTS (RIGHTS OF VOTERS) — If you do

not wish to go to your polling place to vote, you may vote by mail

or by going to the Registrar’s Office in City Hall in person. This is
called absentee voting.

BONDS (PROPOSITION A) — If the City needs money to pay
for something such as a library, sewer line, or school, it may borrow
the money by selling bonds. The City then pays back this money
plus interest.

CHARTER (PROPOSITION C, F,G,H,1,J,K,L, M, N) —
The Charter is the City’s constitution,

CHARTER AMENDMENT (FROPOSITIONC,F,G, H, 1,J,
K, L, M, N) — A Charter amendment changes the Charter, and
requires a vote of the people. It cannot be changed again without
another vote of the people.

CHARTER BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS (PROPOSI-
TION J, K, L) — Boards and commissions created by the Charter,
cither directly or indirectly.

DECLARATION OF POLICY (PROPOSITION O) — A dec-
laration of policy asks a question: Do you agree or disagree with a
certain idea? If a majority of the voters approve a declaration of
policy, the Board of Supervisors must carry out the policy, to the
extent legally possible.

DEFERRED CAPITAL MAINTENANCE (PROPOSITION
B) — Major building repair projects that have been postponed.

ELECTOR (PROPOSITION L) — A person who is eligible to
register to vole.

FINANCE (PROPOSITION C)— Various ways to pay for
something over time, This may include raising money or offenng
something in trade.

FISCAL YEAR (PROPOSITION A, D) — The twelve months
from July- 1 to June 30 make up a fiscal year. The City budgets
revenues and expenses on a fiscal year basis.

GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS (PROPOSITION A) —
The money to pay back these bonds comes from property taxes. A
two-thirds majority of the voters must approve the decision to sell
gencral obligation bonds.

INITIATIVE (PROPOSITIONF, O) — This is a way for voters
to put a proposition on the ballot for people to vote on. An initiative

is put on the ballot by getting a certain number of voters to sign a
petition. Propositions passed by initiative can be changed only by
another vote of the people.

ORDINANCE (PROPOSITION D, J) — A law of the City and
County, which is passed by the Board of Supervisors or approved
by the voters. For such a law to be passed by the Board of
Supervisors, a majority, (or in some cases, three-fourths) of the
Supervisors must vote to approve the law at two consecutive
meetings.

OUTSTANDING PRINCIPAL (PROPOSITION A, C) — The
actual amount of borrowed money, not yet paid back. Principal
does not include interest charges.

PRIMARY ELECTION — An election to decide who will be

- apolitical party’s candidates for the general election the following

November. For each office there may be two or more people
wanting to be a party’s candidate in November, The one who gets
the highest vote in the primary election will be this candidate.
Because the purpose of a primary election is to choose a POLIT-
ICAL PARTY’S CANDIDATE for each office you will vote for
candidates in the party in which you are registered. A voter who
has registered as an independent or has not chosen a political party
will receive a primary ballot that lists ONLY ballot measures and
non-partisan candidates.

QUALIFIED WRITE-IN CANDIDATE (RIGHTS OF
VOTERS) — A person who has turned in the required papers and
signatures with the Registrar of Voters to run for an office as a
write-in candidate. The name of this person will not be on the
ballot. Voters who want to vote for this person can do so by writing
the name of the person on the inside of the grey envelope given
with the ballot.

SPECIAL PROPERTY TAX [MELLO-ROOS DISTRICT]
(PROPOSITION B) — A flat tax on a parcel of Jand, which is not
based on the property’s value. The special tax would be in addition
to current property taxes, This tax requiresa two-thirds maiority vote.

STAFFING LEVEL (PROPOSITION F) — The number of
employees on duty at any one time,

TAX EXEMPT DEBT (PROPOSITION C)-— Money bor-
rowed by the City which is paid back with interest. The lenders are
not taxed on the money eamed from these loans.

BALLOT SIMPLIFICATION COMMITTEE

Nicholas de Luca, Chair
National Broadcast Editorial Association
Kay Blalock
League of Women Voters
Vincent Chao
San Francisco Unified School Dnsmct Reading Specialist
Beverly Omstein
National Academy of Television Arts and Sciences, Northern California
Chapter
S.M. Rilleau
The Newspaper Guiid, No
Randy Riddle, Ex-officio
Deputy City Attorney

tthern California Chapter
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The Ballot Simplification Committee prepares digests (“The Way It Is
Now,"”*“The Proposal,” “A ‘Yes' Vote Means,” and“A ‘No’ Vote Means”)
of measures placed on the ballot each election, and with the assistance of
the Registrar of Voters, prepares the table of contents, an index of candi-
dates and measures, a brief explanation of the ballot pamphlet, definitions
of terms in the pamphlet, a summary of basic voters’ rights, and a statement
as to the term, compensation and duties of each elective office.



VOTER SELECTION COUPON

~ GUT QUT THIS COUPON AND TAKE IT WITH YOU TO THE POLLS. After raading

this pamphlet, write downthe names of tire candidates of your choice, and circle
the numbers corresponding to “YES” or "NO” on the propesitions, Completing
this coupon will help you vate faster and heip reduca lines at the polis. PLEASE
NOTE — This is a Primary Election, You can only vote for partisan offices il you

ara registerad as a membar of a party, and if there are candidates from your parfty

running.
SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE - OFFICE 15 PROP | YES NO
CANDIDATES MEMBER, COUNTY . RO Y e
| CENTRAL COMMITTEE .
[Govenwon Chovk Baliotfor the numborof | MUNICIPAL COURT JUDGE - OFFICE1 19 | 240 | 242
candidates to vte for) 120 243 245
IT. GOVERNOR 1, MUNICIPAL COURT JUDGE - OFFICE3 121 248 250
122 254 256
, 2
- 123 258 259
SECRETARY OF STATE : ~SSESSOR
: LOCAL PROPOSITIONS
CONTROLLER A PUBLIC DEFENOER PROP | YES | NO
8. ‘ A 263 265
TREASURER . B 269 | 272
. STATE PROPOSITIONS (o} 277 278
ATTORNEY GENERAL % ,
PROP | YES NO : ﬁ;ﬂomm
8.
107 185 187
INSURANCE COMMISSIONER
0 108 | 189 190 F 284 285
MEMBER, BOARD OF EQUALIZATION 109 | 162 193 - 289 208
i . 10 | 195 | 197 H 200 . | 202
STATE SUPT, OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION 11 200 203 ! 293 295
U.S. REPRESENTATIVE 112 211 . 213 J 206 297
113 215 217 K 298 299
SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE - OFFICE3 .
STATE SENATOR - 14| 218 | 220 L 300 | 301
SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE - O ns 222 224 W X2 204
MEMBER, STATE ASSEMBLY R ° JUDGE ~ OFFICE S 116 226 228 N 305 307
117 230 - 232 ) 309 310

CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON ELECTIONS

Mayoral appointees: Emest Llorente, Chair; David Binder, Richard
Sevilla, and Molly Wood

Board of Supervisors appointees: Roger Cardenas, Martha Gillham,
Brian Mavrogeorge, George Mix, Jr., Samson Wong, and Richmond
Young

Memberstepresent political organizations, political parties, labor organi-
zations, neighborhood organizations, business organizations and other
citizens groups interested in the political process.

1 i

The Committee studies and makes advisory recommendations to the
officers of the City and County on all matters relating to voter registration,
elections and the administration of the office of the Registrar of Voters;
investigates compliance with the requirements of Federal, State and local
election and campaign reporting, disclosure laws and other statutes relat-
ing to the conduct of elections in San Francisco; promotes citizen partic-
ipation in the electoral process; studies and reports on all election matters
referred to it by various officers of the City and County.

23



ACCESS FOR THE DISABLED VOTER

by Ballot Simplification Committee

BEFORE ELECTION DAY:

ABSENTEE VOTING — All voters may reqiuest that
absentee ballots be mailed to them or they may vote in
person at City Hall from May 7 through June 5 during -
normal working hours (see “Your Rights as a Voter”
section of this pamphlet). Inaddition, voters with specified
disabilities enumerated below may apply to become Per-
manent Absentee Voters. Ballots for all future elections
will automatically be mailed to Permanent Absentee Vot-
ers, '

TAPE RECORDINGS — The San Francisco Public
Library’s Branch for the Blind at 3150 Sacramento Street
produces and distributes tape recorded copies of the State
and Local Voter Information Pamphlet for use by visually-
impaired voters,

T.D.D.(TELECOMMUNICATIONS DEVICEFOR
THE DEAF) — Hearing-impaired or speech-impaired
voters who have a TDD may communicate with the San
Francisco Registrar of Voter's office by calling 554-4386.

ELECTIONDAY:

ASSISTANCE — Persons unable to maﬂ: their ballot may bring one or
two persons with them into the voting booth to assist them, The persons

" providing assistance may be someone who came with the voter, or poll

workers can be asked to provide needed assistance.

CURBSIDE VOTING — If architectural barriers prevent an elderly or
disabled voter from entering the polling place, poll workers will bring the
necessary voting materials to the sidewalk in front of the polling place. -

PARKING — If your polling place is in a residential garage, elderly and
handicapped voters may park in the driveway while voting, provided that
this will not impede the flow of traffic.

READING TOOLS — Every polling place has large print instructions
on how to vote and magnifying sheets to enlarge the type on the ballot.

SEATED VOTING — Every polling place has at least one voting booth
which allows for seated voting.

VOTING TOOLS — Every precinct has an easy-grip tool and pen to be
used in punching the ballot and signing in. 4

APPLICATIONTO BE A PERMANENT ABSENTEE VOTER

The physically disabled may apply to be permanent absentee voters. Once you arc on our permanent absentee mailing list, you will

- automatically receive an absentee ballot every election until you move or re-register. ,
To become a permanent absentee voter; complete the form below and return it to the Registrar of Voters. Room 158, City Hall, San
Francisco, 94102. Each time you move or re-register to vote, you must apply again to be a Permanent Absentee Voter. In all other cases

you do not need to re-apply.

I hereby apply for “Permanent Absentee Voter” status in San Francisco by reason of:

——.. Lost use of one or more limbs.

——. Lost use of both hands.

Unable to move about without the aid of an assistance device (e.g. cane, crutches, walker, wheelchair).
—~—— Suffering from lung disease, blindness or cardiovascular disease.
— Significant limitation in the use of the lower extremitics.

Suffering from a diagnosed disease or disorder which substantially impairs or interferes with mobility.
PLEASE SEE EXPLANATORY LETTER ATTACHED.

FIRST MIDDLE LAST
Name
(] STREET APTH
Residence Address
# STREET cry ZIP CODE
Mailing Address

(if differcnt than residence address given'above)

I declare under penalty of Perjury that the above is true and correct:

Date Signature

(Retum only this page; do not rettn the whole book)
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YOUR RIGHTS AS A VOTER

‘by Ballot Simplification Commlttee

Q ~— Who can vote?
A —U.S, citizens over 18 years old who are registered to vote in
San Francisco before May 8, 1990.

' Q — I moved before May 7; can I vote in this election?
~ A ~Only if you re-registered at your new address. You must
re-regisier each time you change your address.

Q — I moved after May 7; can I vote in this election?
A —If you moved within the City between May 8 and June §, you
may go to your old precinct to vote. ‘

Q — What offices can I vote for at this election?
A — If you are registered as a member of a polmcal party you may
choose a candidate for:

Govemor, Licutenant Governor, Secretary of State, Control-

ler, Treasurer, Attorney General, Insurance Commissioner,
Member-State Board of Equalization (District 2), Member-
State Assembly, State Senator if you live in Senate District
8, United States Representative, and members of the County
Central Committee.

Non-partisan offices are:

Superintendent of Public Instruction, Supenor Court Judge,
Municipal Court Judge, Assessor and Public Defender.

Q— Where do I g0 to vote?
A — Goto your polling place. The address is on your mailing label
on the back cover of this book.,

Q — Whendo I vote?
A — Election Day is Tuesday, June 5, 1990, Your pollmg place
will be open from 7 a.m, to 8 p.m. that day.

Q — What do I do if my polling place is not open?

A— Check the label on the back of this book to make sure you

have gone to the right placc. Polling places often change, If
you are at the right place, call the Registrar’s Office at
554-4375 to let us know the polling place is not open.

Q — If I don’t know what to do when I get to my polling place,
is there someone there to help me?
A — Yes, the poll workers at the polling place will help you.

Q — Can I take my sample ballot or my own written list into
the voting booth?

A — Yes. Deciding your votes before you go to the polls will help
you. : ’

Q — Can I vote for someone whose name is not on the ballot?

A — Yes, you can write in the name of the person. If you don’t
know how to do this, ask one of the poll workers to help you.
Only “qualified” write-in candidates will be counted.

Q — Can a worker at the polling place ask me to take any test?

A —No.

Q —Is there any way to vote beside gomg to my polling place

- on election day?

A — Yes, you can vote before J une 5 by:

« going to the Office of the Registrar of Voters in Clly Hall
from May 7 through June 5, 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday
through Friday; or

« mailing in a request for an absentee ballot. You may send
inthe application for an absentee ballot printed on the back
cover of this book, The application must be received by
the Registrar of Voters before May 29, 1990.

Q — If I don’t use an application form, can I get an absentee
ballot some other way?

A — You can mail a postcard or a letter to the Registrar of Voters
asking for an absentee ballot. This letter should include:
« your home address
« the address to which you want the ballot mailed
« your printed name and your signature,
Your request must be received by the Registrar of Voters no
later than May 29, 1990.

LOCAL OFFICES TO BE VOTED ON THIS ELECTION

ASSESSOR

The term of office for the Assessor is four years. The Assessor is paid $98,670 a year.
The Assessor decides what property in the City is subject to tax, and the value of that property for tax purposes.

PUBLIC DEFENDER

The term of office for the Public Defender is four years. The Public Defender is paid $102,882 a year.
The Public Defender Tepresents the following persons unable o pay for their own lawyer: 1) persons accused of crimes, 2) juveniles in

legal actions, and 3) persons in mental health hearings.
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Candidates for Assessor

PAUL E. SCHWENGER

My addréss is 16 Ord Court, Apt, #4

My occupation is Deputy Assessor

My age is 53

My qualifications for office are: I am a native San Franciscan,

Mission High School graduate, and San Francisco State Univer-

sity graduate. I have been a Deputy Assessor for San Francisco
for the past 22 years. I have been awarded the SRPA, Senior Real
Property Designation, which is one of the highest awards for
professional appraisers. My 22 years of experience will enable
me to effectively represent homeowners’ and renters’ concerns
before State Legislative Committees. I will analyze property
values to make sure business pays its fair share and I will oversee
. the operations of the Assessor’s office in an experienced and
professional manner. '

Paul E, Schwenger

The sponsors for Paul E. Schwenger are:

Samuel Duca, 16 Wawona St., Assessor. John Joseph
Barbagelata, 15 San Lorenzo Way, Businessman. Henry L.
McKenzie, 1614 Vallejo #302, Chief Real Estate Appraiser,
Alva Bellomo, 74 Cumberland, Florist. Marc L. Berman, 435
Hill, Consultant. Kenneth Bohegian, 39 Mountview Ct., Re-
tired. Lilly Buschman, 1730 48th Ave., Retired. John L. Bruni,
119 Lakeshore Dr., Warechousemen. Frances E. Bruni, 119
Lakeshore Dr., Librarian. Thomas G. Collins, 2571 32nd Ave-
nue, Retired Teacher, Delores Deluecki, 1915 Alemany Blvd,,
Housewife. Rosanne J. De Martini, 38 Colby St., Clerical ~
P.G.&E. Edward Fong, 782 37th Av., Retired. Michael A.
Isaacs, 2600 Diamond Street, Attomey. John F. Kearney, Jr.,
2534 318t Avenue, Sr. Real Property Appraiser. Edvige C.
Lebherz, 2605 Diamond Street, Retired. Paul J. Madronich,
537 Vermont St., Retired. Mary M. Malinowski, 4176 Army
St., Real Estate Broker, Diane S. Martorana, 420 Hill St,,
Houscwife. Frank J. McIntosh, 2745 Kirkham Strect, Retired
(Former Principal Appraiser City and County Real Estate Dept.).

Eric A. Moncur, 1866 Great Highway, Appraiser. Leo J. Mur-

phy, 61 Annapolis Ter., Real Estate Broker. Maurice T. Mur-
phy, 2550 31st Ave., Retired. Chris J. Pallis, 2201 39th Avenue,
R.E. Appraiser. Constance Panagotacos, 225 Moncada Way,
Retired. Deborah L. Pollock, 559 Wisconsin St., Rescarch
Consultant. John E, Prongos, 81 Escondido Ave., Retired. Leo
A.Strauch, 117 Lakeshore Dr., Retired, Rudolph H. Sustarich,
624 Vermont St., Retired. John Elliott Weeks, 2343 26th Ave.,
System Technician.

RICHARD D. HONGISTO

My address is 1848 Pine Street

My occupation is Supervisor -

. My qualifications for office are: With 28 years of public

service, I am the only candidate with real management experi-
ence. -

As Sheriff of San Francisco, I managed 399 employees; as
Police Chief, 2,500; as New York Prison Commissioner, 13,000

While this would be the largest managerial responsibility
faced by the other candidates, it would be my smallest.

I want to be your assessor so I can make it a model agency. 1
know government and real estate. I am dedicated to public
service and to lower taxes for you. .

Mayor Agnos agrees I am the rational choice.

I would appreciate your vote. ,
) Richard D. Hongisto

The Sponsors for Richard Hongisto are:

Art Agnos, 42 Graystone Terrace, Mayor of San Francisco.
Angela Alioto, 2606 Pacific, Supervisor, City and County of San
Francisco. Joseph L. Alioto, 2510 Pacifica Ave., Attorney and
Former Mayor. Morris Bernstein, 1740 B’way, Airport Com-
missioner/Businessman. Harry G. Britt, 1392 Page #4, Mem-
ber, Board of Supervisors. Jeff Brown, 850 40th Ave., Public
Defender. Dale A, Carlson, 1200 Sacramento Street #403, Vice
President, Pacific Stock Exchange. Leanna M. Dawydiak, 118
Muscum Way, Attomey, San Francisco Police Department.
Carlota del Portillo, 84 Berkeley Way, Educator. Mary C.
Dunlap, 578 Joost Avenue, Attorney, Carlton B. Goodlett,
2060 O’Farrcil #309, Publisher, The Sun Reporter. Michael
Hennessey, 261 Anderson St., Sheriff of San Francisco. Sue C.
Hestor, 329 Highland Ave., Attomey. Thomas E. Horn, 950
Rockdale Dr., Attorney. James D. Jefferson, 702 Broderick
Strect, Business owner, Willie B. Kennedy, 1410 30th Ave. #5,
City & County Supervisor. Bruce W. Lilienthal, 341 Crestmont
Drive, Attorney-at-Law. Victor G. Makras, 1800 Pacific Ave.
#601, Real Estate Broker, Past President, San Francisco Board
of Realtors. Milton Marks, 55 Jordan Avenue, California State
Senator, Enola D, Maxwell, 1559 Jerrold Ave., Exccutive Di-
rector, Potrero Hill Neighborhood House. James B. Morales,
366 Arlington St., Lawyer. Jack D. Morrison, 44 Woodland
Ave., Member, Social Services Commission. Pat Norman, 319
Richland Av., Health Program Director. W.K., O’Keefte, Sr.,
444 Corbet, President, S.F. Taxpayers Association. Reno L.
Rapagnani, 118 Museum Way, Police Officer. Alfredo M.
Rodriguez, 125 College Avenue, Administrator, Nancy G. -
Walker, 355 Green St., Member, Board of Supervisors. Doris
M. Ward, 440 Davis Court, #1409, Supervisor, City & County

" of SF. Sodonia Mae Wilson, 540 Darien Way, Member, S.F.

Board of Educ. Dr. Leland Y. Yee, 1489 Dolores St., School
Board Member.

Statements are submitted by the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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Candidates for Assessor

WENDY NELDER

My address is 150 Casitas Avenue '

My occupation is Attorney/Supervisor

My age is 48
"My qualifications for office are: I have absolutely no owner-
ship orincome interests in real property which create any conflict
of interest as Assessor.

As attorney for 25 years, Supervisor for three terms, and past
President of the Board, I have a proven record of unique, prac-
tical accomplishments.

Just as I've fought for reduced local government spending, I'll
work for new statewide lower assessment formulas with the
same energy that created the nationally copied No-Smoking
Ordinance; the Police Fingerprint Computer which reduced our
crime rate; laws allowing earthquake victims to quickly replace
damaged buildings.

My goal is to achieve fair, reduced property assessments, -

Wendy Nelder

The sponsors for Wendy Nelder are:

Alfred S. Nelder, 150 Casitas Ave., Retired Chief of Police.
Willie L. Brown, Jr., 1200 Gough St. #20D, Attorney-Legisla-
tor. Nancy Pelosi, 2640 Broadway, Member of Congress. John
Burton, 712 Vermont, Assemblyman. Jim Gonzalez, 642 Ed-
inburgh, Member, Board of Supervisors. Ernest C. Ayala, 4402
20th Street, Community College Board. Thomas C. Scanlon,
631 Vicente St., Retired City Treasurer. Sam Duca, 16 Wawona
St., Assessor. John J. Lo Schiavo, 650 Parker Avenue, President
- USF. David J. Sanchez, Jr., 433 Bartlett St., University
Professor, UCSF. Sophie Hoffman, 2825 Lake St., Chairman,
Salvation Army, Advisory Bd, Joan-Marie Shelley, 895 Bur-
nett Ave, #4, Teachers’ Union President. Collin P, Quock, 140
Casitas Avenue, Physician. Richard Rodriguez, 37 Brentwood
Ave., Vice President Teamsters. Sam Jordan, 4006 3rd St.,
Caterer. Alfred D. Trigueiro, 1956 Stockton St., Police Officers
Association Official. Lawrence B. Martin, 401 Garficld Street,
International Representative, Transport Workers Union. John
Fang, 170 Gellert Dr., Journalist. Louis G. Spadia, 1177 Cali-
fornia St. #315, President, Bay Area Sports Hall of Fame. Mary
Frances Patterson, 6423 Geary Blvd., Businesswoman. Stan-
ley M. Smith, 15 Hearst Ave., Labor Union Official. Eugenia
Moscone, 45 St. Francis Blvd., Assistant to Speaker. Larry
Mazzola, 3060 24th Ave., Bus. Mgr. Local 38. John J. Moylan,
2985 24th Ave., Labor Leader.

RONALD G. KERSHAW

My address is 3533 21st Street
My occupation is Real Estate Portfolio Manager
My age is 39
My qualifications for office are: B.S. Accounting, Brigham
Young University 1975

MBA Real Estate, Golden Gate University 1986

Eleven years experience in all aspects of property manage-
ment, appraisals, renovation and property sales

. Currently msponsiblc for supervising a real estate portfolio of

$150,000,000
Past President SF Chapter, Institute of Internal Auditors
Currently, President, Log Cabin Club of San Francisco
San Francisco homeowner and resident since 1975,
San Francisco needs a fiscal conservative who is the only
qualified candidate to become the City's new Assessor.

Ronald G. Kershaw

The sponsors for Ronald G. Kershaw are:

‘Christopher L. Bowman, 39 Fair Oaks #303, Political Con-
sultant. Nicole Brien, 147 10th Ave., Secretary. Honor H.
Bulkley, 3 Downey St., Property Manager. Albert C. Chang,
1328 Wawona St., Realtor. Rose Chung, 2161 Mason St.,
Radiologic Technologist. Theresa L. Claassen, 1940 Broad-
way, Retired Social Worker. James Fang, 170 Gellert Drive,

Journalist. Wade Francois, 2436 15th Ave., Lawyer. William -

E. Grayson, 95 Sea CIiff, Attorney. Sam T, Harper, 339
Chattanooga, Investment Banker. Jun Retsu Hatoyama, 150
Glenbrook, Political Consultant. James L. Howard, 839 41st
Ave.,Child Welfare Supervisor. Ronald G. Kershaw, 3533 21st
Street, Real Estate Portfolio Manager. Leonard J. Lacaye, 925
Persia Avc., Consultant, Tung K. Lee, 1312 California, Presi-
dent, Chinese Times Newspaper. Christina I. Mack, 2963 23rd
Ave., Accountant. Nancy A, Nichols, 1032 Broadway, Archae-
ologist. George H. Pfau, Jr., 2298 Vallcjo St., Stockbroker.
Emily G. Pike, 1800 Broadway, Retired. Michael S. Salarno,
95 Crestlake Dr., Owner, Andre’s TV. Helen Skripkin, 347 14th
Avenue, Retired.

Statements are submitted by the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency,
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Candidate for Public Defender

~ JEFF BROWN

My address is 850 40th Avenue

My occupation is Incumbent

My age is 46

My qualifications for office are: The Public Defender repre-
sents people in trouble who cannot afford to hire a lawyer. The
responsibility must be performed ethically, competently, and
efficiently. During three terms in office, with the help of a superb
staff of men and women, that duty has been fulfilled with
compassion, dignity, and with the highest professional standards
of the American legal system.

In the next term, I pledge to continue to carry out the spec:al
trust of this office: to guarantee that everyone in this City has the
full benefit of our Consmunon and is treawd with fairmess and
wnlh justice,

Jeff Brown

The sponsors for Jeff Brown are;

Gordon H. Armstrong, 931 Bosworth #C, Retired, HenryE.
Berman, 483 Euclid Ave., Consultant ~ Joseph E. Seagram's,
Dr, Amos C. Brown, 111 Lunado Way, Pastor. Wai Yung
Brown, 850 40th Ave., Housewife.-Willie L. Brown, Jr., 1200
Gough St. #20D, Atty.-Legislator. John Burton, 712 Vermont,
Assemblyman. Sherri A. Chiesa, 832 48th Avenue, Labor
Union Official. Diana Christensen, 1963 15th St., Investigator
for the Office of Citizen Complaints. George Christopher,
1170 Sacramento St. 5D, Retired (Former Mayor of San Fran-
cisco). Steven J. Doi, 1521 Larkin Street, Attorney. John C.
Farrell, 2990 24th Ave., Controller, City and Co. of San Fran-
cisco, Retired. Dianne Feinstein, 30 Presidio Terrace, Candi-
date for Governor of California. Wayne Friday, 1095 14th
Street, Criminal Investigator. Brian H. Getz, 79 Almaden, At-
tomey. Leonard Clark Gordon, 140 Margaret Street, Admin-
istrator, Michael Hennessey, 261 Anderson Street, Sheriff of
SanFrancisco. Ricardo Hernandez, 1355 Church Street, Public
Administrator/Public Guardian. Mattie J. Jackson, 524 Belve-
dere St., Labor Leader — Int’l, Vice Pres. ILGWU. Thomas A.
Jacobson, 331 Lawton St., Student. John W, Keker, 1155
Greenwich St., Lawyer. Donald B. MacKinnon, 955 Innes Av.,
Parish Priest. Jeanmarie Maher, 570 Union Street #206, Law
firm administrator. John L. Molinari, 30 16th Avenue, Busi-
nessman. Rodel E. Rodis, 35 Paloma Avenue, Lawyer/Presi-
dent, S.F. Public Utilitiecs Commission. Stanley M. Smith, 15
Hearst Ave., Labor Union Official. Hart H. Spiegel, 3647
Washington St., Attorney. Nancy G. Walker, 355 Green St.,
Member, Board of Supervisors. Pansy P, Waller, 571 Magellan
Ave., Contract Compliance Officer. Margaerite A. Warren,
1746 32nd Ave., Retired. Tam Wong, 3916 Clay Street, Social
Worker.

Statoments are submiitad by the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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Candidates for "Superior Court Judge
Office #3

ALEX SALDAMANDO

My address is 700 Arkansas Street

My occupation is Municipal Court Judge

My age is 47

My qualifications for office are: In my 11 years presiding asa
Municipal Court Judge, 1 have worked to protect the citizens of
San Francisco. I have delivered justice swiftly and firmly, in a
fair and impartial manner. As a Superior Court Judge, I would
bring the same adpproach to felony criminal cases and complex
civil disputes. I am currently President of the California Judges
Foundation. My background includes experience as a prosecutor
and a public interest lawyer. A graduate of the University of
California (Berkeley) and Hastings College of Law, I live with
my wife and two children on Potrero Hill.

My sponsors include: Judge Ira Brown, Jr.; Judge John Dear-
man; Judge Isabella Grant; Judge Ed Stern; Judge Joseph Des-
mond; Judge Lillian Sing; Former Judge Charles Renfrew;
Mayor Art Agnos; Former Mayor Dianne Feinstein; Congress-
woman Nancy Pelosi; Assemblyman Willie Brown; Assembly-
man John Burton; Superintendent of Public Instruction Bill
Honig; Supervisor Angela Alioto; Supervisor Harry Britt; Su-
pervisorJim Gonzalez; Supervisor Terence Hallinan; Supervisor
Willie Kennedy; School Board Member Rosario Anaya; School
Board Member Libby Denebeim; School Board Member Fred
Rodriguez; Commissioner Paul Melbostad; Larry Mazzola,
President, Local 38; Thelma Shelley, Director, Performing Arts
Center; Benny Yee; Stan Smith, Building Trades Council; and
Police Commissioner John Keker,

Alex Saldamando

J. DOMINIQUE OLCOMENDY

My address is 340 Magellan

My occupation is Municipal Court Judge

My qualifications for office are: I am a Municipal Court Iudge
since 1974, native Califomian, resident San Francisco since
1937, attended local schools, N.D. V., St. Ignatius, USF and USF
School of Law; married Patricia M. Berti, admitted State Bar
1960, devoted thirty years to public service; adjunct Professor of
Law, USF,; participant, member and/or lecturer for many organ-
izations — Salesian Boys Club, 44 years -— Municipal Court
Speakers Bureau — California Judges Association — Califor-
nia Center for Judicial Education and Research — San Francisco

Pretrial Diversion Project; Supervising Judge, Preliminary.

Courts, Presiding Judge, Assistant Presiding Judge, Court Ad-
ministrative Committee member eight years; honored by: San
Francisco Board of Supervisors, Irish-Israeli-Italian Society,
San Francisco Pretrial Diversion Project, Lawyers Club, USF
School of Law and USF Law Society for outstanding community
service.

Sponsors include: USF President John LoSchiavo, Quentin
Kopp, Justice John B. Molinari, Ret., Al Nelder, Michael Sa-
lemo, Thomas Hayes, Will Leong, William Coblentz, H. Welton
Flynn, Martin D. Murphy, Judge Mary Moran Pajalich, John

. Sutro, Judge Walter Carpeneti, Burl Toler, Howard Nemerovski,

Judge Richard P. Figone, Marion Francois, Edward Callanan,
Robert Vami, Frank Agnost, Patricia Byrne Duggan, Henry
Berman, John Riordan, Edward Serres, Robert Wong, Joseph L.
Alioto, Robert A, Bacci, John Foran, John Moylan.

J. Dominique Olcomendy

Statements are volunteered by the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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Candidates for Superior Court Judge
Office #5

'KAY TSENIN

My address is 637 Steiner Street

My occupalion is Attomey and Counselor at Law

My age is 43 years

My qualifications for office are: B.A., San Francisco State
University. (Dean’s List), graduate, Umversuy of San Francisco
School of Law. Attorney for sixteen years specializing in civil
litigation, Pro-Tem Municipal Court Judge in San Francisco for
five years,

Bom in China, moved to San Francisco asa child, graduate of
George Washington ngh School. :

Broad Community service includes founding of environmen-
tal law societies while in law school, Vice President for Legal
Affairs for California National Organization for Women
(NOW), Board Member for the Russian American Credit Union
and San Francisco Trial Lawyers and Board Advisor for the
Legal Advocates for Women. Vice-President, Alamo Square
Neighborhood Association.

Strong commitment to equal justice for all without prejudice
or bias. The following San Franciscans support me because they
feel that the Superior Court needs a judge with my background,
legal expertise and perspective on the law:

-Sheriff Mike Hennessey, Supervisor Harry Britt, Dr. Leland

Yee, Attorney Paul Melbostad, Jean Harris, Calvin Welch, At-

torney Sue Hestor, Attorney Mary C. Dunlap, Roberto Esteves,
Bob Ross, Matthew Rothschild, Pat Norman, Jonathan Bulkley,
Susan P, Kennedy, Adrian Bermudez, Lawrence Brinkin, John
H. Cushner, Attorney Anne Kirueshkin, Eugene Kirueshkin, N.
Arden Danckas, Laura E. McBride, Donna Yutzy, Gale Arm
strong.

Kay Tsenm

CARLOS BEA - .

My address is 2727 Pierce Street - ‘

My occupation is Judge Superior Court #5 *
My qualifications for office are: I am a Superior Court Judge
in.San Francisco and author of articles in several professional
journals, such as California Trial Lawyers and Defense Research
Institute’s. Am recognized by the State Bar for pro bono work
with members of the Hispanic Community. Have served two -
terms as a member of the Board of Visitors, Stanford Law
School, Was a panelist and lecturer for the Continuing Education
of the Bar. Was an adjunct professor, Hastings College of Law.

and Stanford Law School. I graduated from Stanford Law School

and have been an attorney in San Francisco since 1959. ‘
Sponsors include: Presiding Judge of the Superior Court Ollie
Marie-Vicloire, all the judges of the Superior Court, Angela
Alioto, Emest Chuck Ayala, Willie Brown, Jr., John Burton, Jim
Gonzalez, Quentin Kopp, H. Jesse Amelle, James Herman, Mary
Noel Pepys, Robert McDonnell, G. Joseph Bertain, Edward
McFetridge, Zeppelin Wong, Paul Renne, Leo Murphy, Jr., Gina
Moscone, James Brosnahan, Barbara Caulfield, Robert Morales,
Paul Haetle, Michael Hardeman, Howard Nemerovski, Edwin
Heafey, Jr., Lamry Mazzola, Vincent Friia, Putnam Livermore,

- William Coblentz.

Carlos Bea

* Statements are volunteered by the candidatea and have not been checked for icc,dracy by any officlal agency,
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Candidates for Superior COurt Judge
Office #15

DONNA HITCHENS

My address is 468 30th Street

My occupation isattorney

My age is 42 years

My qualifications for office are: Over the past dnneen years, l
have represented clients in San Francisco courts, taught law o
San Francisco students and served on the Boards of Directors of
private and public agencies designed to further me cause of
justice in our city. ‘

My experience as a mediator, counselor and advocate demon-
strates my willingness to pursue alternative dispute resolutions.
Judiciat leadership and integrity are standards that the commu-
nity should demand. My record attests to my ability to meet those
standards, =
«J.D.UC Berkeley 1977
« Staff Attomey, Equal Rights Advocates, a public interest ﬁnn

specializing in sex discrimination cases. 1978 - 1984
+ Co-founder, Bay Area Lawyers for Individual Freedom
« Staff Counsel, ACLU. 1984 - 85
» Pariner, Hitchens & Brenner. Small Business, non-profit cor-

porations, civil rights and family law. Presently
+ Former chair, San Francisco Commnssnon on the Status of

Women.

» Member, Board of Directors, Pacific Primary PreSchool.

SUPPORT: Assemblymember John Burton; Roberta
Achtenberg; Supervisors Nancy Walker, Harry Britt, Richard
Hongisto, and Terence Hallinan; Judge Lillian Sing, Judge Mary
Morgan, and Judge Herbert Donaldson; Commissioners Jim
Jefferson, Adrian Bermudez, Jr., James Morales, Paul
Melbostad, Richard Grosboll, and Leni Marin; Hon. Libby
Denebeim; Hon, Leland Yee; Carol Migden; Will Leong; Cath-
erine Dodd, R.N.; Jeff Mori, and Mauri Schwartz

Donna Hitchens

JEROME T. BENSON

My address is 187 Robinhood Drive o

My occupation is Incumbent Judge of the Superior Coun '

My age is 50

My qualifications for office are:

» 23 years public service in the courtroom: protectmg vrcums,
litigants and the community.

7 years as Chief of the Criminal Division in the Dnstnct

Auomey’s Office including:

+ 65 felony jury trial prosecutions for murder, rape, chrld

abuse, drugs, white-collar fraud.
« Stanford Law School graduate 1964. '
+ Chairman, State Bar of California Subcommmec on Jury In-
structions (Criminal). '
« Member, Project Safer California, -
» Fair and equal application of the law wnhout regard 1o race.

