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PURPOSE OF THE VOTER INFORMATION PAMPHLET

- This Voter Information Pamphlet provides voters with information about the November 7, 1989 election. The Pannphlet includes:

. rights of voters;
. information for disabled voters;

'qmu-.a-wu.-

and the legal text;
. definitions of words you need to know;

D oo

. statements from the candidates who are runmng for office;
. information about each proposition, including a summary, the Controller’s Statement, arguments for and against the proposition,

. a Sample Ballot (i.c., a copy of the ballot you sce at your polling place or the one you receive when you vote absentee),
. the location of your polling place (sce label on the back cover); :
. appllcatlons for absentee ballot and permanent absentee voter status;

. a Voter Selection Coupon to mark your choices and use when you vote,

CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON ELECTIOIN,IS

. Mayoral appointees: Ernest Lloreate, Chair; David Bmdcr. Rlchard
Sevilla, Molly Woods, and Hoyt Zia

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

Members represent political organizations, political parties, labor organi- '

zations, neighborhood organizations, business organizations and other
citizens groups interested in the political process.

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
clection 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.

Suggestions to the Committce may be sent to: Election Advisory Com-
mittee, Room 158 City Hall, San Francisco, CA 94102,



" HOW TO VOTE ON THE VOTOMATIC VOTE RECORDER

SPECIAL NOTE: Srvief FE] E AL

IF YOU MAKE A MISTAKE, RETURN A ITAEBITE:
YOUR CARD AND GET ANOTHER. mASEE » M BHER IMEUTRET S

Nota: Si hace algun error, devuelva
STEP su farjeta de votor y obtenga ofra.

USING BOTH HANDS

INSERY THE BALLOT CARD ALL THE
WAY INTO THE VOTOMATIC.
Usando las dos manos, mete la
tarjeta de votar completamente
dentro del "Votomatic."
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STEP | g-—wwai"—g

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

Paso 2. Aseglirese de que los dos
orificios que hay al final de lo farjeta

coinciden con las dos cabecitas rojas. TURN OVER PR et s

S vOrE ALL MOSS
CoM=t : ]
ST TANS » Bpe 7L 9 35 2
AWK L o 21

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

Para votar, sostengo el instrumento
de votar y perfore con el la tarjeta de
votar en el lugar de los candidatos de
su preferencio. No use pluma ni idpiz.

Do b ' :
A ST > B/ INLIIROEA ‘
FIALARE .

AFTER VOTING, WITHDRAW THE BALLOT CARD AND PLACE IT INSIDE THE
ENVELOPE POCKET, WITH THE STUB SHOWING. |

‘STEP de vot ta trjeta del Votomatie” e |
Despues de votar, saque la tarjela del "Votomatic ELRALY 1% ) JOREEUY » HA 2oy
y pongola bajo ef cierre del sobre. 5 ) SURO I AES o
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CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO, ELECCIONES MUNICIPALES CONSOLIDADAS, 7 DE NOVIEMBRE DE 1989
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CONSOLIDATED MUNICIPAL ELECTION, NOVEMBER 7,1989
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PUBLIC SAFETY IMPROVEMENT BONDS, 1989. To incur a bonded indebtedness of $59,700,000 for
the acquisition, construction and reconstruction of buildings owned by the City and County of San Francisco
including earthquake hazards reduction, asbestos abatement, access for the disabled, and assessment programs
for earthquake safety, asbestos removal and access for the disabled.

YES 28

NO 29

* CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CONSOLIDATED MUNICIPAL ELECTION, NOVEMBER 7,1989
MEASURES SUBMITTED TO VOTE OF VOTERS — CITY & COUNTY PROPOSITIONS

¥

Shall an ordinance of the City and County of San Francisco be approved so as to: 1) create a San Francisco -

County Transportation Authority; 2) authorize the Authority to impose a transactions and use tax of one-half
of one percent to aid mass transit and realize the other traffic and transportation projects/purposes set forth
in the San Francisco County Transportauon Expendnure Plan for a period of no more than twenty (20) years;
3) authorize the Authority to issue from time to time limited tax bonds in a total outstanding aggregate amount
not to exceed $742,000,000.00 and which is payable from the revenues generated hereunder; and 4) approve
the California Constitution Article XIII B Appropriations Limit of $160,000,000.00?

YES 33

NO 34

2

Shall the Board of Supervisors, without a vote of the people, be authorized to approve the lease financing of
equipment from a nonprofit corporation, provided that the aggregate principal amount of the tax-exempt debt

issued by the nonprofit corporation to pay for the equipment not exceed $18 million, with that amount to be

increased by two percent each year?

YES 38
NO 39

Shall the salary of members of the Board of Supervisors be increased to $41,122 per year, and shall voters
be asked to vote in 1991 and every two years after to change this salary, based on salaries paid to Supervisors
in eight Northern California counties?

YES 41
NO 42

Shall the City adjust the pensions of retired police officers and firefighters when the salaries of active police
officers and firefighters, respectively, are adjusted?

YES 44
NO 45

Shall the City increase the monthly retirement allowance of City workers who retired before July 1964 by
$50, and of those who retired since then by a lesser amount, proportionate to the number of years the worker
has been retired? -

YES 47
NO 48

D M Mol o

Shall the Charter be amended to reinstate the salary-setting process used by the City before two recent court
decisions required the City to treat “flat rates™ in the annual salary the same as “range rates” and to survey
certain salary premiums instead of negotiating them? :

YES 50
NO 51

A 2282 IRZ IR2
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CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO, ELECCIONES MUNICIPALE_S CONSOLIDADAS, 7:DE NOVIEMBRE DE 1989
PROPOSICIONES A SER SOMETIDAS AL VOTO DE LOS ELECTORES — CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE-SAN FRANCISCO
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28 S1 nR
29 NO 58

BONOS PARA MESORAR LA SEGURIDAD EN EDIFICIOS PUBLICOS, 1989,
Para centrasr una deuda en honos de 359,700,000 para la adquisicidn,
construccin y reconatruccldn da adificios que son propledad de la Cindad
y Condada de San Francisco, Incluyando fa reduccian de los paligros sn el
¢280 de ferremolo, Ia disminucion del ashesio, el acceso para personas
incapacitadas, y los programas de asssoramiento pars la seguridad en el
¢a%0 de lerremoio, la efiminacion del ashesto y ol acceso para personas

incapacitadas.

1989 EAHLEUBNAM, RITAM

69,700,000, MNME, ML BOEME

wilr, MRAEA S, ISTREIM, Wb
M, SRR i, MM e
%,

A

tt

3381 -

34 NO E

*uumnri wna ordenanza de la Ciudady Condado de San Francisco nin:
) crear una Autoridad de Transports del Condada de San Francisco; 2)
awiorizar s la Autoridad que imponga un impuesto sobre fas transacclones

y ol 450, sptre un medio al uno porciento, para ayudar al transporie mastvo

¥ realizar los otros proyecios y ob{stivos de transporte y trinsito expuestos
an ol Plan de Gasics de Transportes del Condado de San Franclsco durants
" de no mis de valnte (20) akos; 3) autorizar a la Autoridad para
emitir, de vez en cando, Sonos de Impuestos limitados en una cantidad
total adewiada que Ao sxcada $742,000,000.00 y que sea ngmna artir
delosin s generados por los mismos; y 4) aprobar el Articulo XINI B de
(a Constitucién de Caiifornia relacionado sl Limile de Aprobaciones de
$160,000,000.007 i

RGEHR g, MIER, LAB: 1) &
W EWBE AT 2) MR
JHE 472 0. 50 BARFAHAIE3 BaILh A
A, AR LM AT T
SEEMMAT, BNREA (20) 5Ei8) &
NERUR SRR TTTREINAR,. M8TH
B $742,000,000 00 , FHMMBBLUTLIBIK
R 4 ) ABIMAMEIEN X1tk BB &K W
$160,000,000, 007

38SI R
39N =

fu Junta de Supervisores tendrd 1a autorizacidn, sin el voto de
a poblacidn, de aprobar ol financiamiento del aiquiler de squipo
medjante una emprosa sin fines de lucro, siempre y cuando la
cantidad principal total de la deuda exenta de impuestos emitida
orjaempresa sinfines de fucroparapagar fos equipos no excada
os $18 millones, con siendo sumentads esta cantidad en un dos
por ciento cads afio?

G LER AR RALTCZ AU B R
DA ERATRAMMAH, BRI
FATIRTN, MAALMGAME, RERKS
KN4 518,000,000, 00 AESETTRASK
LD PHTERS ] :

M8 n
42 NO w3t

¢El sueldo de los miembros de la Junta de Supervisores se
aumentard a $41,122 por afio, y los elaectores tendeén [a
obligacién de votar on 1891 ‘y cada dos afios a partir do dste para
modificar este suaido, basdndose en los sueldos que se estén
agfn}’lo a los Supervisores an ocho condados del Norie de Cali-
omia

B RENENINGINE 841,122 00,
R 1991 SEAR R AR ASHISE— R IR IR,

4R, ARARANA RIS il 2 R SR AT

EARIAS 2

44 51 nm

L Municipalidad ajustard las jubilaciones de los oficiales do
policia y de los bombaercs jubilades cuando los susidos do los
oficiales de policia y de los bomberas activos, respectivamentoe,
soan ajustados?

WEAE BRI fI A AR |
AR ESELRI DT R AR RN T A

45 NO R

4751 N
48 NO En

61.. Municipalidad aumentard al monto de la jubilacién mensual
o los amploados municipales yue se jubilaron antes de julio de
1964 por $50, y de aquéilos que e jubilaron a partir de esa fecha
en una cantidad menor, mrorcinml a la cantidad de afios que el
trabajador haya estado l':nhl ado?

1E 1904557 A 2Nkl UL,

FEEAST AR IRMRS 560 , TEML N2

BARMITALL, MR RIER A
T DRI ' '

tt [ttt 4 1t

5081
51 NO En

430 anmedard Ia Carta Constituclonal para restablecer el proceso de
establscimianio de los sueidos utilizados por la Municipalidad previo a ias
dos dacisiones reclentes de (as cortes que requisren que ia Municipaildad
trate fos “nivales fijos™ an ol susido anual de ia misma forme que trata sl
“rango de nivelss® de susidos, y de observar clertas bonificaciones an los
sueldos envexde negoclarias?’

B HHAMBRR, BORMEAT LA
SULAENNSE 4~ " 17 AR " (¥R
H AWEMETIARMEEEN R, MEY
TR ARSI IRAT M58 WL

1989118 7 BES RS HIRRERGERER
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CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CONSOLIDATED MUNICIPAL ELECTION, NOVEMBER 7, 1989

Shall City employees be allowed to transfer their unused accumulated sick leave to another City employ.ee
who has been determined to be catastrophically ill and who has used all of his or her vacation allowance, sick
leave and compensatory time off?

MEASURES SUBMITTED TO VOTE OF VOTERS — CITY & COUNTY PROPOSITIONS

\

YES 53
NO 54

Shall City employees be allowed to transfer their vested vacation credits to another City employee who has
been determined to be catastrophically ill and who has used all of his or her vacation allowance, sick leave
and compensatory time off?

YES 56
NO §7

Shall the Controller be authorized to determine how often to conduct certain audits and issue certain reporis
about City funds, rather than being required to conduct such audits and issue such reports at specified periods,
and shall the Controller be authorized to audit and review all City department records to evaluateeffectiveness
and efficiency?

YES 59
NO 60

Shall security officers now employed by certain City departments be transferred to the Sheriff, who would
provide security to those departments, shall the date that the Board of Supervisors must approve deputy sheriff
salaries be changed from April 1 to August 25, and shall the Charter specify duties to be performed by the
Sheriff? ' :

YES 62
NO 63

Shall the authority to appoint and remove the chief juvenile probation officer be transferred from the Superior
Court to a new seven-member Juvenile Probation Commission, which will oversee the management of anew
Juvenile Probation Department, including the City's juvenile detention facilities?

YES 65
NO 66

Shall certain Public Utilities Commission deputy general managers be appointed and hold office at the
pleasure of the General Manager of the Public Utilities Commission, rather than under civil service rules?

YES 68
NO 69

Shall the power of the President of the Board of Supervisors to appoint another Supervisor to serve in the
President’s place on the Retirement Board be enlarged to authorize the President to appoint someone who is
not a Supervisor provided that person is experienced in employee pension planning or in managing
investments?

YES 71
NO 72

Shall the City laws regulating campaign contributions to candidates for City office be repealed, and shall such
contributions be governed exclusively by state laws regulating campaign contributions?

YES 73
NO 74

AoadN 22 RZIN2 N2 IR

U ol 22| r X | &=

Shallthe City enterinto an égreement with Spectacor Management Group, consistent with specified principles
regarding the land acquisition, financing and construction of a new ballpark in the China Basin area, and shall
certain zoning laws be amended to facilitate the construction of a ballpark in that area?
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CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO, ELECCIONES MUNICIPALES CONSOLIDADAS, 7 DE NOVIEMBRE DE 1989
PROPOSICIONES A SER SOMETIDAS AL VOTO DE LOS ELECTORES — CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO

53 Sl mm
54 NO x%

(Los emploados municipales tendrdn el derecho de transferir su

permiso por enfermedad no utilizada s oiro smpleado municipa)-

que se encuenira gravementa aniarmo y que haya utilizado todo
sutiempo de vacaciones, permiso por enfsrmedad y tiempo libre
compensatario? . -

T AT AN, BRTNE
WIS — B R R RN, SENTIE
AN, SN BRTT T,

H

56 S1I 1
57 NO K%

¢Los ampleados municipales tendrén el deracho de transferir sus
créditos establacidos do vacaciones a oiro empleado municipal
3¢ ancuantra gravemente enfermo y que haya utilizado todo su
tiempo de vacaciones, permiso por enfermedad y tismpo fibre
componsatorio? . .