Sex, Of economic status. '

« I am a native San Franciscan and homeowner hvmg wnth my
wife and two daughlers near Miraloma Park. :-

» My judicial office is dedicated to fair rulings, hard work
human sensitivity, and legal equality. ’ :

CITYWIDE SUPPORT:

State Senator Quentin Kopp; Justice Harry Low; District At-
torney Arlo Smith; Public Defender Jeff Brown; Sheriff Michael
Hennessey; Former Chief of Police Alt‘red Nclder
SUPERVISORS: ‘ '

Angela Alioto, Tom Hsich, Wendy Nelder' :

JUDGES: '

John Ertola, Ollic Marie-Victoire,- Ina Gyemant, Paul Alva-

rado, Isabella Grant;
LABOR:

Mike Hardeman, Stan Smith, Kevin Ryan;
ATTORNEYS AND COMMUNITY:

William Coblentz; Harold Dobbs; Charles Breyer; Airport
Commission President Morris Bernstein; Wayne Friday; Benny
Yee; Louis Giraudo; Doris Thomas; Christopher Bowman;
Haddie Redd; Elizabeth Aguilar-Tarchi; Ron Huberman;

Jerome T. Benson

Statoments are volunteored by the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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| Cahdldates for Municipal Court Judge
Office #1

JAMES HARRIGAN

My address is 494 Mangels St.
My occupation is Legal Counsel to the San Francisco Shenff‘ 8
Depanment.
My age is42
My qualifications for oﬂlce are; I live in Glen Park with my
wife, Serena Lee, and our three children,
I received my law degree with academic awards and Law

Review distinction in 1975 from Golden Gate University, San

Francisco,

I have completed more than 80 jury and court trials in Muni-
cipal and Superior Court, representing thousands of citizens and
victims of crime in civil and criminal cases in private practice,
as a public defender, and as Legal Counsel to the Sheriff,

My expertise includes: employment law, labor relations, crim-
inal, landlord/tenant, and constitutional law. As Counsel to the
Sheriff, I resolve the legal affairs of a major law enforcement
agency. My work brings me bcfore the cml and cnmmal Jusuce
system each day., -

“James Harriganis by far the bestquahﬁedcandndaw Noother
candidate has his broad range of experience: public service and
private practice; law enforcement and defense law; extensive
courtroom experience and administrative expertise. I strongly
urge your vote for James Harrigan.”

— Sheriff Michael Henncssey

I have not listed my sponsors I firmly believe the voter’s

decision should be based on one's qualifications and experience
— not on political connections,

I pledge equal application of the law. 1 ask for your support,

Thank you.

James Harrigan

JULIE TANG

My address is 788 18th Ave.

My occupation is Assistant District Attomney
My qualifications for office are: What I am in life, I owe to my
family and to an excellent education: M.A., counseling, Stanford
University; B.A., psychology, University of San Francisco; Juris
Doctorate, Hastings College of Law. I began practicing law in
1982 and have been an assistant district aitorney since 1983: with
experience in criminal prosecution and family law enforcing
child support. I have served 10 years on the College Board; my
colleagues elected me president three terms because of my firm
but fair judgment. My duties include equitably settling conflicts,
grievances and contracts, In my years of public service, compas-
sion, integrity and common sense have always guided my deci-
sions; and as a judge that will continue to be the case.

My supporters:

Justice Harry Low ,

Judges: Isabella Grant, Lenard Louie, David Garcia, Larry
Kay, Mary Morgan, Bill Mallen, Herbert Donaldson.

District Attomey: Arlo Smith

Public Defender: Jeff Brown

Senators: Milton Marks, Quentin Kopp

Attorneys: Charlie Clifford, Harriet Ross, William Coblentz,
Cedric Chao, Roberta Achtenberg

BART Director: Mike Bemick

Commissioners: Rosario Anaya, Tlm Wolfred, Chuck Ayala,
Naomi Gray.

Supervisors: Thomas Hsieh, Angela Alioto

Walter Johnson; Alex Esclamado; Reverend Amos Brown;
Carole Migden;
UC Regent Yori Wada,
Julie Tang

Statements are quunkoond by the candidates snd have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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Candidates for Municipal Court Judge
Office #1

'ELLEN CHAITIN

My address is 175 Upper Terrace

My oocupanon is Attorney

My ageis42 -

My qualifications for oﬂlce are: I'm honored that MAYOR
ART AGNOS and 8 PAST PRESIDENTS OF THE SAN
FRANCISCO BAR ASSOCIATION — who know my court-

room experience and qualifications in civil and criminal law —_
endorseme,

As a lawyer in private practice 18 years, mother of 2 chrldren,
married 19 years, I care about the strength and mtegnty of San
Francisco'’s courts, -

A judgeship is a serious professional responsrbrlny and sacred
community trust — not a consolation pnze for a restless politi-
cian. A lawyer lacking courtroom experience is unqualified to
be judge.

In HUNDREDS of court appearances and trials, as chair of the
Bar Association Criminal Justice: Advisory Council, as a San
Franclsco Delinquency Prevention Commissioner, and as a Has-

tings Law School teacher, I have demonstrated a longstandmg
commitment to professional excellence.

Community and law enforcement leaders who acknowledge
my legal service and endorse me:

SPEAKER Willie Brown

SUPERVISORS Nancy Walker, Bill Maher, Harry Britt, Ter-
ence Hallinan '

JUDGES Dorothy vonBeroldingen, John Dearman, Edward
Stern

COURT COMMISSIONER George Colbert

SENATOR Milton Marks

SCHOOL BOARD JoAnne Miller, Fred Rodriguez, Libby
Denebeim, Myra Kopf

POLICE COMMISSIONER John Keker

FIRE COMMISSIONER Sharon Bretz

SHERIFF LIEUTENANT Conni¢ O’Connor

POLICE OFFICERS VICE PRESIDENT Paul Chignell

DEPUTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY Charles Wood

BUSINESSMAN Mel Swig

PUC COMMISSIONER Rodel Rodis

Ellen Chaitin

WILLIAM J. O'CONNOR

My address is 3615 Buchanan St. #206 . ..
My occupaudn is Attorney L

My age is 50

My qualifications for office are; I am the most qualiﬁed can-

didate for this office. I have had judicial experience, serving as
Municipal Court judge pro tem for over five years, and have been
commended by the Presiding Judge for the quality of my service,
Ihave been ajourneyman lawyer for 15 years, with both criminal
and civil experience, and have done over 30 jury trials, .

With Amnesty International and Church representatives, I
have been an International Trial Observer. -

I have been a Board Member of the Elizabeth Frye Center and
the Irish Forum, and a volunteer on the Bar Association’s free
legal services panel.

- Sponsor's include: John LoSchiavo, SI Thomas J. Cahill,
JosephP Russoniello, Juan Sanchez, Emil K. Moy, Fr. JamesE,
Goode, Daniel M. McComick, Charles A, Barca, Robert W,
Cromey, Melvin M. Belli, Sr., Thomas F. McDonough, Anthony
P. Sauer, SJ, Albert Chaquette, Dennis A. Sweeney, Timothy A.
Christensen, Robert F. Mulhern, Patricia Gregory, William L.
Finley, LeRoy Hereh, Peter D. Ashe, H. Christopher Brady,
Donald W. Schwartz, William J. Dowling, Gregory A,
Wettersten, Florence M. O’Malley, Winifred Kelley O'Connor.

*William J. O’ Connor

Statements are volunteered by the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy by hny‘ officlal agency.
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Arguments For and Against Ballot Measures

On the following pages you will find information about local ballot measures, including arguments for and against these measures. All
arguments, “‘official” and paid, are strictly the opinions of their respective authors, None of them has been checked for accuracy
by this office or any other city official or agency. Arguments and rebuttals are reproduced as submitted, including typographical
and grammatical errors.

“QOfficial Arguments”

There is one “official” argument for and one against each'measure, and they are published at no cost. “Official” arguments are selected
by the Registrar of Voters in accordance with the priorities set forth in Section 5.74.5 of the San Francisco Administrative Code as

summarized below:

For: Against: .

1. Person or entity causing measure to be placed on 1. For a referendum, person or entity causing mea-
ballot. | sure to be placed on ballot.

2. Board of Supervisors or member(s) designated by 2. Board of Supervisors or member(s) dcsngnated

‘the Board. - by the Board.

3. Mayor 3. Mayor

4. Committee that has filed as a campaign commit- , 4. Committee that has filed as a campaign commlt-
tee supporting the measure, . , tee against the measure, o

5. Bona fide association of citizens, or combination 5. Bona fide association of citizens, or combina-
of voters and association of citizens. tion of voters and association of citizens.

6. Individual voter 6. Individual voter

Rebuttals

~ Authors of official arguments may each prepare and submit a rebuttal argument. As with official and paid arguments, rebuttals are the
opinions of the authors and they have not been checked for accuracy by the Registrar of Voters or any other City official or agency. Each
rebuttal follows immediately after its corresponding official argument.

Paid Arguments

All paid arguments are accepwd for publication upon (1) deposit of an amount equal to $50 plus $1.50 per word, (2) submnssnon of a
peuuon containing valid signatures of registered voters in licu of the printing fee at the rate of two signatures for each dollar of the fee,
or (3) a combination of a printing fee and signatures which together equal the number of signatures and/or amount of money required to
qualify the argument for publication,

~ Foreach measure, paid arguments follow after the official arguments and rebuttals. All paid arguments supporting a measure are printed
together followed by all paid arguments against that same measure. Paid arguments within each group (e.g. all paid arguments in favor
of Proposition Z) are not printed in any particular order, Rather they are arranged so that each page is fully utilized.

There is one ballot measure for which paid arguments were not accepted, The School Facilities Safety Special Tax measure is
being proposed under state law; only onc argument for, one argument against, and respective rebuttals for this measure are allowed.

Again, arguments and rebuttals are the opinions of the authors and they have not been checked by this office or any other city
official or agency.
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Public Safety

Improvement Bonds

PROPOSITION A

PUBLIC SAFETY IMPROVEMENT BONDS, 1990. To Iincur a bonded
indebtedness of $332,400,000 for acquisition, construction or recon-
struction of buildings owned by the City and County of San Francisco,
including earthquake repairs and earthquake hazards reduction, as-

bestos abatement, providing access for the disabled; provided, how- YES 263 -
ever, that no more than $65,000,000 of sald bonded indebtedness shall |
be incurred in any single fiscal year and provided, further, that the NO 255" .

authorization In the amount of $332,400,000 will be reduced by the
amount of the actual receipt of FEMA or State of California grants for

earthquake repairs and hazards reduction.

‘Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee o e

THE WAY IT IS NOW: Many City buildings were damaged by the
October 17, 1989 earthquake and many may not survive another
strong earthquake. Many City buildings contain asbestos and
many are not accessible to disabled persons. Many City buildings
do not meet current health, safety and building codes.

THE PROPOSAL.: Proposition A would allow the City to borrow

$332,400,000 by issuing general obligation bonds. This total

. would be reduced by the amount of grants the City receives from

the Federal Emergency Management Agency or the State of

California for earthquake repair and hazard reduction. No more
than $65,000,000 of bonds could be sold in any fiscal year.

This money would be used to pay for safety improvements to
- some City buildings, including repairing earthquake damage,
making the buildings better able to survive earthquakes, remov-

ing or reducing the danger of asbestos in these buildings, making
them more accessible to the disabled and bringing them up to
current codes,

The Interest and principalon general obligation bonds are paid
out of tax revenues. Proposition A would require an increase in
the property tax. S

A “YES” VOTE MEANS: if you vote yes, you want the City to Issue
general obligation bonds for not more than $332,400,000 to pay
for certain safety improvements to some City buildings.

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not want the City to
issue bonds to pay for cenain salety lmprovemonts to some Chy
buildings. - ‘ '

'Cdntroller’s Statement on “A”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the following state-
ment on the fiscal impact of Proposition A:

“Should the proposed bond issue be authorized and when all
bonds shall have been issued on atwenty (20) year basis and after
consideration of the interest rates related to current municipal bond
sales, in my opinion, it is estimated that the approximate costs
would be as follows:

Bond redemption $332,400,000
Bond interest 244,314,000
- Dabt service requirement $576,714,000

The bond authorization limits the issuance of bonds to no more
than $65 million per year. Assuming a single sale on a 20 year
basis at current interest rates with no reduction for possible FEMA
or State funding, annual debt service on each $65 millionincrement
would amount to $5,638,750, which amount is equivalent to one
and forty-eight hundredths cents ($0.0148) in the current tax rate.”

How Supervnsors Voted on “A”

On February 26, the Board of Supervisors voted 8-0on the
question of placing Proposition A on the ballot.

The Supervisors voted as follows:

YES: Supervisors Angela Alioto, Harry Britt, Jim Gonzalez,
Thomas Hsieh, Bill Maher, Wendy Nelder, Nancy
Walker, and Doris Ward.

NO: None of the Supervisors present voted no.

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE.
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Public Safety

Improvement Bonds

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION A

We urge you to vote Yes on Proposition A the earthquake repair
and protection measure.

Proposition A provides $332.4 million to repair earthquake dam-
aged city buildings and to seismically reinforce many of them so
that they would not sustain as much damage (or worse) during a
future earthquake. This improves public safety while it also pro-
tects the investment we are making in repairs.

Your “Yes on A” vote will provide for:

Repairs of earthquake damage, asbestos removal and handi-

capped accessibility work in over 200 earthquake damaged city

buildings.

Seismic strengthening of the Civic Center complex mcludmg

City Hall, the Veterans Building, Opera House, Department of

Public Health and Civic Auditorium.

Secismic strengthening for the Palace of Fine Arts/Explorator-

ium, nine additional branch libraries, two additional police

stations, two jails and the services building at San Francisco

General Hospital.

Replacement of the broken and earthquake damaged water and

sewer lines at the Zoo.

Proposition A represents a prudent investment which would
protect many irreplaceable public buildings from major damage or
collapse in a future earthquake,

In order to keep property taxes from rising more than 2-3¢ per

- $100 of assessed value, Proposition A will not allow more than $65

million in bonds to be sold in any one year. It further requires that
any Federal or State carthquake relief money we receive to repair
these buildings reduce the amount of bonds sold. This assures that
local taxpayers will not be required to pay for repairs that can be
made using Federal/State emergency relief assistance,

Vote Yes on Proposition A to protect city buildings and increase
public safety in a next major earthquake.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors, the Mayor, and the
Chief Administrative Officer.

R A

No Official Argument Was Submitted Against Proposition A
No Rebuttals Were Submitted On Proposition A |

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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Public Safety

Improvement Bonds

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION A

When future earthquakes strike, our libraries need to be safe.
Proposition A will provide funds to help earthquake proof our

library system.
Vote YES on A.

This bond issue will help to ensure the seismic safety of the
Palace of Fine Arts, home of the Exploratorium which is visited by
over 600,000 people a year. Prop A represents a prudent investment
toimprove public safety and protect irreplaceable public buildings.
We urge all citizens to vote “Yes” on Proposition A.

Replacement of the earthquake-damaged, underground, 50-year-
old water, gas and sewer lines at the San Francisco Zoo is critically -
needed for the safety and well-being of the animals. It will signif-
icantly improve public services to the 1.2 million children and

David E. Anderson
Zoo Director
Phil Arnold
Assistant General Manager
Recreation & Park
William Brewster Ely IV
Headmaster, Town School .
Mary Burns
General Manager
Recreation & Park
Margaret K. Burks
Executive Director, Zoological Society
Jack W. Castor :
Animal Keeper Shop Steward,
Local 858
Todd Cecil
Children’s Zoo Keeper
Sherri Chiesa
President, Local 2
Robert Todd Cockburn
Executive Director, Clean Water
Program
Rosemary Davidson
Urban School
Dolores A. Donovan
Animal Control &
Welfare Commission

Keith G. Eickman
Recreation & Park Commissioner
Roy Eisenhardt
Director, California Academy of
Sciences
Becky Evans
Conservation Activist

~ Norman Gershenz

Director, Ecosystem Survival Plan
Arthur J. Goedewaagen
Board Member, SPEAK
John E. HafernikJr.
Professor Biology, SFSU
Roger Hoppes
Director, Children’s Zoo
Michael Housh
Assistant to the Mayor
David J. Howe
Animal Keeper
Mark Hurley
Animal Control & Welfare
Commission
NormaJ. Kristovich
-Zoo Docent Council
Connie Lurie
Vice Chairman, Zoological Socicty
Board

Exploratorium

F. Van Kasper, Chairman

William K. Coblentz, Vice Chairman
C. Richard Kramilich, Vice Chairman
G. Steven Burrill, Treasurer

Michael Mellor, President
Friends of the San Francisco Public Library

adults who visit annually. The Zoological Socicty will endeavor to
raise funds to renovate and build new above-ground facilities to
supplement the $26 miltion included in the bond issue for the Zoo.
Help make the Zoo a true sanctuary.

Charlotte Mailliard Swig

Zoological Society Board
Frances May McAteer

Recreation & Park Commissioner
Amy Meyer

People for GGNRA
Andrew Nash

President, San Francisco Tomorrow
TrentW.Orr

Recreation & Park Commlssloner
Elizabeth D. Rieger

Zoo Volunteer
Fred A, Rodriguez

School Board Member

| Carroll Soo-Hoo

Zoo Benefactor
Stephen V. R. Spaulding
Zoological Society Treasurer
JamesJ. Walsh Jr.,
Citizens. Advisory Committee on
Wastewater Management
Connie O'Connor
President, Recreation & Park
Commission

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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Public Safety

Improvement Bonds

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION A

‘We must rebuild and repair our infrastructure, Joel Ventresca
The October 17 quake was a warning. : - Past President, ; ,
More resources going to earthquake: preparedness programs  Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods
today will save lives in the future, Candidate for Supervisor
Vote YES on A.
L ]

We urge everyone to vote: Yes on Proposition A. The people of
San Francisco have a $3.5 billion investment in public buildings.
This bond issue will be used to fund repairs to many of our facilities
damaged in last October’s earthquake, including City Hall, General
Hospital, neighborhood libraries, police stations and cultural build-
ings. It will also provide monies necessary to make life-safety
improvements to other city buildings.

Your Yes Vote on Proposition A will protect lives and property
in the event of another major carthquake at a very small cost to
businesses and homeowners. Because bonds to finance repairs will

be sold over 6 - 10 years, replacing older bond issues as they are
paid-off, the result will be an almost unchanged tax rate. In fact,
the City's independent budget analyst found that the tax bill for an
average homeowner will increase by less than $5.00 a month. -
Proposition A is a small price to pay to preserve our investment
in the city’s valuable public facilities.
Vote Yes on Proposition A,

Donald D. Doyle
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce

We ask that you join with us in Voting YES ON PROP. “A”,

Your “Yes on A” vote will provide funds to protect the two
remaining Police Stations which are not yet earthquake safe or
provided for in previous bond issues. ‘

In an emergency we can do our jobs only if our own police
facilitics are carthquake resistant.and if we can get to those places
in the City which most need our services. Thatis why itis important
to us thatas many City buildings as possible are made earthquake
rcsistant: The less damage and street obstruction that results from

a future earthquake, the better we can get to these parts of the City
where we are most needed. The safer the public buildings in the
City are made, the better we will be able to serve the rest of the
City if we ever have to face a major earthquake emergency.

For security vote “Yes on A”, L

Michael Keys President
San Francisco Police Officers’ Association -

The damage donc by the October 17th earthquake to San
Francisco’s most important public buildings is considerable. To
correct that damage and prepare for the future vitality of our City
demands the kind of response represented by Proposition A. This
proposition carefully carmarks funds to upgrade buildings such as

City Hall, the War Memorial Opera House, and the Department'of

Public Health offices which are treasures that can never be replaced
or reproduced. They not only need to be repaired, but strengthened
structurally and improved, to. meet today’s building codes. The

Federal Government will pick up some of the damage, but much
more will be needed if these vital components of our City's daily
life are to be improved and made ready for the next major quake.
Proposition A requests a large sum, but this is a time when we as
a City have to agree to such a request. We strongly urge your
support of Proposition A. ‘ ,

American Institute of Architects/San ancisc6 Chapter

Arghme_nts printed on thia page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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Improvement Bonds

Public Safety

A

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION A

We ask you 10 join us in voting “Yes on A”,

The primary purpose of Prop “A” is to protect lives and public
buildings from the effects of the next carthquake. As San Francis-
cans we all share the responsibility of having to do all we can to
avoid the loss of life, the suffering and the huge costs which
another, perhaps stronger or longer quake would bring. Thus we
see Proposition “A" as a necessary, prudent investment in all our
fumre.

We have a special reason to support “Prop A” and to ask you to
vote YES ON “A” as well. That special reason is the fact that 20
of the buildings which will be repaired or strengthened against

future earthquakes if Prop “A” passes will also be made fully
accessible to the disabled. We want our City's buildings to be
repaired, to be made safe and to be made accessnble to all San
Franciscans. :

Vote “Yes on A”.

Kathy Uhl, Executive Director,
Independent Living Resource Center
Michael L. Comini, Executive Director,
- Lighthouse for the Blind and Visually Impaired

We urge a“Yes” vote on Proposition “A”,

Many city buildings were damaged in the October 17 earthquake.
If these buildings are repaired and strengthened the Fire Depart-
ment will be much safer when responding to future emergencies.

Please help the Fire Department do its job safely and effectively
by voting “Yes” on Proposition “A”.

James D. Jefferson, President, Fire Commission
Frank A. Quinn, Vice-President, Fire Commission
Henry E. Berman, Commissioner, Firc Commission
Sharon L. Bretz, Commissioner, Fire Commission
Ted N. Soulis, Commissioner, Fire Commission
Frederick F. Postel, Chief of Department

We urgently request that you vote “Yes on A”,

The War Memorial complex of buildings, dedicated to San
Francisco’s veterans, are one of our city’s treasures, irreplaceable
architecturally and economically. They are central to our history
and we owe it to ourselves to make sure they are made as fully
earthquake-resistant as possible.

The October 17 earthquake was a warning which we must heed.
Proposition “A” is a prudent and necessary response. It will protect
our treasured buildings and, even more importantly, it will protect

the lives of those who use them and the memoncs of lhose whose
lives they commemorate,

Harold F. Jackson, Chamnan, Amencan Legion War Memorial

Commission
Claude M. Jarman, Jr., Vwe-Presndem, War Memorial Board of

Trustees
Mark Ryser, Executive Director, Foundation for San Francisco's

Architectural Heritage .

- Save lives.

. Support earthquake safety

Vote YES on Propositions A and B.

Also vote YES on Proposition N. Limit San Francisco Supervi-
. sors to two four-year terms,

Terence Faulkner
Republican State Assembly Candidate
San Francisco Republican Party Chairman (1987-89)

Patrick C. Fitzgerald

Democratic State Senate Candidate

Past San Francisco Democratic Party Secretary
Max Woods

Republican Central Commmee Candidate
Alexa Smith -

Democratic County Central Committecwoman

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agoncy.'
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Public Safety
Improvement Bonds

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION A

A YES vote on Proposmon A is a vote for your safety. Létus  Ken Dowlin, City Librarian , RN
leam from the October 17th earthquake. 15 seconds of moderate  Steve Coulter, Library Commissioner . S
shaking resulted in the need for $32 million in repairs to city  Dale Carlson, Library Commissioner
buildings in the Civic Center alone. We need to be better prepared Lonni Chin, Library Commissioner
We need to reduce known safety hazards, Jean Kalil, Library Commissioner :
Please, vote YES on Proposition A. . Dennis Normandy, Library Commissioner -
' Roselyne Swig, Library Commissioner -

L]
- Help the City of San Francisco and the Zoo rebuild. The animals ~ David J. Howe
will benefit, too! Vote YES on A. Animalkeeper
o Terrence J. Moyles
Susanne Barthell, : Linda Caratti
Zoo Advisory Committee member, Animalkeeper
Zoo Volunteer ' Anthony Sharp
Sophie Papageorge, Animalkeeper
Zoologist Martin E. Dias.
Jorge L. Garcia, D.V.M. A K.A. Big Bison, Animalkeeper
- Zoo Medicine Specialist Jack W. Castor
-John J. Alcaraz, Lion House, Animalkeeper
Retired Zookeeper : , Sandra Keller
Roni Joan Howard, Director, Citizens for a Better Zoo
Educator
. L]
Proposition A will help restore structural safety to the San  Michael Hennessey
Francnsco County Jails in San Bruno, which were built in 1934 and San Francisco County Sheriff
are badly in need of repair. This is the oldest operating jail in  Deputy Albert Waters, President
California and sits near the San Andreas fault. - San Francisco Deputy Sheriff’s Association

For the safety of City employees and county jail inmates,
please vote YES on Propaosition A,

PAID ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION A

VOTE “NO” ON PROPOSITION A $257.4 mitlion to take care of our needed capital i 1mprovements S0
This bond issue is iffy. - neglected by this and past administrations. o
It should have been prcsemcd to the voters as two separate bond Vote NO and get one issue back on the November ballot
issues.
One for $75 million — carthquake repairs to be partly refunded ~ Marguerite Warren
by FEM.A, for our present estimated damages. Another for

Arguments printed on thia page are the oplinlon of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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TEXT OF ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING BOND ELECTON .

(Special Election)

CALLING AND PROVIDING FOR A SPE-
CIALELECTIONTO BE HELD IN THE CITY
AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO ON
TUESDAY, JUNE 5, 1990, FOR THE PUR-
POSE OF SUBMITTING TO THE VOTERS
OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN
FRANCISCO A PROPOSITION TO INCUR
THE FOLLOWING BONDED DEBT OF THE
CITY AND COUNTY FOR THE ACQUISI-
TION, CONSTRUCTION OR COMPLETION
BY THE CITY AND COUNTY. OF SAN
FRANCISCO OF THE FOLLOWING MUNIC-
IPAL IMPROVEMENTS, TO WIT: PUBLIC
SAFETY IMPROVEMENT BONDS, 1990,
$332,400,000, TO PAY FOR THE COST OF
PUBLIC SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS TO
BUILDINGS OWNED BY THE CITY AND
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, INCLUD-
INGEARTHQUAKE REPAIRS AND EARTH-
QUAKE HAZARDS REDUCTION,
ASBESTOS ABATEMENT, PROVIDING AC-
CESS FOR THE DISABLED, ALL RELATED
TO PUBLIC SAFETY TO BUILDINGS
OWNED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF
SAN FRANCISCO, INCLUDING RELATED
ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION AND RE-
CONSTRUCTION NECESSARY OR
CONVENIENT FOR THE FOREGOING PUR-
POSE; PROVIDED, HOWEVER, THAT NO
MORE THAN $65,000,000 OF SAID
BONDED INDEBTEDNESS SHALL BE IN-
CURRED IN ANY SINGLE FISCAL YEAR
AND PROVIDED, FURTHER, THAT THE
AUTHORIZATION IN THE AMOUNT OF
$332,400,000 WILL BE REDUCED BY THE
AMOUNT OF THE ACTUAL POST-AUDIT
RECEIPT OF FEMA OR STATE OF CALI-
FORNIA GRANTS FOR EARTHQUAKE RE-
PAIRS AND HAZARDS REDUCTION;
AUTHORIZING AND DIRECTING THE
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER AND
THE CONTROLLER TO MONITOR THE IS-
SUANCE OF BONDS AND THE ACTUAL
POST-AUDIT RECEIPT OF FEMA OR
STATE OF CALIFORNIA GRANTS FOR
EARTHQUAKE REPAIRS AND HAZARDS
REDUCTION AND TO TAKE ANY APPRO-
PRIATE ACTION SO THAT THE BONDS IS-
SUED WILL NOT DUPLICATE FEMA OR
STATE OF CALIFORNIA GRANTS FOR
EARTHQUAKE REPAIRS AND HAZARDS
REDUCTION; FINDING THAT THE ESTI-
MATED COST TO THE CITY AND COUNTY
OF SAN FRANCISCO OF SAID MUNICIPAL
IMPROVEMENTS IS AND WILL BE TOO
GREAT TO BE PAID OUT OF THE ORDI-
NARY ANNUAL INCOME AND REVENUE
OF THE-CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN
FRANCISCO AND WILL REQUIRE EXPEN-
DITURES GREATER THAN THE AMOUNT
ALLOWED THEREFOR BY THE ANNUAL
TAX LEVY; RECITING THE ESTIMATED
COST OF SUCH MUNICIPAL IMPROVE-
MENTS; FIXING THE DATE OF THE ELEC-
TION AND THE MANNER OF HOLDING

PROPOSITION A

SUCH ELECTION AND THE PROCEDURE
FOR VOTING FOR OR AGAINST THE PROP-
OSITION; FIXING THE MAXIMUM RATE
OF INTEREST ON SAID BONDS AND PRO-
VIDING FOR THE LEVY AND COLLEC-
TION OFTAXES TO PAY BOTH PRINCIPAL
AND INTEREST THEREOF; PRESCRIBING
NOTICE TO BE GIVEN OF SUCH ELEC-
TION; CONSOLIDATING THE SPECIAL
ELECTION WITH THE GENERAL ELEC-
TION; AND PROVIDING THAT THE
ELECTION PRECINCTS, VOTING PLACES
AND OFFICERS FOR ELECTION SHALL BE
THE SAME AS FOR SUCH GENERAL
ELECTION.

Be it ordained by the People of the City and
County of San Francisco:

Section 1. A special election is hereby called
and ordered to be held in the City and County of

San Francisco on Tuesday, the Sth day of June,

1990, for the purpose of submitting tothe electors
of said city and county a proposition to incur
bonded indebtedness of the City and County of
San Francisco for the acquisition, construction or
completion by the city and county of the herein-
after described municipal improvements in the
amount and for the purposes stated:

PUBLIC SAFETY IMPROVEMENT

BONDS, 1990, $332,400,000, to pay for the cost
of public safety improvements to buildings owned
by the City and County of San Francisco, includ-
ing earthquake repairs and earthquake hazards
reduction, asbestos abatement, providing access
for the disabled, all rclated to public safety to
buildings owned by the City and County of San
Francisco, including related acquisition, construc-
tion and reconstruction necessary or convenient
for the foregoing purpose; provided, however,
that no more than $65,000,000 of said bonded
indebtedness shall be incurred in any single fiscal
year and provided, further, that the authorization
in the amount of $332,400,000 will be reduced by
the amount of the actual post-audit reccipt of
FEMA or State of California grants for earthquake

-repairs and hazards reduction.”

Section 2. The estimated cost of the municipal
improvements described in Section 1 hereof were
fixed by the Board of Supervisors by the follow-
ing resolution and in the amount specified:

PUBLIC SAFETY IMPROVEMENT
BONDS, 1990, Resolution No. 88-90,
$332.400.000.

That said resolution was passed by two-thirds
or more of the Board of Supervisors and ap-
proved by the Mayor, and insajd resolution it was
recited and found that the sums of money speci-
fied was too great to be paid out of the ordinary
annual income and revenue of the city and county
in addition to the other annual expenses thereof
or other funds derived from taxes levied for those
purposes and will require expenditures greater
than the amount allowed therefor by the annual
tax levy.

The method and manner of payment of the
estimated cost of the municipal improvements

" described herein are by the issuance of bonds of

the City and County of San Francisco in the
principal amount not to exceed the pnnclpnl
amount specified. =

Said estimate of cost as set t‘onh in said reso-
lution are hereby adopted and determined to be
the estimated cost of said improvements.

‘Section 3. Authorizing and directing the Chief
Administrative Officer and the Controller to
monitor the issuance of the bonds and the actual
post-auditreceipt of FEMA or State of California
grants for carthquake repairs and hazards reduc-
tion and to take any appropriate action so that the
bonds issued will not duplicate FEMA or State
of California grants for earthquake repairs and
hazards reduction.

Section 4, The special election hereby called
and ordered to be held shall be held and con-
ducted and the votes thereat received and can-
vassed, and the returns thereof made and the
results thereof ascertained, determined and de-
clared as herein provided and in all particulars
not herein recited said clection shall be held
according to the laws of the State of California
and the Charter of the City and County of San
Francisco providing for and governing elections
in the City and County of San Francisco, and the
polls for such clection shall be and remain open
during the time required by said laws.

Section 5. The said specml election hcreby
called shall be and hereby is consolidated with
the General Election of the City and County of
San Francisco to be held Tuesday, June §, 1990,
and the voting precincts, polling places and offi-
cers of election for said General Election be and
the same are hereby adopted, established, desig-
nated and named, respectively, as the voting
precincts, polling places and officers of election
for such special election hereby called, and as
specifically set forth, in the official publication,
by the Registrar of Voters of precincts, polling
places and election officcrs for the said General
Election.

The ballots to be used at said spccml election
shall be the ballots to be used at said General
Election and reference is hereby made to the

~notice of election setting forth the voting pre-

cincts, polling places and officers of election by
the Registrar of Voters for the General Election
to be published in the San Francisco Examiner
on or no later than May 31, 1990.

Section 6. On the ballots to be used at such
special election and on the punch card ballots
used at said special election, in addition to any
other matter required by law to be printed

thereon, shall appear thercon the following, to be

separately stated, and appear upon the ballot asa
separate proposition:

“PUBLIC SAFETY IMPROVE-
MENT BONDS, 1990. To incur a
bonded indebtedness of $332,400,000
for acquisition, construction or recon-
struction of buildings owned by the City
and County of San Francisco, including
carthquake repairs and carthquake haz-
ards reduction, asbestos abatement, pro-
viding access for the disabled; provided,

 (Continued on next page)
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TEXT OF PROPOSIT 1ON A (Continued) .

e however. lhnt no more than $65, 000 000

"~ of said bonded indebtedness shall be

. incurred in any single fiscal year and

" "provided, further, that the authorization
in the amount of $332,400,000 will be
reduced by the amount of the actual re-
ceipt of FEMA or State of California
grants for earthquake repairs and haz-
ards reduction.”

Each voter to vote for said proposition hereby
submitted and in favor of the issuance of the.

Bonds, shall stamp a cross (X) in the blank space
opposite the wor “YES" onthe ballotto the right
of said pmposmon, and to vote against said prop-
osition and against the issuance of the Bonds

shall stamp a cross (X) in the blank space oppo- .

site the word “NO" on the ballot to the right of
said proposition. On absent voters ballots, the
cross (X) may be marked with pen or pencil.

If and to the extent that punch card ballot cards

are used at said special election, each voter to

vote for any said proposition shall punch the
ballot card in the hole after the word “YES” to
the right of said proposition, and to vote against
said proposition shall punch the ballot card in the
hole after the word “NO" to the right of said

proposition. ‘

Section 7. If at such special election it shall
appear that two-thirds of all the voters voting on
the proposition voted in favor of and authorized

- the incurring of a bonded indcbtedness for the

purposes set forth in said proposition, then such
proposition shall have been accepted by the elec-
tors, and bonds shall be issued to defray the cost
of the municipal improvements described herein.
Such bonds shall be of the form and character
known as “serials,” and shall bear interest at a
rate not to exceed 12 per centum per annum,
payable semiannually, provided, that interest for
the first year after the date of any of said bonds
may be payable at or before the end of that year.

The votes cast for and against said respective

proposition shall be counted separatcly and when

two-thirds of the quahﬁed electors, voting on

.such proposmon, vote in favor thereof, such

proposition shall be deemed adopted

Section 8. For the purpose of paying the prin-
cipal and interest on said bonds, the Board of
Supervisors shall, at the time of fixing the general
tax levy and in the manner for such general tax
levy provided, levy and collect annually each

year until such bonds are paid, or until thereisa

sum in the Treasury of said city and county set
apart for that purpose to meet all sums coming

due for the principal and interest on said bonds,

atax sufficient to pay the annual interest on such

bonds as the same becomes due and also such

part of the principal thereof as shall become due.
before the proceeds of a tax levied at the time for
making the next general tax levy can be made

available for the payment of such principal.

Section 9. This ordinance shall be publmhed
once a day for at least seven (7) days in the San
Francisco Examiner, a newspaper published
daily in the City and County of San Francisco,
being the official newspaper of said city and
county and such publication shall constitute no-
tice of said election and no other notice of the
election hereby called need be given.

Section 10. The appropriate officers, employ-
ees, representatives and agents of the City and
County of San Francisco are hereby authorized
and directed to do everything necessary or desir-
able to the calling and holding of said specnal
election, and to otherwise carry out the provi-
sions of this ordinance. (]



 School Facilities
Safety Special Tax

PROPOSITIONB |

8Shall Community Facllities District No. 90-1 of the San an&loco Unlllod School Distriot be suthorized |

to finanoe (1) repalr, restoration, and/or replacement of 8an Francisco Unified Schoot Distriot facliities
damaged by the earthquake of Ootober 17, 1989 (or its aftershocks), (i) selsmic upgrading of chiidren's
centers and other San Franclsco Unified School District facllities, (1il) correction of fire safety viclations
of SanFranclaco Unified School District facliities, and (Iv) deferred capital maintenance of San Francisco

Unified 8chool District facliities, and certain Incidental expenses relating to the foregoing through the

levy of a apecial tax 10 be collected for twenty (20) years with a maximum snnual rate (a) for single-famlly
residentisl parcels and non-residentlal parcels of $48.00 per parcel for the first six (6) years and $32.20
per parcel for the fourteen (14) years following the sixth year and (b) for mixed-use parcsis (parcels with
one or more residential units in addition to one or more commercial uses) and muiti-family residential
parcels of $23.00 per dwelling unit for the first six (6) years and $16.10 per dwslling unit for the fourteen

(14) ysars following the sixth year, with the definitions of single-family residentisi, muitl-family residential,

mixed-use and non-residential parcels, and particulars relating to the method of spportionment and
maximum rates, exemptions for senlors, cortain publicly-owned property and other uses, as more
panticularly set forth in Resolution No. 02-13-B1 adopted by the Board of Education of the San Franclsco

Unified Schoo! District on February 13, 1990; and shall an sppropriations limit In the amount of
'$12,000,000 per fiscal year In connection therewith be established for the cofpmunlly Faclilties District?

YES269 Wb

NO272 mmp

Analysis
by City Attorney

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The San Francisco Unified School District
operates the City's public schools. Some School District buildings
were damaged by the earthquake. Some District buildings do not
meet present earthquake and fire standards.

The State Mello-Roos law allows the Board of Education to
submit to the voters a measure authorizing a special property tax
to pay for repairs and other improvements to school buildings.

THE PROPOSAL.: Proposition B would authorize a special property
tax to pay for costs of repairing School District bulldings damaged
by the earthquake and bringing schaols and child care centers
up to present standards for earthquake and fire safety. Some of
the money would also be used for deferred capital maintenance.
The repairs and maintenance would be funded on a pay-as-you-
go basis. Since no money would be borrowed, there would be no
interest costs to pay.

The tax would last for 20 years. The tax on single-family
residential parcels and non-residential parcels could be no more

than $46 for each of the first six years and no more than $32.20
for each of the last 14 years. The tax on other types of parcels
could be no more than $23 for each dwelling unit for each of the
first six years and $16.10 for each dwelling unit for each of the
last 14 years. Dwelling units occupied by persons 65 years of age
or older would be eligible for an exemption from this tax. The
measure would also set an annual appropriations limit of $12
million.

A “YES” VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want to authorize this

property tax to pay for repairing School District buildings dam-
aged by the earthquake and bringing schools and child care
centers up 1o present standards for earthquake and fire safety
and you want to authorize this annual appropriations limit.

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not want to authorize

this tax.

Controller’'s Statement on “B”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the following state-
ment on the fiscal impact of Proposition B: '

“Should the proposed special tax levy be approved, in my opin-
fon, it would increase revenues for the San Francisco Unified
School District, net of estimated senior citizen exemptions, by
approximately $8 million per year for the first 6 years and $5.6
milion per year for the next 14 years, based on the current
assessment roll of the City and County. The approximately $127.2
- million generated over a 20 year period by this special tax levy
would be restricted for use by the District for the repair, restoration,
replacement, seismic upgrading and capital maintenance of
School District facilities.”

How “B” Got on the Ballot

On February 13, the Board of Education voted 5-1 on the
question of placing Proposition B on the ballot.

The Board members voted as follows:

YES: Rosario Anaya, Myra Kopl, Joanne Miller, Fred A.
Rodriguez, and Sodonia Wilson.

NO: Leland Yee.

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE.




School Facilities
Safety Special Tax

| OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITIONB

When the earthquake struck last fall, our school buildihgs suf-
fered. Sustaining major damage and at special risk in the future are
our buildings that were not earthquake proofed in the 1970’s. In

that category are our child care centers serving our youngest -
students. Also, in the fall of 1988 the City Fire Marshall inspected

our schools and reported that the majority of our school buildings
do not meet fire safety standards. Our 63,000 students and the
community groups that meet at our schools in the evenings and
on weekends must have buildings that can withstand earth-
quakes, and meet fire safety standards. S
Proposition B will authorize a tax to provide for:
repairing earthquake damage at 131 sites including the reconstruc-
tion of John O’Connell High School, seismic improvement of nine
Children’s Centers, correction of fire code and safety violations at
97 sites and seismic improvement of John Swett, Jean Parker and
Bessie Carmichael Elementary Schools and Parkside Curriculum
Center. In addition, there will be funds for deferred capital main-
tenance.

Two years ago the citizens of this City voted to support major
repairs for our school buildings. Now we must protect that invest-
ment by repairing the present earthquake damage and seeing
that all our schools can withstand future earthquakes, be as
safe as possible in case of fire and be well mamtained into the
next century.

Civic organizations who have joined in supporting Proposmon
B include: San Francisco League of Women Voters, San Francisco
Chamber of Commerce, SF/PTA, Parents’ Lobby, San Francisco
Labor Council, United Educators of San Francisco, and Coleman

“Advocates for Children and Youth.

Submitted by Superintendent Ramon C; Cortines, San Francisco
Unified School District, and Fred Rodriguez, President, Board
of Education,

No Official Argument Was Submitted Against Proposition B
No Rebuttals Were Submitted On Proposition B

No Paid Arguments Were Submitted in Favor Of Proposition B
No Paid Arguments Were Submitted Against Proposition B

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL
DISTRICT
_ San Francisco, California
February 13, 1990
(For Board Meeting February 13, 1990)
SUBJECT: RESOLUTION OF FORMATION

OF THE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF THE

SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL
DISTRICT ESTABLISHING COMMUNITY
FACILITIES DISTRICT NO. 90-1, AUTHOR-
IZING THE LEVY OF A SPECIAL TAX
WITHIN SAID DISTRICT, PRELIMINARILY

ESTABLISHING AN APPROPRIATIONS.

LIMIT FOR THE DISTRICT, AND CALLING
AN ELECTION FOR THE PURPOSE OF SUB-
MITTING THE LEVY OF THE SPECIAL TAX
AND THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE AP-
PROPRIATIONS LIMIT TOTHE QUALIFIED
ELECTORS OF THE DISTRICT
REQUESTED ACTION: -

WHEREAS, the Board of Education (the
“Board”) of the San Francisco Unified School
District (the “District”), did, on January 9, 1990,
adopt its Resolution of Intention (the “Resolu-
tion") to form Community Facilities District No.
90-1 of the San Francisco Unified School District
(the “Community Facilities District”), and levy a
special tax therein, pursuant to Chapter 2.5 of
Part 1 of Division 2 of Title 5 (commencing with
Section 53311) of the California Government
Code, commonly known as the “Mello-Roos
Community Facilities Act 0f 1982,” as amended,
(the “Act"); and

WHEREAS, a copy of the Resolution (which
sets forth a description of the proposed bound-
aries of the Community Facilities District, the
name of the Community Facilities District and
the types of facilities proposed to be financed by
the District (the “Facilities™)), providing that,
except where funds are otherwise available, a
special tax sufficient to pay for all Facilities and
the financing thereof (to be secured by recorda-
tion of a continuing lien against all nonexempt
real property in the Community Facilities Dis-
trict) is proposed to be levied within the proposed
Community Facilities District specifying the
rate, method of apportionment, and manner of
collection of the special tax in sufficient detail to
allow each taxpayer or resident within the pro-
posed Community Facilities District to estimate
the maximum amount that he or she will have to
pay, and setting a hearing thercon, is on file with
the Clerk of this Board and is incorporated herein
by this reference; and

WHEREAS, notice of said hearing was duly
published as required by law, as evidenced by the
affidavit of publication on file with the Clerk of
this Board; and

WHEREAS, on February 13, 1990 this Board
held thenoticed public hearing as required by law
relative to the proposed formation of the Com-
munity Facilities District, the levy of the special
tax, and all other matters set forth in the Resolu-
tion; and ‘

WHEREAS, prior to the noticed public hear-

ing a report (the “Report”) containing a descrip-

“TEXT OF PROPOSITION B

tion of the Facilities and an estimate of the cost
of providing the Facilities, including the esti-
mated fair and reasonable cost thereof, was filed
with this Board as a part of the record of said
hearing; and

WHEREAS, at the public hemng all persons
desiring to be heard on all matters pertaining to
the formation of the Community Facilities Dis-
trict, the levy of the special tax, and all other
matters set forth in the Resolution, including all
interested persons or taxpayers for or against the
establishment of the Community Facilities Dis-
trict, the extent of the Community Facilities Dis-
trict, or the furnishing of specific types of public
facilities, were heard and considered, and a full
and fair hearing was held thereon; and

WHEREAS, at the public hearing evidence
was presented to this Board on the matters before
it, and this Board at the conclusion of the hearing
was fully advised as to all matters relating to the
formation of the Community Facilities District,
the levy of the special tax, and all other matters
set forth in‘the Resolution; and

- WHEREAS, written protests against the estab-

lishment of the District, the furnishing of speci-
fied type or types of facilities within the
Community Facilities District as listed in the
Report, or the levying of the special tax have not
been filed with the Clerk of this Board-by fifty
percent (50%) or more of the registered voters,
or six registered voters, whichever ismore, resid-
ing within the territory proposed to be included
in the Community Facilities District, or the own-
ers of one-half (1/2) or more of the area of land
in the territory proposed to be included in the
Community Facilities District and not exempt
from this special tax;

. NOW THEREFORE, the Board of Education

of the San Francisco Unified School District, in
regular session assembled on February 13, 1990,
DOES HEREBY RESOLVE, DETERMINE
AND ORDER as follows:

Scction 1. The forcgomg recitals are true and
correct,

Scction2, menprou:sts totheestablishment
of the Community Facilitics District, or the ex-
tent hereof, or the furnishing of the public facili-
ties proposed therefor, or the levy of the special
tax proposed to be levied in the Community

Facilities District, are insufficient in number and

in amount under the Act, and this Board hercby
further orders and determines that all protests to
the establishment of the Community Facilitics

" District, the extent thereof, or the furnishing of

the public facilities proposed therefor, or the levy
of the special tax proposed to be levied in the
Community Facilities District, are hereby over-
ruled. .

Section 3. As proposed in the Resolution, a
community facilities district is hereby estab-
lished pursuant to the Act, designated “Commu-
nity Facilities District No. 90-1 of the San
Francisco Unified School District.”

Section 4, The map and legal descriptionof the -

proposed boundaries of the Community Facili-
ties District, filed with the Clerk of this Board on

January+24, 1990, are: hereby mcorpomed
herein by this reference, and shall be the bound-
aries of the Community Facilities District, -

Section 5. The Facilities to be financed by the
Community Facilities District, set forth in Ex-
hibit “B” hereto and by this reference incorpo-
rated herein, shall be the Facilities to be financed
by the Community Facilities District.

Section 6. As provided in Exhibit“B", itis the
intention of this Board, subject to the approval of
the qualified electors of the Community Facili:
ties District, to levy a special tax sufficient to
acquire, construct and improve the Facilities in-
cluding administrative expenses to be incurred
by the District and the Community Facilities
District in connection therewith; said tax to be
secured by recordation of . a continuing lien
against all nonexempt real property in the Com-
munity Facilities District. .

The rate, method of apportionment, and man- -
ner of collection of the special tax, in sufficient
detail to allow each taxpayer or resident within
the Community Facilities District to estimate the
maximum amount that he or she wilthave to pay,
is described in Exhibit “A” hereto and by this
reference incorporated herein.

Section 7. The description of the woposed
voting procedure, as set forth in the Resolution,
is hereby incorporated herein by this reference,
and shall be the voting procedure to be used in
these proceedings.

Scction 8. The special tax has not been pre-
cluded by majority protest pursuant to Section
53324 of the Act. _ ‘

Section 9, The Facilities to be funded from the
special tax are identified in Exhibit “B” hereto.

Scction 10. In accordance with Section
53340.1 of the Act, upon a determination by this
Board, after the canvass of the retumns of the
consolidated election provided for in Sections 15
and 16 hereof, that two-thirds (2/3) of the votes
cast upon the question of levying the special tax
and the establishment of an appropriations limit
in connection therewith, for the District, are cast
in favor thereof, this Board shall designate the
Fiscal Services Department of the San Francisco
Unified School District as the office, department
or burcau which will be responsible for annually
preparing the current roll of special tax levy
obligations by assessor’s parcel number on non-
exempt property within the District and which
will be responsible for estimating future special
tax levies pursuant to Section $3340.1 of the Act.
The name, address, and telephone number of the
Fiscal Services Department of the San Francisco
Unified School District, and the person respon-
sible for administering the District, is as follows:

Director of Fiscal Services

Fiscal Services Department

San Francisco Unified School District

135 Van Ness Avenue, Room 215

San Francisco, California 94102

Telephone: (415) 241-6480

Section 11. In accordance with Section
53328.3 of the Act, upon a determination by this
Board, after the canvass of the returns of the

(Continued on next pagg)
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TEXT OF PROPOSITION B (Continued)

consolidated election provided for in Sections 15
and 16 hereof, that two-thirds (2/3) of the votes
cast upon the question of levying the special tax
and the establishment of an appropriations limit
in connection therewith, for the District, are cast
in favor thereof, the Clerk of this Board shall
record the notice of special tax lien provided for
in Section 3114.5 of the Streets and Highways
Code. Upon recordation of the notice of special
tax lien pursuant to Section 3114.5 of the Strects
and Highways Code, a continuing lien to secure
each levy of the special tax shall attach to all
nonexempt real property in the Community Fa-
cilities District, and this lien shall continue in
force and effect until the special tax obligation is
permanently satisfied and the lien cancelled in
accordance with law or until collection of the tax
by this Board ceases.

Section 12. A boundary map of the Community
Facilities District has been recorded pursuant to
Sections 3111 and 3113 of the Streets and High-
ways Code at Book 39, Page 182-183 inthe Book
of Maps of Assessment and Community Facilities
Districts in the Office of the County Recorder of
the City and County of San Francisco.

Section 13, All prior proceedings taken with
respect to the establishment of the District were
valid and in conformlty with the requirements of
the Act.

Section 14. In accordance with Section 53325.7
of the Act, the annual appropriations limit of the
District, as defined by subdivision (h) of Section
8 of Article XIII B of the California Constitution,
is hereby preliminarily established in the amount
of $12,000,000 per fiscal year, and said annual
appropriations limit shall be submitted to the vot-
ers of the District as hereafter provided, The prop-
osition establishing said appropriations limit shall
become effective if approved by the quahﬂed
clectors voting thereon and shall be adJuswd in
accordance with the applicable provisions of Sec-
tion 53325.7 of the Act.

Section 15. The Board hereby calls an election
and submits the question of levying the special
tax, and the establishment of the annual appro-
priations limit for the District in connection
therewith, to the qualified electors within the
District, at an election to be held on Tuesday,
June 5, 1990, all in accordance with and subject
to the Act, the terms of which shall be applicable
to such election,

Section 16. The Board hereby further directs
that the election at which the question of levying
the special tax and the establishment of an appro-
priations limit in connection therewith is submit-
ted to the qualified electors within the District
shall be consolidated and shall be combined in
one ballot proposition, all as provided by the Act;
and the Board further directs that notice of the
consolidated clection on the combined proposi-
tion of authorizing the levy of the special tax and
of establishing an appropriations hmxt be pub-
lished as required by law.

Section 17, If two-thirds (2/3) of the votes cast
upon the question of levying the special tax are
cast in favor of levying the tax, as determined by
this Board after the canvass of the retumns of such
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consolidated election, the Board may levy the
special tax within the territory of the District in
the amount and for the purposes as specified in
this resolution. The special tax may be levied
only at the rate and may be apportioned only in
the manner specified in this resolution, subject to
the Act, except that the special tax may be levied
at a lower rate.

Section 18. The Clerk of this Board is hereby
authorized and directed to transmit a certified
copy of this resolution, a certified map of the
boundaries of the Community Facilities District,
a sufficient description to allow the election offi-
cial to determine the boundaries of the District,
and the assessor’s parcel numbers for the land
within the District to the Registrar of Voters of
the City and County of San Francisco within
three business days after the adoption of this
resolution.

ADOPTED, SIGNED AND APPROVED this
13th day of February, 1990, ‘
President of the Board of Education of the San

- Francisco Unified School District

ATTEST:
Clerk of the Board of Education of the San
Francisco Unified School District
Recommended by:
Ramon C. Cortines
Superintendent of Schools
EXHIBIT A

RATE AND METHOD OF APPORTION-

MENT BASIS OF SPECIAL TAX LEVY

The annual special tax shall be levied on each
separate parcel within Community Facilities Dis-
trict No. 90-1, San Francisco Unified School
District, San Francisco County, California
(“CFD 90-1") as shown on the San Francisco
County Assessor’s records, subject to the maxi-
mum rates specified below, as established by the
Board of Education (“Board”) of the San Fran-

- ¢isco Unified School District (“District”).

DETERMINATION OF PARCELS SUBJECT
TOSPECIALTAX -

The records of the County Assessor of San
Francisco County shall be used to determine the
parcels subject to the special tax. The basis for
determining the parcels will be the Secured Prop-
erty Tax Roll. The 1and use code contained in the
Secured Property Tax Roll, in combination with
records maintained by the Assessor of the num-
ber of dwelling units on cach residential parcel in
CFD 90-1, will be the basis for assigning the

appropriate tax rate to each parcel. If the District

determines that the records maintained by the
Assessor are incorrect with respect to one or more
parcels, the District will assign the appropriate
land use code and dwelling unit count based on
its review of the property. All special taxes shall
be based on parcels established in the County
Assessor’srecords as of March 1 of each year and
all land use categories shall be based on building
permits and other relevant development approv-
als granted by the City and County of San Fran-
cisco or any successor jurisdiction as of June 1
of each year.

Using the records of the County Assessor, the
District shall prepare a list of the parcels subject

to the tax, The District shall establish the parcels
subject to the tax using the procedure descnbed
below.

1. Exclude all parcels which are of March 1of
the prior fiscal year vacant; owned by federal,
state, and local governments and public agencies
and utilities and are used for public purpose; or
which, supported publicly-owned and non-profit
hospitals, cemeteries, or buildings used exclu-
sively for religious worship, provided that lease-
hold/possessory interests shall be taxed.

2. From the parcels remaining identify the
following groups of parcels based upon asses-
sor’s data, and the District’s review of building
permits issued, and other changes in develop-
ment status:

a. Single Family Residential Parcels: Parcels
containing one dwelling unit and no other uses

b. Mixed Use Parcels: Parcels with one or
more residential units in addition to one or more
commercial uses

¢. Multi-Family Residential Parcels: Parcels
with two or more residential units and no other
uses

d. Non-Residential Parcels: Parcels with no
residential units, including transient residential
units such as hotels.

Parcels which have been granted a building
permit for one or more residential units in addi-
tion to or in place of the uses presently existing
on that parcel will be classified based on the uses
that will exist after the permit has been exercised.

The District shall make every effort to cor-
rectly determine the parcels subject to the tax. It
shall be the burden of the taxpayer to correct any
errors in the determination of the parcels subject.
to the tax and their classifications.

MAXIMUM ANNUAL SPECIAL TAX

The maximum annual tax on parcels in CFD
90-1 shall be the rates below for the first six
years:

1. Single Family Residential Parcels and Non-
Residential Parcels shall pay $46.00 per parcel,

2. Mixed Use Parcels and Multi-Family Resi-
dential Parcels shall pay’ $23.00 per dwelling
unit,

The maximum annual tax on parcels in CFD
90-1 shall be the rates below for the fourteen
years following the sixth year:

1. Single Family Residential Parcels and Non-
Residential Parcels shall pay $32.20 per parcel.

2. Mixed Use Parcels and Multi-Family Resi-
dential Parcels shall pay $16.10 per dwelling
unit.

For Mixed Use Parcels and Multi-Family Res-
idential Parcels, the District shall calculate the
annual tax for each parcel in CFD 90-1 by mul-
tiplying the applicable spccial tax rate times the
number of dwelling units. The District shall no-
tify the appropriate county official of the anmml
special tax for each parcel.

The special tax shall be collected in CFD 90-1
for twenty years.

The District shall make every effort to cor-
rectly assign the tax rate and calculate the annual
tax liability for each parcel. It shall be the burden
of the taxpayer to correct any errors in the deter-

(Continued on next page)




TEXT OF PROPOSITION B (Continued)

minationof the parcels subject to the tax and their
special tax assignments.
SENIOR CITIZEN EXEMPTION

A property owner may apply for a Senior Cit-
izen Exemption which would provide an exemp-
tion from the specml tax for the apphcnble tax
year on dwelling units occupied by senior citi-
zens, if the following conditions are met:

1. The applicant must show evidence that the
dwelhng unitis owned or rented by acitizen who
is at least 65 years of age.

2. The applicant must show evidence of own-
ership of the property subject to the Exemption.

3. The Senior Citizen Exemption must be ap-
plied for annually.

4. If the applicant is a landlord, then he or she
must certify that the entire tax exemption will be
reflected only in the rent for the exempted dwell-

ing unit(s).
EXHIBITB ~
COMMUNI'I‘Y FACILITIES DISTRICTNO.

90-1 — Description of Facilities to be financed:

(i) Repair, restoration, and/or replacement of
District facilities damaged by the earthquake of
October 17, 1989 (or its aftershocks), to the ex-
tent that (A) such repair, restoration, or replace-
ment is outside the scope of work approved by
federal and state agencies for assistance from
such agencies; (B) costs incurred in such repair,
restoration, or replacement are ineligible for fed-
eral or state assistance; or (C) insufficient federal

or state funds are appropriated, obligated, or ap-

proved to pay for repair, restoration, or replace-
ment which would otherwise be eligible for
federal or state assistance, Pending receipt by the
District of disaster assistance from federal and/or
state agencies, the Community Facilities District
may advance funds to the District to pay costs
eligible for federal or state disaster assistance;
provided that upon receipt by the District of
federal or state disaster assistance relating to such
costs, the District shall promptly reimburse the

'.J\.'..-’

Community Facilities District for any such ad-
vances, -

(ii) Seismic upgrading of children’s oemers
and other District facilities.

- (iii) Correction of fire safe(y violations, of st
trict facilities.

(iv) Deferred capital maintenance of District
facilities. Incidental expenses, including the cost
of planning and designing the Facilities and the
cost of environmental evaluations thereof; all
costs associated with the creation of the proposed
Community Facilities District, the determination
of the amount of and collection. of taxes, the
payment of taxes, and costs otherwise.incurred
in order to carry out the authorized purposes of
the Community Facilities District; and any other
expenses incidental to the construction, comple-

ted under the Act,

tion, and inspection of the Facllmes and pcrmn-.
, -0
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THE WESTERLY EXTENSION OF THE LOW-WATER LINE ON THE NORTHERN SIDE OF T

ENTRANCETO SAN FRANCISCO BAY, BEING THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF MARIN AND NORTH- COMMUNITY FACILITIES DISTRICT NO. 90-1
WEST CORNER OF SAN FRANCISCO; THENCE, EASTERLY, THROUGH POINT BONITA AND POINT OF

CAVALIO, TOTHE MOST SOUTHEASTERN POINT OF ANGELISLAND, ALLON THELINE OF MARIN;

THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG THE EA

GOLDEN ROCK (ALSO KNOW AS

STERN LINE OF MARIN, TO THE NORTHWEST POINT OF
RED ROCK), BEING A COMMON CORNER OF MARIN, CONTRA
COSTA, AND SANFRANCISCO; Tl

{ENCE DUE SOUTHEAST FOUR AND ONE-HALF STATUTE MILES

TO A POINT ESTABLISHED AS THE CORNER COMMON TO CONTRA COSTA, ALAMEDA, AND SAN
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LINES AND AN EXTENSION THEREOF TO THE PLACE OF BEGINNING. THE ISLANDS KNOWN AS

THE FARRALONES (FARRALLONA) ARE A PART OF SAID CITY AND COUNTY.
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Equipment Lease Financing C

PROPOSITION C
Shall the Board of Supervisors, without voter approval and subjectto

specified debt limits, be authorized to approve the lease financing of
equipment from a nonprofit corporation, if the Controlier certifies that
the net interest cost to the City would be Iower than under other types

of lease financing?

YES 277
NO278 mup

Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The City obtains computers,
telephone systems and other equipmentby paying for
it all at once or by leasing it until it is paid for, which is
called “lease financing.” The City may not enter into
long-term leases for financing equipment unless (1)
the voters approve it, or (2) the lease requires the
Board of Supervisors to approve the payments each
year. When the Board of Supervisors must approve
the lease payments each year, interest rates are

higher than when the lease payments are not subject

to annual approval. Also, interest rates charged by

for-profitcompanies are generally higher than interest

rates charged by non-profit corporations.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition C is a charter amend-
ment. Under Proposition C, the Board of Supervisors,
without voter approval, could authorize the lease fi-

nancing of equipment without the lease payments

. being subject to annual approval. A non-profit corpo-

ration would be created to buy the equipment and
would issue tax-exempt debt to pay for it. The City
would lease the equipment from the non-profit until it
was paid for. The total principal of the debt issued by
the non-profit corporation could not be more than $20
million in the first year. This limit on the outstanding
principal would increase five percent each year. The
Board could approve this type of lease financing only
if the Controller certified that the interest cost to the
City would be lower than under other types of Iease
financing.

A “YES” VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want to
allow the Board of Supervisors to approve this type
of equipment lease financing without voter approval.

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote ho, you do not want
to allow the Board of Supervisors to approve this type
of equipment lease financing without voter approval.

Controller’s Statement on “C”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the
following statement on the fiscal |mpact of Propo-
-sition"C:

“Should the proposed Charter amendment be
adopted, in my opinion, it would not, in and of itself,
affect the cost of government. However, as a
product of its possible future application, costs
could be increased or decreased in presently
indeterminate but probably not ‘substantial
‘amounts.” |

How Supervisors thed on “C”

On February 20, the Board of Supervisors voted 10-0 on
the question of placing Proposition C on the ballot.

The Supervisors voted as follows:

YES: Supervisors Angela Alioto, Harry Biritt, Jim Gonzalez,
Terence Hallinan, Thomas Hsieh, Willie Kennedy, Bill
Maher, Wendy Nelder, Nancy Walker, and Doris
Ward.

NO: None of the Supervisors presem voted no.

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE.
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| C EquipmentLease Financing |

OFFlCIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION C

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITIONC

Proposition C would allow the City to lease finance needed
equipment at the lowest possible interest rates. The City would
establish a non-profit corporation, which would buy equipment
approved by the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors and lease it

to City departments.

The charter currently requires the voters to approve lease financ-
ing if done through non-profit corporations. Financing through a

non-profit is the less expensive method because interest rates are:
tax-exempt. The City has had to occasionally use the more expen- .

sive method because it is not always possible to delay purchasing
critical equipment until an election is held.
VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION C, K
Saves the City money by allowing current and future leases for .
equipment to be financed at lower interest rates (currently 6%
to 7%) than must now be used with private corpomtlons :
(ranging 9% 10 16%).

By sxmply refinancing existing leases, the Clly could save over
$500,000. ~

Additional money could be saved on any future leases

Gives the City the option to pay cash for equipment or to
finance it expeditiously at a low cost to the City:.

Allows quicker replacement of inefficient and outdated equip-
ment, which will reduce maintenance costs, decrease down-
time, and increase productivity for equipment which has
outlived its economic useful life.

‘Provides restrictions to insure prudent use of this financing

mechanism,
Requires the Controller to certify that the lease is the least -
costly financing method.

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION C.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors, the Mayor and the Chief
Administrative Officer.

No Official Argument Was Submitted Against Proposition C
No Rebuttals Were Submitted On Proposition C

No Paid Arguments Were Submitted In Favor Of Proposmon C
No Paid Arguments Were Submitted Against PropositionC

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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TEXT OF PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENT

NOTE: Additions or substitutions are indicated
by bold face type; deletions are indi-
cated by strike-ett-type,

7.309 Voter Approval of Lease Financing

(a) The board of supervisors shall not approve
the lease financing of public improvements or
equipment unless a proposition generally de-
scribing the public improvements or equipment
and the lease financings arrangement is approved
by a majority of the voters voting on the propo-
sition. The board of supervisors may by resolu-

_ tion submit such a proposition to the qualified .

voters of the City and County of San Francisco
at a general or special election.

(b) For the purposes of this section, “lease fi- -

nancing” occurs when the city and county leases
land, buildings, fixtures, or equipment from a

PROPOSITION C

Joint Powers Authority, the San Francisco Rede-
velopment Agency, the San Francisco Housing
Authority, the San Francisco Parking Authority,
or a nonprofit corporation, and does so for the
purpose of financing the construction or acquisi-
tion of public improvements or equipment.

(c) The requirements of this section do not
apply:

(1) to any lease financing which was approved
in fact or in principle by aresolution or ordinance
adopted by the board of supervisors prior to April
1, 1977; provided, that if the resolution or ordi-
nance approved the lease financing only in prin-
ciple, the resolution or ordinance must describe
in general terms the public improvements or
equipment to be financed; or ; _

.(2) 1o the approval of an amendment to a lease

- financing arrangement or to-the refunding of .

lease financing bonds which results inlower total
rental payments under the terms of the Jeases; or

(3) to lease financings involving a nonprofit

corporation established for the purposesof this
subsection for the acquisition of equipment,
the obligations or evidence of indebtedness
with respect to which shall not ¢xceed in the
aggregate at any point In time a principal
amount of $20 million, such amount to be in-
creased by flve percent each fiscal year follow-
ing approval of this subsection; provided,
however, that prior to each sale of such obliga-
tions or evidence of indebtedness, the Control-
ler certifles that in his or her opinion the nct
interest cost to the City will be lower than other
financings involving a lease or leases, 0

_******#***********'**********-**‘***t****

Rémember to VOTE on Election Day, Tuesday June 5, 1990.
Your polling place is open from 7:00 in the morning to 8:00 in the evening.

****‘k***‘k‘k*'*‘k*************************
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RECYCLING IS

- EASIER THAN
YOU THINK.

ecycling is not only easier than you mlght

think, it’s a simple way you can do your
part for environmental conservation—
and feel good about it, too.

All you need is an ordinary brown
paper bag,

Each time you set up your kitchen
garbage, place an extra brown bag or
two out for recycling. Then every day just
drop your newspaper into a recycling
bag—a week’s worth of papers fits |
perfectly (and your newspapers will , {
stop piling up on the floor!).

When you're finished with an aluminum
soda or beer can simply pop it in d separate .
bag. The same goes for bottles: just put
them in a bag, labels and all. Then

when you're on the way to the For a free Recycling Gmde |

supermarket or heading otit for and a list of

the day, drop off the bags at a " Recycling Centers

Recycling Center near you. Or, near you, callk:

you can tie your newspaper with

string and the garbage company sa |
n Francisco

will collect it free of charge.
| That's it. When you think about
it, isn’t recycling almost as easy

; Recycling Program

as not recycling? ,
And it really is the CITY HALL
{ right thingto do. " 554-6193
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Neighborhood Beautification Fund D

PROPOSITION D
~ Shall the Clty create a Neighborhood Beautification and Graffiti Clean-

Up fund-to pay for beautifying City neighborhoods and cleaningup . YES 280

graffiti, allowing businesses to direct up to one percent of their NO 281 -

business tax to the fund, this percentage to be adjusted annually so.
that $1 million is available in the fund each year?

“Analysis o

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THEWAYIT IS NOW: Thereis no specual Clty fund
to pay for neighborhoad beautification projects or
graffiti clean-up. Money can be spent for this
purpose only when the Mayor and the Board of
Supervisors approve it in the City’s budget.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition D is an ordinance
that would create a “Neighborhood Beautification
and Graffiti Clean-up Fund” (“the Fund”) to pay
for cleaning up graffiti on public buildings and
beautifying the neighborhood.

- The Chief Administrative Officer would man-
age the Fund. Businesses could pay up to one
“percent of their payroll or business taxes into the

Fund. Grants or money donated for graffiti clean-

up would be deposited in the Fund. The goal of
the ordinance is to produce for the Fund
$1,000,000 each year, adjusted annually for in-

flation. The Controller would change the percent-

age of taxes businesses could pay into the Fund
to produce $1,000,000 in the fund each fiscal
year.

A “YES” VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want

to create the Neighborhood Beautification and
Graffiti Clean-up Fund.

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: if you vote no, you do not
want to create this fund.

Controller s Statement on “D”

Crty Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the
. following statement on the fiscal impact of Propo-
sition D:

“Should the proposed Ordrnance be adopted, in
~my opinion, it would not, in and of itself, affect the

cost of government. However, as a product of its
future application, General Fund revenues could
decrease by as much as $1.4 million in fiscal 1990
and as much as $1 million per year, adjusted for
-infiation, thereafter.”

How Supervisors Voted on “D”

On February 20, the Board of Supervrsors voted8-20n the
question of placing Proposition D on the ballot.

The Supervisors voted as follows:

YES: Supervisors Angela Alioto, Jim Gonzalez, Terence
Hallinan, Thomas Hsieh, Willie Kennedy, Bill Maher,
Wendy Nelder, and Doris Ward.’

NO: Supervisors Harry Britt and Nancy Walker.

~ ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE. ,

35



Neighborhood Beautification Fund

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION D

Proposition D asks the voters to make the revitalization of our
neighborhoods and the wiping out of graffiti a top city priority
without raising taxes.

Proposition D will permit those employers currently eligible in
San Francisco to carmark up to 1% of their payroll or gross receipts

tax bill to establish The Neighborhood Beautification and Graffiti

Clean-Up Fund.

The fund will be used to award hundreds of small grants o
responsible neighborhood and youth organizations involved in
innovative projects to beautify long neglected areas within our city.
The Budget Analyst has estimated that approximately one million
dollars would be available every year.

Proposition D creates a unique partnership between local gov-
ernment and neighborhood volunteers to keep our city attractive.
It will provide the necessary seed money for caring neighbors to

beautify our city with public amenities, trees, an, better hghtmg :
and graffiti clean-up.

Also, Proposition D will fund public information and educauon
campaigns to combat litter, and instill in our youth the old-fash- -
ioned virtue of respect for public and private property.

The fund created by Proposition D will be administered by the
Chief Administrative Officer with public input from environmen-
tal organizations and neighborhood committees.

Proposition D was authored by Supervisor Jim Gonzales and has
been submitted to the voters with the support of the Sierra Club,
San Francisco Beautiful, and the San Francxsco Chamber of
Commerce.

Submitted By the Board of Supervisors.

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION D

According to their ballot argument, the Board of Supervisors
wants to create a “unique partnership between local government
and neighborhood volunteers” to reduce graffiti. What’s stopping
them from doing that now?

WHY DO WE NEED PROPOSITION D? ,

The supervisors also say they want to provide “seed money” for
planting trees and improving street lighting. Well, why haven’t
they placed items in the city budget to do so?”

WHY DO WE NEED PROPOSITION D?

In their rebuttal argument, the supervisors claim that “many
neighborhood projects get jilted during the budget cycle.” Whose
fault is that, if not their own?

WHY DO WE NEED PROPOSITION D? -

Finally, the supervisors have the temerity to state: “With all that

downtown businesses pay in taxes, it is only fair that they can

choose to earmark” funds for graffiti. What would be “fair” is if
San Francisco businesses paid lower taxes. But no one should be
“carmarking” tax dollars except elected representatives of the

“people!

WHY DO WE NEED PROPOSITION D?

There’s no question that graffiti is a serious problem demanding
serious solutions. But what good is it to divert $1,000,000 a year
from other city programs? That’s robbing Peter to pay Paul! It’s
bad government!

Why do we need Proposition D? We don’t.

Please vote NO on Proposition D.

Senator Quentin Kopp
Chairman, Kopp’s Good Government Committee

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accurdcy by any officlal agency.
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Nelghborhood Beautlflcatlon Fund

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION D

1 know somethmg about graffiti,

I wrote the city ordinances prohibiting the sale of spray paint and
large felt-tip pens to minors. I also authored the state law to allow
~ police officers greater latitude in arresting juveniles who deface
, public transit vehicles. This year, I'm pursuing a bill to revoke for
one year the driver’s license of any person convicted of graffiti
vandalism. »

Proposition D is not about graffiti or “neighborhood beautifica-

tion”, It’s about diverting millions from the city’s General Fund.

~ It’s about depriving existing city programs of critically needed
revenue. Proposition D is a financial shell game.
- Please vote NO on Proposition D.

Proposition D would allow any city business to designate up to
1% of its payroll tax check for deposit in a special fund. According
to the supervisors’ Budget Analyst, Proposition D could divert up
to $1,440,260 from the General Fund in the program’s first year.

Thereafter, annual diversions would approxnmate $1,000,000, plus
inflation.

That's over $1,000,000 per year which cannot be spent on police
services, fire protection, libraries, and public health,

As you can plainly see from my legislative record, I'm no soft
touch when it comes to graffiti prevention and clcan-up But
Proposition D is the wrong approach. “Special funds” and “segre-
gated accounts” have no place in our city budget.

Graffiti programs deserve adequate city funding, and the Board
of Supervisors and Mayor should move promptly to appropriate
such funds in the next regular budgetary cycle.

The voters, meanwhile, should move promptly to reject Propo-
sition D on June 5th! \

Senalor Quentin Kopp
Chairman, Kopp's Good Govemmem Committee

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION D

We need a city plan that invests in the quality of our neighbor-
hoods . . . Now. It’s obvious laws banning the sale of spray paint
and felt pens have done nothing to stop the sprawl of graffiti or
~ create a climate of cooperation between city officials and neigh-
borhood groups to find real solutions.

Proposition D is about beautifying our neighborhoods consis-
tently. Proposition D is about wnpmg out grafﬁu permanently. With

all that downtown businesses pay in taxes, it is only fair that they

- can choose to earmark a mere one-hundrcdth to be poured back
into the neighborhoods. .

Out of a greater than two billion dollar annual budget, the city
can afford a guaranteed million dollars to help keep our city
beautiful, clean, and graffiti-frec. Year in and year out, many
neighborhood projects get jilted during the budget cycle. Proposi-

tion D will provide a solid foundation for the revitalization of our
neighborhoods, which no one can tamper with and that reqmrcs no
new taxes. ‘

Over the last few years, mdmdual Supervnsors have spent many
weekends planting trees and removing graffiti with neighborhood
groups. Working with groups such as SF ALIVE, San Francisco
Conservation Corps, 24th Street Revitalization Committee and the
West Portal Merchants Association to make our neighborhoods
shine has taught us one thing . . . neighborhood environmentalists
and city departments working together as partners will be a win-

- ning combination for San Francisco.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors.

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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Neighborhood Beautification Fund

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PHOPOSITION D

When City Hall and neighborhood organizations work together,
problems can be solved.
Vote YES on D..