AN IS A SR O 53—
LU, 3 EIHSIREN, W
RN T

59 sl m'

60 NO &34

aﬂ Coniralor tendra ia autorizacién de detsrminar con qué frecuencia se
sben Ilevar a cabo clertas verilicaciones contables y emitir clertos la-
formes con respecto a {os londos municipales, en vez de taner que realizar
dichas veriticaciones contables y emitir dichos informes en perfodos es-
aciticados; y ol Contralortendra Ia aulorizacldn de varificary revisar lodos
l;lt {lﬂl’lfgl tle los depariamantos municipaies para evaluar {a eficacia y
ofiglencia

G RN R AT EE B T A AT
AR, MIARME RN B
PO, TR SO AT
AT IO MAIRA,  EAOUIR i S L)
ML AR AR :

62 81 %
63 NO &34

éln: oficiales de seguridad que actuaimants son onzlndos or algunos
spartamantos municipales padrin ser transferidos al Sheritl, que
r.mpomlonm Ia seguridad a dichos departamentos; y podrd camblarse fa

gha en que |a Junta de Suparvisores debe aprobar los sueldos de los
aristantes al Sherift del 1 de abril a 25 de agosio, y la Carta Constitucional
podrd especilicar las obligaciones del Sheritt?

TTBAFAC L RPN T IR 2 A S My

T OMAETLARNY, IR P R I

g M RMMI LRI BN, B hi
A—~HBRNAZAEH, WTERMSFIISUH
MBI

65 81 N
66 NO =%

JLa autoridad de nombrar y-retirar al olicial principal de lihertad
condicional juvenil seré transferida de la Corte Suprema a una
nueva Comisién de Lihertad Condicional Juvenil compussta por
siete mismbras, que supervisard el manejo d8 un fuevo
Departamento de Libertad Condicional Juvenil, incluyendo fas
instalciones de detencién juvenii de s Municipalidad?

TR EENERMNG DRkELNR
MBIFRL DA OER B 2 A
, URAR AR ML DERTT
wEH, AT W DERNF

68 SI s
69 NO &3

$e podrén nombrar clertos administradorss generales adjuntos de fa

mision de Utilidades Pdblicos y podrin éatos ocupar sus puealos segon

[0 requiera sl Administrador General de Ia Comision de Sarvicios Pdblicos,
snvaz de hacerio bajo 1as regias del sarvicio civii?

ATIWRA H OIS HIARAT BTN thi 24 1)
YO A AT EME AT A AR RO A B MRS
it

7181 s
T2 NO B3¢

(Podré aumentarse 8l poder del Presidents de la Junta do Super-
visores de nombrar a8 ofro Sufmisor para servir en el lugar del
Presidente an [a Junta de Jubilacidn, autorizando a! Presidente a
nombrar a alguian que no sea un Supervisor siempre y cuando
dicha rononn tenga experiencia en la planificacién de la

jubilacion de ampleados ¢ en el manejo de inversiones?

TBMELE G R —R B AL
SRR TR, TSRt

AREEGET B MU AHBUHED BIKAD, (1R

BAL O AU T AR S A RAR T RN T
WK Hr

1381 R
74 N0 Ry

- dichascontribuciones exclusivaments por medio de 1as inyes estata

{Podran revocarse |as leyes municipales uo_n&uln las contribuciones

paralascampahas ds los candidalos al sarvicio p llco;ypndnmguum
sque

reglamentan las contribuciones para las campafias?. ¥

TR TR A MR KA P
MR, TR R AR AR AL B
HFT

o =Z =S r | x|

t htlte 04 o4 4] 14 24| 24

t

76 SI 1=
77 NO En

Podrd la Municipalidad firmar un acuerdo con el Spactacor Management |

mur, consistents con principlos especificados con respecio a Ia
adquisicion de tierra, al financiamiento y a la conslruccldn de ua nuevo
osiadio de deporte en ia region de China Basin, y podrin enmendarse
ciertas layes de zonificecidn para facilitar Ia construccion de unestadio de
deporte en dicha ragién?

TR I — SO DU, WRTTW

C TEARTTRE AR D, ARRTIN BE A7 3R

3, W spectacor TPTMMGRIKIGIN, VAR

TR ST IR, AOUNATE R
- JRERMYe

O

m
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CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CONSOLIDATED MUNICIPAL ELECTION, NOVEMBER 7, 1989
- MEASURES SUBMITTED TO VOTE OF VOTERS — CITY & COUNTY PROPOSITIONS

Q © Shallthe City, with certain specified exceptions.. charge a 0.75 percent tax on income from residential rental YES 79

units, with the revenues to be used for homeless shelters and certain low and moderate income housing NO 80
programs? . : ‘

Shall the City law that limits the types of buildings eligible for condominium conversion and limits to 200 YES 83
the annual number of conversions be amended to create a parallel procedure that makes all residential rental
buildings eligible for conversion and allows an additional 500 units to be converted through 1993, after which NO 8 4
the 500 unit limit would expire? '

YES 86
NO 87

S Shall the ordinance establishing Domestic Partnerships be adopted?

AIR2ANR

(PROPOSITION T HAS BEEN WITHDRAWN FROM THE BALLOT)

expansion of community-based AIDS rescarch and services, to recognize the efforts of volunteers and health
professionals providing such research and services and to urge the state and federal governments to increase NO 94
funding for such rescarch and services?

U Shall it be the policy of the people of the City and County of San Francisco to support the continuance and YES 93

' Shall it be the policy of the people of the City and County of San Francisco for the Board of Supervisors to VES 96
explore proposals to improve Candlestick Park at private expense instead of any proposal to construct a NO 97
downtown baseball stadium? .

. . ¢
j Shall it be the policy of the people of the City and County of San Francisco to conduct muni}:ipal elecions YES 100
by mail, provided that the Registrar finds that it would maximize voter convenience, the Controller finds it

would save the City money and the Chief of Police finds that it can be done with sufficient safeguards against NO 1 01
fraud? ‘

A2 K2,

10
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CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO, ELECCIDNES MUNICIPALES CONSOLIDADAS, 7 DE NOVIEMBRE DE 1989
PROPOSICIONES A SER SOMETIDAS AL VOTO DE LOS ELECTORES — CIUDAD Y-CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO

4= 798

Podr4 (a Municipalidad, con ciertas excepciones especificadas,
cobrar-un impuesto del 0.75 por ciento sobre ingresos de las

BT PR NG R A BB,
TAZ0,76 CHRutiiefish )., MIHRK

Q

privado en vez de cualquier propuesta de construir un estadio
de béisbal en el centra de |a ciudad?

o 2R, TGRS Glinli, MR SR

« unidades de alquiler residencial, utilizdndose las entradas para ) o
80 NO =21 refugios destinados a las parsonas sinhogarya ciertos pronra?nn PSR TR JLOUARIT AN —SASA S s
habitacionales para personas con ingresos bajos o moderados? AL )
(Podré enmendarss la ley municipal que limita los tipos de I .
edificios que cumplen fos !a uisitos de ser convertidos :n con- AP IR RALE |
« 83 Sl Mk dominios y que limita a 200 [a cantidad anual de conversiones, WRMMGIES AR 200 B, EREIRNG T
. para crear un pracedimiento paralelo que haga que todos los EABRC,  EAGEMR ~UEmAF, AT
" adificios de alquiter residencisi que cumplan con las requisitos ARSNGB AR, AR IFAN 500 MK .
« 84 NO 5% deserconvertidos en condominios y qua garmlu convertir unas RO, 10T 1998451k, K 500 MR
, 500 unidades adicionales hasta el afio 1993, después de lo cual T R
se venceria este limite de 500 unidades? _
),
' « 86 51 s 6Podri adoptarse [a ordenanza que astablece fas Compafiercs de P R 5 30
&= 87NO &% | |
PROPOSICION T FUE ELIMINADA DE LA BALOTA - ds X,
Podr4 considerarse como péliza de las personas do la Ciudad y
ondado de San Francisco apoyar |a continuaciény la expansién pat ULt PRUCITIYEY, 3 s
« 03 SI % delasinvestigaciones y servicias basados en la comunidad para SRS, FMEMASURAL R A R D
oI SIDA, de raconacer los esfuerzos de voluntarios y profesionales S AIRBS T A3 1 A B ST M A MDD
« 94 NO =3¢ de ia salud que brindan dicha investigacién y servicios y de MBS TIENRSR, BERELN
, ¥7  astimular a_los gobiernos estatales y federales a aumentar los S, A RMEN S
: fondos destinados a dichas investigaciones y servicios? )
« 06 SI s ésm considerada como péliza da las personas de fa Ciudad y _
_ _+ Condado de San Francisco que la Junta de Supervisores estudio BORTT B IRATORA MR, FINRAR
« Q7 NO 33 laspropugstas de mejorar Candlestick Park como gastodel sector PG R, TIFARARREENTRE MR AR

<= 10081 N
<= 101 NO X%
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maximice la conveniencia do los electores, y si el Gontralor
encuentre que esto podria ahorrarie dinero a la Municipalidad y
si el Jofe de Policia encuentre que esto se pueda realizar con
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" WORDS YOU NEED TO KNOW

by Ballot Simplification Committee

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.

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
general obligation bonds.

ORDINANCE (PROPOSITION B) — 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. : '

SALES TAX BONDS (PROPOSITION B) — The money to

. pay back these bonds comes from sales taxes. A two-thirds majority

of the voters must approve the decision to sell sales tax bonds.

CHARTER AMENDMENT (PROPOSITION C) — The
Charter is the basic set of laws for the City government. A Charter
amendment changes one of these basic laws. It takes a vote of the
people to change the Charter. It cannot be changed again without
another vote of the people. '

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 earned from these loans,

CLASS (PROPOSITION G) — A number of jobs that are
grouped together. '

REVOLVING FUNDS (PROPOSITION J) — A fund similar
to a petty cash fund. "

FISCAL YEAR (PROPOSITION J) — 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.

REPEAL (PROPOSITION O) — Repeal means cancel, abolish,
nullify, )

FINANCE (PROPOSITION P) — Various wdys to pay for

something over time. This may include raising money or offering
something in trade.

CONVERSION/CONVERTED (PROPOSITION R) — A
rental building that has been changed so that each unit is owned.

STOCK COOPERATIVES (PROPOSITION R) — A form of
ownership where a corporation is formed to own a building, with
each of the shareholds having the right to occupy a part of the
building, . :

COMMUNITY APARTMENTS (PROPOSITION R) — A
form of ownership where two or more persons own an apartment
building, with each of the owners having the right to occupy one
of the building’s apartments. '

REFERENDUM (PROPOSITION §) — If a legislative body
passes alaw you don’t agree with, you can put that law on the ballot
for people to vote on if you get enough signatures on a petition
asking that the new law be placed on the ballot, This is called a
referendum. '

CHARTER (PROPOSITION T) — The Charter is the basic set.
of laws for the City government, o

DECLARATION OF POLICY (PROPOSITION T) — 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, .

ABSENTEE BALLOTS (PROPOSITION W) — 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 voling. ‘

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, i

BALLOT SIMPLIFICATION COMMITTEE

Nicholas de Luca, Chair

California Association of Broadcast Editorial Directors
Kay Blalock

League of Women Voters
Vincent Chao

San Francisco Unified School District Reading Specialist

Beverly J. Omstein

National Academy of Television Arts and Sciences, Northern California
Chapter
S.M. Rillcau
Amcrican Newspaper Guild, Nozihewn California Chapter
Randy Riddle, Ex-officio
Deputy City Attorney
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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 measurcs 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, asummary of basic voters’ rights, and astatement
as to the term, compensation and duties of each elective office.

Suggestions to the Committee may be sent to: Ballot Simplification
Committee, Room 158 City Hall, San Francisco, CA 94102,




ACCESS FOR THE DISABLED VOTER

by Ballot Simplification Committee

BEFORE ELECTION DAY:

ABSENTEE VOTING — All voters may request that absentee
ballots be mailed to them or they may vote in person at City Hall
from October 10 through November 7 during normal working
hours (see “Your Rights as a Voter” section of this pamphlet). In
addition, voters with specified disabilities enumerated below may
apply to become Permanent Absentee Voters. Ballots for all future
elections will automatically be mailed to Permanent Absentee
Voters.

TAPE RECORDINGS — The San Francisco Public lerary 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 DEVICE FOR 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,

ELECTION DAY:

ASSISTANCE — Persons unable to mark 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 prowde needed assis-
tance.

CURBSIDE VOTING — If architectural basiefs 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 in-
structions onhow to vote and magnifying sheets toenlarge the type
on the ballot,

SEATED VOTING -—Evety polling place has at least one

voting booth which allows for seated voting.

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

APPLICATION TOBE A PEhMANENT ABSENTEE VOTER

The disabled may apply to be permanent absentee voters. Once you are on our permanent absentee mailing list,
you will automatically receive an absentee ballot every election until you move or re-register.

Disabilities that qualify for permanent absentee status include cxrculatory problems and mobility i 1mpamnem

as well as-more severe disabilities.

To become a permanent absentee voter, complete the form below and return it to the Registrar of Voters.
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.

S — O e mmm e

1 hereby apply for a permanent absentee ballot by reason of

________________________ o

(Briefly state the nature of your disability in general terms)

Name

Address

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

Date Signature
(Return only this page; don’t return the whole book)
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~ YOUR RIGHTS AS A VOTER

** by Ballot Simplification Committee - o

Q — Who can vbte?

A —U.S. citizens over 18 years old who are registered to vote -

in San Francisco before October 11, 1989.

Q —1I moved before October 10; can I vote in this election?
A —Only if you re-registered at your new address. You must
re-register each time you change your address.

Q — I moved after October 10; can I vote in this election?

A —If you moved within the City between October 11 and |

- November 7, you may go to your old precinct io vote.

Q — What offices can I vote for at this election?
A — City Attorney and Treasurey.