Joel Ventresca

Past President,

Caoalition for San Francisco Nenghborhoods .
Candidate for Supervisor '

. Thereisareason that the San Francisco Beautiful, the Sierra Club
and the San Francisco Chambeér of Commerce, along with dozens
of neighborhood groups support placing PROPOSITION D on the
ballot.

San Franciscans are united in wanting to preserve and enhance
our city’s attractiveness and keep San Francisco one of the most
beautiful cities in the world.

Our Supervisors put PROPOSITION D on the ballot for your
approval because they realize that a more attractive city starts with
people like you and me and our nenghbors who truly care about San
Francisco.

YES ON PROPOSITION D creates a working partnership be-
tween our neighborhoods and city government;

YES ON PROPOSITION D means a more beautiful city and

enhancement of your neighborhood and mine;

YES ON PROPOSITION D accomplishes this with NO NEW
TAXES, allowing large employers to carmark up to 1% of their
current payroll tax for beautification and graffiti cleanup;

YES ON PROPOSITION D pays for neighborhood-generated

projects, giving residents a say in how these reserved funds are

spent;

YESON PROPOSITION D s the first step to guaranteeing more
beautiful and attractive nelghborhoods

Join your neighbors, business owners and environmentalists by
voting YES ON PROPOSITION D.

Al Pross, Chair
COMMITTEE FOR BEAUTIFUL NEIGHBORHOODS

1

The quality of life in our neighborhoods will truly become a top
city priority with the passage of Proposition D.

« Proposition D will provide over a million dollars a year from
the business community to stop neighborhood decay (through
a voluntary checkoff on their payroll or gross receipts tax bill).

« Proposition D will award hundreds of small grants to responsi-
ble neighborhood and youth organizations involved in innova-
tive projects to beautify long neglected areas within our city.

« Proposition D will provide the necessary seed money for caring

neighbors 1o beautify our city with public amenities, trees, art,
better lighting, and graffiti clean-up.
« Proposition D will fund an educational campaign to teach our
youngsters a new respect for public and private property.
Let’s protect our city’s special livability. Let’s foster civic pride.
Let’s invest in the long term health of San Francisco’s residential

neighborhoods. Vote YES ON PROPOSITION D.

Supervisor Jim Gonzales

Arguments printed on this page are the opinlon of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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~Neighborhood Beautification Fund

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION D

Graffiti is a blight on the beauty of San Francisco. We strongly  Anna M. Guth
encourage the continued generosity of grants and donations to  Christopher L. Bowman
eradicate this problem, However, during the current deficit-ridden ~ Tina H. Frank
period, it is irresponsible for the City to direct at least $1, 000 000  Mildred “Millie” Danch

i
¢

a year from the General Fund for this purpose. Rose Chung
The San Francisco Republican Party urges.you to vote Noon  SamT. Harper
Proposition D, , : Ronald G. Kershaw
_ ' Jun Hatoyama
San Francisco Republican Party Wade Francois
Honor H. Bulkley : ‘ - Martin Keller
William E. Grayson : ' Harriet Ross

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION “D” : instead of the City offering to pay to clean up their “Works of an”

Why add more government to your taxes. this ordinance would not be necessary.
$1 million per year to be funded from Payroll taxes which has a. Vote NO on Proposition D.
sunset clause to expire in 1990. .
Then who pays the tab? You do. Marguerite Warren
If the police would assert their powers and nab the violators, :

‘Arguments printed on this page are the oplnldn of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any offlcial agency.
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TEXT OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE

[Neighborhood Beautification and Gtafﬁu .

Clean-up Fund)

ANORDINANCE, ADDING SECTIONS 10.98
AND 10.98-1 TO THE SAN FRANCISCO AD-
MINISTRATIVE CODE TO ESTABLISH A
NEIGHBORHOOD BEAUTIFICATION AND
GRAFFITI CLEAN-UP FUND AND SPECI-
FYING THE PURPOSES THEREFOR AND
AMENDING PART III, SAN FRANCISCO
MUNICIPAL CODE, BY ADDING ARTICLE
12B-1 THERETO, TO PROVIDE THAT ANY
BUSINESS WHICH OWES A PAYROLL EX-
PENSE TAX OR BUSINESS TAX MAY
ELECT TO DESIGNATE A CERTAIN POR-
TION OF THE TAX FOR DEPOSIT IN THE
NEIGHBORHOOD BEAUTIFICATION AND
GRAFFITI CLEAN-UP FUND.

NOTE: All sections are new.

Scction 1. The San Francisco Administrative
Code is hereby amended by adding Sections
10.98 and 10.98-1 thereto, to read as follows:

SEC. 10.98. NEIGHBORHOOD BEAUTIFI-
CATION AND GRAFFITI CLEAN-UP FUND:

- FINDINGS AND INTENT.

(a) Findings.

The proliferation of graffiti on public bulldmgs
‘and other public property has created a blight
which offends both citizens of and visitors to San
Francisco. The removal of such graffiti will en-
hance the beauty of the city in which we live and
will encourage others to visit and to relocate here.
Removal will thus both reflect and renew our

. civic pride and contribute to our economic via-
bility. Providing a source of funds for the promo-
tion of neighborhood beautification projects will
support the efforts of local residents and busi-
nesses to improve the quality of life for San
Francisco residents and the local economy, and
assist in reducing the amount of graffiti in San
Francisco.,

(b) Statenient of Intent.

TheBoard of Supervisors wishes to address the

above concerns by establishing a neighborhood

beautification and graffiti clean-up fund which
will promote neighborhood beautification pro-

jects, including projects designed to improve the
cenvironmental quality of neighborhoods, and fi-
nance the clean-up of graffiti on public property.

SEC. 10.98-1. NEIGHBORHOOD BEAUTI-
FICATION AND GRAFFITI CLEAN-UP
FUND: ESTABLISHMENT; ACCEPTANCE
OF GIFTS; DUTIES.

(a) Estabhshment of Fund. There is hereby
established a a special fund for the purpose of
recciving all donations of money which may be
collected by the City and County of San Fran-
cisco for the purposes enumerated in Section
10.98(b). Monies deposited in the fund shall only
be expended for the purposes enumerated
therein, provided that such expenditures shall
include reimbursement to City and County de-
partments for expenses incurred in the adminis-
tration of the fund. The special fund shall be
known and designated as the Neighborhood
Beautification and Graffiti Clean-up Fund.

PROPOSITION D

(b) Acceptance of Gifts. All donations of
money which may be offered to the Neighbor-
hood Beautification and Graffiti Clean-up Fund
are hereby accepted for such purposes. Any
grants, gifts and bequests from private sources
for this purpose shall be dcposned into sald spe-
cial fund.

() Duties of the Chief Administrative Officer.

1. The Chief Administrative Officer, or his or
her designee, shall be responsible for the admin-
istration of the Neighborhood Beautification and
Graffiti Clean-up Fund, and shall have all such
authority as may be reasonably necessary to carry
out those responsibilities.

2. The Chief Administrative Officer shall pro-
mulgate such rules and regulations as he or she
may deem appropriate to carry out the provisions
of this Section-and Section 10.98. Before issuing
or amending any rules and regulations, the Chief
Administrative Officer shall provide a thirty (30)

~ day public comment period by providing pub-

lished notice in an official newspaper of general
circulation in the City of the intent to issue or
amend the rules and regulations. The rules and
regulations shall be approved by resolution of the

Board of Supervisors. Such rules and regulations

shall include, but not be limited to, the qualifica-
tions of applicants and factors to be considered
in the award of grants to fund programs to help
remove graffiti and promote neighborhood beau-
tification projects, including preference for the
following projects: youth programs and innova-
tion, projects that are neighborhood generated,
and projects designed to benefit areas of San
Francisco that are economically disadvantaged.

3. The Chief Administrative Officer shall sub-
mit a semi-annual report to the Board of Super-
visors setting forth an accounting of the amounts
disbursed and the uses for which said funds were
made,

(d) Budgetary and Fiscal Provisions of the
Charter. The monies in this fund are subject to
the budgetary and fiscal provisions of the Charter
and may be expended only when authorized by
appropriation ordinance of the Board of Supervi-
SOrS,

(e) Interest. Interest carned from the Neighbor-
hood Beautification and Graffiti Clean-up Fund
shall become part of the principal thereof, and
shall not be expended for any purpose other than
that for which said fund is established.

() Accumulation of Monies in Fund. The bal-
ance remaining in the Neighborhood Beautifica-
tion and Graffiti Clean-up Fund at the close of
any fiscal year shall be deemed to have been
provided for a specific purpose within the mean-
ing of Charter Scction 6.306 and shall be carried
forward and accumulated in said fund for the
purposes recited herein.

- Scction 2, Part 11T of the San Francisco Munic-
ipal Code is hereby amended by adding Article
12B-1 thereto, to read as follows:
ART. 12B-1
NEIGHBORHOQOD BEAUTIFICATION
AND GRAFFITI CLEAN.UP FUND TAX

: OPTION.

- SEC. 1030. Initial @uon Commcncmg intax
year 1990, any business, as defined in Section
1002.1 of this Code, that is subject to the Payroll
Expense Tax or the Business Tax may elect to
designate up to one per cent (1%) of its tax
liability for deposit in the Neighborhood Beauti-
fication and Graffiti Clean-Up Fund.

SEC. 1031. Amount of Fund Annually. It is
the intent of the voters of the City and County
of San Francisco that one million dollars
($1,000,000.00), derived from tax proceeds des-
ignated by the taxpayers pursuant to Section
1031, shall be deposited annually into the
Neighborhood Beautification and Graffiti
Clean-Up Fund. The Controller shall annually
adjust this figure for inflation to reflect changes
in the most recently available U.S. Bureau of
Labor Statistics ‘Consumer Price Index for all
Urban Consumers for the San Francisco-Oak-
land-San Jose Metropolitan Area, or its succes-
sor index.

- SEC. 1032. Subseguent Option, For each tax
year after 1990, the Controller shall determine
the amount of fund revenues actually generated
in the prior year, including the interest thercon
and the balance, if any, remaining at the close of
the tax year. On the basis of the prior year's
experience of taxpayer contributions and total
revenues generated by the payroll expense and

“business taxes, the Controller shall calculate a

percentage ceiling of total tax liability which
taxpayers may designate for deposit in the fund
the following tax year. The Controller shall set
the percentage ceiling so that the revenues pro-
duced thereby are most likely to generate a total
of one million dollars (adjusted for inflation) in
the fund for the forthcoming tax year. The Con-
troller shall transmit his or her calculation to the
Board of Supervisors, which shall adopt a new
tax designation ceiling, if necessary, in advance

of the tax year to enable the Tax Collector to

perform his or her collection duties.

SEC. 1033. Severability. If. any section, sub-
section, subdivision, paragraph, sentence, clause
or phrase of this initiative ordinance or any part
thereof is for any reason held to be unconstitu-
tional or invalid or ineffective by any court of
competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not
affect the validity or effectiveness of the remain- -

~ ing portions of this initiative ordinance or any

part thereof. The People of the City and County
of San Francisco hereby declare that it would -
have passed each section; subsection, subdivi-
sion, paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase
thereof irrespective of the fact that any one or .
more sections, subsections, subdivisions, para-
graphs, sentences, clauses or phrases be declared
unconstitutional or invalid or ineffective, In ad-
dition, the voters declare their intention that
should any portion of this initiative ordinance or
all of it be declared invalid in whole or in part,
such invalidity shall have no effect upon the
continued validity of the Payroll Expense Tax
and Business Tax. O



Minimum Firefighter Staffing L

PROPOSITION F

Shall 'a‘mlnlmum number of ﬂre'st.atlons and levels of staffing for the |
Fire Department be specified in the Charter, and shall the closing of YES284 W)
any fire station or deactivation of any fire company or unit be subject NO285 mm)

to prior approval by the Fire Commission, Board of Supervisors and

San Francisco voters?

Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The Fire Commission has the
authority'to decide the number and staffing of fire
companies and the number and location of fire sta-
tions. The Mayor and Board of Supervisors may
change the number of firefighters. The Fire Commis-
sion may close or move fire stations or reduce the
number of fire companies if it decides they are no
longer needed. A fire company typically consists of a
fire engine or other emergency vehicle and the fire-
fighters needed to operate it.

THE PROPOSAL.: Proposition F is a charter amend-

ment that would specify a minimum number of fire -

stations and fire companies and minimum levels of
staffing for those fire companies. Proposition F would
increase the number of firefighters assigned to some
types of fire companies. This means that the number
offirefighters on'duty at all imes would increase from
297 to 322. Where necessary, Proposition F's mini-

mum level of staffing would be met by firefighters
working overtime. Overtime pay for firefighters is one
and one-half times their normal salary.

~ Proposition F would limit the power of the Fire
Commission, Mayor and Board of Supervisors to set
the number of fire stations and staffing levels.

Before closing any fire station or reducing the

number of fire companies or units required by Prop-
osition F, the measure would require (1) arecommen-
dation by the Fire Chief; (2) approval by the Fire
Commission, after public hearings; (3) approval by
the Board of Supervisors; and (4) approval by the
voters. -

A “YES” VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want to
make these changes.

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not want

. to make these changes.

Controller’s Statementdn “F”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the
following statement on the fiscal |mpact of Propo-
sition F:

“Should the proposed Charter amendment be
~ adopted, in my opinion, based on current salary
rates and staffing levels of the Fire Department, it
would increase the cost of government by approx-
imately $4.9 million per year.”

How “F” Got on the Ballot

On March 2, the Registrar of Voters certified that the
initiative petition calling for Proposition F to be placed on the
ballot had qualified for the ballot.

40,485" valid signatures were required to place an initia-
tive charter amendment on the baliot..

A random check of the signatures submitted on February
21 by the proponents of the initiative petition showed that
56,364 of the signatures submitted were valid, 15,879 more

than the required number of signatures.

*This number is equal to 10% of the registered voters at
the time the notice of intent to circulate the petition was filed.

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE.

61



L T ey -

Minimum Firefighter Staffing

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION F

: WHAT IS PROP F?

'PROPOSITION FIS A CHARTER AMENDMENT THAT
WILL ESTABLISH A MINIMUM LEVEL OF FIRE PRO-
TECTION AND EARTHQUAKE PREPAREDNESS FOR
SAN FRANCISCO. IT GIVES THE FIRE COMMISSION
AND THE FIRE CHIEF THE RESOURCES NEEDED TO

MANAGE THE FIRE DEPARTMENT FOR THE BENEFIT

OF THE CITIZENS.

SAN FRANCISCO NEEDS THIS CHARTER AMENDMENT

BECAUSE IT WILL:

(1) GUARANTEE THAT THE PRESENT 41 FIRE STA-
TIONS STAY OPEN
" (2) GUARANTEE FULLY-STAFFED FIRE TRUCKS AT
ALL TIMES -

3 GUARANTEE PUBLIC HEARINGS AND REQUIRE
APPROVAL OF THE FIRE COMMISSION AND THE
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BEFORE ANY FIRE STATION
CAN BE CLOSED OR RELOCATED

'(4) GUARANTEE THAT YOUR FIREBOAT WILL BE
STAFFED WITH A FIREFIGHTING CREW OF TWOQ

THE 7.1 QUAKE OF OCTOBER 17 WARNED US AGAIN —

WE MUST BE PREPARED!

- ITEM A —MAYOR AGNOS CUT THE FIRE DEPART-

MENT ON-DUTY STAFFING BY 19 PERSONS A DAY IN
1989. _
PROP F RESTORES THOSE CUTS
ITEM B — SIX FIRE STATIONS HAVE ALREADY
BEEN CLOSED BY THE MAYOR FROM 1972-1980.
ITEM C —PROP F DOES NOT REQUIRE “GUARAN-
TEED OVERTIME” AND, IN FACT, BY JULY 1992 NO

- OVERTIME WILL BE NEEDED FOR THE STAFFING RE-

QUIREMENTS OF PROPF.

(Overtime is now caused by large numbers of vacant positions.

New hiring will eliminate all vacancies and overtime by July 1992,
Prop F will safeguard this full-staffing.)

PROP.F IS A COMMON SENSE MEASURE TO GIVE
ADEQUATE FIRE PROTECTION TO ALL CITIZENS.
VOTE YES ON F!

' SAN FRANCISCO FIREFIGHTERS FOR YES ON.

PROPOSITIONF;

COMMITTEE FOR FIRE PROTECTION AND EARTH-
QUAKE PREPAREDNESS

JAMES T. FERGUSON, CHAIRMAN

JAMES M. AHERN, VICE-CHAIRMAN

‘REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION F

Itis clear that Proposition F is not a Fire Safety Issue.

Itis clearly an issue to guarantee overtime.

1. This Mayor and Board of Supervisors have never closed a
single fire station and have no iritention to close firehouses.

2. Most major cities in America considers five firefighters per
truck to be fully-staffed. More than 30 firefighters already respond
to a onc-alarm fire.

- 3. Proposition F will not restore cuts in ﬁrefxghwrs We are’

mandated by law to provide 90 new firefighters this year. Proposi-
tion F only guarantees overtime at a cost of $10,000 per day, $3 5
mllhon per year,

Our firefighters do a tough job! But we compensate them well!
We need new equipment — not more overtime, Following the
earthquake, a fire truck had to be taken from the fire museum to
fight fires, Let’s not wastec money which could be used for new

. firefighting equipment.

San Francisco voters rejected a similar proposal in 1987 and it
should be rejected again in 1990.
- VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION F!

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor.

' Arguments printed on this paqé are the opinlon of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION F .'

Proposition F wdl waste millions of your tax dollars Justlook at
the facts.

Fact: Proposition F does not hire new firefighters. The Federal
Consent Decree already sets hiring standards — 90 new fire-
fighters will be hired this year without Prop. F.

Fact: Proposition F does guarantee that Assistant Chiefs and
Battalion Chiefs will continue to have chauffeurs.

Fact: Proposition F is not needed to save fire stations. The Mayor
and Board of Supervisors have no intention of closing any fire
stations,

Fact: Proposition F does guarantee that 18 current firefighters
will get daily time-and-a-half overtime at a cost of $10,000 per day

.. or more than $3.5 million extra per year.

Fact: Proposition Fis notafire safety issue. Virtually every major
American city deploys five or fewer firefighters on fire trucks. A
sixth firefighter is featherbedding, not firefighting,

More than 30 firefighters already respond t0 a one- -alarm fire.
That’s enough people to raise ladders, ventilate rooftops and carry

out lifesaving tasks.

FACT: Our firefighters do a tough job. But they arc well com-

pensated already and do not need additional guaranteed overtime
. . especially when there are so many other pressing needs in San
Francisco.

FACT: Firefighters in San Francisco are currently paid $300
more per month than the average salaries of firefighters in the four
largest California cities. But the other flreﬁghlcrs work 15 percent
more hours than San Francisco.

FACT: San Francisco fircfighters already receive 23 percent
more vacation, sick and holiday leave than other city workers. A:
recent study by the Controller shows that increased overtime
results in increased sick leave and disability.

Study the facts and you’ll agree. Proposition F is nothing more
than $7 million per year in unnecessary guaranteed overtime,

Submitted by the Board of Supervisdrs and the Mayor

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITIONF

FACT: PROPF does:
» Guarantee that the 90 new fi ref‘ ighters cannot later be elimi-
nated by politicians.
* Require public hearings and approval of the Fire Commis-
sian, the Board of Supervisors, and the peaple before cutbacks
can be made to the minimum staffing.
FACT: The Mayor DID cut back Fire Department staff ing in
August 1989 from 315 to 296.

FACT: Assistant and Battalion Chiefs DO NOT have “chauf-
Jeurs.” They DO have an operations and communlcauons assis-
tant.

FACT: Prop F IS needed to guarantee public review and inpul :

before any fire station can be closed. . .

FACT: SIX fire stations have been closed by the Mayor’s office
since 1972 without any public review.

FACT: Prop F DOES guarantee that the 19 on-duty fire-
fighters cut by the Mayorin 1989 will be restored. When sufficient

. new firef gmers are hired, NO OVERTIME will be required.

FACT: PROP F IS A FIRE SAFETY ISSUE!

FACT: San Francisco firefighters ARE REQUIRED to work
overtime because previous policies of politicians allowed large
numbers of vacant positions to occur.

FACT: San Francisco firefighters DO NOT get a paid health
plan for dependents, nor do they get longevity pay or other
benefits enjoyed by ﬁref ghters in the four largest California
cities.

FACT: ALL city employees, including firefi, ghters, receive
EXACTLY THE SAME vacation, sick and holiday leave. Tms is
a city Charter reqmremem

SAN FRANCISCO FIREFIGHTERS FOR YES ON
PROPOSITION F

JAMES T, FERGUSON, CHAIRMAN

JAMES M. AHERN, VICE-CHAIRMAN

Argumerits printed on this page are the opinlon of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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F Minimum Firefighter Staffing

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION F

I STRONGLY SUPPORT PROP F! |
Prop F will benefit all the people of San Francisco. Over 71,000

- voters from every part of the City signed the petition to put Prop

F on the ballot. They expressed enthusiastic support for a stronger
Fire. Depanment

The City is becoming mcreasmgly built-up, causmg greater
congestion. This means that fire hazards are increasing and ade-
quate fire protection will be even more important to us than ever.

PROP F MAKES SENSE FOR ALL SAN FRANCISCANS!
It allows you to participate in fire safety decisions that affect your
neighborhood. .

Our neighborhoods are the “heart” of San Francisco. OUR FAM-
ILIES, HOMES, CHURCHES, FRIENDS AND NEIGHBORS
NEED SATISFACTORY FIRE PROTECTION.

PROP F WILL MAKE SAN FRANCISCO A SAFER PLACE TO
LIVEIN.

The October 17th earthquake was an urgent reminder of how VOTEYESONF!
Jragile our city is and how important our Fire Department is to _
all of us. Bill Maher, Member
When you, the people, call for help, whether it is for a medical  Board of Supervisors
emergency, a rescue, or fire, the firefighters come.
L ]

ISTRONGLY SUPPORT OUR FIREFIGHTERS!

They provide vital services to our citizens. Last year, our fire-
- fighters answered a record-breaking 58,000 alarms and saved

thousands of lives. The greatest number of calls came from the
Tenderloin, the Inner Mission, the Fillmore, Civic Center/Hayes

- Valley, Hunters Point and Visitacion Valley. I WANT TO BE
SURE YOU GET THE HELP YOU NEED — WHEN YOU _
. NEEDIT! -

Over the past 20 years, unlike other city departments, Fire
Department-staffing has been slashed by 40%! THREE FOR-
MER CHIEFS OF THE SAN FRANCISCO FIRE DEPART-
MENT AGREE THAT THE PRESENT 296 FIREFIGHTERS
ON DUTY EACH DAY ARE TOO FEW TO MEET OUR

We NEED Proposition F, It will:
o Put firefighters back on the ladder trucks
» Put firefighters back on our fireboat
* Bring daily staffing up to an adequate level
- » Guarantee that any proposed closings of fire companies will
be subject to a public review and vote by the Fire Commission,
the Board of Supervisors, and the people
* Guarantee the SFFD the funding it needs
THE COST OF THIS CHARTER AMENDMENTISONLY
2 CENTS A DAY FOR EACH OF US! That 2 cents could easily
save a life — maybe yours, or that of a loved one. PROP. F WILL
BENEFIT ALL SAN FRANCISCANS!

DAILY AND OUR DISASTER NEEDS! THEY AGREE Supérvisor Tom Hsieh
THAT NO MORE FIREHOUSES SHOULD BE CLOSIED.
L]

ISTRONGLY SUPPORT IMPROVED FIRE .
PROTECTION IN SAN FRANCISCO!

I SHARE THE CONCERNS OF THE 71,000 VOTERS
WHO PUT THIS PROPOSITION ON THE BALLOT. Fire
Department daily staffing has been forced so low that our safety is
threatcned. WE MUST KEEP OUR FIREHOUSES OPEN
AND FIRE APPARATUS FULLY STAFFED.

In addition to fighting fires, our firefighters perform many ser-
vices for our clderly, disabled and low income families that no one
else docs. FIREFIGHTERS RESPONDED TO OVER 58,000
EMERGENCIES LAST YEAR, INCLUDING 26,000 MEDI-
CAL CALLS.

We depend on our firefighters to protect our families, homes, and

~ businesses. Our narrow streets, steep hills and rows of wood frame

bufldings make firefighting very difficult. SAN FRANCISCO
HAS SPECIAL FIREFIGHTING AND EMERGENCY MED-
ICAL NEEDS! We are different from other California cities with
their wide streets, flat terrain and detached buildings!

PLEASE JOIN ME IN VOTING FOR PROPOSITION F.
THIS CHARTER AMENDMENT WILL BENEFI’I‘ ALL
OUR CITIZENS.

WENDY NELDER, Member
Board of Supervisors

Arguments printed on this page are 'the dplnlon of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION F

STOP REDUCTIONS IN CITY FIRE PROTECTION! VOTE
YES ONF!

Over 71,000 San Francisco voters from every neighborhood,
ethnic group and economic level joined to put PROPOSITION F

onthis ballot. They are concerned because politicians have reduced.

daily staffing to a dangerous all-time low while emergency calls
reached an all-time high of 58,000 last year. People want their
neighborhood firehouses to stay open and their fire engines, aerial
ladder trucks and fireboat fully staffed to meet their emergency
needs. They want a Charter amendmcm to take politics out of fire
safety decisions.

Remember October 17! We learned that we need a strong
Fire Department to fight fires, perform rescues and coordinate

- civilian volunteers. When both bridges are down, we need a strong

SFFD!

THIS IS A COMMON SENSE PROPOSITION —IT IS SUP-

PORTED BY 3 FORMER CHIEFS OF THE SAN FRANCISCO

FIRE DEPARTMENT!

Join your friends and nelghbors! VOTE YES ON Fl

John L. Molinari ‘
Former member of the Board of Supervisors

ONLY YOU CAN STOP FURTHER DANGEROUS CUTS
IN THE SAN FRANCISCO FIRE DEPARTMENT! VOTE
YES ONF! |

“Over the years, the San Francisco Fire Department has assisted
hundreds of thousands of San Franciscans in time of great personal
need. The people understand how important the SFFD is in their
lives, and OVER 71,000 OF THEM SIGNED THE PETITION

TO PLACE PROPOSITION F ON THE BALLOT. The citi-

zens want to be heard! ,

SFFD EMERGENCY RESPONSES ARE INCREASING
DRAMATICALLY EVERY YEAR! Fiscal year totals have
gone from 28,000 in 1970 to over 58,000 in 1989, while politi-
cians have slashed daily on-duty staffing from 482, when I was
Fire Chief, to today’s all-time low of 296. Department resources
are being stretched thinner and thinner despite greater and greater
needs. THIS DANGEROUS TREND MUST BE STOPPED!

The Department must be able to meet the complex and highly
varied needs of today’s San Francisco. These include fighting
structural fires, providing medical assistance, performing cliff and

water rescues, responding to BART and MUNI fires and accidents,
controlling hazardous materials emergencies, assisting victims of
industrial accndems and responding to many other emcrgency
needs.

Many seniors, low income families and handicapped people rely
on the SFFD to help them. THE PERSONAL ATTENTION THAT
THESFFD PROVIDES CANNEVER BE CONVERTED TO SELF-

SERVICE OR AUTOMATED! Firefighters, now machines, put out

fires, perform rescues and meet all the other emergency needs of
our city. You need thesefirefighters! TIIE NEXT CALLHELP MAY
BE YOURS!

The need for Fire Department services crosses all soclal,
ethnic and economic strata. We can all get behind this quality
of life issue. Proposition F will strengthen your Fire Depart-
ment and take politics out of fire safety. ‘

William F. Murray
Chief of Department, SFFD, Retired

VOTE YES ON PROP F!

It takes tcamwork to put out a fire. Without it, lives and property
can be lost. Without it, firefighters can pay a hard price, for their
lives, when in danger, may depend on having a buddy to lend a
hand or go for help. As much a part of their job as hose, ladders,
and water is that firefighters work in pairs when possible. It can be
critical where dense smoke obscures vision or — as so many San
Francisco neighborhoods well know — when (rymg to mancuver
on a steeply pitched roof.

Current staffing of aerial ladder trucks leaves one firefighter
. without a buddy, the team short one vital hand. Proposition F will

restore the balance that a fire -— and time-tested system necds.

It also will mean two firefighters ready to move out with the
fircboat when it has a job to do. Because they weren’t readily
available, the fireboat was delayed in pumping bay water to put out
the disastrous Marina fire after last October’s earthquake.

That’s why I'm voting “Yes” on Prop F and am urging all San
Franciscans to do the same.

Edward J. Phipps
Chicf of Department, SFFD (Retired)

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION F

1OWE MY LIFE TO THE QUICK AND PROFESSIONAL
RESPONSE OF THE SAN FRANCISCO FIREFIGHTERS
STATIONED AT MY LOCAL FIREHOUSE

.Over 26,000 San Franciscans received emergency medical assis-
tance last year by the SFFD. Many lives were saved because
firefighters were on the scene in 3 minutes of less. The neighbor-
hood firchouse is an essential part of San Francisco’s complex fire
protection system.

The October 17th earthquake and the great Marina fire showed
us how vital it is to have our Fire Department maintained at an
adequate level. There were no firefighters on board the Fireboat

Phoenix when it arrived in the Marina, and for over 1 112 hours

firefighting and search and rescue operations were hindered by a
lack of firefighters, as well as by a lack of water. UNDERSTAFF-
ING CAN CAUSE FIRE DEATHS.

Proposition F will answer these critical needs by restoring funds
for adequate staffing of fire companies, including the fireboat, and

. itwill require public hearings and approval of the Fire Commission

and Board of Supervisors before any further cutbacks in ﬁre
protection can be made.
PLEASE JOIN MEIN VOTING YES ON F!

John Barbagelata

PENNY-POWER! LOOK —
HOW CAN YOU BUY SOMETHING PRICELESS FOR
ONLY PENNIES A DAY?
VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION F!

FOR ONLY 2 CENTS PER DAY, YOU WILL:

« KEEP YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD FIREHOUSE OPEN

« KEEP FIRE APPARATUS FULLY STAFFED

« KEEP YOUR FIREBOAT IN SERVICE AND STAFFED
WITH FIREFIGHTERS

« GUARANTEE THAT NO FIREHOUSES OR FIRE COM-
PANIES WILL BE CLOSED OR RELOC ATED WITH-
OUT YOUR CONSENT

« REMOVE-POLITICS FROM FIRE SAFETY

THE PROVISIONS OF THIS CHARTER AMENDMENT

WILL COST EACH OF SAN FRANCISCO’S 732000 RESI- -
DENTS JUST PENNIES A DAY:

YEAR 1— COST $5.3 MILLION = 2 CENTS PER DAY!

YEAR 2 — COST $2.8 MILLION = 1 CENT PER DAY!

YEAR 3 — COST $0.8 MILLION = 1/2 CENT PER DAY!:

YEAR 4 — NO ADDITIONAL COST!

THIS IS THE CHEAPEST — AND THE BEST — INSUR-
ANCE POLICY YOU WILL EVER BE ABLE TO BUY.
DON’T MISS THE CHANCE!

VOTE YES ON F!

W.F. O'Keeffe, Sr. ‘

-San Francisco Taxpayers Association

WE STRONGLY SUPPORT PROPOSITION F!
No one worries more about costs than working people. For their
hard-earned dollars, breadwinners demand value in return,
Value is what Proposition F is all about. It restores adequate
staffing of engine and ladder truck companies, staffs the fireboat,

and assures that you and I will have a voice in any proposed closing

of a fire company or firchouse.
Proposition F is an insurance policy that is clearly a benefit to all

San Franciscans. And, there is no question that the benefits

greatly exceed the cost — to each of us, just 2 cents a day for the |
first year, 1 cent a day for the second year, and no cost thereafter,
Without adequate fire protection, San Francisco has too

. much to lose.

VOTE YES ONF!

Walter L. Johnson
San Francisco Labor Council

Afgdments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION F

SUPPORT OUR FIREFIGHTERS!

THEY PROVIDE ABSOLUTELY ESSENTIAL SER-
VICES FOR OUR CITIZENS, AND NO ONE ELSE CAN DO
THEIR JOB! We have 500 high rise buildings, BART and MUNI
tunnels, and large business, school and hospital complexes where
firefighting requires many firefighters,

On October 17, we were lucky! It was just a waming.

- THE PRESENT 296 FIREFIGHTERS ON DUTY EACH
DAY IS TOO LOW TO MEET OUR DAILY AND OUR

DISASTER NEEDS!

Let’s all get behind Proposition F! It will assure stability in
Department funding, guarantee adequate staffing for our firc-
houses and apparatus, and permit long-range planning and im-
provements. Our firefighters need your vote!

James A. Hood
Chairman
San Franciscans for Fire Safety

~ VOTEYESONF!

SANFRANCISCOIS A FRAGILECITY. OVER 90% OF ALL
STRUCTURES ARE OF WOOD FRAME CONSTRUCTION.
YOUR HOMES ARE BUILTIN SOLID BLOCKS OF WOODEN
BUILDINGS. THIS SITUATION PRESENTS THE POSSIBIL-
ITY OF A DISASTEROUS FIRE OR CONFLAGRATION OC-
CURRING, ESPECIALLY FOLLOWING AN EARTHQUAKE.

THE FIRE DEPARTMENT IS THE LIFELINE FOR ALL
OF US WHO LIVE IN THIS CITY. THE EARTHQUAKE ON
OCTOBER 17TH AND THE GREAT FIRE IN THE MARINA
SHOW HOW IMPORTANT THE FIRE DEPARTMENT IS TO
SAN FRANCISCO.

POLITICIANS ARE USING SHRILL RHETORIC AND
OTHER OFFENSIVE TACTICS IN AN ATTEMPT TO MIS-
LEAD THE PUBLIC AS TO WHAT THE REAL MEANING OF
PROPFIS. DONOT BE MISLED! PROP F PROVIDES THREE
MAIN POINTS:

.« ESTABLISHES THE PRESENT 41 NEIGHBORHOOD FIRE
STATIONS AS A MINIMUM STANDARD

« PUTS A FIREFIGHTING CREW ON THE FIREBOAT

« REQUIRES PUBLIC HEARINGS AND APPROVAL OF THE
FIRE COMMISSION, THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS AND
THE CITIZENS BEFORE A FIRE STATION CAN BE CLOSED
OR RELOCATED.

THESE ARE COMMON SENSEMEASURES THAT PRO-
VIDE A MINIMUM LEVEL OF PUBLIC SAFETY FOR
OUR FAMILIES AND CITY.

PLEASE JOIN ME, AND THE 70,000 OTHER SAN FRAN-

 CISCANS WHO SIGNED THE PETITIONS TO PUT PROP F

ON THE BALLOT, AND VOTE YES ON “F!”

FRANK T, BLACKBURN
ASSISTANT FIRE CHIEF

, VOTE YES ONF!
Fire protection is vital for our families and businesses.
Prop F will stabilize protection and prevent further cuts in the
Fire Department.
Protect our city. Vote Yeson F,

Robt. E. Donohue

Director of Training, SFFD (Retired)
Charles D. Cresci

Deputy Chief, SFFD (Retired)
Charles H. Lee

Director of Training, SFFD (Retired)

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION F

DON'T TAKE YOUR FIREFIGHTERS FOR GRANTED!

SanFranciscofirefighters answered arecord 58,000 calls for help
last year. Of these, 26,000 were for medical emergencies, Heart
attacks, auto accidents, building collapses, childbirths were just a
few. BUT EVERY YEAR THERE ARE FEWER AND
FEWER FIREFIGHTERS TO HELP YOU! In 1970 there were
482 firefighters on duty each day— in 1990 there are only 296!
Six firehouses and 12 fire companies have been closed.

FIRE SAFETY DECISIONS MUST BEREMOVED FROM
THE HANDS OF POLITICIANS! Only a Charter amendment
will assure that your Fire Department is adequately staffed to meet
San Francisco’ s special needs — now and in the future. FOR JUST
2 CENTS A DAY, WE CAN KEEP OUR NEIGHBORHOOD
FIRE STATIONS OPEN AND OUR FIRE APPARATUS ADE-

QUATELY STAFFED. '
THIS IS THE CHEAPEST — AND THE BEST — INSUR-
ANCE WE WILL EVER BE ABLE TO BUY. DON'T MISS

THE CHANCE! VOTE YES ON F!

Walter G. Jebe

John J. Figone
Caesar A. Churchwell
Alessandro Baccari
Virgil Caselli

Marsha Garland

Tom Creedon

Ed Farrah .
Michael Salarno

NEIGHBORHOOD FIRE STATIONS

Pride, trust, reliance, They’re all wrapped up in a San Francisco
institution. The neighborhood fire station turns out to be more —
it’s a rock, an anchor, a point of reference in people’s lives.

City residents have said so loud and clear in endorsing Proposi-
tion F. Besides setting a minimum number of firefighters to be on
duty each day, the June ballot measure guarantees a public hear-
ing in the area concerned and a vote of the people, if needed,
before any fire station may be closed.

Scventy thousand people petitioned to put F on the ballot. Their
reasons all had a common core. It’s not THE fire station but OUR
fire station, they said — a place to expect and get help in a fire or
.medical emergency, a place the local community can turn-to and
rely on if the earth shakes, buildings fall, and otherresources break
down.

Neighborhoods and fire stations. The one requires the other, San
Franciscans say. :

John W. Flaherty
Mark L. Kaplan
Robert L. Barisone
Elvera Jane Barisone
William A. Roberts Jr.
Maureen Porter
William Porter Jr.
Homer G. Miles
Dorothy L. Miles
Peter C. Gardner
Joan M. Gardner
John Daly.

LuciaR. Flaherty -

Arguments printed on this page are the oplnion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PHOPOSITION F

DON’T BE MISLED BY MAYOR AGNOS!
- PROPF IS A LIFE AND DEATH ISSUE!

FIRE, INSURANCE AND EARTHQUAKE EXPERTS
AGREE: SAN FRANCISCO FACES THE HIGHEST RISK OF
CONFLAGRATION OF ANY CITY IN THE UNITED STATES!
FIRE RISK IS HIGHER THAN IN 1906!

SANFRANCISCO’S FIRE PROTECTION NEEDS ARE DIC-

- TATED BY THE NATURE OF OUR CITY, with its:

« Blocks and blocks of adjoining wood frame bunldmgs

s Steep hills

+ Narrow streets

» Traffic congestion

« Network of overhead electrical, trolley and telephone lines

« Prevailing winds :

+ 500 high rise buildings

« High density residential areas

» Large population of seniors and low-income familics

« High vulnerability to severe carthquake damage

« Isolation from outside help in time of disaster

SAN FRANCISCO IS IN TROUBLE BECAUSE THERE ARE
NOT ENOUGH FIREFIGHTERS ON DUTY EACH DAY. For-
mer SF Fire Chief Emmet Condon in his book “Denial of Disaster”:

“THE SAN FRANCISCO FIRE DEPARTMENT IS BELOW

THE DAILY MANNING LEVEL THAT ANY EXPERIENCED

CHIEF OFFICER KNOWS IS NECESSARY TO PROVIDE
ADEQUATE SERVICE TO THE CITY.” Condon continues:

“IWOULDAGREETHAT THE HAZARD OF FIRETOTHE
CITY AFTER A SIMILAR DISASTER TODAY IS MUCH
GREATER THAN IN 1906.” And,

“SYNTHETIC MATERIALS HAVE GREATLY IN-
CREASED THE FIRE RISK IN MODERN BUILDINGS AND
WILL MAGNIFY THE FIRE PROBLEM IN THE MULTIPLE
FIRES THAT WILL BREAK OUT AFTER A SERIOUS
EARTHQUAKE.”

At least 400 of the city’s 500 high rise buildings do not have
modern life-safety systems!' HIGH RISE FIRES CAUSE A
HUGE DRAIN ON FIRE DEPARTMENT RESOURCES.

PROP F IS STRONGLY .SUPPORTED BY INDIVIDUALS;
CITIZEN, BUSINESS AND NEIGHBORHOOD GROUPS:
FIRE SAFETY EXPERTS, AND A BROAD SPECTRUM OF
KNOWLEDGEABLE CIVIC LEADERS.-

There is no significant opposition to Prop F.

PROTECT YOURSELF, YOUR FAMILY, YOURFRIENDS

— YOUHAVE A LOT TO LOSE! VOTE YES ON F!

GERRY LONG
Concerned Citizen

WHY VOTE YES ONF? WHY A CHARTER AMENDMENT?

City politicians have been consistently unresponsive to your fire
safety concerns. It is the duty of the City to provide its citizens with

. adequate fire protection and earthquake preparedness. Instead,

Fire Department staffing has been cut to a dangerous level.
THE POLITICIANS SAY, “TRUST US!” :
We can see that this has not worked, and a Charter provision is

necessary. YOUR EMERGENCY NEEDS ARE TOO VITAL TO

BE LEFT VULNERABLE TO POLITICAL GAMES. -

You hear the sirens every day — BUT HAVE YOU COUNTED

THE FIREFIGHTERS? Fewer firefighters means greatly reduced
firefighting capacity. FIRE DEPARTMENT STAFFING IS NOW
AT AN ALL-TIME LOW AND CANNOT BE ALLOWED TO
FALL FURTHER! .

WENEED A STRONG FIRE DEPARTMENT!? YOTE YES
ONF! -

John Flaherty -
Battalion Chief, SFFD (Retired)
Past President, S.F, Fire Chiefs Assn,

Arguments brlnted on this page are the opinion of the authors and have ndt been ghecked fo{r accuracy by any officlal agency.
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PAID ARPUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION F

HIGH RISE BUILDINGS AND BART AND MUNI
UNDERGROUND FACILITIES MAKE SPECIAL
, FIRE PROTECTION DEMANDS
Today, San Francisco has over 500 high rise buildings. Fires in
* these buildings require many firefighters because equipment must
be carried by hand to the fire — often up many flights of stairs.
In 1988 in Los Angeles, a fire on three floors of a high rise
building required 383 firefighters to bring it under control, /n San
Francisco, our entire on-duty force would be required, leaving the

rest of the city completely unprotected. Mutual-aid from neighbor-

~ ing communities would be totally inadequate to cover our needs.

BART and MUNI underground facilities present special fire and
rescue problems, Large numbers of firefighters are required to fight
these fires and perform rescue and evacuation operations.

In July 1989, Mayor Agnos forced reductions in truck company

staffing — the key players in rescue and ventilation operations.

Now these aerial ladder teams can no longer function properly.

Building ventilation is delayed greatly increasing the risk of
deadly backdrafts.

The Department’s daily staffing has fallen to 296 firefighters, the
lowest in history, while fire, medical and other emergencies are
higher than ever. Proposition F will bring SFFD staffing up to 320.
This is critically needed to meet these ever-increasing demands.

In the past, some Fire Chiefs have thought that you could safely
relocate or close a firehouse, but I now recognize that this is

‘dangerous. The SFFD can now get to most emergencies within 3

minutes, but if we close a firehouse we lose that prompt response.
With our rows of wood buildings, our large population of elderly
citizens, we must get there quickly.

The SFFD is your lifeline. Protect it! I strongly urge all
citizens to vote YES on K

James P. Olson, President
San Francisco Fire Chiefs Association

Any firefighter responsible for any racist act or statement on
duty, after due process, should be disciplined. Repeat occurrences
must result in severe penalties.

Expensive overtime can be largely eliminated by addmg mone '

firefighters.

- Differences between the union and the mayor should be resolved -

through good faith negotiations, not through the election process.
Maintaining high morale is the only way to insure efficiency.

The neighborhood service cuts need to be restored.
Vote YESonF.

Joel Ventresca

Past President, .
Coalition for San Francisco Nenghborhoods
Candidate for Supervisor

Becoming a victim in another major carthquake or runaway fire
in one of San Francisco’s densely populated neighborhoods con-
tinues to be a hazard for all of us.

Nonetheless, because the Firefighters Union did not endorse him,
Mayor Agnos has seen fit to reduce the staffing levels of the Fire
Department in any twenty-four hour period from 315 0 296. The
San Francisco Republican Party believes these cuts are penny-
wise, pound-foolish, and politically motivated.

Vote Yes on Proposition F. DO NOT let the Mayor’s political

vendetta jeopardize public safety.

San Francisco Republican Party
Honor H. Bulkley

William E. Grayson
Anna M. Guth

Tina H. Frank
Christopher L. Bowman
Mildred “Millie” Danch
Rose Chung

'Sam T. Harper

Ronald G. Kershaw
Jun Hatoyama
Wade Francois
Martin Keller
Harriet Ross -

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION F

I strongly urge you to vote NO on Proposmon F. This proposi--

tion, if passed, will require twenty-five extra fire fighters to be hired
each day — five of these fire fighters will have no specific func-
tions — their daily assignment will be at the discretion of the Chief
of Department. It will also require that daily truck staffing be
increased from five to six persons and the fireboat staffing be
increased by another two fire fighters daily. These increases are
unnecessary and are not required — fire suppression units are now

staffed to provide effective and efficient fire service for San-

Francisco.
?rop031tnon F will take management control and responsmlhty

away from the Chief of Department by requmng organizational
changes to be approved by the voters at a regular election, This
would not allow the Chief, through the Fire Commission, to
respond to the changing demands placed on the Fire Department.
Fire protection decisions can’t wait until an election. To provide
for and maintain the most cost effective and efficient fire depan-
ment, I urge you to vote NO on Proposition F.

Frederick F. Postel
Chief of Department

Overtime pay is bleeding the Fire Department’s budget dry!

Over 92 percent of the budget goes for personnel costs. In
1988-89 uniformed personnel were paid salaries totaling
$53,567,000 plus mandatory fringe benefits of $53,543,000 and
still another $11,893,000 for overtime!

Proposition F would increase that bleeding by creating new
positions not necessary for the safety of San Franciscans despite
the scare statements made by the firefighters’ union.

Proposition F would cost $4,900,000 in overtime thereby si-
phoning away money needed to make major improvements!

We already have excellent protection but we want to upgrade it
by developing acomprehensive earthquake program, by improving
our response to emergency medical calls (over 4 1/2 times the
number of fires) and by purchasing more modern fire equipment.

During the October quake 522 off-duty firefighters reported back

nmmedlalcly yet there were not enough engines and trucks for

them; in fact, one old piece had to be taken out of the Fire Muscum
to help fight the Marina District fire.

Our firefighters work nine days out of 31 in shifts of approxi-
mately 24 hours on and 48 off,

Many are “double-dippers” holdmg down well pald outside jobs

such as contractors, lawyers, plumbers and electricians, They still

put in overtime because the Charter provides for such generous
pay.

Overtime pay for a ﬁreﬁghtcr is $585 per shift, for a Captain
$776 and for an Assistant Chicf $1077! Last year the average
firefighter’s cost to the City was $90,000, including salary, fringe
benefits and overtime.

Do not pay out more money just for overtime.

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION F!

James Jefferson

President, Fire Commission
Frank Quinn

Vice-President, Fire Commission
Henry Berman

Commissioner, Fire Commission
Sharon Bretz

Commissioner, Fire Commission
Ted Soulis

Commissioner, Fire Commission

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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" PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION F

San Francisco has the fmest fire protection in California.

Now is not the time to jeopardize it with Proposition F.

Proposition F is an ill-advised and wasteful measure.

First, it would wrest management of the Fire Depariment away
from the Fire Commission and the Chief, where management
properly and historically belongs.

Management of the Fire Department should remain accountable to
the citizens of San Francisco, through its appointed Fire Commission.
This principle is violated whenrigid language isplaced in the Charter.

Second, Proposition F would unnecessarily increase the Fire
Department’s budget by approximately $4.9 million a year.

The San Francisco Fire Department already has staffing levels

on its fire engines and-aerial ladder trucks that are equal to the best

in California.

To overstaff the engines and trucks would be counterproductive

as well as wasteful, especially in a time of limited resources and
ever-increasing demands for City services.

Let life and death decisions of fire protection in San Francisco
remain in the control of the Fire Commission and the Chief.

Let the buck stop where it has always stopped — with the Fire

Commission and the Chief. And let San Francisco’s first-rate fire

prowcuon continue.
'We can’t afford to'play around with fire, or with Proposition F.
A similar Proposition was defeated in November, 1987,
Vote NO on this Proposition in 1990
Vote NO on Proposmon F.

James D. Jefferson

President, Fire Commission
Frank A. Quinn

Vice-President, Fire Commission
HenryE. Berman

Commissioner, Fire Commission
Sharon L. Bretz A

Commissioner, Fire Commission
TedN. Soulis

Commissioner, Fire Commission

Vote No on Proposition F.

Proposition F has little to do with fire protection and earthquake
preparedness and a lot to do wnh unnecessary Fxre Departmem
staffing.

Vote No on'Proposition F, Don’t tie the hands of the Chief and
Fire Commission, preventing them from managing the department
and our tax dollars, Proposition F will take $6 million a year from
health services, libraries, homeless programs and other vital city
services. Why? Because Proposition F will require the city to pay
more overtime to firefighters who already receive higher salaries than
those in Los Angeles, San Jose, Long Beach or San Diego.

N

Employment of unnecessary personnel is called “featherbed-
ding.” Proposition F is just that — at a cost of $6 million.
San Francisco has the best fire protection services in the country.

" We already pay more per person for that service than any other city

in California.

Stop a $6 million raid on the City Treasury. Vote No on Propo-

sition F.

Donald D. Doyle
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce

Arguments printed on this page are the opinlon of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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anmum Flreﬂghter Staffing

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PHOPOSITION F

- Like all San Franciscans, we want a safe and healthy cny. But
Proposition F could jeopardize our safety and health,

By spending more than $7 million on unnecessary overtime,
Proposition F will take money away from other vitally needed
services like fire equipment, police protection, health care and
children’s programs.

The annual fire department budget is already $150 million.

 Firefighters are already getting a pay raise of almost 10%. That’s
more than most city workers — and most of us.

San Francisco already has more firefighters per thousand resi-
dents than any other major Westem city.

Yet San Francisco has fewer fire and emergency alarms than
other cities. In 1986, San Francisco had 78,000 emergency calls.

Oakland had 95,000. ‘
We appreciate the job that our firefighters do. But we cannot
support this multi-million dollar attempt to win back overtime for

just 18 firefighters per day.

Susan J. Bierman

Agar Jaicks

Mauri Schwartz
S.F. Democratic County Central Committee

Beverly Prior, Sunset Democratic Club

Margaret Brodkin, Director Coleman Advocates for Children

Carole Migden, chair, San Francnsco Democratic County
Central Committee

I respect and admnrc the work done by San Francisco’s ﬁre-.

fighters.

It’s a dangerous job.

. That's why they’re paid more than firefighters in any other large
city in California, even though our firefighters work 15 percent
fewer hours.

But today our average cost per firefighter has hit $96,000 per
year,

We have been reducing this amount — and improving fire ser-
vice at the same time — by hiring more new firefighters and
reducing costly overtime payments. :

- That overtime runs as much as $585 per day for a fourth-year
firefighter, and up to $1077 per day at the higher ranks.

When they argue for Proposition F, the union avoids mentioning

this fact. They raisc a false alarm about closing down firchouses,
when in reality we are adding new firefighters as quickly as we
can train them.,

Ninety new firefighters are being hired this year alone. We have
full classes in the Fire Academy for the first time in years.

Prop Fasks you, the voters, to putan unnecessary sixth firefighter
back on every fire truck, in order to give current firefighters
millions in guaranteed overtime.

There’s no need for it. Even a onc-alarm ﬁrc in San Francisco
draws 30 firefighters in response.

It’s easy, when.you think about the heroic work fnreﬁghters do,
to justify giving them whatever they ask for.

I made the same mistake myself three years ago, before I was
mayor. As a State Assemblyman and a strong union supporter, 1
lent my name to a measure that was similar to Proposition F.

Butno group, however much we appreciate their work, is entitled
to'millions of taxpayer dollars a year in guaranteed, unnecessary
overtime — especially when they are trying to feather their own
nests by keeping out women and minorities.

With all the pressing needs facing our city, we can’t afford to
give away $7 million and get nothing in retum. Pleasc vote No on

Proposition F,

‘Mayor Art Agnos

Arguments printed on this page are the opinlon of the aiiiiors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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TEXT OF PROPOSE

" NOTE: This entire section is new.
The Proposed Charter Amendment reads as
follows:
‘NEW CHARTER SECTION: 3.548:
MINIMUM LEVELS OF FIRE
PROTECTION FOR THE CITY AND -
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

Notwithstanding any other section of this

Charter, the minimum levels of fire protection for

the City and County of San Francisco shall be '

specified as follows:
A. The MINIMUM level of Fire Protection for

the City and County of San Francisco, in fire

suppression, effective July 1, 1990, except as
specified in Section C shall be as follows:

1. Engine Companies 41
Truck Companies 18
Rescue Companies - 2
Fireboat Companies 1
Battalion Districts 10
Divisions - 3
Service Units 1
Bureau of Equipment 2
High Pressure System
Tank (staffed)

(Jones St. Tank) 1
Assigned Firefighters

(At Chief’s Discretion) 5
2. Fire station; The minimum number of sta-
tions shall be 41, at locations listed on the SFFD
Station Directory for July 1, 1987.
B. MINIMUM daily staffing of Fire Compa-
nies and other Units:

1. Engine Companies: 1 Officer and 3
Firefighters

2. Truck Companies: 1 Officer and 5
Firefighters

3. Rescue Company: 1 Officer and 3
Firefighters

4, Fireboat Company: - 1 Officer, 1 Pilot,
1 Marine Engi-
neer and 2 Fire-
fighters

5. Service Units: ~ 1Firefighter

6. Bureau of Equipment: 2 Firefighters

14

Department.

PROPOSITIONF
7. Battalion District: 1 Battalion Chief,
1 Chief'sAide
8. Division: 1 Assistant Chief,
’ 1 Chief’s Aide
9. Jones Street Tank: 1 qualified person

to operate gates,

yalves and commu-

nications equip-
ment of the High
Pressure System.
Required minimum staffing shall be main-
tained on a constant basis, 24 hours per day.
Sufficient personnel and positions shall be au-
thorized and funded to maintain MINIMUM re-
quired staffing levels established in this section.

" When assigned personnel are not available, then

staffing shall be maintained by working of

overtime. -
C.CLOSURE AND RELOCATION OF FIRE

: CLOSURE ANDRELOCATIONOF FIRE
STATIONS, DEACTIVATION OF FIRE

COMPANIES OR OF UNITS REQUIRED BY

D INITIATIVE CHARTER AMENDMENT

of aCompany or Unit, the Fire Commission shalt
forward its recommendation to the Board of Su-
pervisors within 30 calendar days.

f. Upon receipt of the Fire Commission rec-
ommendation, the Board of Supervisors may
hold public hearings on the matter and they may
approve or disapprove of the recommendation of
the Fire Commission for closure or deactivation

- of a Station, Company or Unit. Such approval or

disapproval shall be by majority vote of the
Board of Supervisors. If the Board of Supervisors
approves of the Fire Commission recommenda-
tion, then they shall direct the Clerk of the Board
to have the matter put on the ballot of the next
regular election for final determination by the
voters of the City and County.
D. DEFINITIONS — EQUIPMENT

1. ENGINE COMPANY: A vehicle carrying
hose and a pump to pump water of at least 1,500
gallons per minute.

2. TRUCK COMPANY: A tractor-trailer ve-

THIS SECTION: -

1. Fire Stations, Fire Companies or other
Units required by this section may be closed or
deactivated only when each of the following
procedures is completed:

a. Tt is reccommended by the Chief of Depart-
ment and approved for consideration by the Fire
Commission.

b. The Fire Commission shall hold atleasttwo
public hearings on the matter so that affected
citizens may appear to express their views.

¢. At least one of the public hearings shall be
held in the neighborhood of the Station, Com-
pany, or Unit to be closed or deactivated. Such
meeting to be held at a time and place most
suitable for maximum public attendance, ,

d. Except as provided by this section, othe
facilities or units may be closed or deactivated by

- majority of the five members of the Fire Com-

mission upon recommendation by the Chief of

¢. Upon conclusion of public hearings and
approval by amajority of the five members ofthe
Fire Commission for the closure or deactivation

hicle carrying ladders and rescue equipment with
a 100-foot acrial ladder or equivalent device to
reach upper floors of buildings.

3. RESCUE COMPANY: A vehicle carrying
rescue equipment capable of heavy rescue and
diving equipment for underwater rescue.

4, FIRE BOAT COMPANY': A boat equipped
with pumps, hose, monitor nozzles and able. to
navigate San Francisco Bay for firefighting and
rescue duty along the shorelines of the City and
County.

5. SERVICE UNIT: A vehicle carrying spare
supply of air and equipment for self-contained
breathing apparatus and resuscitators.

6. HIGH PRESSURE SYSTEM PUMP STA-
TION: A facility capable of pumping at least
10,000 gallons per minute from San Francisco
Bay or other water source into the mains of the
high pressure water system.

7. BUREAU_OF EQUIPMENT: A vehicle
capable of carrying cquipment for emergency
repairs or towing of fire apparatus under emer-
gency conditions. a




Former Supervisor Health Benefits G

PROPOSITION G

. Shall the Board of Supervisors be authorized to allow former Super-
visors to remain in the City’s Health Service Systerm, If they pay the

full cost?

-
-

YES 288
NO 289

AnaIyS|s

by Ballot Simplification Commlttee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The Health Service
System provides health insurance for cur-
rent and retired City workers, including
current members of the Board of Supervi-

- sors. Supervisors may not continue to re-
ceive health insurance from the Health
Service System after they leave the Board
of Supervisors.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition G is a char-
ter amendment. Under Proposition G, the
Board of Supervisors could allow former

Supervisors to stay in the Health Service
System if they pay the full cost of their
health insurance.

A “YES” VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes,
you want to allow former Supervisors to
stay in the Health Service System if they
pay the full cost of their health insurance.

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you
do not want to allow former Supervisors
to stay in the Health Service System.

Controller’s Statement on “G”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of Propo-
sition G: -

“Should the proposed Charter amendment: be
adopted, in my opinion, it would have no effect on
the cost of government.”

How Supervisors Voted on “G”

On February 20, the Board of Supervisors voted 11-0 on
the question of placing Proposition G on the ballot.

The Supervisors voted as follows: .

YES: Supervisors Angela Alioto, Harry Britt, Jim Gonzalez,
Terence Hallinan, Richard Hongisto, Thomas Hsieh,
Willie Kennedy, Bill Maher, Wendy Nelder, Nancy
Walker, and Doris Ward.

NO: None of the Supervisors présent voted no.

AHGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE.
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G Former Supervisor Health Benefits

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION G

Proposition G will allow former Supervisors to buy health insur-  visorsto BUY continued heaith coverage in the City’s Health Plan,
ance coverage from the City’s Health Service system, when they  at their own expense.
leave office. THERE WILL BE NO COST TO THE CITY. VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION G.
The Health Service System now provides health insurance for o
current and retired City workers, including current membersof the  Submitted by the Board of Supervisors
Board of Supervisors. Proposition G simply allows former Super- . c

No Official Argument Was Submitted ‘Against Proposition G .
No Rebuttals Were Submitted On Proposition G
No Paid Arguments Were Submitted In Favor Of Proposition G

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been chockqd for accuracy i)y any offlcial agency.
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Former Supervisor Health Benefits G

PAID ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION G

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION “G” Cut bait.

Former supervisors are either those who have decided not to run; Vote NO.
or those the electorate voted out of office.

Even as it claims they will pay their own health plan benefits,  Marguerite Warren
why continue to have them in the system.

et e e Y

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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TEXT OF PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENT

NOTE: Additions or substitutions are indicated
by bold face type; deletions are indi-
cated by strike-out-type. _

8.425 Persons Covered

Each plan may make provision for the partici-
pation in the benefits of the system by the depen-
dents of members, retired city and county
employees, temporary city and county employ-
ees, such other dependents of deceased and re-
tired city and county employees as the board of
supervisors may authorize by ordinance, teachers

* and other employees of the San Francisco Uni-
fied School District retired under the San Fran-
cisco City and County Employees’ Retirement
System and resigned employees of the city and
county and resigned teachers and employees of
the school district whose resignations occur after
June 15, 1955, and within 30 days immediately
prior to the date on which, but for their resigna-

PROPOSITION G

tions, they would have become retired members
of the said retirement system, on whose relin-
quishment of retirement allowances as permitted
by the charter occurs after such date and resigned
employees of the San Francisco Unified School
District not otherwise included. A resigned em-
ployee or teacher is one whose employment has

terminated other than by retirement, discharge or

death or who has relinquished retirement allow-
ances. The purpose of empowering the health
service board to make provision for the partici-
pation in the benefits of the system to the afore-
mentioned resigned teachers and employees of
the San Francisco Unified School District is to
enable them, subject to the health service board’s
exercise of its power, to participate in the benefits
of the system after transferring to the State
Teachers’ Retirement System from the San Fran-
cisco City and County Employees’ Retirement

System. The purpose of empowering the health
service board to make provision for participation
in the benefits of the system by the aforemen-
tioned resigned employees of the city and county
and other resigned employees of San Francisco
Unified School District is to permit the health
service board to have power to treat them the
same as it treats resigned teachers and employees
of the San Francisco Unified School District.

As used in this section, and for the purpose of
this section, the terms “city and county employ-
ees” and “employees of the city and county” shall -
include officers and employees of the Parking
Authority of the City and County of San
Francisco. :

The board of supervisors may also provide
by ordinance for the continuation in any plan
by former supervisors who agree to and do
pay the full cost of such benefit. O
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Moved since you last voted? Then you must re-register. Phone 554-4375.

*******************-****‘*********‘A’*****
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Fire Inspector and
Engmeer Retirement Benefits

PROPOSITION H

Shall the Board of Supervisors have -authority to contract with the
State Public Employees Retirement System (PERS) to make City fire
safety inspectors and fire protection engineers members of PERS
instead of the City Retirement System provided there is no additional

cost to the City?

YES 290
NO 292

L

Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: Fire Safety Inspec-
tors and Fire Protection Engineers belong
to the City’s Retirement System. Under
the charter, the Board of Supervisors may
contract with the State’s Public Employee
Retirement System (PERS) to allow cer-
tain safety employees to be members of

PERS instead of the City’s Retirement .

System, if there is no additional cost to the
City.

THE PROPOSAL.: Proposition H is a char-
teramendment that would add Fire Safety
Inspectors and Fire Protection Engineers
to the list of safety employees who are

now allowed to become members of
PERS instead of the City’'s Retirement
System, if there would be no additional
cost to the City.

A “YES” VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes,
you want to add Fire Safety Inspectors
and Fire Protection Engineers to the list of
safety employees who are now allowed to
become members of PERS instead of the
City's Retirement System.

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you

want these employees to continue to be
covered by the City's Retirement System.

Controller’s Statement on “H”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of Propo-
sition H: | ,

“Should the proposed Charter amendment be
adopted, in my opinion, it would have no effect on
the cost of government.”

How Supervisors Voted on “H”

On February 20, the Board of Supervisors voted 11-0 on
the question of placing Proposition H on the ballot

The Supervisors voted as follows: -

YES: Supervisors Angela Alioto, Harry Britt, Jim Gonzalez.
Terence Hallinan, Richard Hongisto, Thomas Hsieh,
Willie Kennedy, Bill Maher, Wendy Nelder, Nancy
Walker, and Doris Ward.

NO: None of the Supervisors present voted no.

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE.
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Fire Inspector and

Engineer Retirement Benefits

" OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION H

This Charter Amendment would provide for safety retirement for
eighteen civilian Fire Safety Inspectors and Fire Protection Engi-
neers employed by the San Francisco Fire Department, at no
additional cost to the City. o _

Fire Inspectors and Fire Protection Engineers are classified by
the State of California as safety personnel and properly belong in
a safety retirement program that is not offered by the City’s
Retirement System for non-uniformed employees. Instead, the City
contracts with the Public Employees Retirement System (PERS)
for its public safety officers who are not police officers or fire-
fighters.

Fire Safety Inspectors and Fire Protection Engineers, along with ‘

their counterparts in the uniformed firefighter ranks, provide the
professional expertise necessary for the City's fire prevention
program. Proposition H provides a retirement plan for this small.

_ group of civilians equivalent to the retirement plan for their uni-

formed firefighter counterparts, at no additional cost to the City.
Voters approved similar measures in recent years that provided
for safety requirement for probation officers, investigator groups
and various other safety personnel.
PLEASE VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION H.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors.

No Official Argument Was Submitted Against Proposition H
No Rebuttals Were Submitted On Proposition H

No Paid Arguments Were Submitted In Favor Of Proposition H
No Paid Arguments Were Submitted Against PropositionH

Arguments printed on this page are the oplnion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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TEXT OF PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENT

-NOTE: Additions or substitutions are indicated

by bold face type; deletions are indi-
cated by str

_ strike-eut-type,
8.506-2 Miscellaneous Safety Employees

Notwithstanding any other provisions of this
charter, the board of supervisors or the commu-
nity college board shall have the power to con-
tract with the Board of Administration of the
Public Employees' Retirement System of the
State of California to provide that the probation
officers, airport police officers, district attorney

PROPOSITIONH

and public defender investigators, coroner inves-
tigators, juvenile court counselors, and institu-
tional police, fire safety Inspectors and fire
protection engineers who are not members of
the Section 8.588 plans, shall be members of the
public employees® retirement system, and the
board of supervisors, the community college
board and the retirement board shall have the
power to perform all acts necessdry to carry out
the terms and purposes of such contract,

The power to contract created herein shall be

limited to a contract with no net increase in cost -
to the city and county or the community college
disgrict,

Any person who shall become amember of the
public employees’ retirement system pursuant to
such contract shall have the right to be a member
of the health service system and the health board
shall make provision for the participation in the
benefits of the health service system by such

a

persons.
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Out of town on June 5, 1990? Apply for an
Absentee Ballot. Just complete the form on the
back cover, put a 25¢ stamp where indicated and mail it in.
You will be sent absentee'voting materials, including a ballot.
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Residents are
Nearly 70,000 homes in the
southern and eastern parts
of the City have curbside
recycling. By 1991, every

resident will have curbside
collection service.

Until curbside reaches your
neighborhood, you can recycle
at our many community
recycling centers.

SAN FRANCISCO

recycling in record numbers!

For a free Recycling Starter
Kit and information on

where to recycle w
~San Franeisco
Recycling Program

CITY HALL
554-6193
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Retired Teachers
_Consulting Contracts

T

PROPOSITION |

Shall retired teachers in the City retirement system be allowed to enter | .
Into consulting contracts with the San Francisco Unified School YES293 W)
District or San Francisco Community College District without losing NO295 mmp
their retirement benefits?

Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: Retired San Fran-  retirement benefits. While they are con-
cisco teachers who are members of the  sultants they would not make retirement
State Retirement System are allowed to  contributions or earn additional retirement
work for the San Francisco Unified School  credits.

District or Community College District |
without losing their retirement benefits. =~
Retired San Franciscoteachersinthe City A “YES” VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes,

Retirement system are not allowed to do ~ You want to allow retired San Francisco
so. teachers who are members of the City’s

| Retirement System to have consulting
THE PROPOSAL: Proposition | isacharter  contracts with the School District or Com-
amendment that would allow retired  munity College District without losing their
teachers who are members of the City’s  retirement benefits.
Retirement System to have consulting
contracts with the School District or Com- - A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you
munity College District without losing their  do not want to make this change.

Controller’'s Statement on “/I” How Supervisors Voted on “|”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the On February 20, the Board of Supervisors voted 9-2on the
following statement on the fiscal impact of Propo- | 9uestion of placing Proposition  on the ballot.

sition |: The Supervisors voted as follows:
“ YES: Supervisors Angela Alioto, Harry Britt, Terence
. d?)h?“("d. the p"’.‘r’\‘i’::?t ggagegofm";: dn:)?ri‘tts:l? Hallinan, Thomas Hsieh, Willie Kennedy, Bill Maher,
pted, in my opl ) ’ J Wendy Nelder, Nancy Walker, and Doris Ward.

‘affect the cost of government. However, as a . . ) .
product of its future application, costs could in- NO: Supervisors Jim Gonzalez and Richard Hongisto.
crease, the amount of which, being dependent
upon the dollar amount and the number of per-
sonal service contracts executed, cannot be deter-
mined, but should not be substantial.”

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE.
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Retired Teachers
Consulting Contracts

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION |

Proposition 1 is necessary to correct an inequity that exists
between teachers in the State Teachers’ Retirement System and
those inthe San Francisco City and County Employees’ Retirement
System. Teachers in the state system can retire up to three years
early and supplement their reduced retirement income by serving
as consultants to the school districi developing curriculum, orient-
ing new teachers, substituting for absent teachers, tutoring stu-
dents, etc. The Charter denies the right to the four hundred teachers
in the city retirement system to continue serving students and
schools in these ways. Proposition I would correct this inequity by
extending the same right to teachers in the city retirement system.

Proposition I will save taxpayers’ money by encouraging teach-

ers at the top of the salary scale toretire early. New hires at the low
end of the salary scale will earn little morethanhalfasmnchas
those at the top.

Proposition I will also improve education in San anclsco
schools by continuing to take advantage of the experience and
expertise of retired teachers, It will also help to solve the shonage
of qualified substitute teacher.

Vote YES on Proposition I for equity, economy, and educauonal
excellence. b

Submitted by the Board of Supgwisors. .

No Official Argument Was Submitted Against Propositidn I
No Rebuttals Were Submitted On Proposition |

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors-and have not beén'checked for accuracy by any officlal.agency.
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Retired Teachers

Consulting Contracts

PAID ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION |

Proposition I will bring equity and fairness to retired teachers,
save the taxpayers money and improve the educational system in
San Francisco.

Assemblyman Willie Brown Jr.

Assemblyman John Burton

Supervisor Wendy Nelder

Supervisor Tom Hsieh

Supervisor Doris Ward

Supervisor Jim Gonzalez

San Francisco Democratic Party

Fred Rodriguez, President of the Board of Education

United Educators of San Francisco, Joan-Marie Shelley

Judy Dellamonica

Joanne Miller, vice-president of the San Francisco Board of
Education '

Thomas Ammiano

Walter Johnson, San Francisco Labor Council

Larry Martin, Transport Workers of America

Robert Barnes

James Wachob

~ Jose Medina

Harry G. Brin, President of the Board of Supervisors

No Paid Arguments Were Submitted Against Proposition |

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.

85



Pl e A

[ T T ~

crue upon the date of retirement, and continuing
for life unless a different term of payments is
definitely provided by the context,

“Compensation,” as distinguished from bene-
fits under the workers’ compensation laws of the
State of California, shall mean all remuneration
whether in cash or by other allowances made by
the city and county, for service qualifying for
credit under this section.

“Compensation earnable” shall mean the com-
pensation as détermined by the retirement board,
which would have been earned by the member
had he worked, throughout the period under con-
sideration, the average number of days ordinarily
worked by persons in the same grade or class of
positions as the positions held by him during such
period and at the rate of pay attached to such
positions, it being assumed that during any ab-
sence, he was in the position held by him at the
beginning of the absence, and that prior to enter-
ing city-service he was in the position first held
by him in city-service.

* “Benefit” shall include “allowance,” “retire-
ment allowance,” and “death benefit,”

“Average final compensation” shall mean the
average monthly compensation camed by a
member during any five consecutive years of
credited service in theretirement systemin which
his average final compensation is the highest,
unless the board of supervisors shall otherwise
provide by ordinance enacted by three-fourths
vote of all members of the board.