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

Q — When do I vote?
A — Election Day is Tuesday, November 7, 1989. Your polling
place will be open from 7 a.m. to 8 p.m. that day.

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

A — Check the label on the back of this book 1o make sure you
have gone to the right place. 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 — IfIdon’tknow what to do whenI gét tomy polling place,
is there someone there to help me? :
A — Yes, the workers at the polling place will help you.

Q — Can I take my sample ballot or my own written list into

. Q— CanT 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 — Isthere any way to vote beside going tomy polling place
on election day? '
A — Yes; you can vote before November 7 by: |
« going to the Office of the Registrar of Voters in City Hall
from October 10 through November 7, 8 a.m. to 5 p.m.,
Monday through Friday; or
« mailing in a request for an absentee ballot. Youmay send
in the application for an absentee ballot printed on the
back cover of this book. The application must be re-
ceived by the Registrar of Voters before November 1, -
1989.

Q — If I don’t use an application form, can I get an absentee
ballot some other way? 4

A — You can mail a postcard or a letter to the Registrar of Voters
asking for an absentee ballot. This note 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 October 31, 1989, ‘

the voting booth? |
A — Yes. Deciding your votes before you go to the polls will
help you.
J OFFICES TO BE VOTED ON THIS ELECTION
CITY ATTORNEY

The term of office for the City Attorney is four years. The City Attorney is currently paid $109,174 each year, |

The City Attorney represents the City and County in all civil legal actions, The City Attorney serves as legal advisor to:‘_the Mayor, Board
of Supervisors, all City departments, and all City commissions, The City Attorney prepares or approves the form of all city laws, contracts,
bonds and any other legal documents the city is concerned with. The City Aworney appoints deputy city attorneys to assist with this work.

TREASURER
The term of office for the Treasurer is four years. The Treasurer is currently paid $95,706 each year.

The Treasurer receives, deposits, invests, and pays out money which belongs to the City and County. The Treasurer has custody of all
City and County funds, and makes payments as authorized by the Controller.
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‘Candidate for
City Attorney

Candidate for
City Treasurer

LOUISE H. RENNE

My address is 3725 Jackson Street
My occupation is City Attorney
My quelifications for office are: Over the past three years, I have
worked as City Attorney to provide quahty legal counsel in an
even-handed manner.
. Ouroffice hasimproved its expertise in municipal fmance, housing
code enforcement and toxic regulation. We have given a high priority
to the enforcement of civil rights and juvenile justice. The lawyers of
the City Attorney’s office now represent the diversity of the city itself,
In the years ahead, San Francisco will undoubtedly face complex
legal issues. An experienced lawyer is essential to meeting that
challenge. I would appreciate the opportunity to continue to serve as
your City Attorney. -

Lqm'se H. Renne

The Sponsors for Loulse Renne are: :

Art Agnos, 42 Graystone Terrace, Mayor of San Francisco.

Rosa Agnost, 2131 Funston Ave., Artist and Community
- Activities Volunteer.

Richard L. Barkhurst, 2542 Washington St., Banker.

Hallle Beacham, 3845 Jackson St., Physncnan

Morris Bernstein, 1740 Broadway, Self-Employed Businessmen.

Susan J. Blerman, 1529 Shrader St., Planning Commissioner.

Harry G. Britt, 1392 Page St. #4, President, Board of Supervisors.

Jeff Brown, 850 40th Ave., Public Defender, City and County of
San Francisco.

Carlota Texidor del Portillo, 84 Berkeley Way, Educator.

Catherine J. Dodd, 494 Roosevelt Way, Health Administrator.

James D, Jefferson, 702 Broderick St., Businessman.

Geraldine M. Johnson, 825 Masonic Ave. #3, Labor Organizer.

Willie B. Kennedy, 1410 30th Ave. #5, City and Coumy Supervisor.

Bill Maher, 1245 Willard St., Supervisor.

Victor G. Makras, 1800 Pacnﬁc Ave. #601, Real Estate Broker.

Robert J. McCarthy, 354 Santa Clara Ave., Attorney-at-Law.

Robert McDonnell, 220 Guerrero St., Labor Officer. .

Sandy Ouye Mori, 360 Precita Ave., Health Policy Administrator.

Juanita G, Raven, 120 Femnwood Dr Teacher.

James A. Scatena, 101 St. Elmo Way, Business Leader.

Leslie Tang Schilling, 1058 Chestnut St., Property Manager.

Douglas Shorenstein, 1000 Mason St., Real Estate Investor.

John A. Sutro, 3598 Jackson St., Lawyer.

Roselynne C. Swig, 3710 Washington St,, President and Founder,
Roselynne C. Swig Artsource.

Dorothy Vuksich, 177 San Aleso Ave., Consultant,

Nancy G. Walker, 355 Green St., Member, San Francisco Board of
Supervisors.

Doris M. Ward, 440 Davns Court #1409, Supervisor.
A. Cecll Williams, t:;O Hiliritas Ave., Methodist Minister.

MARY I. CALLANAN

My address is 1661 Dolores Street
My occupation is Treasurer of the City and County of San Francisco
My qualifications for office are:
Accomplishment: During my nine years as Trensurer. our city has
earned an average of $100,000,000 per year, representing an average
yield of 11%, without risk, while helping to maintain city services.

Goal: As Treasurer I will maintain a superior return through pro-
ductive and socially responsible investment management, consistent
with maximum safety and prudence

Education: Bachelor’s degree in Accounting and Master’s degree
in Business Administration, University of San Francisco.

Experience: Twenty-ﬁve years of dedicated professional account-
ing and management service to taxpayers, including Treasurer, Chief
Accountant SF Airport, and positions with District Attorney and
Controller’s Budget Offices and Real Estate Department.

‘MaryI. Callanan

'l‘he Sponsors for Mary Callanan are:

Art Agnos, 42 Graystone Terrace, Mayor of San Franicisco.

George Christopher, 1170 Sacramento St., Former Mayor of
San Francisco,

Dianne Feinstein, 30 Presidio Ten'ace, Former Mayor of
San Francisco.

Leo T. McCarthy, 400 Magellan Ave., Lt. Governor of California.

Nancy Pelosi, 2640 Broadway St., Congresswoman.

John L. Burton, 712 Vermont St., Assemblyman.

Lynn Altshuler, 118 17th Ave., Attorney.

Jerry E. Berg, 55 Twin Peaks Blvd,, Attomney.

Henry E. Berman, 483 Euclid Ave., Consultant,

Morris Bernstein, 1740 Broadway, Business Investor.

Susan J. Bierman, 1529 Shrader St., Planning Commissioner.

Thomas J. Cahill, 246 17th Ave., Chief of Police Retired.

Edward F. Callanan, Jr., 162 Idora Ave., Staff Services Mgr./
Commissioner.

Carlota Texidor del Portillo, 84 Berkeley Way, Educator,

Donald Disler, 120 Alpine Terrace, Attorney.

H. Welton Flynn, 76 Venus St., Public Accountant,

David Fong, 125 Robinhood Dr., Chief Assistant Controller.

Louls J. Giraudo, 35 San Buenaventura Way, Businessperson/
Attorney. .

Michael E. Hardeman, 329 Wawona St., Bus. Mgr. Sign Display
‘Union Local 51. ‘

Alleen C. Hernandez, 820 47th Ave., Urban Consultant.

Anne Saito Howden, 191 Upper Terrace, Retired,

David Jenkins, 456 Belvedere St., Labor Consultant.

Carol F. Marshall, 111 Meadowbrook Dr., Executive Secretary.

Robert J. McCarthy, 354 Santa Clara Ave, » Attorney. ‘

John J. Moylan, 2985 24th Ave., Labor Leader. :

Connle O’Connor, 30 Chicago Way. Lieutenant, S.F. Sherifl"s Dept

. Michael S. Salarno, 95 Crestlake Drive, TV Store Owner. !

Thomas C. Scanlon, 631 Vicente St., Retired Treasuter of

San Francisco.
William F. Terheyden, 61 Toledo Way, Attoney.

Statements are volunteered by the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency,
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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 w1ll
be assigned to a poll in your own neighborhood.

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

The higher- paymg and more responsible posmons will be reserved for
persons who apply in person. Others may mail in the application form
prov1ded below: \ -

(The workday is from 6:30 a.m. to about 8:30p.m., w1th breaks for lunch
and dinner.) .

APPLICATION TO SERVE AS ELECTION OFFICIAL

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

Name

- Address _ Apt. #
Telephone No. (required)
Do you have an automobile? ves [ no[]
Availability: |

| want to work in the folldwing area(s):
Second choice locations (if any)

Signature




Public Buildings Safety |
- Improvement Bonds

" PROPOSITION A

PUBLIC SAFETY IMPROVEMENT BONDS, 1989. To incur a
bonded indebtedness of $59,700,000 for the acquisition, con-

struction and reconstruction of buildings owned by the City and
County of San Francisco including earthquake hazards reduction,
asbestos abatement, access for the disabled, and assessment

YES 28

NO29 mmp

programs for earthquake safety, asbestos removal and access for

the disabled.

Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: Many City buildings may not
survive a strong earthquake. Also, many City
buildings contain asbestos. Many City buildings
are not accessible to disabled persons.

THE PROPOSAL.: Proposition A would allow the
City to borrow $59,700,000 by issuing general
obligation bonds. This money would be used to
pay for certain safety improvements to some City
buildings, including making some of them better
able to survive earthquakes, removing or reduc-
ing the danger of asbestos in buildings, and
making buildings more accessible to the dis-

abled. The interest and principal on general ob-
ligation bonds are paid out of tax revenues.
Proposition A would require an increase in the
property tax.

A “YES” VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want
the City to issue general obligations bonds in the
amount of $59,700,000 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 certain
safety improvements to some City buildings.

Controller’s Statement on “A”

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

“Should the proposed bond issue be authorized and when
allbonds shall have been issued on a twenty (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 $ 59,700,000
Bond interest 43,879,500
Debt service requirement  $103 579,500

Based on a single bond sale and level redemption sched-
ules, the average annual debt requirement for twenty (20)
years would be approximately $5,178,975 which amount is
equivalent to one and thirty-seven hundredths cents
($0.0137) in the current tax rate.”

How Supervisors Voted on “A”

On July 24, the Board of Supervisors voted 10-0 on the
question of placing Proposition A on the ballot,
The Supervisors voted as follows:

YES: Supervisors Angela Alioto, Harry Britt, Jim Gonzalez,
Terence Hallinan, 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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Public Buildings Safety

Improvement Bonds

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION A

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION “A”

Proposition “A” will provide $59.7 million to improve public
safety by strengthening many important public buildings so they
can withstand a major earthquake, Public safety will be improved
in two ways: the strengthening of fire stations will reduce disrup-
tions of essential emergency services after an earthquake and
strengthening of other major public facilities will reduce life haz-
ards to people inside or near these buildings during a major shake.

Many of the City’s buildings, including fire stations, were built
long before earthquake resistant construction was required. The
City has identified the buildings most in need of strengthening.
These are the buildings most likely to suffer major damage in the
next big earthquake. Vital emergency services would be disrupted,
falling debris could cause significant injuries. Proposition A would
make many of these buildings carthquake resistant, That is why we
ask you to Vote Yeson A,

Proposition A will fund safety improvements to many fire sta-
tions, and several other buildings used for large public gatherings,
including the Main Library (future Asian Arts Muscum), the Palace
of the Legion of Honor, and the California Academy of Sciences.
The structures providing utilities to Laguna Honda Hospital will
be strengthened. In addition we will remove whatever asbestos
may exist in the buildings being worked on as well as provide
handicapped access where these buildings are presently not readily
accessible to the mobility impaired.

Proposition A stands for a safer more accessible city.

Vote YES on Proposition A.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor

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

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION A

This bond issue is for the protection of our citizens, for the
protection of our important public buildings, and for the protection
of the investment which you, the City’s taxpayers have made in these
public buildings and their contents. Vote YES on Proposition A.

Joseph Alioto
George Christopher
Dianne Feinstein
William J. (Jerry) Hume, Chairman
California Academy of Science
Bruce A. Bolt, Professor of Seismology
Philip P. Choy
Keith G. Eickman, President, Recreation & Parks Commission
H. Welton Flynn

Aileen C. Hernandez
Gladys Hu, President, Self-Help for the Elderly
Walter Johnson, San Francisco Labor Council

“Leonard E. Kingsly

Rolland C. Lowe, M.D.
John L, Molinari
Gina Moscone
Rodel E. Rodis, President,
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
Fred A, Rodriguez
Dr. David J. Sanchez, Jr,
Leslie Tang Schilling
Thelma Shelley
Yori Wada, Regent, University of California

Arguments printed on ihis page are the oplnlpn of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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Public Buildings Safety
Improvement Bonds

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION A

Passage of Proposition A is vital if unreinforced masonry fire
stations are to remain operational after a big earthquake, It will also
provide Laguna Honda Hospital needed funds to strengthen its
Central Services Building.

It is equally critical to strengthen the Fine Arts Museum and the
Academy of Sciences to assure safety to people and the treasures

inside if a major quake hits the city. :
We strongly urge your vote for Proposition A.

American Institute of Architects,

San Francisco Chapter

Our museums house irreplaceable art and artifacts-and attract
audiences from all ages and walks of life. These museums must be
given added earthquake protection to ensure the safety of the public
and preservation of the collections. Vote YES on Proposition A.