86

service; provided, however, thatupon the compul-
sory retirement of a member upon his attainment
of the age of 65 years, if the allowance available
to such member, pursuant to the provisions of
Subsection (f) of this section, shall be greater in
amount than the service retirement allowance oth-
erwise payable to such member under this Sub-
section (b), then such member shall receive as his
service retirement allowance, in licu of the allow-
ance otherwise payable under this Subsection (b),
an allowance computed in accordance with the
formula provided in said Subsection (f). The ser-
vice retirement allowance of any member retiring
prior to attaining the age of 60 years, after render-
ing 20 years or more of such service and having
attained the ge of 50 years, computed under Sub-
section (g), shall be an allowance equal to the
percentage of said average final compensation set
forth opposite his age at retirement, taken to the
preceding completed quarter year, for each year
of service, computed under Subsection (g):

Ageat Percent for Each

Retirement Year of Credited
Service

50 1.0000

50-1/4 1.0250

50-172 1.0500

50-3/4 10750

51 T 11000

51-1/4 1.1250

TEXT OF PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENT
- ' PROPOSITION
NOTE: Additions or substitutions are indicated For the purposes of the retirement system and 51-12 1.1500
' by bold face type; deletions are indi- of this section, the terms “miscellaneous officer 51-3/4 1.1750
“ cated by strike-eut-type. or employee,” or “member,” as used in this sec- 52 ‘ 1.2000
8.509 Retirement — Miscellaneous Officers tion shall mean any officer or employee who is 52-14 1.2250
and Employees On snd After July 1, 1947 not a member of the fire or police department as 52-12 1.2500
Miscellaneous officers and employees, as de- defined in the charter for the purpose of the 52-3/4 1.2750
fined in this section, who are members of the retirement system, under Section 8.507 of the 53 13000
retirement system under this section of the char-  charter. : _ 53-1/4 13250
ter on February 1,1969, and persons whobecome  “Retirement system” or “system” shall mean 53-12 1.3500
miscellaneous officers and employees after Feb-  San Francisco City and County Employees® Re- 53-3/4 13750
ruary 1, 1969, shall be members of the retirement tirement System as created in Section 8.500 of 34 1.4000
system, subject to the following provisions of this the charter. ’ 54-1/4 1.4250
section, in addition tothe provisionscontainedin  “Retirement board” shall mean “retirement 54-172 14500
Sections 3.670, 3.672, 8.500, 8.510 and 8.520 of board” as created in Section 3.670 of the charter. 54.3/4 1.4750
this charter notwithstanding the provisions of any “Charter” shall mean the charter of the City and Ss 1.5000
other section of the charter, provided that the  County of San Francisco. : 55-1/4 15250
retirement system shall be applied to persons Words used in the masculine gender shall in- 55-112 1.5500
employed on a part-time, temporary or substitute clude the feminine and neuter genders, and sin- 55-3/4 1.5750
basis only as the board of supervisors shall deter- gular numbers shall include the plural; and the 56 ~.1.6000
mine by ordinance enacted by three-fourths vote plural the singular. 56-1/4 1.6250
of all members of the board. Miscellaneous offi-  “Interest” shall mean at therate adopted by the 56-112 1.6500
cers and employees of the said departments who retirement board. 56-3/4 1.6750
are members of the retirement system under Sec- (b) Any member who completes at least 20 57 1.7000
tion8.507 of thecharter on February 1,1969shall  years of service in the aggregate credited in the 57-1/4 1.7250
continue to be members of the system under retirement system, and attains the age of 50 years, 57-112 1.7500
Soction 8.507 and shall not be subject to any of  or at least 10 years of service in the aggregate 57-3/4 1.7750
the provisions of this section, except as specific- credited in the retirement system, and attains the 58 ' 1.8000
ally provided in this section. -~ ageof 60 years, said service to be computed under 58-1/4 . 1.8250
(a) The following words and phrases as used  Subsection (g) hereof, may retire from service at 58-12 1.8500
in this section, unless a different meaning is his option. Members shall be retired on the first 58-3/4 -1.8750
plainly required by the context, shall have the  day of the monthnext following the attainment by 59 - 1.9000
following meaning: _ themof the age of 65 years. A member retired after 59-1/4 19250
~ “Retirement allowance,” or “allowance,” shall reaching the age of 60 years shall receive aservice 59-112 19500
mean equal monthly payments, beginning to ac-  retirement allowance at the rate of two percent of 59-3/4 19750
said average final compensation for each year of 60 ’ 2.0000

In no event shall amember’s retirement allow-
ance exceed 75 percent of his average final com-
pensation. -

Before the first payment of a retirement allow-
ance is made, a member retired under this sub-
section or Subsection (c) of this section, may
elect to receive the actuarial equivalent of his
allowance, partly in an allowance to be received
by him throughout his life, and partly in other

‘benefits payable after his death to another person

or persons, provided that such election shall be .
subject to all the conditions prescribed by the
board of supervisors to govern similar elections
by other membes of the retirement system, in-
cluding the character and amount, of such other
benefits; provided, however, that at any time
within 30 days after the date on which his com-
pulsory retirement would otherwise have be-
come effective, a member who has attained the
age of 65 years may elect, without right of revo-
cation, to withdraw his accumulated contribu-
tions, said election to be exercised in writing on
a form furnished by the retirement system and
filed at the office of said system, and a member
50 electing shall be considered as having termi-
nated his membership in said system on the date
immediately preceding the date on which his
compulsory retirement would otherwise have be-
come effective, and he shall be paid forthwith his
accumulated contributions, with interest credited
thereon. Notwithstanding the provisions of Scc-

(Continued on next page)



TEXT OF PROPOSITION | (Continued)

tion 8.514 of this charter, the portion of service
retitement allowance provided by the city and
county’s contributions shall be not less than $100
per month upon retirement after 30 years of ser-
vice and after attaining the age of 60 years, and
provided further that as to any member within 15
years or more of service at the compulsory retire-
ment age of 65, the portion of the service retire-
ment allowance provided by the city snd
county's contribution shall be such that the total
retirement allowance shall not be less than $100
per month. In the calculations under this subsec-
lion of the retirement allowance of a member
having credit for service in a position in the
evening schools and service in any other posi-
tion, separate retirement allowances shall be cal-
culated in the manner prescribed for each class
of service, the average final compensation in
each case being that for the respective class of
service; provided that the aggregate retirement
allowance shall be taken into account in applying
the provisions of this subsection providing for a
minimumretirement allowance, Parttime service
and compensation shall be reduced to full time
service and compensation in the manner pre-
scribed by the board of supervisors, and when so
reduced, shall be applied on full time service and
compensation in the calculations of retirement
allowances.

(c) Any member who becomes incapacitated
for performance of duty because of disability
determined by the retirement board to be of ex-
tended and uncertain duration, and who shall
have completed at least 10 years of service cred-
ited in the retirement system in the aggregate,
computed as provided in Subsection (g) hereof,
shall be retired upon an allowance of one and
eight-tenths percent of the average final compen-
sation of said member, as defined in Subsection
(a) hereof for each year of credited service, if
such retirement allowance exceeds 4() percent of
his average final compensation; otherwise one
and cight-tenths percentof his average final com-
pensation multiplied by the number of years of
city-service which would be credited to him were
such city-service to continue until attainment by
him of age 60, but such retirement allowance
shall not exceed 40 percent of such average final
compensation. In the calculation under this sub-
section of the retirement allowance of a member
having credit for service in a position in the
evening schools and service in any other posi-
tion, separate retirement allowances shall be cal-
culated, in the manner prescribed, for each class
of service, the average final compensation in
each case being that for the respective class of
service; provided that the average final compen-
sation upon which the minimum total retirement
allowance is calculated in such case shall be
based on the compensation carnable by the mem-
ber in the classes of service rendered by him
during the one year immediatecly preceding his
retirement. Part-time service and compensation
shall be reduced to full-time service and compen-
sation in the manner prescribed by the board of
supervisors, and when so reduced, shall be ap-
plied as full-time service and compensation in the

calculation of retirement allowances, The ques-
tion of retiring a member under this subsection
may be brought before the retirement board on
said board’s own motion, by recommendation of
any commission or board, or by said member or
his guardian. If his disability shall cease, his
retirement allowance shall cease, and he shall be
restored to service in the position orclassification
he occupied at the time of his retirement.

(d)No modification of benefits providedin this
section shall bc made because of any amounts
payable to or on account of any member under
workers' compensation laws of the State of Cal-
ifornia.

(e) If amember shall die, before rcnremem. (1)
If no benefit is payable under subdivision (2) of
this subsection (e):

(A) Regardless of cause, a death benefit shall
be paid to the member’s estate or designated
beneficiary consisting of the compcnsnuon eam-
able by the member during the six months imme-
diately preceding death, plus the member’s
contributions and interest credited thereon.

(B) If a member sustains a traumatic bodily
injury through external and violent means in the
course and scope of employment and death re-
sults within 180days of such injury, an additional
insurance benefit of 12 months of compensation
carnable shall be paid to the member’s estate or
designated beneficiary. '

(2) If, at the date of his death, he was qualified
for service retirement by reason of service and
age under the provisions of Subsection (b) of this
section, and he has designated as beneficiary his
surviving spouse, who was married to him for at
least one full year immediately prior to the date
of his death, one-half of the retirement allowance
to which the member would have been entitled if
he had retired from service on the date of his
dcath, shall be paid to such surviving spouse who
was his designated-beneficiary at the date of his
death, until such spouse’s death or semarriage, or
if there be no surviving spouse, to the unmarried
child or children of such member under the age
of 18 years, collectively, until every such child
dies, marries or attains the age of 18 years, pro-
vided that no child shall receive any allowance
after marrying or attaining the age of 18 years. If,
at the death of such surviving spouse, who was
recciving an allowance under this Subdivision
(2), there be one or more unmarried children of
such member under the age of 18 years, such
allowance shall continue to such child or chil-
dren, collectively, until every such child dics,
marries or attains the age of 18 years, provided
that no child shall receive any allowance after
marrying or attaining the age of 18 years, If the
total of the payments of allowance made pursuant
to this Subdivision (2) is less than the benefit
which was otherwise payable under Subdivision
(1) of this subsection, the amount of said benefit
payable under Subdivision (1) less an amount
equal to the total of the payments of allowance
made pursuant to this Subdivision (2) shall be
paid in Jump sum as follows:

(A)If the person last entitled to said allowance
is the remarried surviving spouse of such mem-

ber, to such spouse.

(B) Otherwise, to the surviving children of the
member, share and share alike, or if there are no
such children, to the estate of the person last
entitled to said allowance.

The surviving spouse may clect, on a- form
provided by the retirementsystem and filed inthe
office of the retirement system before the first
payment of the allowance provxded herein, to

receive the benefit provided in Subdivision(1) of
this subsection in lieu of the allowance which
otherwise would be payable under the provisions
of this subdivision, If a surviving spouse, who
was entitled to make the election herein pro-
vided, shall die before or after making such elec-
tion, but before receiving any payment pursuant
to such clection, then the legally appointed
guardian of the unmarried children of the mem-
ber under the age of 18 years, may make the
election herein provided before benefit has been
paid under this Subsection (¢), for and on behalf
of such children ift, in his judgment it appears to
be in their interest and advantage, and the elec-
tion so made shall be binding and conclusive
upon all parties in interest.

If any person other than such survwmg spouse
shall have and be paid a community property
interest in any portion of any benefit provided
under this Subsection (e), any allowance payable
under this Subdivision (2) shall be reduced by the
actuarial equivalent, at the date of the member's
death, of the amount of benefits paid to such other
person, ,

Upon the death of a member after retirement

and regardless of the cause of death, a death

benefit shall be paid to his estate or designated
beneficiary in the manner and subject to the
conditions prescribed by the board of supervisors
for the payment of a similar death benefit upon
the death of other retired members.

(f) Should any miscellancous member cease to
be employed as such a member, through any
cause other than death or retirement, all of his
contributions, with interest credited thereon,
shall be refunded to him subject to the conditions
prescribed by the board of supervisors to cover
similar terminations of employment and reem-
ployment with and without redeposit of with-
drawn accumulated contributions of other
members of the retirement system, provided that
if such member is entitled to be credited with at
least 10 years of service or if his accumulated
contributions exceed $1,000, he shall have the
right to clect, without right of revocation and
within 90 days after said termination of service,
or if the termination was by lay-off, 90dlys after
the retirement board determines the termination
to be permanent, whether to allow his accumu-
lated contributions to remain in the retirement
fund and to receive bencefits only as provided in
this paragraph. Failure 10 make such election
shall be deemed an irrevocable election to with-
draw his accumulated contributions. A person
who elects to allow his accumulated contribu-
tions to remain in the retirement fund shall be
subject to the same age requircments as apply to
other members under this section for service

(Continued on next page)
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retirement, but he shall not be subject to a mini-
mum servicerequirement. Upon thequalification
of such member for setirement by reason of age,
he shall be entitled to receive a retirement allow-
ance which shall be the actuarial equivalentofhis
accumulated contributions and an equal amount
of the contributions of the city and county, plus
1-2/3 petcent of his average final compensation
for each year of service credited to him as ren-
deted prior to his first membership in the retire-
ment system. Upon the death of such member
prior toretirement, his contributions withinterest
credited thereon shall be paid to his estate or
designated beneficiary.

(g) The following time and service shall be.

included in the computation of the service to be
credited to amember for the purpose of determin-
ing whether suchmember qualifies for retirement
and calculating benefits: :

(1) Time during which said member is 8 mem-
ber of the retirement system and during and for
which saidmember is entitled toreceive compen-
sation because of services as.a miscellaneous
officer or employee.

(2) Service in the fire and police departments
which is not credited as service of a member
under this section shall count under this section
upon transfer of a member of cither of such
departments to employment entitling - him to
membership in the retirement system under this
section, provided that the accumulated contribu-
tions standing to the credit of such member shall
be adjusted by refund to the member or by pay-
ment of the member, to bring the account at the
time of such transfer to the amount which would
have been credited to it had the member been a
miscellancous employee throughout the period
of his service in either such departments at the
compensation he received in such departments.

(3) Time during which said member is absent
from a status included in paragraphs (1) or (2)
next preceding which is not deemed absence
from service under the provisions of Section
8.520 of the charter and for which such member
is entitled to receive credit as service for the city
and county by virtue of contributions made in
accordance with the provisions of such section.

(4) Prior service determined and credited as
prescribed by the board of supervisors for per-
sons who are members under Section 8.507.

(5) The board of supervisors, by ordinance
enacted by a three-fourths vote of its members,
may provide for the crediting as service under the
retirement system of service, other than military
service, rendered as an employee of the federal
govemment and service rendered as an employee
of the State of California or any public entity or
public agency in the State of California. Said
ordinance shall provide that all contributions re-
quired as the result of the crediting of such ser-
vice shall be made by the member and that no
contributions therefor shall berequired of the city
and county. o

(h) All payments provided under this section
shall be made from funds derived from the fol-
lowing sources, plus interest earned on said
funds:
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(1) There shall be deducted from each payment
of compensation paid to amember under Section
8.509 a sum equal to 7-1/2 percent of such pay-
ment of compensation. The sum so deducted
shall be paid forthwith to the retirement system.
Said contribution shall be credited to the individ-
ual account of the member from whose salary it
was deducted, and the total of said contributions,
together with interest credited thereon in the
same manner 8s is prescribed by the board of
supervisors for crediting interestto contributions
of other members of the retirement system, shall
be applied to provide partof theretirement allow-
ance granted to, or allowance granted on account
of said member under Section 8.509, or shall be
paid to said member or his estate or beneficiary
as provided in Sections 8.509(e) and 8.509(f).

(2) Contributions based on time included in
paragraphs (1) and (3) of Subsection (g), and
deducted prior to July 1, 1947, from compensa-
tion of persons who become members under this
section, and standing with interest thereon, to the
credit of such members on the records of the
retirement system on said date, shall continue to
be credited to the individual accounts of said
members, and shall becombined with and admin-
istered in the same manner as the contributions
deducted after said date.

(3) The total contributions, with interest
thereon, made by or charged against the city and
county and standing to its credit, on July 1, 1948,
in the accounts of the retirement system, on ac-
count of persons who become members under
this section, shall be applied to provide the ben-
cfits under this section.

(4) The city and county shall contribute 1o the
retizement system such amounts as may be nec-
essary, when added to the contributions referred
to in the preceding paragraphs of this Subsection
(h), to provide the benefits payable under this
section, Such contributions of thecity and county
to provide the portion of the benefits hereunder,
whimich shall be based on service rendered by
cachmember prior to the date upon which his rate
of contribution is determined in paragraph (1),
Subsection (h), shall not be less during any fiscal
year than the amount of such benefits paid during
said year. Such contributions of the city and
county to provide the portion of the benefits
hereunder, which shall be based on service ren-
dered by respective members on and after the
date stated in the next preceding sentence, shall
be made in annual installments, and the install-
ment to be paid in any year shall be determined
by the application of a percentage to the total
salaries paid during said year, to persons who are
members under this section, said percentage o
be the ratio of the value of the effective date
hereof, or at the later date of aperiodical actuarial
valuation and investigation into the experience
under the system, of the benefits thereafter to be
paid under this section, from contributions of the
city and county, less the amount of such contri-
butions, and plus accumulated interest thereon,

 then held by said system to provide said benefits

on account of ‘service rendered by respective
member after the date stated in the sentence next

preceding, to the value at said respective dates of
salaries thereafter payable to said members, Said
values shall be determined by the actuary, who
shall take into account the interest which shall be
carned on seid contributions, the compensation
experience of members, and the probabilities of
separation by all causes, of members from ser-
vice before retirement, and of death after retire-
ment. Said percentage shall be changed only on
the basis of said periodical actuarisl valuation
and investigation into the experience under the
system, Said actuarial valuation shall be made
every even-numbered year, and said investiga-
tion into the experience under the system shall be
made every odd-numbered year.

Nothwithstanding the provisions of this Sub-
division (4), any additional liabilities created by
the amendments of this Section 8.509 contained
in the proposition therefor submitted to the elec-
torate on November 6, 1973, shall be amortized
over a period of 30 years.

(5) To promote the stability of the retirement
system through a joint participation in the result
of variations in the experience under mortality,
investment and other contingencies, the contri-

‘butions of both members and the city and county,

held by the system to provide the benefits under
this section, shall be a part of the fund in which
all other assets of said system are included. Noth-
ing in the section shall affect the obligations of
the city and county to pay to the retirement
system any amounts which may or shall become
due under the provisions of the charter prior to
the cffective date hereof, and which are repre-
sented on July 1, 1947, in the accounts of said
system by debits against the city and county.

(i) Upon the completion of the years of service
set forth in Subsection (b) of this section as
requisite toretirement, a member shall be entitled
to retire at any time thereafter in accordance with
the provisions of said Subsection (b), andnothing
shall deprive said member of said right.

(j) Except as otherwise provided in section
8.511 of this charter, nNo person retired under
this section, for service or disability and entitled
to receive a retirement allowance under the re-
tircment system, shall serve in any elective or
appointive position in the city and county ser-
vice, including membership on boards and com-
missions, nor shall such persons receive any
payment for service rendered to the city and
county after retirement, provided that service as
an election officer or juror shall not be affected
by this section.

(k) Any section or part of any section in this
charter, insofar as it should conflict with this
section, or with any part thereof, shall be super-
seded by the contents of this section. In the event
that any word, phrase, clause or subsection of this
section shall be adjudged unconstitutional, the
remainder thereof shall remain in full force and
effect. '

(1) Notwithstanding the provisions of Subsec-
tions (b), (c), (F), and (i) of this section, any
member convicted of a crime involving moral
turpitude, committed in connection with his du-
ties as an officer or employee of the City and

(Continued on page 92)




Human Rights Commission

PROPOSITION J

Shall the Human Rights Commission be made a Charter commission
and shall its size be reduced from fifteen to eleven members?

—
-

YES 296
NO 297

I PO S

Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The Human Rights
Commission was created by an ordi-
nance. Under that ordinance, the Human
‘Rights Commission has 15 members.

THE PROPOSAL.: Proposition Jis acharter
amendment that would make the existing
Human Rights Commission a charter
commission; it would reduce the number
of members from 15 to 11.

A “YES” VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes,
you want the Human Rights Commission
to become a charter commission and you
want to reduce its size to 11 members.

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you
do not want the Human Rights Commis-
sion to become a charter commission and
you do not want to reduce its size to 11
members.

Controller’s Statement on “J"

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of Propo-
sition J:

“Should the proposed Charter amendment be
adopted, in my opinion, it would increase the cost
of governmentin an amount not to exceed $4,200.”

How Supervisors Voted on “J”

On February 12, the Board of Supervisors voted 10-1 on
the question of placing Proposition J on the ballot.

The Supervisors voted as follows:

YES: Supervisors Angela Alioto, Harry Britt, Jim Gonzalez,
Terence Hallinan, Richard Hongisto, Willie Kennedy,
Bill Maher, Wendy Nelder, Nancy Walker, and Doris
Ward.

NO: Supervisor Thomas Hsieh.

- . ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE.
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OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION J

Rights Commission out of politics and ensures its place in' the

Charter of the City and County of San Francisco. i
Please vote in favor of Proposition J to recognize the importance

of human rights to San Francisco. - A

Let us make human rights a fundamental part of the fabric of San
Francisco. ‘ '
- San Francisco is the birthplace of the United Nations and its
Universal Declaration of Human Rights. Yet, our Human Rights
Commission is not even a part of our constitution — the Charter.
Proposition J will make the Human Rights Commission acharter
commission. Proposition J will take the position of the Human

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors.,  © 1t

R S

No Official Argument Was Submitted AgéihSt Prbpbsltion J

No Rebuttals Were Submitted On Proposition J

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any omclnl‘agoncyL
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Human Rights Commission

PAID ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION J

As Legal Counsel to the San Francisco Sheriff’s Departmentand  strengthened by extending Charter status through this measure,

acandidate for Municipal Court Judge I urge you to vote for Ballot Please join me and vote yes on J!
MeasureJ. = :
The Human nghts Commission has been a posmve voice for  James Harrigan
25 years. Thousands of San Franciscans have directly benefited  For Municipal Court
from (he Commission’s efforts. Its mandate will be greatly

PAID ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION J

VOTE NO ONPROPOSITION “J” - - it out of politics. No reason for this.
We have a Human Rights Commission NOW, appointed by the Just another layer of government — for what.
Mayor. A new one in the charter would have the same appointing Vote no on“J".
officer. , ‘
We don’t need a confirmation of said committee. It will not take  Marguerite Warren

.Argdmpm; prlntod on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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TEXT OF PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENT

NOTE: This entire section is new,
PART TWENTY-FOUR: HUMAN RIGHTS
COMMISSION
3.699-5 Commission; Composmon

A human rights commission is hereby estab-
lished. The human rights commission shall con-
sist of eleven members broadly representative of
the general public to be appointed by the mayor.
Three of the members who are first appointed

PROPOSITION J

shall be designated to serve for terms of one year,
three for two years, three for three years and two
for four years from the date of their appointments.

Thereafter, members shall be appointed as afore-
said for a term of office of four years, except that
all of the vacancics occurring during a term shall
be filled for the unexpired term. Mcmbers of said
commission shall be compensated for each com-
mission or committee meeting actually attended

by said members in an amount as may be estab-

lished and amended, from time to time, by ordi-

nance of the board of supervisors, but not less
than $50 per meeting provided, however, thatno
member shall be paid for attending more than two
commission or committee meetings in any one
calendar month.

TEXT O)-' PROPOSITION I (Continued from page 86)

County of San Francisco, shall, upon his removal
from office or employment pursuant to the pro-
visions of this charter, forfeit all rights to any
benefits under the retirement system except re-
fund of his accumulated contributions; provided,
however, that if such member is qualified for
service retirement by reason of service and age
under the provisions of Subsection (b) of this
section, he shall have the right to elect, without
right of revocation and within 90 days after his
removal from office or employment, whether to
withdraw all of his accumulated contributions or
to receive as his sole benefit under the retirement
system, an annuity which shall be the actuarial
equivalent of his accumulated contributions at
the time of such removal from office or employ-
ment.

(m) The nmendmems of this section contained
in the proposition submitted to the electorate on
November 6, 1984 are hereby declared 10 be
prospective and shall not give any person a claim
against the city and county relating to a death
prior to ratification of this amendment by the
State Legislature.

8.511 Penslons of Retired Persons

(a) Except as provided In subsection (¢c) of
this sectlon, nNo person retired for service or
disability, and in receipt of a retirement allow-
ance under the retirement system, shall serve in
any elective or appointive position in the city and
county service, including membership on boards
and comunissions, nor shall such persons receive

any payment for service rendered to the city and -

county after retirement, provided that service as
an election officer or juror, or in the prcparhnon
foror the giving of testimony as an expert witness
for or on behalf of the City and County of San
Francisco before any court or legislative or ad-
ministrative body, shall not be affected by this
section or by Scction 8.509, Section 8.546 or
Scction 8.581 of the charter.

(b) Should any retired person, except persons
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retired for service prior to January 8, 1932, and

persons retired because of disability incurred in .

the pcrformance of duty. engage in a gainful
occupation prior to attaining the age of 62, the
retirement board shall reduce that part of his
monlhly pension or retirement allowance which
is provided by contributions of the city and
county, to an amount which, when added to the
amount earned monthly by him in'such occupa-

tion, shall not exceed the compensation on the
basis of which his pension or reurement allow-

ance was determined.

(©) A retired person, who Is a cerllncated
employee, may enter into a consultancy con-
tract with the San Francisco Unified School
District or the San Francisco Commuinity Col-
lege District to the extent authorized by state

.law. Notwithstanding any other provisions of

this charter to the contrary, a certificated em-
ployee who enters into such a consultancy
contract shall not be reinstated as a member
of the retirement system. No deduction shall
be made from his or her compensation as
contributions to the retirement system, and
his or her retirement allowance shall not be
terminated or suspended.
8.584-10 Limitation on Employment During
Retirement

(a) Except as provided in Section 8.511 of this
charter and Subsection (b) of this section, no
person retired as a member under Section 8.584
for service or disability and entitled to receive a
retirement allowance under the retirement sys-
tem shall be employed in any capacity by the city
and county, nor shall such person receive any
payment for services rendered to the city and
county after retirement.

(b)(1)Service as an election officer or juror, or
in the preparation for or giving testimony as an

. expert witness for or on behalf of the city and

county before any court or legislative body shall
not be affected by the provisions of Subsection

(a) of this section.

(2) The provisions of Subsection (a) shall not
prevent such retired person from serving on any
board or commission of the city and county and
receiving the compcnsatlon for such office, pro-
vided said compensanon does not exceed 3100
per month.

3 If such retired person is elected or ap

* pointed to a position or office which subjects him

to membership in the relirement system under
Séction 8.584, he shall re-enter membership
under Section 8.584 and his retirement allowance
shall be cancelled immediately upon such re-
entry. The provisions of Subsection (a) of this

. section shall not prevent such person from re-

ceiving the compensation for such position or
office. The rate of contribution of such member
shall be the same as that for other members under
Section 8.584. Such member’s individual ac-
count shall be credited with an amount which is
the actuarial equivalent of his annuity at the time
of his re-entry, but the amount thereof shall not
exceed the amount of his accumulated contribu-’
tions at the time of his retirement. Such member
shall also receive credit for his service as it was -
at the time of his retirement.

(c) Notwithstanding any provision of lhxs char-
ter to the contrary, should any person retired for
service or disability engage in a gainful occupa-
tion prior to attaining the age of 60 years, the
retirement board shall reduce that part of his
monthly retirement allowance which is provided
by contributions of the city and county to an
amount which, when added to the amount of the
compensation earnable, at the time he engages in
the gainful occupation, by such person if he held
the position which he held at the time of his
retirement, or, if that position has been abolished,
the compensation earnable by the member if he
held the position from which he was retired im-
mediately prior to its abolishment, O




Seven Member Commissions

PROPOSITION K

Shall the size of the Police, Fire, Social Services, Port, Public Utllities,
Civil Service, Alrports and Parking and Traffic Commissions, and the
Board of Permit Appeals, be increased from five to seven members?

YES 298
NO 299

-
-

Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

HE WAY IT IS NOW: The Police Depart-

- ment, Fire Department, Social Services

- Department, Portof San Francisco, Public
Utilities Commission, Board of Permit Ap-
peals, Civil Service Commission, Airports
-Commission and Parking and Traffic De-
partmentare managed by a board or com-
mission. Each of these boards and
commissions has five members ap-
pointed by the Mayor.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition K is a char-

ter amendment that would increase the
size of these boards and commissions
from five to seven members.

A “YES” VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes,
you want to increase the size of these
boards and commissions from five to
seven members.

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you
want the size of these.boards and com-
missions to stay the same.

Controller’s Statement on “K”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of Propo-
sition K:

“Should the proposed Charter amendment be
adopted, in my opinion, it would increase the cost
of government by $18,800 annually beginning
January, 1991.”

How Supervisors Voted on “K”
On February 12, the Board of Supervisors voted 8-3on the

~ question of placing Proposition K on the ballot.

The Supervisors voted as follows:

YES: Supervisors Angela Alioto, Harry Britt, Jim Gonzalez,
Terence Hallinan, Richard Hongisto, Willie Kennedy,
Nancy Walker, and Doris Ward. ~

NO: Supetvisors Thomas Hsieh, Bill Maher, and Wendy
Nelder. S

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW TH!S PAGE.
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Seven Member Commissions

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION K

Proposition K expands the apportunity for San Francisco’s var-
ied communities to participate in City govemnment. Proposition K
increases, from five to seven, the membership of the Board of
Permit Appeals and seven City commissions: Police, Fire, Social
Services, Public Utilities, Civil Service, Airports, and Parking and
Teaffic. It also includes the Port Commission, subject to amend-
ment of state law to authorize such an increase. ‘

Proposition K is an excellent opportunity for all communities.
Only five members of these crucial commissions is insufficient to
address the diversity of concerns in our City; seven members will
provide greater representation and greater leadership from a variety
of communities. The expansion of the size of these commissions
enhances the possibility for: all San Franciscans to be part of
decision-making and policy-making processes at every level.

The intent of Proposition K is also to reduce the political calcu-
1ations involved in making appointments 10 commissions. Taking
effect after the mayoral inauguration in 1992, this isnotanempow-
erment of a particular mayor, but instead of the many under-
represented voices in San Francisco.

Proposition K would make these commissions representative of
the interests of more San Franciscans, while maintaining the effec-
tiveness of a moderate number of participants. San Franciscans
want accessible, responsive, and active commissioners. We want
commissioners who will listen to our concems, but most impor-
tantly we want people who share our concerms, and Proposition K
is a method for achieving these goals.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors.

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION K

You need a decoder ring to read the Supervisors® argument in
favor of creating 18 new commissioner slots. Here's what the
Board says, and here’s what they really mean. ,

The Board says: “Proposition K is an excellent opportunity for
all communities.”

The Board means: All you interest groups out there, it’s time to
get yours. ' '

The Board says: “The intent of Proposition K is also to reduce
the political calculations involved in making appointments to com-
missions.” :

The Board means: With 18 more political appointments, amayor
won' t offend as many supporters by passing themover for city jobs.

The Board says: “Taking effect after the mayoral inauguration in
1992, this is not an empowerment of a particular mayor.”

The Board means: Adding 18 new city commissioners isn'treally
a boon to the incumbent mayor — unless he's re-elected. |

The Board says: “Proposition K would .. . maintain the effec-

tiveness of a moderate number of participants.”

The Board means: Increasing commission memberships by 40%
isn’t that big a deal.

The Board says: ““We want commissioness who will listen to our
concems, but most importantly we want people who share our
concerns,” S

The Board means: A fair hearing before city commissions isn't
enough; we want guaranteed results! ‘

‘Let's stop speaking in code and talk plainly. Proposition K is
based on the notion that people should be treated as groups — not
individuals — in the political process. That's offensive, and so is
Proposition K. '

Please vote NO on Kl

Senator Quentin Kopp
Chairman, Kopp’s Good Government Committee*

Arguments printed on this page aré the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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Seven Member Commissions

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION K

Proposition K is a textbook example of what’s wrong with
contemporary San Francisco politics.

Proposition K demeans us because it lumps city residents into
. groups, rather than respecting their rights as individuals,

Proposition K divides us because it stresses what such interest
groups (the polite cuphemism is “communities”) disagree about,
rather than what all San Franciscans share in common.

Proposition K debases us because it is premised on a *quota
system” for city boards and commissions. There shouldn’t be
“white seats” or “black seats”, “gay seats” or “straight seats” on
city commissions. There should be but two qualifications for
service as a city commissioner: San Francisco residency and indi-
vidual ability!

Vote NO on Proposition K! .

SanFranciscois indeed a polyglot and richly diverse community.
City residents come from all comers of the country and the globe.
Their political opinions range from radical to reactionary and all
points in between,

It's impossible for each point of view, each ethnic group, each
political persuasion, each neighborhood to be represented on city
commissions. Increasing the membership on those bodies from
five to seven persons is like buying a bigger umbrella in a hurri-
cane. It won’t make a bit of difference.

It is possible, however, for city commissioners from all walks of
life to represent views and interests other than their own. It happens
all the time in countless actions by city boards and agencies. And
if we want toencourage consensus and better understanding among
San Francisco’s many “communities”, we must resist attempts —
such as Proposition K — to make the labels we all wear easier to
read,

Three years ago, Mayor Agnos campaigned on the slogan, “One
City, One Future”, The supporters of Proposition K have failed to
heed those words.

Senator Quentin Kopp
Chairman, Kopp’s Good Government Committee

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION K

The opponents of Proposition K are clearly on the wrong page
of the textbook of contemporary San Francisco politics.

Proposition K values us because it gives city residents greater
ability to be heard, individually and as a community.

Proposition K unites us because it reinforces what we all share
incommon: respect for democracy. If, as the opposition claims, the
ability to have more access to representation is divisive, democratic
ideals such as checks and balances must therefore also be divisive
and undesirable.

Proposition K elevates us because it originates from that respect
for democracy. This does not limit or allocate, but reasonably
expands available seats on the commissions. Proposition K effec-
tively dilutes the influence of special interests in favor of more
broad-based views,

San Francisco is an extremely diverse city and that diversity
should be reasonably represented. Democracy requires the oppor-

tunity for representation of all points of view. Good government
demands that the number of appointed officials be limited so that
debate can be functional. Proposition K addresses these two needs:
increased citizen participation, and reasonable size to facilitate
getting work done,

If you take the opposition’s argument — that it is not meaningful
to have representatives from different neighborhoods, ethnicities,
political persuasions — to its logical extreme, you could have one
member commissions achieving aconsensus at the price of democ-
racy.

Proposition K is good government, since it integrates the multi-
plicity of voices into a united future for the residents of San
Francisco. ,

Vote YES on Proposition K}

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors.

Afgu;tldnts printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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K Seven Member Commissions

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITIONK

We need to create an open, democratic, and participatory local

government. -
This measure will encourage more participation.
Vote YES on K. -

Joel Ventresca
Past President,

Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods

Candidate for Supervisor

#

Individuals and community groups strongly support K. Increas-
ing the membership on these bodies expands the opportunity to

participate for all San Franciscans.
Vote YES on K!

Mayor Art Agnos

Speaker of the Assembly
Honorable Willie L. Brown Jr.
Assemblyman John L. Burton
State Senator Milton Marks
Fr. James Goode

Carole Migden

Chair, San Francisco Democratic County Central Committee

Robert Barnes
Political Action Chair, Alice B. Toklas Lesbian and Gay
Democratic Club

Catherine Baccari

Bob Dockendorff
Harvey Milk Lesbian/Gay Democratic Club

Sue Hestor
Agar Jaicks
Robert McCarthy
Ruth Picon
President, Latino Democratic Club
Calvin Welch
Gerald Whitehead, Pres.
Bemal Heights Community Foundation
Jake McGoldrick L
Arnie Scher
Natalie Berg
Sodonia Wilson,
San Francisco Board of Education
Alma Jackson
Margaret Brady
Reverend Amos Brown
Yori Wada

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by an

y official agency.
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Seven Member Commissions

AR

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION K

Vote No on Proposition K.

Proposition K unnecessarily tinkers with our commission system
for managing city departments.
~ Many of the most important city functions — police and fire
services, libraries and health care — are govemed by five-member
city commissions. Proposition K would increase the size of these
commissions to scven members. The Planning Commission would
be expanded to nine members,

For what reason? The supporters say that the commissions cannot
reflect our diverse community unless we allow the mayor to
appoint more commissioners. They miss the point of the commis-

sion system.

Commissioners are not advnsors or members of a commumty-
wide study pancl. They are managers. They ‘set city policy,
recommend hundreds of millions of dollars in spending, and hire
and fire key departmental personnel. .

Preserve our system of citizen management. Don’t make city
commissions debating societies.

Vote No on Proposition K.

"Donald D, Doyle

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce

Are not seven Deputy Mayors at the rate of $94,000 a year a
sufficient number of political plums for the Mayor? Does he really
need eighteen more commissioners to achieve good government in
San Francisco?

Do not give the Mayor additional tools to promote his re-election
efforts. The San Francisco Republican Party urges voters to Vote
No on Proposition K.

San Francisco Republican Party
Christopher L. Bowman

Tina H. Frank

Anna M. Guth

William E. Grayson
Honor H. Bulkley
Mildred "Millie” Danch
Rose Chung

Brian Mavrogeorge
Ronald G. Kershaw
SamT. Harper

Jun Hatoyama
Wade Francois
Martin Keller
Harriet Ross

No sound arguments have been presented which support lhe need
for Proposition K. Enlarging Boards and Commissions would
increase city costs without improving productivity. Indeed, extra
members may impede efficiency and result in protracted proceed-
ings.

Don’t give the Mayor additional opportunitics for patronage.
Vote NO on Proposition K.

Log Cabin Club of SF Board of Directors and
Ronald G. Kershaw

Brian Mavrogeor ge
Paul Kavouksorian
Edwin E. Turrell
Robert L. Speer
Christopher L. Bowman
Bruce Mulraney

David Braddock
Michael Lawrence
Martin Keller

Argumohts printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not heen checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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Seven Member Commissions

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION K

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION K ‘
PROPOSITION X WILL ADD TO BUREAUCRACY
Proposition K will hinder quick and fair response to citizen

concerns. Larger commissions do not mean better commissions; on

the contrary, they mean aless efficient, more cumbersome process.
PROPOSITION K WILL NOT MAKE COMMISSIONS REP-

RESENTATIVE OF THE INTERESTS OF SAN FRANCISCO
Present commissions serve a diverse San Francisco by appoint-

ment of individuals who reflect and possess sensitivity, respect for

different backgmﬁnds and points of views. - - "
_ VOTE NO ONPROPOSITIONK -~

~ Sharon Bretz

Susann L. Danielson
Jean Kalil

Victor Makras
Esther Marks
Beverly Prior

Larger commissions. and larger support bureaucracy are not the
answer to better representation. The answer is less political patron-
age and more appointments based on expericnce and knowledge.
This proposal only makes government more cumbersome and less
effective.

... Vote NO on Propositlon K!

Harold M. Hoogasian
Small Business Owner

Proposition K is not about democracy It is about patronage.

It is about creating many new commission positions to hand out
as political plums. To whom? For what? And why should the
taxpayers be forced to pay for it?

No one, not even the author, Supervisor Ward, claims that it will
improve the efficiency of the government, yet it will certainly add
to the costs. The true costs will include trips, staff time, expenses,
etc., with no discernable benefit to the public.

This measure will lead to lohger rheeungs. more arguments,
divisiveness and politics while provndmg less management ovcr- .
sight.

Proposition K isan insider’s game. They gain and the voters pay.
Itis acostly bad idea and should be soundly rejected by the vo(cts

Vote NO on Proposition K.

Supervisor Bill Maher

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION “K"

If qualified commissioners were appointed who understood they
represented ALL of San Francisco this charter amendment would
not be necessary.

There are nine commissions listed for additional members — 18

3\

more appomtmems Just another avenue for pohucal appomt-
ments.
Vete Noon Proposmon “K".