Asian Art Museum
Rand Castile, Director
Commissioner:
Alice Lowe, Chairman
Foundation Trustee:
Mrs. Brayton Wilbur, Jr., Chairman
California Academy of Science;
Roy Eisenhardt, Executive Director
Fine Arts Museums: ¢
Alexandra Phillips, President of the Board
.Harry §. Parker, Director
Maria Acosta-Colon
Hatsuro Aizawa
Ruth Asawa
Rob Baker, Gateway to Indlan Amenca
Roberta Borgonovo
Thad Brown
Vyolet L. Chu
Ramon C. Cortines, Superintendent of SFUSD
David de la Torre
Jed Emerson
Mrs. John V. Erickson, Chair, Museum Society
Florence Fang
Gail B. Goldman
Richard I. Guggenhime, Commissioner, Recreation and Parks

- James W. Haas

Monica H. Halloran

Paul D. Holtzman

John H. Jacobs

Claire N. Isaacs, Director of Cultural Affalrs,
San Francisco Arts Commission”

| Harry W. Kim

Robert F. LaRocca, President, San Francisco Arts Commnssxon

Jong M. Lee, President, Korean
American Chamber of Commerce

Jack L. Low, President, Chinese American Citizens Alhance —_—
San Francisco Lodge

Michael S. McGill

Andrew Nash

George L. Newkirk

Walter S. Newman

James Roman Noyes

Rai Y. Okamoto, Architect

Charles Hall Page

Diane Poslosky, Exccutive Director, Envnmnmcmal
Traveling Companions

Alma Robinson

Toby Rosenblatt

Marjorie W. Seller

Douglas Shorenstein

Barbara W. Sklar o

Roselyne C. Swig, Commissioner, Public Library

Alfred S. Wilsey

Harvey Wong, President, Chinese Consolidated Benevolent
Association ,

Yolanda Garfias Woo

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

Improvement Bonds

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION A

We urge a “yes” vote on Proposition “A"”. Proposition:“A” is a
59.7 million dollar Bond Issue to improve the earthquake prepared-
ness of city owned buildings.

A number of the city buildings, including many fire stations, were
built long before earthquake resistant construction was required.
The city has identified the most vulnerable buildings. These build-
ings are likely to suffer major damage in the next big earthquake
and will hinder the Fire Department’s ability to provide help when

most needed.
We urge all citizens to vote “Yes” on Proposition “A” —it
means protection for your city, your home and your family.

James D. Jefferson, President, Fire Commission
Henry E. Berman, Commissioner, Fire Commission
Sharon L. Bretz, Commissioner, Fire Commission
Frederick F. Postel, Chief of Department

Laguna Honda Hospital provides care for over 1,000 elderly San
Franciscans. We must maintain services to provide for their care,

The Fire Department provides emergency response for all San
Franciscans, We must make it possible for them to be able to do
S0, .
We must protect the people that visit our cultural facilities and
the valuable contents of these facilities.

Through Proposition A, we will be able to provide seismic
reinforcement, asbestos removal, and other safety related work to
preserve these buildings.

* Donald Birrer — General Managér Public Utilities Commission

* (Retired)
L. Jack Block — Past Grand Jurors Assn.
John Blumlein — President, Health Commission
Alexander Bonutti — Vice President San Francisco Chapter AIA
Rev. Amos C. Brown — Pastor, Third Baptist Church
John Burton — Assemblyman, 16th A.D.
Keith P. Calden, Fire Chief (Retired)
Edward A. Chow, M.D, — Health Commissioner

Richard Evans — Director of Public Works
Naomi T, Gray — Health Commissioner
Richard Guggenhime — Recreation Parks Commissioner
Thomas H. Jenkin — Director Office of Emergency Service
Walter L. Johnson — Secretary & Treasurer San Francisco
. Labor Council
Jeffrey Lee — Director of Public Works (Retired)
Phillip Lee, M.D. — Director, Institute for Health Planning

U.CSF.
Milton Marks — Senator 3rd District
Robert McDonnell — Secretary & Treasurer Laborers 261
William F. Murray — Chief Emeritus Fire Department
Rudolf Nothenberg — Chief Administrative Officer
Edward P hipps — Fire Chief (Retired)
S. Myron Tatarian — Director of Public Works (Retired)
Rosabelle Tobriner — Health Commissioner
Patricia Underwood — Health Commissioner
Anthony Wagner — Executive Administrator,

Laguna Honda Hospital :
David Werdergar, M.D. — Dircctor Health Department -

No Paid Arguments Were Submitted Against Proposition A

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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ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING BOND ELECTION

CALLING AND PROVIDING FOR A SPE-
CIAL ELECTION TO BE HELD IN THE
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

‘ON TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 7, 1989, FOR'

THE PURPOSE OF SUBMITTING TO THE

VOTERS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF

SAN FRANCISCO A PROPOSITION TO
INCUR THE FOLLOWING BONDED
DEBTS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY FOR

"THE ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION OR

COMPLETION BY THE CITY AND
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OF THE
FOLLOWING MUNICIPAL IMPROVE-
MENTS, TO WIT: PUBLIC SAFETY IM-
PROVEMENTS TO BUILDINGS OWNED
BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN
FRANCISCO, INCLUDING EARTHQUAKE
HAZARDS REDUCTION, ASBESTOS
ABATEMENT, PROVIDING ACCESS FOR
THE DISABLED, AND ASSESSMENT PRO-
GRAMS FOR EARTHQUAKE SAFETY, AS-
BESTOS REMOVAL, AND ACCESS FOR
THE DISABLED, ALL RELATED TO PUB-
LIC SAFETY TO BUILDINGS OWNED BY
THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRAN-
CISCO, INCLUDING THE ACQUISITION,
CONSTRUCTION AND RECONSTRUC-
TION NECESSARY OR CONVENIENT TO
VARIOUS BUILDINGS OWNED BY THE
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO;

‘FINDING THAT THE ESTIMATED COST

TO THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN

" FRANCISCO OF SAID MUNICIPAL IM-

PROVEMENTS 1S 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 EX-

PENDITURES GREATER THAN THE
AMOUNTS ALLOWED THEREFOR BY
THE ANNUAL TAX LEVY; RECITING THE
ESTIMATED COSTS OF SUCH MUNICI-
PALIMPROVEMENTS; FIXING THE DATE
OF THE ELECTION AND THEMANNER OF
HOLDING SUCH ELECTION AND THE
PROCEDURE FOR VOTING FOR OR
AGAINST THE PROPOSITIONS; FIXING

THE MAXIMUM RATE OF INTEREST ON .
. SAID BONDS AND PROVIDING FOR THE

LEVY AND COLLECTION OF TAXES TO
PAY BOTH PRINCIPAL AND INTEREST
THEREOF; PRESCRIBING NOTICE TO BE
GIVEN OF SUCH ELECTION; CONSOLI-
DATING THE SPECIAL ELECTION WITH
THE GENERAL ELECTION; AND PROVID-
ING 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 7th day of
November, 1989, for the purpose of submitting
to the electors of said city and county a propo-

PROPOSITION A -

sition to incur bonded indebtedness of the City.
and Coumy of San Francisco for the acc';msmon. .

construction or completion by the city and
coumy of the hereinafter described municipal
improvements in the amounts and for the pur-
poses stated:

PUBLIC SAFETY IMPROVEMENT
BONDS, 1989, $59,700,000, to pay for the cost
of public safety improvements to- buildings
owned by the City and County of San Francisco,
including earthquake hazards reduction, asbes-
tos abatement, providing access for the dis-
abled, and assessment programs for carthquake
safety, asbestos removal, and access for the
disabled, allrelated to public safety to buildings
owned by the City and County of San Francisco,

including the acquisition, construction and re- -

construction necessary or convenient to various
buildings owned by the City and County of San
Francisco. |

Section 2. The estimated costs of the munic-
ipal improvements described in Section 1
hereof were fixed by the Board of Supervisors

by the following resolution and in the amount

specified:

Public Safety Improvement Bonds, Resolu-
tion No. 429-89, $59,700,000.

That said resolution was passed by two-thirds
or more of the Board of Supervisors and ap-
proved by the Mayor, and in said resolution it

-was recited and found that the sums of money

specified were too great to be paid out of the
ordinary annual income and revenue of the city
and county in addition to the other annual ex-
penses thereof or other funds derived from taxes
levied for those purposes and will require ex-
penditures greater than the amounts allowed
therefor by the annual tax levy.

The method and manner of payment of the
estimated costs of the municipal improvements
described herein are by the issuance of bonds of
the City and County of San Francisco in the
principal amounts not to exceed the principal
amounts specified.

Said estimates of cost as set forth in said
resolution are hereby adopted and détermined
to be the estimated costs of said improvements.

Section 3. The special election hereby called
and ordejed 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 election 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 clections
in the City and County of San Francisco, and
the polls for such election shall be and remain
open during the time required by said laws.
Scction 4. The said special election hereby
called shall be and hereby is consolidated with
the General Election of the City and County of
San Francisco to be held Tuesday, November 7,
1989, and the voting precincts, polling places
and officers of clection for said General Elec-

tion be and the same are hcrcby adoptcd cstab-

" lished, dcs:gnated and named, respectively, as

the voting precincts, polling placcs and ofﬂceré

“of election for such special election hereby

called, and as specifically set forth, in the offi-

cial pubhcanon. by the Registrar of Voters of
precincts, ‘polling places and election officers
for the said General Election.

The ballots to be used at said special 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 October 31, 1989.

Section 5. 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
thercon, shall appear thercon the following, to

be separately stated, and appear upon the ballot
as a separate proposition: . ‘

“PUBLIC SAFETY IMPROVEMENT
BONDS, 1989. To incur a bonded indebtedness
of $59,700,000 for the acquisition, construction
and reconstruction of buildings owned by the
City and County of San Francisco including
carthquake hazards reduction, asbestos abaté-
ment, access for the disabled, and assessment
programs for carthquake safety, asbestos re-
moval and access for the disabled.”

Each voterto 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 word “YES" on the ballot to the
righl-of said pmposilion, and to vote against said
proposition and against the issuance of the
Bonds shall stamp a cross (X) in the blank space
opposite 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 arc 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” 10 the right of said
proposition,

Section 6, 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 indcblcdncss for the
purposes set forth in said proposition, then such
proposition shall have been accepted by the
electors, 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 arate 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

(Continued on next page)
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TEXT OF PROPOSITION A (Continued )

proposition shall be counted separately and
when two-thirds of the qualified electors, voting
on such proposition, vote in favor thereof, such
proposition shall be deemed adopted.

Section 7. For the purpose of paying the prin-
cipal and interest on said bonds, the Board of
Supervisors shall, at the time of fixing the gen-
cral tax levy and in the manner for such general
tax levy provided, levy and collect annually
cach year until such bonds are paid, or until
there is a 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, a tax 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 8. This ordinance shall be published
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
notice of said election and no other notice of the
election hereby called need be given.

Section 9. 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 de-
sirableto the calling and holding of said special
election, and to otherwise carry out the provis-

- ions of this ordinance,

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

LOUISE H. RENNE Robert A. Kenealey
City Attorney Deputy City Attorney

TEXT OF PROPOSITION Q (Continued from page 124)

unless extended by a vote of the people,

4.3 Appropriations Limits. The monies col-
lected by this initiative ordinance shall be ex-
empt from the appropriations limits established
by Article XIII B, Section 1 of the Constitution
of the State of California for a period of four
years from the date of enactment of this initia-

tive ordinance, or such longer time as may be
permitted by law in effect at the end of such four
year period.

4.4 Scverability Clause. If any part of this
initiative ordinance is held invalid by a court of
law, or the application thereof to any person of
circumstance is held invalid, such invalidity

shall not affect the other parts of the initiative
or applications which can be given effect with-
out the invalid part of application thereof and to
this end the sections of this initiative are
separable. . 0




Sales Tax for Transportation

PROPOSITION B

Shall an ordinance of the City and County of San Francisco be
approved so as to: 1) create a San Francisco County Transporta-
tion Authority; 2) authorize the Authority to impose atransactions
and use.tax of one-half of one percent to aid mass transit and
realize the other traffic and transportatlon projects/purposes set
forth in the San Francisco County Transportation Expenditure
Plan for a period of no more than twenty (20) years; 3) authorize
the Authority to issue from time to time limited tax bonds in a total
outstanding aggregate amount notto exceed $742,000,000.00 and
which is payable from the revenues generated hereunder; and 4)
-approve the California Constitution Article Xl B Appropriations
Limit of $160,000,000.00? :

YES33 W
NO 34 m)

Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: There is a 6.5 percent sales tax
in San Francisco. State law allows a county to charge
an additional one-half percent sales tax to fund new
transportation and traffic projects when other funds
are not available.

THE PROPOSAL.: Proposition B is an ordinance that
would increase the sales tax in San Francisco by
one-half percent for twenty years. The money would
be used to pay for transportation projects, including

" mass transit, streets and traffic safety and repair,

transportation programs for the elderly and disabled,
and other programs. Proposition B also would create
a San Francisco County Transportation Authority,
made up of the eleven members of the Board of

Supervisors, to oversee the collection of the tax and

its use. The Authority could spend up to $160,000,000
per year for these purposes and could issue not more
than $742,000,000 in tax bonds, to be paid by the
one-half percent sales tax.

A “YES” VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want to
increase the sales tax by one-half percent for twenty
years to fund certain transportation projects when
other funds are not available. You also want to form
a San Francisco County Transportation Authority with
a spending limit of $160,000,000 per year and with
the power to issue up to $742,000,000 in bonds.

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not want
to increase the sales tax in San Francisco.

‘Controller’s Statement on “B”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the following
statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition B:

“Should the proposed ordinance be adopted and imple-
mented, in my opinion, revenues and expenditures are
estimated to increase by approximately $41 million in 1990-
91, increasing thereafter with the rate of inflation for a period
of 20 years."