Marguerite Warren

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not besn checked for lccurady by any official agency.
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TEXT OF PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENT

NUI'E Additions or substitutions are indicated

byboldfmtype (eletions are indi-.

o PAR’I‘ FOUR: POLICE DEFARTMENT
3.530 Police Department

The pohce department shall consist of a police

commission, a chief of police, police force, an
office of citizen complaints and such clerks and
employees as shall be necessary and sppointed
pursuant to the provisions of this charter, and shall
be under the management of a police commission
consisting of five seven members who shall be
appointed by the mayor, and each of whom shall
receive an annual compensation of §1,200. The
term of each commissioner shall be four years,
commencing at 12:00 o’clock noon on the 15th
day of January in the years 1945, 1946 and 1948
respectively, and two terms commencing on the
15th day of January in the year 1976, and two
terms commencing on the 15th day of January
in the year of 1992. The incumbents serving as
members of the commission on the effective date
of this amendment, increasing the membership of
the commission to seven members, shall con-
tinue to hold their respective positions, subject to
the provisions of the charter, for the remainder of
the terms for which they have been respectively
appointed. Not less than one member of said
commission shall be a woman.

The police commissioners shall be the succes-
sors in office of the police commissioners holding
office in the city and county on January 3, 1972,
and shall have all the powers and duties thereof,
except as otherwise in this charter novxded. They
shall have the power and duty to organize, reor-
ganize and mansge the police depamnent. They
shall by rule and subject to the fiscal provisions of
the charter, have power to create new or additional
ranks or positions in the department which shall
be subject to the civil service provisions of the
charter; provided that the police commission sub-
ject to the recommendation of the civil service
commission and the approval of the board of
supervisors; may. declare such new or additional
ranks or positions to be exempt from the civil
service pmvnsnons of the charter, If the civil ser-

vice commission dmpproves any such exemp-

tion, the board of supervisors may approve such
exemptions by a majority vote of the members
thezeof. The police commission may in their dis-
cretion designate the rank or ranks from which
appointments to such exempt ranks or positions
shall be made. Appointments (o any non-civil
service rank or position above the rank of captain
as may be created hereunder shall be desngnatcd
only from the civil service rank of capunn If any
new or additional rank or position is created pur-
suant hereto pending the adoption of salary stan-
dards t‘or such rank or position, the police
commission shall have the power to recommend
the basic rate of compensation therefor to the
board of supervisors who shall have the power to
fix the rate of compensation for said new rank or
position and it shall have the power, and it shall
be its duty without reference or amendment to the
annual budget, to amend the annual sppropriation

’.""\',"_)'L7:;'."'."“(“."" e

PROPOSITION K
ordmmcemdmemnualsnluyordmmtom-

‘clude the provisions necessary for paying the
 basic rate of compensation fixed by said board of

supervisors for said new rank or position for the
then current fiscal year. Thereafier the compensa-
tion for said new rank or position shall be fixed as
provided for in Section 8.405 of this charter;
provided, however, nothing contained in this sec-
tion shall be deemed to interfere with the provis-
ions of Section 8.405 of this charter relating to
parity or compensation for police officers and
firemen for the fourth year of service and thereaf-
ter. The police commission shall also have power
to establish and from time to time change the order
or rank of the non-civil service ranks in the police
dcpam»nl.

All positions in the police department lcgally
authorized shall be continued, and incumbents
therein legally appointed thereto shall be contin-
ued as officers and employccs of the depanmem
under the conditions governing their respective
appomtmems and except as otherwise provndcd
in this charter.

PART FIVE: FIRE DBPAR'I‘MENT
3.540 Fire Department :

The fire department shall beundcnhemmage-
ment of a fire commission, consisting of five
seven members, who shall be appointed by the
mayor; and each of whom shall receive an annual
compensation of §1,200. The term of each com-
missioner shall be four years, commencing at
12:00 0'clock noon on the 15th day of January in
the years of 1948, 1949, and 1950, respectively,
two terms commencing on the 15th day of Janu-
ary in the year 1976, and two terms commenc-
ing on the 15th day of January in the year
1992. The incumbents serving as members of the
commission on the effective date of this amend-
ment shall continue to hold their respective of-
fices subject to the provisions of the charter, for
the remainder of the terms for which they have
been respectively appomted Not less than one
member of said commission shall be a woman.

The fire commissioners shall be successors in
office of the fire commissioners holding office in
the city and county at the time this charter shall
go into effect, and shall have all the powers and
duties thereof, except as in this charter otherwise
provided. The chief of department shall have
power to send fire boats, apparatus and men
outside the City and County of San Francisco for
fire-fighting purposes,

The commissioners shall have the power and
duty to organize, reorganize and manage the fire
department. They shall by rule and subject to the
fiscal provisions of the charter, have power to
create new or additional ranks or positions in the
department which shall be subject to the civil
service provisions of the charter; provided that the
fire commission subject to the recommendation of
the civil service commission and the approval of
the board of supervisors may declare such new or
additional ranks or positions to be exermnpt from
the civil service provisions of the charter. If the
civil service commission disapproves any such

. exemption, the board of supervisors may approve

sucil exemptions by a majorily vote of the mem.

bers thereof, The fire commission shall designate -
the civil service rank from which & non-civil -

service rank or position shall be appointed. Ap-
pointments to any non-civil service rank or posi-

-.tion as may be created hereunder shall hold civil

service status in the department in the civil service
rank from which they were appointed. In no rank
below that of assistant chief shall the compensa-
tion attached to anon-civil service rank or position
equal to exceed the next higher civil service rank
or position from which they were appomted and
for this purpose the next higher civil service rank
above H-2 fireman shall be H-20 licutenant. If any
new or additional rank or position is created

. pursuant hereto pending the adoption of salary

standards for such rank or position, the fire com-
mission shall have power to recommend the basic
rate of compensation therefor to the board of

supervisors and said board of supervisors shall.

have the power to fix the rate of compensation for
said new rank or position and it shall have the
power, and it shall be its duty, without reference
oramendment to the annual budget, to amend the
annual budget, to amend the annual appropriation
ordinance and the annual salary ordinance to in-
clude the provisions necessary for paying the

basic rate of compensation fixed by said board of -

supervisors for said new rank or position for the
then current fiscal year, Thereafter the compensa-
tion for said new rank or position shall be fixed as
provided for in section 8.405 of this charter; pro-
vided, however, nothing contained in this section
shall be deemed to interfere with provisions of
Section 8.405 of this charter relating to parity or
compensation for police officers and firemen for
the fourth year of service and thereafter.
Positions of officers and employees of the fire
department legally authorized shall continue, and

the incumbents therein legally appointed thereto.

shall continue as the officers and employees of
the department under the conditions governing
their respective appointments, and except as in
this charter otherwise provided.
PART EIGHT: SOCIAL SERVICES
DEPARTMENT

3.570 Composition of Department; Commission

There is hereby established a social services

~ department. This department shall consist of a

social services commission of five seven mem-
bers, a director of sccial services, and such em-
ployees and assistants as may be necessary to
carry out the work and functions of said
department.

The members of the social services commis-
sion shall be appointed thereto by the mayor and
shall be selected for their respective positions on
the basis of their interest in and understanding of
the problems of public welfare. The members of
said commission shall serve without compensa-
tion and no person shall be eligible to serve on
said commission while holding a salaried public
office, position or employment.

The term of office of the members of the said
commission, subject to the provisions hercof rel-
ative to removal and the terms of the first mem-

(Continued on next page)
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TEXT OF PROPOSITION K (Continued)

bers of the commission, shall be four years.

The mayor shall appoint five seven members
to said social services commission, one member
to be appointed for a term to expire on the 15th
day of January, 1938; one for a term to expire on
the 15th day of January, 1939; one for a term to
expire on the 15th day of January, 1940, and two
for terms to expire on the 15th day of January,
1941; and two for terms to expire on the 15th
day of January, 1996; and upon the expiration
of the terms of each of said members of said
commission so appointed, the mayor shall fill the
vecancy arising by reason of the expiration of
said term by the appointmentof a member to said
commission for a term of four years. Vacancies
occurring in the membership of said commission
shall be filled by an appointment to be made by
the mayor for the unexpired term of said person
in whose place said appointment is made; and
when the term of any member of said commission
shall expire, then said appointment shall be made
for the full period of four years from the date of
the expiration of the term. All vacancies shall be
filled within 30 days of the occurrence thereof.

Members of the commission shall be subject to
removal from office by the mayor for cause, but
only upon written charges made and signed by
the mayor, copy of said charges to be served upon
the offending commissioner; and said charges
shall be heard by the mayor and on said hearing
of said charges the said commissioner so charged
shall have the opportunity to appear and to be
heard.

The commission shall be a policy-determining
and supervisory body and shall have all the pow-
ers provided for in Section 3,500 of the charter.

This amendment shall become operative on
the 15th day of January, 1992.

PART NINE:.PORT COMMISSION
3.580 Commission; Composition

The San Francisco Port Commission shall con-
sist of five members who shall be appointed by
the mayor, their appointment being subject to
confirmation by the board of supervisors. Each
of said members shall serve for a term of four
years. Vacancies on the commission shall be
filled by the mayor for the unexpired portion of
the term, Initial appointive members of the com-
mission shall consist of the incumbent members
of the San Francisco Port Authority, who shall
serve as commissioners for aterm corresponding
to the unexpired portion of their tenure as mem-
bers of the port authority. Subject to amend-
ment of state law to authorize an Increase in
membership, the port commission shall con-
sist of seven members. The two additional
members shall be appointed by the mayor
after the cighth day of January, 1992, The
initial term of office not to exceed four years
shall be fixed by the mayor to insure that the
term of office for a majority of the commission
shall not expire in the same year, In addition,
the director of finance and secretary of agri-
culture and services, or their designated repre-
sentatives, shall be ex-officio members of the
commission. Persons appointed to the port com-
mission shall be subject to recall, suspension and
removal in the same manner as anelected official.

100

The compensaﬁon of each member of said port
commission shall be 81 200 per year. Ex-officio
members of the commission shall serve as such
without compensation.
PART TEN: PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION

3.590 Commission; Composition

A public utilities commission is hereby cre-
ated, which shall consist of five seven members,
who shall be appointed by the mayor and who
shall be subject to recall and to suspension and

. removal in the same manner as elective officers.

The term of each commissioner shall be four
years, provided that the five commissioners first
appointed by the mayor after 12:00 o’clock, on
the 8th day of January, 1932, shall, by lot, classify
their terms so that the term of one commissioner
shall expire at 12:00 o'clock noon on the 15th
day of January in each of the years 1933, 1934,
and 1935, respectively, and that the terms of two
other commissioners shall expire at 12:00
o’clock noon on the 15th day of January, 1936;.
The term of the two commissioners appointed
by the mayor pursuant to this amendment
shall commence at 12:00 noon on the 15th day
of January, 1992, and-e On the expiration of
these and successive terms, the mayor shall ap-
point their successors for four years. The com-
pensation of each commissioner shall be $100
per month,
PART SIXTEEN: BOARD OF PERMIT
APPEALS

3.650 Board Composition

The mayor shall appoint five seven qualified
electors, other than city and county officials or
employces, for terms of four years, to constitute
a board of permit appeals. The compensation for
each member shall be $15 per meeting of the
board actually attended by such members pro-
vided that the total amount paid all members of
the board shall not exceed $5;600 $7,000 per
year. One such term shall cxplre at 12:00 noon
on the 15th day of January in each of the years
1933, 1934 and 1935, and-the-femaining two
terms at 12:00 o’clock noon on the 15th day of
January, 1936, and two terms at 12:00 o’clock
noon on the 15th day of January 1996, and
upon these and successive expirations the mayor
shall appoint their successors for four-year terms.

This amendment shall become operative on
the 15th day of January, 1992,
3.651 Functions, Powers and Duties

Any applicant for a permit or license who is
denied such permit or license by the department
authorized to issue same, or whose license or
permit is ordered revoked by any department, or
any person who deems that his interests or prop-
erty or that the general public interest will be
adversely affected as the result of operations au-
thorized by or under any permit or license granted
or issued by any department, may appeal to the
board of permit appeals. Such board shall hear the
applicant, the permit-holder, or other interested
partics, as well as the head or representative of the
department issuing or refusing o issue such li-
cense or permit, or ordering the revocation of
same. After such hearing and such further inves-

 tigation as the board may deem necessary, it may

concur in the action of the department authorized
to issue such license or permit, or, by the vote of
four five members, may overrule the action of
such department and order that the permit or
license be granted, restored or refused. -

The board of permit appeals shall have and
exercise the following powers:

(8) To hear and determine appeals where it is
alleged there is error or abuse of discretion in any
order, reqmrement, decision or determination
made by the zoning administrator in the enforce-

- ment of the provisions of any ordinance adopted

by the board of supervisors creating zoning dis-
tricts or regulating the use of property in the city -
and county.,

(b) To hear and determine appeals from the
rulmgs. decisions and determinations of the zon-
ing administrator granting or denying applica-
tions for variances from any rule, regulation,
restriction or requirement of the zoning or set-
back ordinances, or any section thereof. Uponthe
hearing of such appeals said board may affirm,
change, or modify the ruling, decision or deter-
mination appealed from, or, in lieu thereof, make
such other additional determination as it shall
deem proper in the premises, subject to the same
limitations as are placed upon the zoning admin-
istrator by this charter or by ordinance. -

This amendment shall become operative on
the 15th day of January, 1992,

PART SEVENTEEN: CIVIL SERVICE
COMMISSION
3.660 Commission; Composition; Meetings

Thereis hereby established acivil service com-
mission which is charged with the duty of pro-
viding qualified persons for appointment to the
service of the city and county.

The civil service commission shall consist of
five sevenmembers appointed by the mayor. The
commissioners in office at the time of the adop-
tion of this charter, and this charter section as
amended, shall continue in office until the expi-
ration of the terms for which they were ap-
pointed, and their successors shall be appointed
for terms of six years beginning on the 1st day of
July immediately following the expiration of the
terms for which they were appointed; provided,
however, that the terms of appointment of the two
additional members, whose offices are created by
the amendment shall expire on June 30, 1981,
and, provided further, that the terms of
appointment of the two additional members,
whose offices are created by the June 1990
amendment shall be as follows; one shall ex-

“pire on June 30, 1996 and one on June 30,

1998, and their successors shall be appointed for
terms of six years beginning on the first day of
July immediately followmg No. less than one
member of said commission shall be a woman,

The persons so appointed shall, before taking
office, make under oath and file in the office of
the county clerk the following declaration: “I am
opposed to appomlmems to the public service as
areward forpolmcal aclmty and will execute the
office of civil service commissioner in the spirit
of this declaration.”

A commissioner may be removed only upon
charges preferred, in the same manner as in this

(Continued on page 128)




Residency Requirement

Commissioner

PROPOSITION L

Shall the requirement that members of Charter boards and commis- |

sions be City residents and electors be extended to the members of .

other City boards, commissions and advisory bodles, provided that YES 300

this requirement would not apply to certain enumerated boards or NO 301 -
where a person with special experience, skilis or qualifications Is |

required and no eligible San Francisco resident can be found?

Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: Candidates for elective
office and members of charter boards and com-
missions must be San Francisco residents and
electors. For other boards, commissions and
advisory bodies, the law creating them may set
residency requirements.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition L is a charter

~amendment that would require the members of

all boards, commissions and advisory bodies to
be San Francisco residents and electors.

This rule would not apply where a non-charter
board, commission or advisory body requires a
person with specific qualifications, and no eligi-
ble San Francisco resident can be found. Also,
this rule would not apply to the board of trustees
of the San Francisco War Memorial, the board of
trustees of the Fine Arts Museums, the Asian

Arts Commission, the San Francisco Film and
Video Arts Commission and the elected mem-
bers of the San Francisco Retirement Board and
Health Service Board.

Proposition L would delete the current require-
ment that candidates and members of charter
boards and commissions be residents and elec-
tors for a certain length of time before assuming
office, which courts have found unconstitutional.

A “YES” VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want

to make these changes to the residency require-
ments for members of boards, commissions and
advisory bodies.

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: if you vote no, you do not

want to make these changes to the residency
requirements for members of boards, commis-
sions and advisory bodies.

Controller’s Statement on “L”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of Propo-
sition L.

“Should the proposed Charter amendment be
adopted, in my opinion, it would have no effect on
the cost of government.”

How Supervisors Voted on “L”
On February 20, the Board of Supervisors voted 9-2 on the

question of placing Proposition L on the ballot.

The Supervisors voted as follows:

YES: Supervisors Angela Alioto, Harry Britt, Jim Gonzalez,

Terence Hallinan, Richard Hongisto, Willie Kennedy,
Wendy Nelder, Nancy Walker, and Doris Ward.

NO: Supervisors Thomas Hsieh and Bill Maher.

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE.
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Commissioner

L

Residency Requirement

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION L

--This charter amendment provides that all individuals serving on
city boards and commissions and committees with few exceptions,
must be citizens of voting age of San Francisco,

Members of boards and commissions and committees often have
pohcy making and regulatory responsibilities. Clearly, San Fran-
ciscans ought to be making decisions about San Francisco.With a
population of 750,000 residents, surely we have enough qualified
and talented San Franciscans who can get the job done.

This charter amendment offers the appointing officer with some

flexibility. If a qualified candidate for a public post requiring
specialized skills cannot be found in our city, then, following such
a declaration, the appointing officer may search elsewhere.

Let’s open up more opportunities for our residents to serve San
Francisco. VOTE YES FOR THE RESIDENCY REQUIRE-
MENT FOR MEMBERSHIP ON CITY BOARDS AND COM-
MISSIONS AND COMMITTEES.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors. -

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION L

I was mistaken in one of my objections to Proposition L. Some
years ago, a court decision invalidated the voter-adopted Charter
requircment that a person be a San Francisco resident for five years

_before appointment to a city commission. I disagree strongly with
that decision, for the reasons cited in my ballot argument appearing
on the opposite page. The inoperative language remained in our
Charter, however, and Proposition L disingenuously removes it —
like pruning a déad branch from a tree.

But, there are still plenty of reasons to vote agamst Proposition
L.

(1) Proposition L eliminales the requi;ement thata commissioner
be an “clector” of San Francisco (a voter, meaning also a U.S.
citizen) for at least one year. This Charter provision has not been
altered by acourt, but Proposition L would strike it from the books.

A person could move into.town, register to vote, and be appointed
that day to a city post.

(2) Proposition L exempts three city commissions — Health
System, Retirement Board, and War Memorial Board — from any
residency requirement whatsoever. A

(3) Proposition L would allow non-residents to serve on any
board or commission created by the Board of Supervisors. In fact,
Proposition L could even be interpreted to allow the appoint-
ment of non-citizens to such posts!

Don’t be misled or confused. If you want San Franciscans to
make decisions about San Francisco, vote NO on Proposition L!

Senator Quentin Kopp
Chairman, Kopp’s Good Government Committee

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any ofticlal agency.
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Residency Requirement

Commissioner

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION L

If you want San Francisco residents to serve on all city commis-
sions established by the charter, vote NO on Proposition L.

If you think San Franciscans should serve on boards and com-
mittees created by the Board of Supervisors, vote NO on Proposi-
tionL. |

If you favor city residents serving on the Health System Board,
Retirement Board, and War Memorial Board of Trustees, vote NO
on Proposition L.

- The Board of Supervisors says “San Franciscans ought to be
making decisions about San Francisco.” [ agree completely. Trou-
ble is, Proposition L. weakens the existing residency requircment
in our City Charter.

- Charter Section 8.100 states that no person “shall be appointed
as amember of any board or commission unless he shall-have been
aresident of the city and county for a period of at least five years.”
Proposition L eliminates the five-year residency requirement!
Proposition L also exempts from any residency requirement
whatsoever members of the Health System Board, Retirement

Board, and War Memorial Board of Trustees.

The idea behind the five-year residency rule is that city commis-
sioners should have first-hand knowledge and personal experi-
ence of San Francisco's people and neighborhoods, its problems
and possibilities. City commissioners should not just rely on staff
reports and statistical abstracts. Proposition L would destroy this

sensible safeguard. Instead, a person could move into town and be
appointed, that day, o a city post! - |

Finally, Proposition L purports to extend the Charter's residency
rules to advisory boards and committees established by the Board
of Supervisors. But the residency requircment can be waived for
aperson “with specific experience, skills, or qualifications”, That's
a loophole big enough to drive a truck through! .

San Franciscans should make decisions about San Francisco.
Vote NO on Proposition L.

Senator Quentin Kopp
Chairman, Kopp’s Good Government Committee

'REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION L

The way things are now, there are NO residency requirements
for most advisory panels of the City.

Under Proposition L, panel members MUST be residents of San
Francisco. o

The way things are now, there are NO residency requirements
for membership on the Health System Board, Retirement Board
and War Memorial Board,

Under Proposition L, there is no change. Membership on the
Health System Board and Retirement Board is by DIRECT ELEC-
TION of city employees, The Health Fund and Retirement Fund
are operated by and for city workers, Because employees are not
required tolive in the city, there are serious constitutional problems

with denying a worker the right to be a candidate for trustee of a

fund controlled by employees. -

The way things are now, the courts have thrown out San
Francisco's five-year residency requirement, Reports the City At-
torney:

“In the years since Charter Section 8.100 (residency rule) was
originally adopted, the California courts have struck down all
durational residency requirements applicable to candidates for
elective or appointive office.”

Most Supervisors like the durational requirement. But even
Supervisors cannot overrule the Supreme Court.

The bottom line: Proposition L does not cover everything, Just
most things. It's time San Franciscans were making the decisions
about San Francisco. Proposition L is a major start in the right
direction, : o

VOTE YES FOR SAN FRANCISCO’S FUTURE., YES ON
PROPOSITIONL,

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors.

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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ll Commissioner
L Residency Requirement

/

PAID ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION L

San Franciscans deserve to be represented by commissioners ... Vote Yes on Proposition L!
who live within San Francisco, not by employees filling in for their ‘
ex-officio bosses. Vote for San Francisco commissions made of  Harold M. Hoogasian
San Francisco voters. - Small Business Owner

PAID ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION L

Don't clutter the Charter with unnecessary provisions, Vote No  to be city residents, they can pass an ordinance to accomphsh n.

on Proposition L. Adding an unnecessary provision to a Charter that is already 00
Proposition L would require almost all commissions and advi-  long and complicated is not the answer.

sory board members to be city residents. That makes sense — so Vote No on Propasition L.

much sense that, for most commissions, it is already the law. . ‘
'This is one more example of a needless Charter amendment. If the Donald D. Doyle

Board of Supervisors wants to require members of any advisory body San Francisco Chamber of Commerce

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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TEXT OF PROPOSED CI'IARTER AMENDMENT

NOTE: Additions or substitutions are by bold - -
face type; deletions are indicated by

8.100 Qualifications

(a) No person shall be a candidate for any
elective office nor shall be appomtcd a8 a mem-
ber of any board, er commission or advisory
body of any kind established by this charter

or leglslative act of the United Statesof Amer-

ica, the State of California or this board of
supervisors, uniess he or she is shall-have-boen
a resident of the city and county fer-a-period-of
at-joast-five-yoars and an elector thereof for-at
leestenoyearimmediately prior to the time of his
or her taking office, unless he or she is a retire.
ment system member or health system mem-
ber elected under charter section 3.670 or

3.680, or unless otherwise specifically provided

PROPOSITION L

in- this‘ charter, -and every elected officer and

‘member. of any board, er commission or advi-
~sory body ohny kind shall continue to be a

resident of the city and county dunng incum-
bency of office, and upon ceasing to be such

-resident, shall beremoved from office. Notwith-
‘standing any other provision of this charter,
[residency shall not be required for persons
‘sppointed to, or serving on, the following

boardsand commissions: the board of trustees
of the San Francisco War Memorial, the

. board of trusteesof the Gokien Gate Museums

of San Francisco, the Aslan Art Commission,
and the San Francisco Film and Video Arts
Commission. .

- Notwithstanding this requirement, in the
case of boards, commissions or advisory bod-

les established by leglslative act, the residency

requirement may be walved by the appointing
officer, or entity upon a finding that the board,
commission or body requires the appointment
of a person with specific experience, skills or
qualifications and after exercising due dili-
gence, an eligible and willing appointee resid-
ing within the city and county could not be
located.

(b) Except for those offices and positions and
officers and employees specifically provided for

~ in this section and other sections of the charter,

the residential qualifications and requirements
for all officers and employees and all offices and
positions in the city and county service shall be
as provided by ordinance of the board of
supervisors, : (0]
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You can vote absentee in person at Room 158
in City Hall starting Monday, May 7 through Tuesday,

June 5, during regular working hours — 8 a.m. -

5 p.m.

Take advantage of this option if you will not be able
to go to your polling place on election day.
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CLEANING PO

Use the juice of a real lemon to clean kitchen grease.
Try cleaning the old fashioned way without harmful chemicals
it's less expenslve, too.

Help Your Home be m
TOXIC FREE 554-4333 <
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Commission Gender Composition

PROPOSITION M

Shall the Charter be amended to create a goal that no board or
commission appointed by the Mayor or otherwise provided by the
Charter, except the Commission on the Status of Women, shall have

m)
g

YES 302
NO 304

more than a simple majority of members of the same sex?

Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The charter requires
some City boards and commissions, such
as the Police and Fire Commissions, to
have at least one woman member. How-
ever, the charter does not have a general
policy on balancing the number of men
and women on City boards and commis-
sions.

THE PROPOSAL.: Proposition M is a char-
ter amendment that would create a City
policy that no more than a simple majority
of the members of any board or commis-

sion shall be of the same sex. This charter
amendment does not apply to the Com-
mission on the Status of Women.

A “YES” VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes,

you want to make it City policy that no-

more than a simple majority of the mem-
bers of any board or commission shall be
of the same sex.

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you
do not want to adopt this policy.

Controller’s Statement on “M”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has'issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of Propo
sition M:

“Should the proposed Charter amendment be
adopted, in my opinion, it would have no eﬁect on
the cost of government.”

/

~ How Supervnsors Voted on “‘M”

On February 12, the Board of Supervisors voted 8-2on the
question of placing Proposition M on the ballot.

The Supervisors voted as follows:

YES: Supervisors Angela Alioto, Harry Britt, Jim Gonzalez,
Terence Hallinan, Richard Hongisto, Thomas Hsieh,
Willie Kennedy, and Doris Ward. -

NO: Supervisors Bill Maher and Wendy Nelder.

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE.
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Commission Gender Composition

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITIONM

The 1990s are here — but you would never know it by the few
women serving on City boards and commissions. In fact, of ten
major commissions — Police, Fire, Airports, Ports, Public Utili-
ties, Parking Authority, Social Services, City Planning, Elections,
Housing Authority — women hold just 18 percentof the seats. And
only one woman serves asa president of these commissions.

Women do not fare much better on other key commissions. For
instance, women hold just two seats on the seven-member Recre-
ation and Park Commission and Redevelopment Agency Commis-
sion. Three women serve on the eleven-member Small Business
Advisory Commission.

Despite the enormous influence and regulatory controls most
commissions have over the lives of all citizens, women’s voices
and leadership on city panels donot equal their numbers in society.

These gloomy statistics aside, women have begun to make gains
during the past two years, Women are now being regularly consid-
ered and appointed to boards and commissions. But, clearly, much
more needs to be done.

" Proposition M will emblazon into the Charter a policy goal of

gender equality on all boards and commissions. This amendment,
authored by Supervisor Richard Hongisto, is a simple measure of
justice. '

Only the Commission on the Status of Women is excluded from
the provisions of this charter amendment, since its sole purpose is
to serve as an advocacy forum for women.

Increasingly, communities and groups are instituting gender
parity provisions in their constitutions with ‘much success. For
instance, the Democratic Party has dramatically brought aboutnear

_ gender equality of delegates to its national and state conventions.

Let’s start the 1990s off with a renewed commitment to fairness
and equality. \ ,
VOTE YES ON THE GENDER PARITY AMENDMENT.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors.

No Official Argument Was Submitted Against Proposition M
" No Rebuttals Were Submitted On Proposition M

Arguments printed on this page are the opinlon of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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Commission Gender Composition

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION M

Proposition M moves San Francisco into the 1990s.

It is stunning to review the composition of our city boards and
commissions and see just-how few women are serving. Women
comprise 18 percent of the seats on ten major commissions. This
is an untold tragedy. Women have been making gains in recent
time. We can do even better.

Proposition M is about fairness and equality. Iowa enacted a law
in 1987 to require greater gender balance on all boards, commis-
sions, committees, and councils.

Vote Yes for Gender Justice. Yes on Proposition M.

SF Chapter, National Organization for Women
Legal Advocates for Women ,
San Francisco Democratic Central Committee

Judiciary Project/California

TJ Anthony

Mary C. Dunlap

Ruth Picon, President, Latino Democratic Club

- Helen Grieco, Director, SF NOW

Laura Campbell

Carole Migden, Chair, SF Democratic Party

Agar Jaicks, SF County Democratic Central Committee Member

Greg Day, SF County Democratic Central Committce Member

Jean K. Harris

Geraldine Johnson

Joyce Newstat, Chair, Lesbian Caucus, Harvey Mllk Lesbian &
Gay Democratic Club

James Harrigan

Creating political leadership opportunitics for women will
strengthen the public policy decision-making process.
Vote YES on M.

Joel Ventresca
Past President,

. Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods

‘Candidate for Supervisor

Asapredominately lesbian and gay Republican volunteer organ-
ization we believe it is a travesty that after fifteen years of three
liberal Democrat mayors only 38% of the city’s Commissioners are
women, This negligence has prompted the need to enact gender-
parity. We support Proposition M.

In the future, the provisions of Proposition M should be amended
to apply to the Commission on the Status of Women. Women and
men must actively dialogue so that our city begins to address the
concemns of all,

Log Cabin Club of SF Board of Directors and
Ronald G. Kershaw :
Paul Kavouksorian

_Edwin E. Turrell

Robert L. Speer
Christopher L. Bowman
Bruce Mulraney

David Braddock
Michael Lawrence

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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Commission Gender Composition

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION M

Requirement that any commission be comprised of a certain
number of persons of any gender is as inappropriate as requiring a
certain number of persons who have red hair or blue eyes. Please

... Yote NO on Proposition M!

Harold M. Hoogasian

vote to maintain the mayoral prerogative to appomt the best San  Small Business Owner
Franciscans for the job.
] »
Vote No on Proposition M. to clutter up the Charter with a non-binding, legally unenforceable
Like Proposition L, but only more so, Proposition M does not  policy statement.
belong in the City Charter, : If the Board of Supervnsors wants to send a message to the Mayor

The power to make appointments to boards and commissions rests
with the Mayor. Proposition M would write into the Charter a
non-binding policy statement urging the Mayor to fill not more than
50% plus one of any commission with members of the same sex.

The City Attorney advised the Board of Supervisors that the
Constitution prohibits the city from adopting a quota for male and
female appointments. Instead, the Board of Supervisors proposes

it should be done by resolution, not costly and unnecessary Charter

amendments.
Vote No on Proposition M.

Donald D. Doyle
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce

VOTE “NO” ON PROPOSITION “M”

There is nothing in the charter NOW that prevents the Mayor or
Board of Supervisors to appoint more women to achicve gender
parity now,

Why now does it have to be written in concrete.
Vote NO on “M”.

Marguerite Warren

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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TEXT OF PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENT
PROPOSITION M

NOTE: Entire section is new. on boards or commissions appointed by the andcommissions by limiting to asimple majority
3.503 Composition of Boards and Commissions. mayor, or otherwise provided by this charter, of board and commission membership the num-

It is the policy of the city and county, which  except for the Commission on the Status of ber of members who are of the same sex. [
shall be considered a goal when filling vacancies Women, to achieve gender parity on these boards

**************************************

Voters with certain disabilities may qualify to be
Permanent Absentee Voters. See page 24.

**************************************
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l f your life seems to be
missing that special
warmth that comes from
having a pet, come and see
us at the new San Francisco
Animal Care and Control
Department. We have a wide
variety of dogs, cats and
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Two-Term Limit for Supervisors

'PROPOSITION N

Shall persons be prohibited from serving more than two consecutive

four-year terms on the Board of Supervisors, and be prohibited from

serving as a Supervisor again until four years have elapsed, provided YES 305

that Supervisors holding office on July 1, 1990 would be considered =~ NO 307 mmp
to have served one full four-year term in office when their current

terms end?

Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The charter does not limit the
number of consecutive terms a person may serve on
the Board of Supervisors. A full term on the Board of
Supervisors is four years.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition N is a charter amend-
ment. Under Proposition N, no person could serve
more than two consecutive four-year terms on the
Board of Supervisors. After two consecutive four-year
terms onthe Board of Supervisors, aperson must wait
four years before serving again. Any person ap-
pointed to the Board of Supervisors to complete more
than half a four-year term would be considered to
have served one full term. A member of the Board of

- Supervisors who resigned with less than half a four-
year term remaining would be considered to have
served a full term. This charter amendment would go

into effect July 1, 1990. Each Supervisor holding
office on that date would be considered to have
served one full four-year term in office when his or her
current term ends.

A “YES” VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want to

change the charter so that no person could serve
more than two consecutive four-year terms on the
Board of Supervisors and you want to prohibit per-
sons who served two consecutive four-year terms
from serving on the Board of Supervisors again until
four years after their second consecutive term in
office.

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not want

to limit Supervisors to serving two consecutive terms.

Controller’'s Statement on “N”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of Propo-
sition N: '

“Should the proposed Charter amendment be
adopted, in my opinion, it would have no effect on
the cost of government.”

How “N” Got on the Ballot

On January 25, 1990, the Registrar of Voters certified that

the initiative petition calling for Proposition N to be placed
on the ballot had qualified for the ballot.

40,151* valid signatures were required to place an initia-

tive charter amendment on the ballot.

A random check of the signatures submitted by the propo-
nents of the initiative petition showed that 45,408 of the
signatures submitted were valid, 5,257 more than the re-

quired number of signatures.

*This number is equal to 10% of the registered voters at

the time the notice of intentto circulate the petition was filed.

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE.
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Two-Term Limit for Supervisors

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION N

Proposition N is a non-partisan, reasonable, fair and democratic
measure to reform our government and improve the present city-
wide system for electing supervisors. Neighborhood, civic leaders,
current and former elected officials, community activists, business
owners, Democrats, Republicans, Independents, unionists, and
minorities all support Proposition N.

Limiting politicians’ consecutive terms is not radical or extreme.
In fact, it helps to prevent political corruption and power grabbing.
More than 150 cities, towns and counties in the United States have
laws limiting politicians terms, Governors in 30 states can only
serve two terms. San Mateo county limits supervisors terms and
for more than 30 years San Francisco’s mayors have been limited
1o two consecutive terms. '

Proposition N is a very modest and reasonable proposal.

Proposition N does not recall or force any current member

of the board from office. Proposition N allows supervisors whose -

terms expire in 1991 to serve until January 1995 if they are
reelected. Supervisors whose terms end in 1993 may serve until
1997 if reclected. Former supervisors may run for office again after
4 years.

The current system favors incumbent politicians and denics

experienced newcomers a fair chance to serve. Since 1973, only

3 newcomers have been elected to the city-wide board. § supervi-

sors have already served 10 years. By 1995 most board members

will have been in office 14 years or more. |
We know that a lake or pond will stagnate unless its waters are

replenished from time to time. So too will an elected body grow

stale without a regular infusion of fresh faces and new ideas.
Vote YES on Proposition N. :

Richard Bodisco
Chairman, San Franciscans for Reasonable Reform
Steve Jeong
ElizabethE. Liu
Harold Hoogasian
Joseph L. Powell
Raymond Chalker
Robert A. Reveles
Robert C. Sanchez
Joel Ventresca
Barry Lastra
Daniel Willsan

'

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITIONN

Proposition N backers have misrepresented the facts to get you
10 vote for N. Since just 1982 three non-incumbent supervisors
have been independently elected to the Board. Proposition N is not
true reform — it only tinkers with the citywide election process. It
is not democratic — it takes power away from the people. Itis not
a solution — it’s an additional problem. .

Supervisors are elected to carry out the will of the people. When
they fail to serve, they are unelected — by vote of the people.
Appointed department heads, who are not supposed to have their
own political agendas, are balanced only by the Mayor’s and the
Board’s overseeing eyes.

With the Mayor already limited to two terms, the Board must not
consist only of rookies and lame ducks, or department heads can

consolidate their power and bide their time, waiting until watchdog
Supervisors are automatically thrown from office. Proposition N
threatens accountability and increases the chances for bureaucratic
corruplion.

Uninformed actions are foolish actions — closely examine the
facts, and you'll agree that blindly forcing change is a bad plan, If
Proposition N passes, nothing can stop department heads from
installing power bases immaune to voter inspection, Voters have the
right to choose — this measure permanently limits that right.

PROTECT YOUR DEMOCRATIC RIGHTS. VOTE NO
ON PROPOSITION N.

SUBMITTED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS.

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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Two-Term Limit for Supervisors

OFFICIAL ABGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION N

Two years ago, San Francisco voted on Proposition O, a recall
of the Board of Supervisors thinly disguised as a ‘good
government’ initiative. San Franciscans saw through this scheme,
and sent the measure down to defeat.

Last year, the same group attempted to offer a similar proposal
to the voters, but failed to collect enough signatures to quahfy it
for the ballot.
 Now they’re at it again,

They say that Supervisors have lost touch with the people of San
Francisco, and should automatically be thrown from office after
they've served two terms — but by bringing up this rejected issue
again and again, they’re proving that THEY are the ones who are
out of touch.