How Supervisors Voted on “B”

On July 24, the Board of Supervisors voted 8-2 on the
question of placing Proposition B on the ballot.
The Supervisors voted as follows:

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

NO: Supervisors Terence Hallinan and Thomas Hsieh

TRANSPORTATION PLAN FOR PROPOSITION B IS ON PAGE 33

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE.
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Sales Tax for Transportation

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION B

San Francisco transportation system is our lifeline. Oureconomy

and our quality of life depend on it. Proposition B is a comprehen-

sive solution to San Francisco’s transportation crisis.
Maintaining, improving and expanding it — that’s what Propo-
sition B is about. The Plan meets the needs of today and the promise
of tomorrow . . .
Expanded neighborhood MUNI Service.
New MUNI buses and light rail cars to replace worn-out
vehicles.
Repaved city streets.
Doubling van and taxi service for senior citizens, the
disabled and AIDS patients.
Historic streetcar service extension along Fisherman’s
Wharl.
MUNI Metro extension along the Embarcadero.
Modern traffic signals throughout the city to improve
traffic flow.
A waterfront boulevard on the Embarcadero,
Street tree planting,
These improvements — and many others — are only possnble
with Proposition B,

It is an ambitious plan, but Proposition B makes good financial
sense.

Our investment in transportation improvement under Proposi-
tion B will generate matching state funding, which goes to Coun-
ties that have voted to improve their transportation systems,
Without Proposition B, San Francisco will lose tens of millions of
dollars in state funding to other Bay Arca counties which have
already passed transportation improvement plans,

Proposition B will also generate revenue from commuters and
tourists to help pay for the streets and transit they use.

People who often disagree: business, environmentalists, labor,
neighborhood advocates, the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor,
came together to develop this program to improve our streets and
public transit network.
~ We can't afford to let our streets and public transit system
decline. San Franciscans deserve and need a quality transportation
system — for today and for tomorrow,

Join us in voting YES on Proposition B.

Submitted by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION B

“AVENUE OF THE PIRATES”
Forget silly promises about “tree planting” and the ALREADY
. extension .. .”

“Our grafitti-covered buses — left unguarded by MUNI's incom-
petent management — and LRV’s wom-out before their time by
MUNTI’s maintenance scandals trumpet the real truth,

Special interest campaign fund sources are pushing Proposition B:

— TOQURIST-TRAP DEVELOPERS — That “waterfront bou-
levard on the Embarcadero” should be renamed “AVENUE OF
THE PIRATES” for the greedy millionaire tourist-trap corpora-
tions that are demanding deluxe “repaved city streets” — and trees
— in front of their own business establishments . . . at taxpayers’
expense. The proposed “AVENUE OF THE PIRATES” will kill
all revival chances for the historic Port of San Francisco.

— MISSION BAY DEVELOPMENT — Santa Fe Pacific Cor-
poration — “On CreditWatch with negative implications” (Stan-
dard & Poor’s 8/14/89 Credit Review) — ran its debt rating down
from A+ in 1987 to BB- in 1989 . . . Largely because of the

corporate “PIRATE” raiders’ 1988 $30-per-share “dividend.”
Santa Fe Pacific. . . with credit as solid as its earthquake, liquifica-
tion-prone Mission Bay Development Project bay landfill site —
has long term debts of $3,249,700,000 and last March was “found
guilty of conspiring with five other railroads” to illegally halt
construction of ETSI's slurry pipeline . . . Federal court damages:
$750,100,000 (S&P’s 6/6/89 Stack Reports). Now the Reichmanns
want San Francisco taxpayers to pay Santa Fe’s MUNI bill!!!

Vote AGAINST the “AVENUE OF THE PIRATES”".

Vote NO on Proposition B,

No on Proposition B Committee
Dr. Terence Faulkner, J.D,

Past County Chairman

San Francisco Republican Party
Patrick Fitzgerald

Past Secretary

San Francisco Democratic Party

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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Sales Tax for Transportation
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OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION B

“B” 1S “BAD NEWS FOR SAN FRANCISCO”

The proposal to raise San Francisco’s already highly regressive
sales tax another half of one percent is an outrage.

This sales tax increase will serve well the interests of the devel-
opers of the Mission Bay Project — the foreign development firm
of Olympia and York and their foreign owners the billionaire
Reichman brothers. It is also a good deal for Santa Fe and Southern
Pacific Railroad stockholders. _

None of these business entities will get the special assessment
district slapped on their developments to rightfully charge them for
causing additional burdens on Muni and other City services. Not
with our special interest-run Board of Supervisors!

Instead, YOU and the PEOPLE OF SAN FRANCISCO will be
left holding the sack!!! YOU should be honored to pay for special
interest developers making hundreds of millions of dollars!

Raising the sales tax will also allow the extension of the
Embarcadero Freeway, cutting into storage and trucking areas vital

to any attempt to revive the once-great Port of San Francisco.
Instead, the area of the historic port will be turned into a special
interest-run tourist trap. '

Thank the San Francisco Board of Supervisors for this
“ROSEMARY'S BABY” SALES TAX INCREASE PRO-

POSAL!!!

Vote NO on Proposition B — Kill the Sales Tax increase. Also
vote NO on Proposition D — Halt the Board of Supervisors’
outrageous pay increase. Vote YES on Proposition T — Establish
a two term limit for the Board of Supervisors. '

The San Francisco Board of Supervisors has for too long acted
like a local “HOUSE OF LORDS”

NO ON PROPOSITION B COMMITTEE
Terence Faulkner

Chairman and Treasurer of

No On Proposition B Committce

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION B

 Itisn'tsurprising that some opponents of Proposition B mustrely
on name-calling and outlandish fabrications. Proposition B makes
undeniably good sense.

Proposition B will benefit all San Franciscans:

San Franciscans who ride MUNI will get new buses and street-
cars, expanded neighborhood service, and graffiti prevention.

San Franciscans who drive will get repaved streets, better-timed
traffic signals, and better traffic management.

San Franciscans who are disabled will get doubled paratransit
services. ' ;

San Franciscans who make a living will get a quality transporta-

tion system, which is the lifeline of our economy.

San Franciscans who pay taxes will benefit by the City raising
revenue from tourists and commuters who use our street and transit
system.

Proposition B is for all of us.

Don’t listen to the naysayers who would have our city’s infra-
structure deteriorate and decline.

Join us in voting YES on Proposition B.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor

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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Sales Tax for Transportation

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION B

RAIL TRANSIT

Residents of San Francisco, the Bay Area and communities
throughout California and the nation are voicing their strong desire
for clean, efficient RAIL transit. The Transportation Expendnure
Plan includes funding to:
~ « Purchase new cars to increase J, K, L, M and N-line service,

« Build the F-line streetcar along Market and The Embarcadero,

« Extend Muni Metro to Mission Bay,
« Prepare studies of Geary and Bayshore corridor rail service and

provide construction funds.
VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION B

Geary Streetcar Citizens Committee

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION “B” FOR -A BETTER
MUNI

San Francisco is being overwhelmed by traffic because our
transit-first policy is starved of the money needed to keep it going.
The federal and state governments have cut support for local transit.
We need the local sales tax money now for a temporary period to
make up for federal and state funding cuts.

The money will go to make San Francisco a more liveable place
by fixing up and expanding our transit system. All the things that
make San Francisco great — schools and colleges, hospitals, mu-
seums, our workplaces, sports events, shows, points of interest —
will be made more accessible wherever you live in the City. Our
older citizens who don’tdrive, the handicapped, AIDS victims, will

be able to get to hospitals and to enrich their lives by getting out
and about in the special transit facilities that will be supplied.

It’s a small price to pay — for a temporary period — for all the
good that will come out of it.

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION “B” FOR A BETTER
MUNIL
Transport Workers Union of America, AFL-CIO
Lawrence B. Martin,

International Representative
Bobbie L. Brown,

President, Local 250-A
Ray J. Antonio,

Secretary-Treasurer, Local 250-A

The Sierra Club urges you to vote YES on Proposition B.
Proposition B will provide money to implement San Francisco’s
transit first policy. The Sierra Club helped develop this measure
and strongly supports its programs which include:

« Improved Muni service; ‘

» Repair of City streets;

« Increased bicycle safety;

« Improvements to pedestrian facilities;

« Increased elderly and handicapped services.

These programs will improve the City’s environment and air
quality.

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION B,

Sierra Club

The San Francisco Republican Party recommends a YES vote on
Proposition B to alleviate the current impossible traffic gridlock
and the overburdened Muni system.

San Francisco is the center of the Bay Area's regional economy.
As we move into the 21st century, there will be increased demands
on the City’s transportation infrastructure to provide more efficient
means to move goods, services, and people.

Though we are normally skeptical of increased taxes, and partic-
ularly dislike regressive sales taxes, the proposed 1/2% sales tax
increase is economically efficient and represents a fair distribution
of the cost of the transportation improvements between both ben-
efitting parties — the residents of the City and non-residents. Vote
YES on “B"!

James E. Gilleran, Chairman
San Francisco Republican County Central Committee

Tom McConnell, Chairman Issues Committee
San Francisco County Central Committee

Kenneth Blumenthal

Carol Marshall

Curt Augustine

Christopher L. Bowman

Pablo Wong

Jun Hatoyama

J. Bingham Dean

Brian Mavrogeorge

K. Martin Keller

Robert R. Bacci

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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PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION B

Everyone complains about traffic, about Muni, Now San Fran-
cisco is finally doing something about it.

Aftter ten months of meetings and public hearings, the Citizen's
Advisory Committee on Transportation, composed of 55 diverse
San Franciscans, is proud to recommend Proposition B to the
voters.

Citizen’s Advisory Committee on Transportation

James Haas, Chair Robert Glover
Charna Staten, Co-Chair John Holtzclaw
Ray Antonio Richard Hood
Gale Armstrong Harold Hoogasian
George Baringer Joseph Houghteling
Jack Bookter Agar Jaicks
James Bourgart Walter Johnson
Erma Brim ' Steven Krefting
Bobbie Brown Brian Larkin
Anni Chung Thea Lengtat

Proposition B will:

« make our neighborhoods more liveable.

« improve transit access for the disabled.

« promote San Francisco’s “transit first” policy.

« maintain and improve the city’s transportation infrastructure.
" Atransportation plan that will work for San Francisco. Vote YES
onB.

Michael Louie Jacqualine Sachs
Richard Marshall Sharyn Saslafsky
Meredith Michaels E. Robert Scrofani
Annaliese Munetic Carol Ruth Silver
Andrew Nash George Swanson
Margie O'Driscoll Stephen Taber
Edward Phipps James J. Walsh, Jr.
David Pilpel Harold Wanaselja
Norman Rolfe Duncan Watry
Paul Rosenberg Cheryl Towns

e

The San Francisco Democratic Party supports Proposition B.
Proposition B will:

IMPROVE Muni service.

IMPROVE street and traffic safety.

IMPROVE transit access for the disabled.
Vote YES on Proposition B.

San Francisco Democratic Party County Central Committee
Elected Members o

Carole Migden, Chair

Ellen Chaitlin

Catherine Dodd

. Michael Hardeman

Agar Jaicks

Leslie Katz

Tony Kilroy

Steve Krefting

Ruth Picon

Alexa Smith

Arlo Hale Smith
AliciaWang

Ex Officio Appointees
Ed McGovern
Matthew Rothschild

AR

San Francisco Tomorrow urges you to vote YES on Proposition
B. San Francisco’s transportation facilitics are deteriorating before
our eyes. Additional funding is urgently ‘needed to rebuild and
improve these facilities. Proposition B provides for:

« new Muni vehicles and facilities to benefit the City’s environ-

ment and neighborhood livability;

« expanding Muni Metro service;

. maintenance and improvement of the City’s streets,

« increased elderly and handicapped services — an important
social program.

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION B.-

San Francisco Tomorrow

Arguments printed on this page are the oplnion of the authors and have not been checkad for accuracy by any official agency.
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Sales Tax for Transportation

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION B

The community organizations which provide vital transportation
services for the disabled strongly support Proposition B,

Proposition B would double the paratransit door-to-door van and
taxi services on which disabled, elderly and mobility-impaired San
Franciscans rely. To get to the hospital, to the doctor, to health care
services. ‘

Proposition B would give a helping hand to the thousands of
people now on waiting lists for paratransit services. Special ser-
vices will also be provided for people with AIDS. ,

The whole city benefits by these transit improvements.

Join with us in voting YES on B.

John King \ Stan Hutton Dr. Rose Resnick
United Cerebral Palsy Association of Easter Scal Society of San Francisco Rose Resnick Center for the Blind
San Francisco Masato Inaba and Handicapped
George Davis, Ph.D, U.S. Human Resources Corp. Ira Okun
Bayview Hunters Point Multipurpose Gladys Hu : Family Service Agency of
Senior Services - Self Help for the Elderly San Francisco
Catherine Koechlin Janet Pomeroy San Francisco AIDS Foundation
S.F. Paratransit Coordinating Council “Recreation Center for the Handicapped ~ Tom Weathered
Sandra Beddow Alexis Lodde Lucille Lockhart
Free Wheelers Association MYV Transportation Joanne Handy ‘
Michael Comini Rev. Patrick Lewis C.C. Sp., S.F. Institute on Aging
The Lighthouse for the Blind and Archdiocese of San Francisco JoAnn Mancuso
the Visually Impaired Richard Eijima Delancy Street Foundation
Catherine (Betty) McQuiston Kimochi
San Francisco Senior Citizen
“

As members of the Transportation Committee that developed this
transportation improvement program, we strongly urge you to vote
YES on B. .

Proposition B will bring San Francisco in line with other Bay
Area counties that have already passed transportation plans. A vote
for Proposition B would generate millions of additional dollars of

Rodel Rodis, President H. Welton Flynn.
Public Utilities Commission
Sherri Chiesa, Vice President
Public Utilities Commission
Gordon Chin
Public Utilities Commission

Arthur Toupin

City Planning

Public Utilities Commission

state matching funds for San Francisco’s transportation system,
Proposition B will upgrade the City’s ailing Muni fleet; pave

pothole streets; improve street design and traffic safety; improve

transit for the disabled and contribute to the Muni graffiti preven-

- tion program,

Vote YES on B — We All Benefit,

Richard Evans, Director
Public Works

Public Utilities Commission
Dean Macris, Director

Arguments printed on this pago'are the opinlon of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any ofﬂelal'agoncy.
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Sales Tax for Transportation

PAID AR'GUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION B

A good transponauon system is the economnc lifeline of San
Francisco. '

Working people need dependable public transportauon —are-
liable Muni. They need less congested streets where people live,
work and shop.