San Francisco doesn’t need a two-term limit. When supervisors
stop working for the people, they stop getting elected. If Board
membersare prematurely removed, more power falls into the hands
of civil servants and department heads, who are unaccountable to

the voters. These unelected officials who already hold great power
must be balanced by supervisors free to do their jobs, or citizens
lose their representation.

The diversity of our City is one of our greatest strengths. San
Franciscans have always individually evaluated our city’s varied
issues, judging each on its specific merits. The Board of Supervi-
sors is similarly diverse, and should also be evaluated selectively.
Citizens should use the election process to tell their representatives
when they’re not doing their jobs — not by acting blindly and
installing an arbitrary time limit. San Franciscans are smart
enough totell the difference between voting an incompetent out
of office and firing a valuable employee without cause.

Proposition N denies San Franciscans the right to vote for legis-
Jators of their choice, and that’s not Fair.

Vote NO on Proposition N,

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor.

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION N

Let's talk about what WE want City Hall to do for US, not the
politicians,

Politicians will tell you anything to advance their political ca-
reers,

They won’t tell you the TRUTH about the Two Term Limit.

The politicians say we failed to collect ecnough signatures last
year to qualify for the ballot.

But here’s what their appomlee the city’s Chicf Administrative
Officer says:

“Last year’s Proposition removal was forced by an error, one
which we admitted, apologized for and tried to repair...”

(Letter to Two Term Limit — Chairman — Richard Bodisco,
dated February 7, 1990.)

We need new leadership in City Hall,

We have some hard and serious problems to solve in San Fran-
cisco and we can’t solve them with political rhetoric and name
calling,

The politicians tell you that Proposition N removes experienced

supervisors from the Board.

FACT: 4

Proposition N insures that San Francisco will always have §
or 6 supervisors with seniority and experience on the Board.
Proposition N also gives experienced and concerned citizens an
opportunity to serve without needing to become professional,
career politicians,

The politicians tell you that Proposition N will take away your
right to vote for a legislator of your choice.

FACT:

Proposition N gives you more choices because it removes the
current system which favors incumbent politicians,’

The politicians have spoken too long for themselves.

It is time City Hall spoke for us.

Vote Yes on Proposition N!

Submitted by San Franciscans for Reasonable Reform
Richard Bodisco

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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Two-Term Limit for Supervisors

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PRQPOSlTION N

This citizen’s initiative is a good government reform measure Vote YES on N.
which will guarantee change, encourage competition, improve the '
chances of electing new political leadership, and curtail the influ- SAN FRANCISCO TOMORROW
ence of special interests.
N

Change is the driving force in our economy, Ouf fives . ..andour
government! Eight years on the Board of Supervisors is enough
time to initiate changes espoused in any candidacy. Our City
government is in desperate need of change. Vote for new life in
San Francisco govemment. :

... Vote Yeson Proposition N!

Harold M. Hoogasian
Smatll Business Owner

”

The longer supervisors remain in office the more likely they needed at City Hall.
become captives of special interests who bankroll their costly Vote YES on N.
campaigns. ‘ )
Entrenched incumbent politicians often end up working against  Joel Ventresca
the public interest, rather than for it. Past President, :
Only two supervisors have been defeated at the polls since the . Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods
end of 1980. . Candidate for Supervisor
New faces, ncw ideas, new leaders, and new directions arc
N '
The Two-Term Limit is an idéa whose time has come! accountable to the voters.

The United States Constitution limits the President to two terms
in office. Similarly, the San Francisco Charter limits our Mayor 0
WO terms. ’ '

Incumbent San Francisco Supervisors, however, continue to win
re-clections year after year. This has made many of them less

Eight yearsiscnough! Let’s bring new people, new ideas, and new
energy to our Board of Supervisors, Vote Yes on Proposition N!

Citizens for a Better San Francisco

W

It works for exccutive offices, let’s put a limit on the terms of
service for our supervisors. As ThomasJ effersoncalledit, “rotation
inoffice”. Let's have some healthy competition for these positions,
let’s take advantage of the many experienced people around who

arc willing to serve. Let's vote YES on Proposition N for reason-
able reform.

John and Carol Maerzke

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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Two-Term Limit for Supervisors

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITIONN

Your Yes vote on Proposition N will ensure that we have a Board
of Supervisors of concerned citizens, not career politicians.

For almost forty years, San Francisco has limited its. Mayor to
eight years in office. Many cities around the Bay Area, such as San
Jose, Richmond, Mountain View and Redwood City, limit terms
in office for their city councils. Yet we have had supervisors serve
up to 16 years in office. Why? Because by raising large sums of

money and using the power of incumbency, supervisors face little -

chance of defeat when running for re-election,

Proposition N will not remove any member of the Board of
Supervisors from office, It is a fair proposal that atliows each current
supervisor to run for one more four year term. But in the future,

I'm supporting Proposition N because of my concern about the
status of women and children in San Francisco.

As a long time supporter and treasurer of a shelter for battered
women in the City, I have had the opportunity to closely observe
how our City government works. I think there arc more important
things than politics.

San Francisco needs leaders in government who will show more
compassion and concern about pcoplcs lives as opposed to their

each supervisor will be limited to eight years in office.

Your Yes vote on Proposition N will give the city fresh leader-
ship on the Board of Supervisors. It will open up the city's political
processcs, reversing the trend in recent years towards full-time
professional politicians. Most importantly, it will mean that our
elected representatives put the city’s needs and interests ahead of
their desire for re-clection.

Yote Yes on Proposition N,

Donald D. Doyle
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce

reclection campaigns.

Idon’t feel that every member of the Board of Supervisors is bad,
but the two term limit will improve the current system and help our
Supervisors do a'better job for us.

That is why I am voting YES on Proposition N.

Millie Favetti

Over the past 20 years women have made enormous gains in
“electoral politics. The situation is far, far from idcal but some

positive changes have taken place. Therefore, we think it is impor-
tant to encourage and support the entry of women into elective
politics.

We're supporting Proposition N because it ensures that more
women will have the opportunity to assume leadership roles in City
government, The two year experiment with district elections pro-
duced more women supervisors than at any other time in San
Francisco's history.

The gains women have made could be casily lost under the
current city-wide system. Proposition N will prevent the clock
from being turned back because it allows newcomers a fair chance
to compelte without always having to run against entrenched in-
cumbents.

Proposition N is equitable and fair to cvcryone.

Join us and votc YES on Proposition N.

Helen Dawson
Miriam Smith

As a small business owner and long time resident of San Fran-
cisco, I'm supporting Proposition N because it makes good sense
for our City.

Limiting Supervisors’ terms will create a Board of Supervisors
more accountable to the necds of San Franciscans. Under the
current city-wide system, t0 many Supervisors see service on the
Board as a career.

They worry more about keeping their seats than about doing the
job they were elected to do. As a result, politics is all to often put

ahead of the City welfare,
Lets get politics out of City Hall,
Vote YES on Proposition N,

Zdenka Bodisco

Mike Salarno

Harold Hoogasian
Small Business Owners

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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Two-Term Limit for Supervisors

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION N

We’re supporting the Two Term Limit because San Fran-
cisco needs new political leadership. The Two Term Limit will
open the “Door of Opportunity” for new candndates toserve on
the Board of Supervisors.

The Two Term Limit will allow a new generation of civic
leaders to represent our City. It is a fair and democratic way to
reform the current system and to restore citizens' confidence in
City Hall.

San Francisco’s government should reﬂect the diversity of the
people who live here, This is the meaning of a Democratic and free

system. The Two Term Limit insures that new people with new
ideas will have a fair chance to serve the City.

Don’t be fooled by arguments of professional, career politicians.
The Two Term Limit is good for our community and it is good for
San Francisco.

Vote YES on Proposition N.

Steve M. Jeong
Elizabeth E. Liu

WHY DIDN'T WE GET TO VOTE ON THE TWO-TERM
LIMIT LAST YEAR?

Because Louise Renne found a legal loophole to get the measure
thrown off the ballot after the Registrar of Voters had ccmﬁed that
it qualified for submission to the electorate.

Never mind that when Renne violated a number of clection laws
several years ago she got everyone to overlook the “technicality.”

But what do you expect?

This is the same Louise Renne who sued the Olympic Club
because it had no female members conveniently “overlooking” the
fact that her husband Paul belongs to the all-white, all-male San

Francisco Golf Club.
Say “No” to Renne’s legal machinations!
Vote “Yes” on “N.”

Arlo Hale Smith

BART Director
Alexa Smith

‘Democratic Committecmember
Terence Faulkner

Former Republican Chairman |

WHAT ARE THEY AFRAID OF?

Why are the Supervisors and their contributors fighting the
two-term limit so hard?

Why did City officials use a legal loophole to get this same
measure thrown off the ballot last fall?

Are they afraid they won’t be able to give away anothercity street
worth $9 million to the Rockefellers for free like they did in 1987?

Are (hey afraid that the people might vote to turn them out?

i Clean up City Hall! Yes on N!

Arlo Hale Smith
BART Director

- Patrick C. Fitzgerald

Democratic Senate Candidate
Alexa Smith

Democratic Committecmember
Terence Faulkner ‘

Former Republican Chairman

Arguments printed on this page are the opinlon of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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Two-Term Limit for-Supervisors

~ PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION N

The Two-Term Limit is a reform whose time has come!

At the Federal, State, and Local levels, political reformers agree
that the powers of incumbency virtually preclude incumbents from
being defeated at the polls, and that term limitation is the only way
10 ensure tumover in legislative bodics. Even Attorney General
John Van de Kamp has proposed a twelve-year limit for State
legislators,

Since the return to City-wide elections in 1980, only two incum-
bent Supervisors have been defeated at the polls. They were re-
placed by Wendy Nelder and Angela Alioto — the daughters of a
former Police Chiefand Mayor, respectively. Because of this trend,
Supervisors have become burned-out, complacent, less account-
able to the voters, and more beholding to the special interests who
contributed to their re-election campaigns. ‘

New blood is badly needed in any legislative body to keep it
healthy and alive. Many non-incumbents have an agenda, new
cnergy, and fresh approaches to governing. If they arc allowed to
be elected and they are competent, they should be able to translate
their agenda into legislation in eight years and then move on o
higher office. If they aren’t able to enact their agenda, cither they
arc incompetant or their agenda is out-of-step with the sentiments
of the City. In cither case, there is no need for Supervisors to serve
on the Board more than eight years.

Proposition N will remedy stagnation on our Board of Supervi-
sors. Yote Yes on N. '

Harold M. Hoogasian
Christopher L. Bowman

L

Proposition N would limit San Francisco Supervisors to two
consecutive terms of office, just like the mayor. It’s a modest
reform that deserves your vote,

Proposition N would not force any incumbent out of office. All
current supervisors could run for one more term after their present
term expires. And after four years, they could run again and hold
office for two more terms. ‘

The President of the United States has been limited to two consec-
utive terms of office since 1951, The Mayor of San Francisco has
been limited to two consecutive terms since 1953. San Mateo County

has a term limit for its board of supervisors. Proposition N is not a
~ new or radical idea; it’s an overdue reform for a stagnant system.,

The founders of our city charter envisioned supervisors as part-
timecitizen legislators, not full-time professional politicians. Prop-
osition N respects and revives that tradition.

A bit of fresh air never hurt anybody — even two-term supervi-
sors! ‘

Please vote YES on Proposition N.

Senator Quentin Kopp

\

PAID ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION N

The current system of clecting supervisors in San Francisco
badly needs reform. But Proposition N is not the answer. The Board
of Supervisors is not accountable to the people, largely because of
the pernicious influence of large monetary contributions. A two-
term limit would only exacerbate the problem. All supervisors
would either be rookics or lame ducks, resulting in a tremendous
shift of power to the burcaucracy, without lessening the powerful
influence of money in campaigns. '

Dennis Antenore Sue Hestor

Robert Barnes Agar Jaicks

Ron Braithwaite Geraldine M. Johnson
Supervisor Harry Britt Walter L. Johnson, Sccrelary-
Gordon Chin Treasurer, San Francisco
Brother Kelly Cullen Labor Council

Catherine Dodd R:N. Leslie Katz

Noah Griffin Tony Kilroy

What San Francisco needs is real campaign reform — limiting
the ability of supervisors to vote on the pet projecis of their ma jor
contributors, and district election of supervisors, Both would
greatly reduce the enormous sums of moncy nceded to run for
office citywide, ‘ '

Proposition N is a false promisc of reform. VOTE NO ON

PROPOSITION N!
Myra G. Kopf Supervisor Nancy G, Walker
Steven M. Krefting Calvin Welch

William J. Brandy Moore Gerald Whitehead

Jim Morales Harold T, Yee

Connie O'Connor San Francisco Democratic
Ruth Picon County Central Committee
Mauri Schwariz

Yori Wada

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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TEXT OF PROPOSED INITIATIVE CHARTER AMENDMENT

NOTE: Additions or substitutions are indicated
by bold face type; deletions are indi-
cated by strike-out-type.

The proposed Charter Amendment reads as
follows.

9.100 Elective Officers and Terms

The mayor, an assessor, a district attorney, a
city attorney, a sheriff, a treasurer, a public de-
fender, the members of the board of education,
and commencing with the general election in
1980, the members of the board of supervisors,
shall be elected at large by the voters of the city
and county.

At the general municipal election in 1943 and
at the general municipal election in every fourth
year thereafter, there shall be elected a mayor, a
district attorney and a sheriff, and at the general
municipal election in 1945, and at the general
municipal election in every fourth year there-
after, there shall be elected a city attoney and a
treasurer, and at the general electionin 1942, and
at the general election in every fourth year there-
after, there shall be elected an assessor and a
public defender. At a special municipal election
to be consolidated with the direct primary in
1972, seven members of the board of education
shall be elected at large. At the general election
in 1980, 11 members of the board of supervisors
shall be elected at large. All of the aforesaid
officials, except as set forth herein, shall be
elected to a term of four years, from the com-
mencement of their respective terms as herein
specified.

Notwithstanding any provisions of this section
or any other section of the charter to the contrary,
the respective terms of office of the members of
the board of supervisors who shall hold office on
the eighth day of January, 1981, shall expire at
12 o’ clock noon on said date and the 11 persons
clected as members of the board of supervisors
at the gerteral election in 1980 shall succeed to
said offices on said eighth day of January, 1981,
The respective terms of office of the members of
the board of supervisors elected at the general
clection in 1980 shall be as follows: the six
members receiving the highest number of votes
respectively at said election shall hold office for
aterm of four years; the five members receiving
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the next highest number of votes respectively at
said election shall hold office for a term of two
years, Thereafter, the term of each member
elected to the board of supervisors shall be four
years from the commencement of his term as
hcrem specified.

* At the general election in 1982 there shall be
elected five members of the board of supervisors
to succeed those members thereof whose respec-
tive terms of office expire on the eighth of Janu-
ary, 1983, and at the general election in each
fourth year after 1982, the successors to said five
members of the board of supervisors shall be
elected, and at the general election in 1984, there
shall be elected six members of the board of
supervisors to succeed those members thereof
whose respective terms of office expire on the
ecighth day of January, 1985, and at the gencral
election in each fourth year after 1984, the suc-
cessors to said six members of the board of
supervisors shall be'elected.

Notwithstanding any provisions of this sec-
tion or any other section of the charter to the
contrary, from and after the effective date of
this section as amended, no person elected or
appointed as a supervisor may serve as such
for more than two successive four-year terms.

Any person appointed to the office of supervi- -

sor to complete in excess of two years of a four
year term shall be deemed, for the purposes of
this section, to have served one full term upon
expiration of that term. No person having
served two successive four year terms may
serve as a supervisor, either by election or
appointment, until at least four years after the
expiration of the second successive term in
office. Any supervisor who resigns with fess
than two full years remaining until the expi-
ration of the term shall be deemed, for the
purposes of this section, to have served a full
four year term.

The respective terms of the mcmbers of the
board of education who shall hold office on the
cighth day of August, 1972, shall expire at 12:00
o'clock noon on said date, and the persons
clected as members of the board of education at
special municipal election to be consolidated
with the direct primary in 1972 shall succeed to

said offices at 12:00 o’clock noon on said eighth
day of August, 1972. The respective terms of
office of the members of the board of education
elected at a special municipal election to be con-
solidated with the direct primary in 1972, shall
be as follows: The four members receiving the
highest number of votes respectively at said elec-
tion shall hold office for a term consisting of the
period of time until the eighth day of January,
1975. Thereafter, the term of each member
elected to the board of education shall be four
years from the commencement of his term as
herein specified.

At the general election in 1974 there shall be

" elected three members of the board of education

to succeed those members thereof whose respec-
tive terms of office expire on the eighth day of
January, 1975, and at the general election in each
fourth year after 1974, the successors to said
three members of the board of education shall be
elécted, and at the general election in 1976 there
shall be elected, and at the general election in
each fourth year after 1974, the successors to said
three members of the board of education shall be
clected, and at the general election in 1976 there
shall be elected four members of the board of
education to succeed those members thereof
whose respective terms of office expire on the
cighth day of January, 1977, and at the general
election in each fourth year after 1976, the suc-
cessors to said four members of the board of
education shall be elected. Except as set forth
herein, all terms of office of elective officials
shall commence at 12:00 o’clock noon on the
cighth day of January following the date of their
election.

No person elected mayor or supervisor shall be
eligible for a period of one year after his last day
of said service as mayor, or supervisor, for ap-
pointment to any full-time position carrying
compensation in the city and county service.

Theeffective date of this section as amended

i July 1, 1990. All supervisors holding office

on that date shall be deemed to have served
one full four year term upon the explration of
their then current terms of office. 0



Hypodermic Syringes

PROPOSITION O

Shall it be the policy of the people of San Francisco to call upon the
State Legislature to eliminate all criminal and civil penalties on the
manufacture, use, sale or distribution of hypodermic needles?

YES 309
NO310 mm)

~ Analysis
by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: State law regulates A “YES” VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes,

the sale, distribution and use of hypoder-  you want to make it City policy to call on
mic syringes. ‘the State Legislature to eliminate all crim-

N : inal, civil and regulatory penalties on the
THE PR,OP_OSAL,: Proposition O would manufacture, use, sakrey or distribution of
make it City policy to call on the State hypodermic syringes.
Legislature to eliminate all criminal, civil
and regulatory penalties on the manufac-
ture, use, sale or distribution of hypoder-
mic syringes.

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you
do not want to adopt this policy.

Controller’s Statement on “O” How “O” Got on the Ballot

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of Propo-
sition O:

“Should the proposed declaration of policy be
adopted it would not affect the cost of govern-
ment.” :

On September 15, 1989 the Registrar of Voters certified
that the initiative petition calling for Proposition O to be
placed on the ballot had qualified for the ballot,

9,399" valid signatures were required to place an initiative
ordinance on the ballot.

A random check of the signatures submitted by the propo-
nents of the initiative petition showed that 11,173 of the
signatures submitted were valid, 1,774 more than the re-
quired number of signatures.

*This number is equal to 5% of the people who voted for
Mayor in 1987,

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE.
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Hypodermic Syringes

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION O

The connection between AIDS and unclean needles is unchal-
lenged. Virtually every authority on the subject agrees that sharing
needles increases the chances of contracting AIDS. San Francisco
has an estimated 13,000 IV drug users, each of whom is at risk of
contracting AIDS and spreading it to their sexual partners or their
unborn children. Tens of thousands of people are being directly
threatened with contracting AIDS because it is illegal to obtain
clean, safe needles. ‘ '

Some groups are trading clean needles with addicts for their dirty
ones. This removes contaminated needles from circulation and can
dramatically cut the infection rate among drug users and their
partners, But these groups face up to a six months in jail and a
$1,000 fine. One member of this group, who lost her mother to
AIDS, contracted through a dirty needle, said, “I lost a parent to
this because this bureaucracy sits around and talks while lots of

people are dying.” Dr. John Newmeyer of the Haight Ashbury Free
Medical Clinics said, “People are dying because of our institution’s
resistance to AIDS risk reduction methods.” :

In an attempt to stop this disease from being spread to drug users
and their partners AIDS prevention workers are risking legal
persecution. Jerry DeJong, who works with substance abusers and
is a member of the Mayor’s Narcotic's Task Force, said “, .. with
the laws on thie books, it leaves some of us with no choice but 10
do what’s sometimes viewed as llegal to save lives.” Butinasane,
free society it shouldn’t be necessary to break the law to save lives.

The only way this deadly policy can be changed is for the state
Jegislature to change the law. These State laws should be repealed.

Pamela Williard Pickens ,
Secretary San Francisco Libertarian Party

No Official Argument Was Submitted Against Proposition O
No Rebuttals Were Submitted On Proposition O

Arguments printed on this page are the oplnion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.

122




Hypodermic Syringes

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION O

Dr. John Watters of the Urban Health Study says that, “The
middle class have access to clean needles.” Poor people can’t get
clean needles, because they are illegal. Black and Latino IV drug
users have a more difficult time finding clean needles and are thus
more likely to be infected with AIDS. Because minorities are more
likely to be infected with AIDS a higher proportion of their sexual

partners or unborn children are being infected. AIDS is likely to

become the leading cause of death in young Blacks and Latinos if
things continue as they have. Legal clean needles will help save
their lives.

Christina Groth

The San Francisco Department of Health estimates that there are
13,000 1V drug users in the city. If clean needles remain unavail-
able to them the AIDS infection rate can easily reach over 60%. If
these 60% infect just two other people either through shared
needles or sex, the total number of infected people can reach
23,400. San Francisco can’t afford the financial burden it is under

today from AIDS cases. Prevention through clean and legal needles
can save us millions of tax dollars without costing us a cent. Legal
needles make financial sensc.

Isaac Klein

The San Francisco Chronicle has reported on the use of needles
for IV drug use in Scotland. The newspaper said that in Edinburgh
police launched a crackdown on the availability of clean ncedles.
Within 18 months of the crackdown 50% of all IV drug users were
infected with AIDS. Soon their sexual partners and unborn babics
were infected with the disease. But 30 miles away in Glasgow the
police took no action against the availability of clean needles and

only 4 to 7 percent of ncedle users were infected. Dr. Roy Robert-
son, Edinburgh’s lcading authority on AIDS said, “Making necdles
available to addicts is not the only answer to the problem of AIDS
among drug users but certainly, it has to be part of the solution.”
VOTE YES!

George Meyer

WHAT IS CANADA DOING RIGHT?
In Canada, fewer than 1% of AIDS cases are from needles!
In the United States, about 50% of new cases now involve
needle-sharing drug users and their sex partners and babics, (up
from about 20-30% in the beginning of the epidemic).
What is Canada doing right?

The AIDS epidemic has hit here many times worse than there,
Why?
In Canada, drug-users can buy sterile needles in drugstores,

GRASSROOTS

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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' Hypodermic Syringes

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION O |

SURGEON GENERAL KOOP ON CLEAN NEEDLES of the epidemic, we should not have any foolish inhibitions about
“One of the strongest advocates of making needles legal is  so doing.””

Surgeon General Koop who addressed that issue last November (S.F. Sentinel 1/22/88)

(1987):
«wJ'm asked about clean needles everyplace I go.I've always said  Wm. Schwartzman, M.D.

the same thing. If clean needles will do anything to contain a part

e )

Clean needles cause no diseases. . William Schwartzman, MD
Legal ncedles are clean needles. :
Vote Yes.

P )

Does this initiative “condone drugs™? The present state law is like the “death penalty” — not just for
If you vote Yes, that could be interpreted as condoning drugs. drug abusers, but also their spouses, their babies, transfusion
But if you vote No, that could equally well be interpreted as  recipients and others. Who can “condone that"?

condoning the spread of AIDS (and hepatitis, and many other
diseases). GRASSROOTS

P

The AIDS epidemic was caused by a combination of germs,  addicts buying clean needles. . ,
working together to collapse the immune system. If we keep these deadly laws, no one can predict what future
N.Y.’s health department has concluded that the HIV epidemic  epidemics might result.
already existed among New York addicts in the 1970’s.
That epidemic existed only because New York has laws against  GRASSROOTS

e

NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES POLICIES TO ENCOURAGE THE USE OF STERILE NEE-
ENCOURAGES STERILE NEEDLES DLES AND SYRINGES BY REMOVING LEGAL AND
The National Academy of Sciences the country’s most presti- ADMINISTRATIVE BARRIERS TO THEIR POSSESSION
gious scientific organization in 1986, issued a major study titled AND USE.”
“Confronting AIDS”. Many lives could have been saved if Califor-
nia had promptly implemented the conclusion drawn by America’s ~ Wm. Schwartzman, MD
leading scientists: Wm. Steinsmith, MD
“JT1S TIME TO BEGIN EXPERIMENTING WITH PUBLIC

e

The issue is not “free needles”. would be no barrier.

Some of us believe that mass giveaways of clean needles is best. This initiative takes no position on “free needles” programs, only
Others of us believe it would be enough if doctors and pharmacies for legalization — a prerequisite for either approach,
were allowed to sell needles, as with diabetes.

Legal needles are as cheap as ballpoint pens, s cheap that price  GRASSROOTS

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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Hypodermic Syringes

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION O

Under present California law, even doctors aren’t allowed to
provide needles except for approved purposes. So far “stopping
AIDS” is not an approved purpose.

Under “legalization”, needles are amedical question, not a police
question. A doctor’s prescription could still be required, as with

diabetes. Whatever controls are adopted, needles will be betrer
controlled under legalization than they are now.

William Steinsmith, M.D.

Dr. Don Francis, an epidemiologist with the Centers for Discase
Control said, “We can’t overstate the threat of AIDS among addicts
in the minority population in the inner city.” Dr. Francis says that
there is no evidence that legal, clean ncedles increase the use of

drugs. The only thing stopping clcan needles is the law, It’s time
for Sacramento to repeal the law and save lives,

Will Wohler

According to the New York Times a new, rare virus known as
HTLV-IL is spreading through the IV drug community because of
needle sharing. Spread in the same manner as AIDS, this virus
“could cause leukemia or other serious diseases and may exact a
rising toll in future years.” Surveys have found that 20% of addicts

in New Orleans were infected and in San Francisco a preliminary .

survey of blood donors showed this new disease has a higher rate

of incidence than the AIDS virus. Because it can take as long as 20
years to develop no one can know for sure how many people have
been infected, Clean, legal ncedles will stop the transmission of
this discase. VOTE YES!

John Whisman

Clean needles save the lives of innocent victims of AIDS. Not
everyone who gets AIDS because people share needles is an addict.
Some are small babies. The Centers for Disease Control says 314
babies were born in 1988 with AIDS because their mothers used
infected needles. Dr. James Buchler of the CDC said “We nced 1o
do what we can to prevent the sharing of dirty ncedles. Sharing

dirty equipment is the worst problem.” In California it is illegal to
obtain clean needles so addicts share. Because they share, babics
are born with AIDS. Save lives. Legalize ncedles. VOTE YES!

Mark Pickens

Illegal needles, which force IV drug users to share unclean
needles, is now the cause of over one-third of all AIDS cases in the
United States according to the federal government’s Centers for
Discase Control. In 1988, 10,747 pcople contracted AIDS because
of sharing unclean needles. Some of these people never used

used needles, 623 were women who had sex with men who used
unclean ncedles and 314 were unborn babies. Over 1,000 people
who don’t use drugs were infected because clean needles are
illegal. VOTE YES FOR LEGAL, CLEAN NEEDLES!

needles themselves. 226 were men who had sex with women who  Pamela Williard Pickens
]
Proposition O was endorsed by the Central Committee of the  John Whisman

Democratic Party of San Francisco on March 21, 1990. YVOTE
YES!

Arguments printed on this page are the opinlon of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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Hypodermic Syringes

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION O

Clean, legal needles will save lives, Jerry DelJong of the Mayor’s
Narcotics Task Force said, “The bottom line is that this is not a
moral or legal issue. Unfortunately with the laws on the books, it
leaves some of us with no choice but to do what’s sometimes
viewed as illegal to save lives.” Something is very wrong when its

illegal to save lives; and that wrong must be corrected. Tell
Sacramento that we want to legalize saving lives. We need clean,
legal needles now!

Ron Dorsey

Illegal needles are the primary means of spreading AIDS to
minority communities. Mostof the IV drug users and their partners
who have been infected with AIDS are Black or Latino. Most of
the babies bom with AIDS because of needle sharing by their
mothers are also Black and Latino. Blacks and Latinos are now
more likely than ever before to become infected with AIDS because

clean needles are illegal. Legal, clean needles will slow down the
infection rate and decrease the number of deaths in minority
communities. Illegal needles hurt Blacks and Latinos more than
they hurt others. Support legal needles.

Jim Peron

Prof. Ethan Nadelman, in the Washington Post, reported that
“The governments of England, Scotland, Sweden, Switzerland,
Australia, the Netherlands and several other countries have actively
attempted to limit the spread of AIDS by removing restrictions on
the sale of syringes.. .. . ” Dr. Nadelman notes that there is growing

evidence that legal needles do notincrease the use of drugs but they
do save lives.

George O'Brien

A former prosecutor of high-level drug dealers, Ben Clark, said
in The Daily Recorder, a law newspaper, that legal restrictions on
clean needles “have had the disastrous effect of forcing drug users
_. to share syringes. Over half the addicts in New York State are
infected with AIDS, and the rate of infection among intravenous
drug users in Illinois is growing dramatically.”

While some people may say addicts deserve to die, Clark notes,
“, .. the issue is not simply whether society should sit back and
watch addicts kill themselves off: AIDS transmitted by needles

does not stay within the druggic population. Unborn children of
AIDS-infected female users may become infected. The sex part-
ners of persons with AIDS are exposed to the disease. Needle-shar-
ing prostitutes interact with the drug-free heterosexual community
on a daily basis.” Clark says that clean, legal needles have never
been proven to increase drug use but they do save lives. VOTE
YES!

Sam Grove

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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Hypodermic Syringes

PAID ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION O

There is no scientific evidence that unlimited and uncontrolled
availability of hypodermic syringes/needles will stop the spread of
AIDS. Proposition “O" would open the floodgates to the purchase
and distribution of hypodermic syringes, without prescription, in

drug stores, supermarkets and in the streets without medical super- -

vision under the guise of stopping the spread of AIDS. Addicts will
. continue to commit crimes to pay for the dope since possession
and sale of drugs, such as crack cocaine and heroin, will still be
illegal. v
. Latest statistics show that over 80 percent of inmates in our
already overcrowded jails are there for illegal drug offenses.

Who will protect the public against the careless disposition of
these used needles by addicts? .

Black communities in San Francisco are under siege from the
sale of illegal drugs and the crime this produces. Approval of
Proposition “O" by the voters permitting use of unprescribed legal

needles and illegal drugs could leave the City open to millions of
dollars in lawsuits for unsupervised use of a medical procedure by
intravenous drug addicts from death and other causes,

WE URGE A “NO” VOTE ON PROPOSITION *“0”. It should
not be City policy to support the removal of all restrictions in the

distribution, sale and use of hypodermic syringes.

Rev. Amos Brown

Hon, Naomi Gray

Rev. Martin Grizzell
Supervisor Willie Kennedy
Senator Quentin Kopp

Dr. Raye Richardson
Lulann McGriff

Dr. Julianne Malveaux
Melvin Miles

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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TEXT OF PROPOSED INITIATIVE DECLARATION OF POLICY

We, the people of the City and County of San
Francisco, California, call upon the California
State Legilature to eliminate all sanctions, crim-
inal, regulatory, or civil, on the manufacture, use,

PROPOSITION O

sale orother distribution of hypodermic syringes.
We do this to reduce the spread of AIDS and

other diseases. ]

TEXT OF PROPOSITION K (Continued from page 100)

charter provided for elective officers. Each of the
commissioners shall receive amonthly salary of
$100. : :

Special meetings of the commission for the
purpose of considering and adopting examina-

tion questions shall not be open to the public. The

regular meetings of the civil service commission
shall be open to the public and held at such a time
as will give the general public and employees of
the city and county adequate time within which
to appear before the commission after the regular
daily working hours of 8:00 am. to 5:00 p.m.
Such person or persons shall be given an oppor-
tunity to be heard by the commission before final
action is taken in any case involving such person
or persons.,

This amendment shall become operative on
the 1st day of September, 1992.
PART TWENTY: AIRPORTS COMMISSION
3.690 Commission; Composition

An airports commission is hereby created,
which shall consist of five sevem members, who
shall be appointed by the mayor and who shall be
subject to recall and to suspension and removal
in the same manner as ¢lective officers. The term
of each commissioner shall be four years, pro-
vided that the first five commissioners to be
appointed by the mayor to take office upon the
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effective date of this charter section, shall, by lot,

classify their terms so that the term of one com-
missioner shall expire at 12:00 o’clock noon on
each of the first, second and third anniversaries
of such date, respectively; and, the terms of the
remaining two commissioners shall expire at
12:00 o’clock noon on the fourth anniversary of
said effective date; and; provided, however,
that the terms of appointment of the two ad-
ditlonal members, whose offices are created
by the June 1990 amendment shall expire at
12 0’clock noon on September 1, 1996, eOn the
expiration of these and successive terms of of-
fice, the mayor shall appoint commissioners for
four-year terms. The compensation of each com-
missioners shall be $100 per month.

All rights, claims, actions, orders, obligations,
proceedings and contracts relating to the airport

department under the public utilitics commission.

existing prior to the effective date of these
amendments shall not be affected by the adoption
thereof, and shall thereafter be under the jurisdic-
tion of the airports commission.

This amendment shall be operative on the
1st day of September, 1992.

PART TWENTY-TWO: PARKING AND

TRAFFIC COMMISSION

3.698 Commission — Composition

A parking and traffic commission and the de- .
partment of parking and traffic are hereby estab-
lished. The parking and traffic commission shall
consist of five seven members, If not in conflict
with state law, members of the parking and traffic
commission shall serve ex-officio as members of
the parking authority.

The term of each member shall be for four-
years; provided that the first five commissioners
to be appointed by the mayor to take office upon
the effective date of this charter section shall, by
lot classify their terms so that the term of one
commissioner shall expire at 12:00 o’clock noon
on each of the first, second and third anniversaries
of such date, respectively; and, the terms of the
remaining two commissioners shall expire at
12:00 o;clock noon on the fourth anniversary of
said effective date; and, provided further, that
terms of the two commissfoners created by the
amendment of June, 1990 shall commence at

-12:00 0’clock noon on the Sth day of December,

1992; and on the expiration of these and succes-
sive terms of office, the mayor shall appoint com-
missioners for four-year terms. The compensation
of each commissioner shall be $100 per month.
Any person may serve concurrently as 8 member
of the San Francisco parking authority and the
parking and traffic commission. 0
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Did you know that you can vote before Election Day?
Vote absentee in person at City Hall (Room 158) starting May 7
or by mail — fill out the application on the back cover.

***'ﬂr*******************‘k**************
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IS GOING TO YOUR POLLING PLACE ON
ELECTION DAY A PROBLEM?

If you are unable to go to your polling place to vote on Election Day (Tuesday, June 5,
1990), you may vote by absentee ballot in one of two ways:

1. Vote at the Office of the Registrar of Voters. Starting on May 7 through June 5,
between 8 a.m. and 5 p.m., you can vote in Room 158 at City Hall.

2. Vote by mail. Complete the application for an absentee ballot on the back cover.
Tear or cut off the back cover, fold it in half with the address of the Registrar of Voters
on the outside, put a 25¢ stamp where indicated, and mail the form.

Voters who have specified disabilities may apply to be a permanent absentee voter.
Please refer to page 24.

fold here so that Registrar of Voters address Is outside
(do not cut or tear off)
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REGISTRAR OF VOTERS

158 CITY HALL

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-4691
(415) 554-4375

LOCATION OF YOUR
POLLING PLACE

MAILING
ADDRESS

DO NOT REMOVE LABEL

BALLOT TYPE

Y

(do not cut or tear off)

ABSENTEE ‘BALLOT APPLICATION

Must be received by the Registrar of Voters
no later than May 29, 1990

June 5, 1990 Consolidated Primary Election

NON-PARTISAN
16th Assembly District

fold here so that Registrar of Voters address Is outside

BULK RATE
U.S. POSTAGE
PAID
San Francisco
Calif.
Permit No. 4

CAR-RT SORT

ACCESSIBLE
TOHANDICAPPED

YES ORNO

PRECINCTS
APPLICABLE:

1200's. 1300's,
1400's, 1500's,
2100's, 2700's

OFFICIAL USE ONLY

FIRST NAME MIDDLE INITIAL LAST NAME DATE OF BIRTH
RESIDENCE ADDRESS (DO NOT USE P.0. BOX OR MAIL DROP ADDRESS)

NUMBER AND STREET ciTY ZIP CODE
MAILING ADDRESS FOR BALLOT (if different from above)

P.0.BOX OR STREET cITY STATE ZIP CODE

I HAVE NOT AND WILL NOT APPLY FOR AN ABSENTEE BALLOT BY ANY OTHER MEANS.

X _ B
SIGNATURE (DO NOT PRINT) ’ DATE DAYTIME PHONE NUMBER EVENING PHONE NUMBER

=-» | understand that voters with specified disabilities may qualify as Permanent Absent Voters. See page 24.

THIS FORM WAS PROVIDED BY THE SAN FRANCISCO REGISTRAR OF VOTERS
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