_ The San Francisco Labor Counc:l is proud to join the long hst of

supporters in endorsing YES on Proposition B. Join with us and
vote Yes for our transportation future. -

San Francisco Labor Council

Walter L. Johnson -
Secretary-Treasurer

Many seniors and disabled people are depe'ndeni on paratransit
to keep health care appointments. The California Nurses Associa-
tion, Region 12 supports Proposition B.

Mariann Monteleone, RN

Catherine Dodd, RN

Transportation is consistently listed as this commumly snumber
one priority. That's a concern shared by the business community
and residents alike. Proposition B will benefit us all. It’s an invest-
ment in San Francisco’s future, :

Proposition B will provide much-needed funds for:

« An improved and expanded Muni

» Street repairs and new road construction

» Better and more paratransit services for the disabled.

This is an opportunity for all San Franciscans to say “yes” to
solving our transportation problems. A vote for Proposition B is a
vote for our city’s future, :

Gerald Newfarmer
President
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION B

It is regressive and unfair to finance mass transit and other
transportation projects by increasing the city’s sales tax. The proper

urge you to vote “NO” on Prop. B.

revenue should come from an increase in the state gasoline tax as  Supervisor Tom Hsieh
recently acted upon by the Governor and the State Legislature, 1
. L |
A regressive sales tax takes a larger percentage of the total Vote NO on B.
income of lower-income groups than it takes from the total income
of higher-income groups. Joel Ventresca
City Hall should increase support for transit but not by unfairly  Past President

taxing low, moderate, and middle income residents,

Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Councnl

L. ]|
Sales taxes are a regressive form of taxation, They impact the  Jim Schmitt
poor the hardest. Green Party
We are opposed 1o all violence, including economic violence. If  Rick Wall

~ you believe in social justice, we urge you to reject this measure,

Humanist Party

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 ORDINANCE I

ORDERING SUBMISSION OF AN ORDJ-
NANCE BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVI-
SORS CALLING AND PROVIDING FOR A
SPECIAL ELECTION TO BE HELD ON NO-
VEMBER 7, 1989 TO BE CONSOLIDATED
WITH THE GENERAL ELECTION FOR THE
PURPOSE OF SUBMITTING TO THE VOT.-
ERS AN ORDINANCE ADDING ARTICLE
14 TO PART Il OF THE MUNICIPAL CODE
OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN
FRANCISCO PROVIDING FOR THE CRE-
ATION OF THE SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY
TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY, FOR
THE IMPOSITION OF A ONE-HALF OF ONE
PERCENT TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAX
AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES.

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

Section 1. ,

(a) A special election is hereby called and
ordered to be held in the City and County of San
Francisco on Tuesday, the 7th day of Novem-
ber, 1989 and is hereby consolidated with the
General Election of the City and County of San
Francisco to be held Tuesday, November 7,
1989 for the purpose of submitting the follow-
ing proposition: '

Shall an ordinance of the City and
County of San Francisco be approved
50 as to: 1) create a San Francisco
County Transportation Authority; 2)
authorize the Authority 1o impose a
transactions and use tax of one-half of
one percent to aid mass transit and re-
alize the other traffic and transportation
projects/purposes set forth in the San
Francisco County Transportation Ex-
penditure Plan for a period of no more
than twenty (20) years; 3) authorize the
Authority 1o issue from time to time
limited tax bonds in a total outstanding
aggregate amount not to exceed
$742,000,000.00 and which is payable
from the revenues generated hereun-
der; and 4) approve the California Con-
stitution Article XIII B appropriations
limit of $160,000,000.00,

(b) The special election hereby called and
ordered to be held shall be held and conducted
and the votes thereat received and canvassed,
and the retums thereof made and the results
thereof ascertained, determined and declared 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 Char-
ter of the City and County of San Francisco
providing for and governing clections in the
City and County of San Francisco, and the polls
for such election shall be and remain open dur-
ing the time required by said laws.

(c) The said special election hereby called
shall be and hereby is consolidated with the
General Election of the City and County of San
Francisco to be held Tuesday, November 7,
1989, and the voting precivets, polling places
and officers of election for said General Elec-
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tion be and the same are hereby adopted, estab-
lished, designated 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 offi-
cial publication, by the Registrar of Voters of
precincts, polling places and election officers
for the said General Election.

The ballots to be used at said special 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

onor no later than October 31, 1989.

(d) On the ballots to be used at such special
election and on the punch card baliots 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 sepa-
rately stated, and appear upon the ballot as a
separate proposition:

“Shall an ordinance of the City and
County of San Francisco be approved
50 as to: 1) create a San Francisco
County Transportation Authority; 2)
authorize the Authority to impose a
transactions and use tax of one-half of
one percent to aid mass transit and re-
alize the other traffic and transportation
projects/purposes set forth in the San
Francisco County Transportation Ex-
penditure Plan for a period of no more
than twenty (20) years; 3) authorize the
Authority to issue from time to time
limited tax bonds in a total outstanding
aggregate amount not to exceed
$742,000,000.00 and which is payable
from the revenues generated hercun-
der; and 4) approve the California Con-
stitution Article XTI B Appropriations
Limit of $160,000,000.00"

If and to the extent that punch card baltot
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” 1o
the right of said proposition, and to vote against
said proposition shall punch the ballot card in

the hole after the word “NO” 1o the right of said-

proposition,

(e) This ordinance shall be published once a
day for at least seven (7) days in the San Fran.
cisco 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 notice of said
election and no other notice of the election
hereby calledneed be given. The Transportation
Expenditure Plan referenced in Section 2 of this
Ordinance shall be published once in the San
Francisco Examiner within 30 days of submittal
of this Ordinance to the electorate,

(£) The appropriate officers, employees, rep-
resentatives and agents of the City and County
of San Francisco are hereby authorized and

directed to do everything necessary or desirable
to’the calling and holding of said special elec-
tion, and to otherwise carry out the provisions
of this ordinance, '

Section 2. At the special election called by
Section 1 of this Ordinance, an ordinance
amending Part IIT of the Municipal Code of the
City and County of San Francisco by adding
Article 14 (commencing with Section 1401) is
hereby submitted to the electorate as follows:

SEC. 1401. TITLE. This ordinance shall be
known as the “San Francisco County Transpor-
tation Authority Ordinance” which establishes
and implements a transactions and use tax.

SEC. 1402. DEFINITIONS. For purposes of
this ordinance the following words shall have
the meanings ascribed to them by this section.

“Authority” shall mean the San Francisco
.County Transportation Authority.

“District” shall mean the City and County of
San Francisco, . - :

“Plan” shall mean the Transportation Expen-
diture Plan approved by the Board of Supervi-
sors of the City and County of San Francisco
which is considered part of this Ordinance and
hereby incorporated by reference as if fully set
forth herein, . _

“Operative date" shall mean the first day of
the first calendar quarter commencing more
than 120 days after adoption of the ordinance,
pursuant to Public Utilities Code Section
131105(a). '

“Effective date” shall mean the date of adop-
tion of this ordinance which shall take effect at
the close of the polls on the day of election at
which the proposition is adopted by majority
vote of the electors voting on the measure,
pursuant to Public Utilities Code Section
131102(c). ‘ :

SEC. 1403. PURPOSE. Pursuant to Division
J12.5 of the Public Utilities Code, the San Fran-
cisco Transportation Committee has recom.-
mended that the Board of Supervisors submit to
the voters of the City and County of San Fran-
cisco for their approval ‘an ordinance which
would, if 50 approved, create the San Francisco
County Transportation Authority, authorize the
Authority to impose a one-half of one percent

 transactions and use tax for a period of twenty

years to finance the transportation improve-
ments set forth in the Transportation Expendi-
ture Plan approved by the Board of Supervisors
and to issue limited tax bonds in a total outstand-
ing aggregate amount not to exceed
$742,000,000.00. Hence, this ordinance should
be interpreted 50 as to achicve the purposes set
forth herein;

'(a)toestablish a San Francisco County Trans-
portation Authority.

(b) to impose a transactions and use tax in’
accordance with the provisions of Part 1.6
(commencing with Section 725 1) of Division 2
of the California Revenue and Taxation Code
and Sections 131100 i seq. of the California
Public Utilities Code, which directs the County
Board of Supervisors to adopt the tax ordinance

(Continued next page)




TEXT OF PROPOSITION B (Continued)

for voter approval, exercising the taxing power
granted to the San Francisco County Transpor-

tation Authority in Public Utilities Code Section ‘

- 131102 on behalf of said Authority;

(c)toincorporate provisions identical to those
of the Sales and Use Tax Law of the State of
California insofar as those provisions are not
inconsistent with the requirements and limita-
tions contained in Part 1.6 of Division 2 of the
Revenue and Taxation Code.

(d) to impose a transactions and use tax and
provide a measure therefor that can be adminis-
tered and collected by the State Board of Equal-
ization in a manner that adapts itself as fully as
practicable to, and requires the least possible
deviation from, the existing statutory and ad-
ministrative procedures followed by the State
Board of Equalization in administering and col-
lecting the California State Sales and Use Tax;

.(e) to authorize administration of a transac-
tions and use tax in a manner that will, to the
highest degree possible consistent with the pro-
visions of Part 1.6 of Division 2 of the Revenue
and Taxation Code, minimize the cost of col-
lecting the transactions and use taxes and at the
same time minimize the burden of recordkeep-
ing upon persons subject to taxation under the
provisions of this ordinance;

(f) to improve, construct, maintain, and oper-
ate certain transportation projects and facilities
contained in the Transportation Expenditure
Plan adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the
City and County of San Francisco, which plan
is incorporated here by this reference as though
fully set forth herein, and as that Plan may be
amended from time to time pursuant to applica-
ble law.

(g) to set a maximum term of twenty (20)
years during which time this tax shall be im-
posed pursuant to the authority granted by Sec-
tion 131102(c) of the Public Utilities Code.

(h) to authorize the issuance from time to time
of limited tax bonds not to exceed a total out-
standing aggregate amount of $742,000,000.00
to finance the projects specified in the Plan,

(i) to establish an expenditure limit for the
Authority pursuant to California Constitution
Article XIII B,

SEC. 1404, CREATION OF AUTHORITY.
Upon voter approval of this Ordinance, the Au-
thority shall be created and shall be composed
of the cleven members of the San Francisco
Board of Supervisors as specified in the Trans-
portation Expenditure Plan. The Authority shall
have all of the powers set forth in Division 12.5
(commencing with Section 131100) of the Pub-
lic Utilities Code, all of the powers set forth in
the Transportation Expenditure Plan, and all
powers incidental or necessary to imposing and
collecting the tax and administering the tax
proceeds and the Plan. The Authority may allo-
cate the tax proceeds to meet project cash flow
needs consistent with all the provisions of the
Plan. In the cvent a project is infeasible, the
Authority shall reallocate the tax proceeds for
that project to other projects in accordance with
the provisions of the Plan.

SEC. 1405. CONTRACT WITH STATE.

Prior to the operative date, the Authority shall
contract with the State Board of Equalization to
perform all functions incident to the administra-
tion and operation of this transactions and use
tax; provided that, if the Authority shall not
have contracted with the State Board of Equal-
ization prior to the operative date, it shall nev-
ertheless so contract and in such a case the
operative date shall be the first day of the first
calendar quarter following the execution of
such a contract,

SEC. 1406. TRANSACTIONS TAX AND
RATE OF ONE-HALF OF ONE PERCENT.
For the privilege of selling tangible personal
property at retail, a tax is hereby imposed upon
all retailers in this District at the rate of one-half
of one percent of the gross receipts of any
retailer from the sale of all tangible personal
property sold atretail in this District on and after
the operative date. This tax shall be imposed for
a maximum period of twenty (20) years.

SEC. 1407. PLACE OF SALE. For the pur-
poses of this ordinance, all retail sales are con-
summated at the place of business of the retailer
unless the tangible personal property sold is
delivered by the retailer or his agent to an out-
of-state destination or to a common carrier for
delivery to an out-of-state destination. The
gross receipts from such sales shall include
delivery charges, when such charges are subject
to the state sales and use tax, regardless of the
place to which delivery is made. In the cvent a
retailer has no permanent place of business in
the state or has more than one place of business,
the place or places at which the retail sales are

consummated shall be determined under rules:

and regulations to be prescribed and adopted by
the State Board of Equalization.

SEC. 1408, USETAX AND RATE OF ONE-
HALF OF ONE PERCENT. An excise tax is
hereby imposed on the storage, use or other
consumption in this District of tangible personal
property purchases from any retailer on and
after the operative date for storage, use or other

consumption in this District at the rate of one-

half of one percent of the sales price of the
property. The sales price shall include delivery
when such charges are subject to state sales or
use tax regardless of the place to which delivery

is made. This tax shall be imposed for a maxi-

mum period of twenty (20) years.

SEC. 1409. ADOPTION OF PROVISIONS
OF STATE LAW. Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this ordinance and except insofar as
they are inconsistent with the provisions of Part
1.6 of Division 2 of the Revenue and Taxation
Code, all of the provisions of Part 1 of Division
2 of the Revenue and Taxation Code (com-

" mencing with Section 6001) are hereby adopted
- and made apart of this ordinance as though fully
. set forth herein,

SEC. 1410. LIMITATIONS ON ADOP-
TION OF PROVISIONS OF STATE LAW
AND COLLECTION OF USE TAXES. In
adopting the provisions of Part 1 of Division 2
of the Revenue and Taxation Code, wherever
the State of Califomia is named or referred to as
the taxing agency, the name of the Authority

shall be substituted therefor. The substitution,
however, shall not be made when the word
“State” is used as part of the title of the State
Controller, the State Treasurer, the State Board
of Control, the State Board of Equalization, the
State Treasury, or the Constitution of the State
of California; the substitution would require
action to be taken by or against the Authority or
any agency, officer or employee thereof rather
than by or against the State Board of Equaliza-
tion, in performing the functions incident to the
administration or operation of this ordinance;
the substitution shall not be made in those sec-
tions, including, but not necessarily limited to,
sections referring to the exterior boundaries of
the State of California, where the result of the
substitution would be to provide an exemption
from this tax with respect to certain sales, stor-
age, use or other consumption of tangible per-
sonal property which would not otherwise be
exempt from this tax while such sales, storage,
use or other consumption remains subject to tax
by the state under the said provisions of that
code; the substitution shall not be made in sec-
tions 6701, 6702, (except in the last sentence
thereof), 6711, 6715, 6737, 6797 or 6828 of the
Revenue and Taxation Code. The name of the
District shall be substituted for the word “state”
in the phrase “retailer engaged in business in
this state” in Section 6203 and in the definition
of that phrase in Section 6203,

SEC. 1411, PERMIT NOT REQUIRED. If a
seller’s permithas beenissued to aretailer under
Section 6067 of the Revenue and Taxation
Code, an additional transactor s permit shall not
be required by this ordinance.

SEC. 1412, EXEMPTIONS, EXCLUSIONS
AND CREDITS,

(a) There shall be excluded from the measure
of the transactions tax and the use tax the
amount of any sales tax or use tax imposed by
the State of California or by any city, city and
county, or county pursuant to the Bradley-
Burns Uniform Local Sales and Use Tax Law
or the amount of any state-administered trans-
actions or use tax. -

(b) There are exempted from the computation

. of the amount of transactions tax gross receipts

when they are from:

1) Sales of tangible personal property to op-
erators of aircraft to be used or consumed prin-
cipally outside of the City and County of San
Francisco and directly and exclusively inthe use
of such aircraft as common carriers of persons
or property under the authority of the laws of
this state, the United States, or any foreign
government, '

2) Sales of property to be used outside the
District which is shipped to a point outside the
District, pursuant to the contract of sale, by
delivery to such point by the retailer or his agent,
or by delivery by the retailer to a carrier for
shipment to a consignee at such point. For the

‘purposes of this paragraph, delivery to a point

outside the District shall be satisfied:

i) with respect to vehicles (other than commer-
cial vehicles) subject to registration pursuant to
Chapter 1 (commencing with Section 4000) of

(Continued next page)
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Division 3 of the Vehicle Code, aircraft licensed
in compliance with Section 21411 of the Public
Utlities Code, and undocumented vessels regis-
tered under Chapter 2 of Division3.5 (commenc-
ing with Section 9850) of the Vehicle Code by
registration to an out-of-District address and by
a declaration under penalty of perjury, signed by
the buyer, stating that such address is, in fact, his
principal place of residence,

ii) with respect to commercial vehicles by
registration to a place of business out-of-Dis-
trict, and a declaration under penalty of perjury,
signed by the buyer, that the vehicle will be
operated from that address.

3) the sale of tangible personal property if the
seller is obligated to furnish the property for a
fixed price pursuant 1o a contract entered into
prior to the operative date of this ordinance.

4)alease of tangible personal property which
is a continuing sale of such property for any
petiod of time for which the lessor is obligated
10 lease the property for an amount fixed by the
lease prior to the operative date of this ordi-
nance.

5) for the purposes of subsections (4) and (5),
the sale or lease of tangible personal property
shall be deemed not to be obligated pursuant to
a contract or lease for any period of time for
which any party to the contract or lease has the
unconditional right to terminate the contract
upon notice, whether or not such right is exer-
cised,

(c) There is exempted from the use tax im-
posed by this ordinance the storage, use or other
consumption in this Districtof tangible personal
property: o

1) the gross receipts from the sale of which
have been subject to a transactions tax under any
state-administered transactions and use tax or-
dinance,

2) purchased by operators of aircraft and used
or consumed by such operators directly and
exclusively in the use of such aircraft as com-
mon carriers of persons or property for hire of
compensation under a certificate of public con-
venience and necessity issued pursuant to the
laws of this state, the United States, or any
foreign government, This exemption is in addi-
tion to the exemptions provided in Sections
6366 and 6366.1 of the Revenue and Taxation
Code of the State of California.

3)ifthe purchaseris obligated to purchase the
property for a fixed price pursuant to a contract
entered into prior to the operative date of this
ordinance. :

4) or the possession of, or the exercise of any
right or power over, tangible personal property
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under a lease which is a continuing purchase of
such property for any period of time for which
the lessee is obligated to lease the property for
an amount fixed by a lease prior to the operative
date of this ordinance. .

5) for the purposes of subsections (3) and (4),
storage, use or other consumption, or posses-
sion, or exercise of any right to power over,
tangible personal property shall be deemed not
to be obligated pursuant to a contract or lease
for any period of time during which any party
to the contract or lease has the unconditional
right to terminate the contract or lease upon
notice, whether or net such right is exercised.

6) Except as provided in subparagraph (7), a
retailer engaged in business in the District shall
not be required to collect use tax from the pur-
chaser of tangible personal property, unless the
retailer ships or delivers the property into the
District or participates within the District in
making the sale of the property, including, but
not limited to, soliciting or receiving the order,
either directly or indirectly, at a place of busi-
ness of the canvasser, solicitor, subsidiary, or
person in the District under the authority of the
retailer.

7) “A retailer engaged in business in the Dis-
trict” shall also include any retailer of any of the
following: vehicles subject to registration pur-
suant to Chapter 1 (commencing with Section
4000) of Division3 of the Vehicle Code, aircraft
licensed in compliance with Section 21411 of
the Public Utilities Code, or undocumented ves-
sels registered under Chapter 2 of Division 3.5
(commencing with Section 9850) of the Vehicle
Code. That retailer shall be required to collect
use tax from any purchaser who registers or
licenses the vehicle, vessel, or aircraft at an
address in the District.

d) Any person subject to use tax under this
ordinance may credit against that tax any trans-
actions tax or reimbursement for transactions
tax paid to a district or retailer imposing a
transactions tax pursuant to Part 1.6 of Division

2 of the Revenue and Taxation Code with re- .

spect to the sale to the person of the property,
the storage, use or other consumption of which
is subject 1o the usz tax,

SEC. 1413. AUTHORIZATION AND LIM-
ITATION ON ISSUANCE OF BONDS. The
Authorily is hereby authorized 1o issue from
time to time limited tax bonds pursuant to the
provisions of California Public Utilities Code
Sections 131109 et seq. in a total outstanding
aggregate amount not to exceed
$742,000,000.00.

SEC. 1414. USE OF PROCEEDS. The pro-

ceeds of the taxes imposed by this ordinance
shall be used solely for the projects and pur-
poses set forth in the County Transportation
Expenditure Plan and for the administration
thereof. In accordance with the legislative intent
expressed in California Public Utilities Code
Section 13110 such proceeds shall not replace
funds previously provided by property tax rev-
enues for public transportation purposes. Each
year the tax is in effect and prior to the allocation
of funds by the authority, the Controller of the
City and County of San Francisco shall certify
to the authority that the funds will not be substi-
tuted for property tax funds which are currently
utilized to fund existing local transportation
programs.

SEC.1415. APPROPRIATIONS LIMIT. For
purposes of Article XIIIB of the State Constitu-
tion, the appropriations limit for the Authority
for fiscal year 1989-90 and each year thereafter
shall be $160,000,000.00 unless that amount
should be amended pursuant to applicable law.

SEC. 1416. AMENDMENTS. All amend-
ments to Part 1 of Division 2 of the Revenue and
Taxation Code made subsequent to the effective
date of this ordinance which relate to sales and
use taxes and which are not inconsistent with
Part 1.6 of Division 2 of the Revenue and Tax-
ation Code and all amendments to Part 1.6 of
Division 2 of the Revenue and Taxation Code,
and all amendments to Part 1.6 of Division 2 of
the Revenue and Taxation Code, shall automat-
ically become a part of this ordinance; provided,
however, that no such amendment shall operate
50 as to affect the rate of tax imposed by this
ordinance.

SEC. 1417, PENALTIES. Any person violat-
ing any of the provisions of this ordinance shall
be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon
conviction thereof shall be punishable by a fine
of not more than five hundred dollars ($500.00)
or by imprisonment for a period of not more
thfm six months, or by both such fine and im-
prisonment,

SEC. 1418. SEVERABILITY. If any. provi-
sion of this ordinance or the application thereof
lo any person or circumstance is held invalid,
the remainder of the ordinance and the applica-
tion of such provision to other persons or cir-
cumstances shall not be affected thereby. [

APPROVED AS TO FORM

LOUISE H. RENNE - Angela Karikas
City Auorney Deputy City Attorney




CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
TRANSPORTATION EXPENDITURE PLAN

Adopted July 24, 1989
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
ELEMENTS OF THE PLAN

The Board of Supervisors recommends the following elements be
included in a Transportation Expenditure Plan for the City and County of
San Francisco.
A. GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sales Tax

A 1/2% sales tax dedicated to trmsponmon improvements specified
in this plan shall be imposed. The duration of the tax shall be 20 years.

Restriction of Funds

In accordance with enabling leglslatxon and adopted principles, sales
tax revenues generated pursuant to this plan shall be used to supplement
and not replace existing local revenues used for transportation purposes.
Moreover, sales tax revenues shall be spent on capital projects rather than
to fund operations and maintenance of existing transportation services,
unless otherwise specified in the Project List. Funds for operations and
maintenance shall be limited to incremental costs associated with the
implementation of new transportation services as specified in this plan.
Incremental costs shall be defined as solely those costs that would clearly
not have otherwise been incurred absent the new service,

Bonding Authority

The Board of Supervisors shall request the voters to authorize the issue
of limited tax bonds, up to $742 million, payable from the sales tax
revenues generated pursuant to this plan.

Creation of a County Transportation Authority

The Board of Supervisors shall request the voters to authorize the
creation of a County Transportauon Authority for the purpose of admin-
istering the sales tax proceeds in accordance with the plan. The members
of the Authority shall be members of the Board of Supervisors.

Support of Adjacent Counties

It is-deemed unnecessary to seek the support of adjacent counties by

requesting them to develop their own Transportation Expenditure Plans
because:

+ San Mateo and Alameda Counties have already adopted Transpor-
tation Expenditure Plans and

¢ Marin County is currently evaluating a Transportation Expenditure
Plan.

Where there are intercounty implications associated with projects listed
in this plan, the City and County of San Francisco shall work coopera-
tively with the affected county or counties. Should any projects require
expenditure of funds outside the limits of the City and County of San
Francisco, amendments to the state legislation may be required.

Transportation Efficlency/Productivity Standards and Objectives

The Transportation Authority shall direct all city transportation agen-
cies to:

» Develop 5-year program plans describing service and capital im-

' provements annually. These plans should be coordinated between
modes and agencies.

* Prepare long range (10-20 years) comprehensive transportation
plans periodically.

* Develop productivity and cost effectiveness measurement method-
ologies and standards based upon accepted industry standards.
Productivity and cost effectiveness goals should be established
every 5 years during the term of the plan, and coordinated between
city transportation agencies so that they are not working at cross
purposes, A report shall be made to the Transportation Authority on
progress towards meeting those goals on an annual basis.

The Transportation Authority should also develop a plan for encourag-
ing transportation agencies to meet their goals, all in accordance with the
provisions of this plan,

Environmental Review

Environmental reporting, review and approval procedures as provided
for under the National Environmental Policy Act, andfor the California
Environmental Quality Act, and other applicable laws will be carried out
as a prerequisite to the implementation of any project. ‘

B. PLAN SUMMARY ‘
The following table summarizes the 1/2% sales tax revenue allocations
by project category and subcategory in constant 1990 dollars.
SUMMARY OF SALES TAX ALLOCATIONS

Category . Allocation
TRANSIT $541,000,000 (60%)
Subcategory ,
Service Enhancement & Extensions 141,000,000
Major Corridor Studies & Construction 200,000,000
Rehabilitation & Replacement Projects 200,000,000
STREETS & TRAFFIC SAFETY $271 ,000,000 (30%)
St. Resurfacing & Reconstruction 142,000,000
Traffic Signals & Signs 67,000,000
Major Capital Projects 50,000,000
Street Tree Program 12,000,000
PARATRANSIT $ 72,000,000 (8 %)
Contract Van & Taxi Services 72,000,000
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS
MANAGEMENT (TSM) $ 18,000,000 (2%)
Ridesharing & Transit Preference 12,000,000
Bicycle & Pedestrian Circulation 6,000,000
TOTAL SALES TAX REVENUE $902,000,000 (100%)
C.PLAN DESCRIPTION ’
Priority Program

The pnnclple focus of this plan is to define a program of pnormzed
projects and to insure that funding is allocated across major transportation
categorices, i.e. Transit, Streets and Traffic Safety, Paratransit, and Trans-
portation Systems Management (TSM), and within subcategories. Sub-
categories consist of lists of projects exhibiting similar characteristics,
¢.g. transit service enhancements and extensions. A two-tier priority
program has been developed in response to these objectives. Allocations
of sales tax revenues are made to each of the major transportation
categories and subcategories. Within each subcategory, individual pro-
jects have been given a priority rating of 1, 2, or 3 (1 being first priority).

The allocations between major categories are: Transit - 60%, Streets
and Traffic Safety - 30%, Paratransit - 8%, and TSM - 2%. This reflects
the city’s transit first policy as well as provndmg funding for identificd
transportation needs within all major categories.

Within each program subcategory, the list of projects shall be funded
using sales tax revenue up to the total amount for that subcategory and
according to the priority assigned. Under current revenue projections not
all projects listed could be funded. In the event that sales tax revenue for
the subcategory runs out, lower priority projects within the subcategory
will not be funded. In the event that a surplus results after funding all
projects listed in a subcategory, the remaining revenue will be available
for re-allocation to other subcategories. If the major transportation cate-
gory is fully funded, then the money can be shifted to an aliemative
category.

In this manner, implementation of top priority projects is assured.

The County Transportation Authority shall periodically calculate actual
sales tax revenue collections (in constant dollars) relative to the amount
originally projected in the Transportation Expenditure Plan (sec Techni-
cal Appendix for the City & County of San Francisco ’l’ransporlauon
Expenditure Plan). Should actual collections exceed original projections,
the surplus shall be allocated to the Transit, Streets and Traffic Safety,
Paratransit, and TSM categories in the same proportions as originally
outlined in the plan,

Project List

Each of the project descriptions includes the following information:
description of the project, priority, restrictions on use of sales tax funds,
cost of project, other funds available, shortfall to be funded by the sales
tax, and the sponsoring agency. The cost of project identifies the cost to
complete the project, excluding previously allocated funds.

Sales tax funds shall be used for capital improvements unless otherwise
noted. The project descriptions specify which projects are eligible for
incremental operations and maintenance funds.

(Continued on next page)
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TRANSIT PROJECTS
Service Enhancement and Extensions

Priority Project . .
1

34

MUNI Metro Turnback - Construction of a tumback for
Metro trains beyond the Embarcaderc Station to allow more
frequent and reliable Market Street subway service without
recurrent delays. Includes capital and incremental operations
and maintenance costs. Cost: $130.0 million. Shortfall to be

‘funded by Sales Tax: $20.5 million. Other Funds: $109.5

million. Sponsor - MUNL. o

MUNI Metro Extenslon - Extension of MUNI Metro from the
Embarcadero Turnback to the Caltrain Terminal at 4th and
Townsend Streets. Includes capital and incremental operations
and maintenance costs. Cost: $68.0 million. Shortfall to be
funded by Sales Tax: $48.0 million, Other Funds: $20.0 mil-
lion. Sponsor - MUNI. .
Mission Bay Metro Extenslon - Extension of Metro service
from 4th & Townsend to 16th & Owens to the new Metro East
facility. Includes capital and incremental operations and main-
tenance costs. Cost: $31.0 million. Shortfall to be funded by
Sales Tax: $13.0 million. Other Funds: $18.0 million, Sponsor
- MUNL :

F-Line Streetcar - Expansion of historic streetcar service
along The Embarcadero Roadway to the heart of Fisherman's
Wharf and along Upper Market Street to Castro. Includes
capital and incremental operations and maintenance costs.
Cost: $65.0 million. Shortfall to be funded by Sales Tax: $40.
million. Other Funds: $25.0 million. Sponsor - MUNI. s
Metro Subway Signal System - Provide faster more frequent
Metro subway service, Cost: $23.0 million. Shortfall to be
funded by Sales Tax: $5.0 million. Other Funds: $18.0 million.
Sponsor - MUNL. ‘
Metro Accessibility Improvements - Improvements to the
system safety for the disabled within the MUNI Metro subway.
Cost: $0.5 million. Shorifall to be funded by Sales Tax: $0.1
million. Other Funds: $0.4 million, Sponsor - MUNI.
Presidio Facllitles Redevelopment - To accommodate
MUNTI'’s expanded articulated trolley fleet. Cost: $32.0million,
Shortfall to be funded by Sales Tax: $1.5 million. Other Funds:
$30.5 million. Sponsor - MUNI.,

Metro East LRV Facllity - Development of anew storage and
maintenance facility to accommodate an expanded LRV fleet,
Includes capital and incremental operations and maintenance
costs, Cost: $83.0 million. Shortfall to be funded by Sales Tax:
$18.0 million. Other Funds: $65.0 million. Sponsor - MUNI.
Geneva Modiflcations - Restoration and rehabilitation of Ge-
neva facilities including conversion of overhead and fixed
facilitics to accommodate and better maintain PCC cars. Cost:
$4.0 million. Shortfall to be funded by Sales Tax: $0.1 million,
Other Funds: $3.9 million. Sponsor - MUNI.,

Misslon Bay Trolley Rerouting/Extenslons - Rerouting and -

extensions of MUNI routes 22, 30 and 47 to improve service
to Mission Bay/Potrero Hill, Includes capital and incremental
operations and maintenance costs. Cost; $18.0 million, Short-
fall to be funded by Sales Tax: $5.5 million. Other Funds: $12.5
million. Sponsor - MUNI. -

Trolley Coach Electrification - Conversion of MUNI 9, 42,

.and 71 routes from diesel to trolley coach operation. Cost: $22.0

million. Shortfall to be funded by Sales Tax: $1.0 million. Other
Funds: $21.0 million. Sponsor - MUNL. '
Extenslon of MUNI Route 14 to Daly City BART Station -
Extension of existing trolley coach service from existing termi-
nal at Mission Strcet/San Jose Avenue to Daly City BART
station, Includes capital and incremental operations and main-
tenance costs, Cost: $4.0 million. Shortfall to be funded by
Sales Tax: $2.0 million. Other Funds: $2.0 million. Sponsor -
MUNIL, :

Ferry Terminal Expansion - Expansion of existing ferry

terminal in order to accommodate additional ferry service.
Cost: $1.0 million. Shortfall to be funded by Sales Tax: $0.1
million. Other Funds: $0.9 million. Sponsor - Port.

Major Transit Corridors :
Priority Project

1.2

23

Major Transit Corridor Planning/Environmental Fund -
Planning and environmental studies to determine future local
and regional transit service improvements from downtown San
Francisco along the Third Street/Bayshore Corridor (Priority
1), transit service improvements along the Geary Corridor

between downtown and the Richmond District (Priority 1),

transit service improvements along a North Beach Corridor
between Market Street and the North Beach neighborhood
(Priority 2), and transit service improvements on Van Ness
Avenue (Priority 2). Cost: $10.0 million. Shortfall to be funded
by Sales Tax: $10.0 million. Sponsof - MUNI.

Major Transit Corridor Capital Construction Fund - Con-
struction fund for fixed guideway capital improvements in the
Bayshore, Geary, (Priority 2) and North Beach (Priority 3)
corridors. The type of transit improvements and the full cost of
these projects will be determined during the Planning and
Environmental Studies. The cost noted here would represent
the city’s contribution to construction. It is anticipated that
additional. federal, state, or local funds would be available.
Cost: To exceed $190.0 million, Total Cost to be determined.
Amount to be funded by Sales Tax: $190.0 million. Sponsor -
MUNI.

Rehabllitation and Replacement
Priority Project
1

Vehicles - Replacement of MUNI diesel buses, trolley coaches

.and light rail vehicles and reconstruction of historic streetcar

and cablecar fleets. Includes capital and incremental operations
and maintenance costs. Cost: $623.0 million. Shortfall to be
funded by Sales Tax: $146.0 million. Other Funds: $477.0
million. Sponsor - MUNI.

Guideways - Upgrading and rehabilitation and replacement of

rail and overhead trolley wire throughout the MUNI system.

Cost: $118 .0 million. Shortfall to be funded by Sales Tax: $3.0
million. Other Funds: $115.0 million. Sponsor - MUNI.
Facilities - Renovate and/or replace MUNI maintenance facil-
ities including 1401 Bryant, Woods, and 24th & Utah. New
maintenance equipment. Operator restrooms. New fareboxes.
Elevator and escalator repair. Revenue center and equipment
repair. MUNI Metro rail maintenance equipment. Miscella-
neous maintenance and repair. Includes capital and incremental
operations and maintenance costs. Cost: $236.0 million. Short-
fall to be funded by Sales Tax: $62.0 million. Other Funds:
$174.0 million. Sponsor - MUNI. '

Graffiti Preventlon - Security improvements at MUNI fagili-
ties to prevent graffiti and expand vehicle cleaning facilities.
This cost reflects only capital improvements for a graffiti
prevention program. Cost: $5.0 million. Shortfall to be funded
by Sales Tax: $5.0 million. Sponsor - MUNI,

STREETS AND TRAFFIC SAFETY PROJECTS
Street Resurfacing and Reconstruction
Priority Project

1,2

. Street Resurfaclng - Repaving and reconstructing city sreets

to prevent the deterioration of the roadway system. The streets
to be repaved are selected in accordance with the City's Pave-
ment Management System which considers pavement condi-
tion, bus and trolley use, and automobile and truck traffic, In
conjunction with street reconstruction projects, bus bulbs
and/or transit safety islands shall be installed on transit prefer-
ential streets as deemed appropriate by the Department of City
Planning, Department of Public Works, the Public Utilities

Commission, the Board of Supervisors and any other depart-

ment or commission which is required to approve the widening
of streets and sidewalks. The top 44% of the streets identified

(Continued on next page)
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are Priority 1 projects and the remaining 56% are Priority 2
projects. Cost: $340.0 million. Shortfall to be funded by Sales
Tax: $254.5 million. Other Funds: $85.5 million. Sponsor -
DPW. ‘ .

Seismic Relnforcement - Earthquake reinforcement for brid-
ges, ducts and walls throughout the city. Cost: $2.0 million,
Shortfall to be funded by Sales Tex: $2.0 million. Sponsor -

.DPW.

Rallroad Track Removal/Repalr - Removal of obsolete rail-
road tracks on city streets and repair of the pavement adjacent
to sctive railroad tracks. Cost: $6.0 million. Shortfall o be
funded by Sales Tax: $5.0 million, Other Funds: $1.0 million.
Sponsor - DPW. ,

Sidewalk Repair - Reconstruction of sidewalks in front of city
maintained property and near city maintained street trees. Cost:
$7.5 million. Shortfall to be funded by Sales Tax: §7.5 million.

* Sponsor - DPW.

Street Repair and Cleaning Equipment - Purchase of street
maintenance and cleaning equipment, such as asphalt pavers,
dump trucks, sweepers, and front-end loaders for city crews.
Cost: $17.0 million. Shortfall to be funded by Sales Tax: $17.0
million. Sponsor - DPW,

Traffic Signals and Street Signs
Priority Project

1,2

Signal Upgrading - Replacement of worn out traffic signal
equipment for which replacement parts are no longer av ailable.
New or substantially upgraded trafficsignals located on Transit
Preferential Streets shall have wransit pre-emption capabilities.
The top 42% of the signal upgrades proposed are Priority 1
projects and the remaining 58% are Priority 2 projects. Cost:
$119.0 million. Shontfall to be funded by Sales Tax: $119.0
million. Sponsor - DPW.

Street Name Signs - Placementof street name signs throughout
the city. Many streets are inadequately identified which causes
confusion for motorists and transit users. Cost: $1.0 million.
Sho\;;fall to be funded by Sales Tax: $1.0 million. Sponsor -
DPW.

Install Raised Reflective Lane Markings - Installation of
raised reflective pavement markers on city streets for better
delineation of traffic lanes at night and during wet weather.
Cost: $2.0 million. Shortfall to be funded by Sales Tax: $2.0
million. Sponsor - DPW.

New Traffic Signals - Installation of traffic signals at selected
unsignalized intersections. The locations of intersections are
determined by the Traffic Engineering Bureau's priority list.
Includes capital and incremental maintenance costs, Cost: $8.5
million. Shortfall to be funded by Sales Tax: $8.5 million,
Sponsor - DPW. '

Traffic Control Systems - Minor additions and modifications
to the city’s traffic control systems including: special waming
signs, pedestrian guidance systems, pavement bars and special
test installations to improve traffic safety and efficiency. Cost:
$1.0 million. Shortfall to be funded by Sales Tax: $1.0 million.
Sponsor - DPW.

Traffic Engincering Equipment - Replacement of traffic
engineering equipment such as line painting machines and
waffic count devices. Cost: $4.0 million, Shortfall to be funded
by Sales Tax: $4.0 million. Sponsor - DPW.

Army Street Clrcle - Modification of southbound ramp con-
nection from Highway 101 to eastbound Army Strect to in-
crease radius for large trucks. Cost: $0.1 million. Shortfall to
be funded by Sales Tax: $0.1 million. Sponsor - DPW.
Potrero Avenue - Rechannelization and modification of traffic
signals on Potrero Avenue between Division Street and Army
Street to improve traffic and pedestrian safety and traffic effi-
ciency. Cost: $0.4 million. Shortfall to be funded by Sales Tax:
$0.4 million. Sponsor - DPW. ‘

Major Capital Projects
Priority Project

1

Embarcadero Roadway - Creation of a waterfront boulevard
along The Embarcadero and King Street from North Point
Street in Fisherman's Wharf to 6th Street in Mission Bay.
Includes capital and incremental operations and maintenance
costs. Cost: $101.0 million. Shortfall to be funded by Sales Tax:
$35.0 million. Other Funds: $66.0 million. Sponsor - DPW.
19th and Holloway Safety Improvements - Safety improve-
ments along 19th Avenue extending from Eucalyptus to
Junipero Serra. This is intended to reduce conflicts between
auto traffic and pedestrians boarding streetcars on the 19th
Avenue median, particularly at San Francisco State (Holloway
Street). Shortfall to be funded by Sales Tax expenditure limited
to Planning & Engineering. Cost; $30.0 million. Shortfall to be
funded by Sales Tax: $4.5 million. Other Funds: $25.5 million.
Sponsor - DPW/MUNL ‘

Candlestick Park Short-Range Traffic Improvements -
Traffic signal improvements near Candlestick Park to improve
traffic flow and reduce impacts of Candlestick Park traffic on
nearby neighborhoods. Cost: $1,0 million. Shortfall to be
funded by Sales Tax: $1.0 million. Sponsor - DPW.

Bernal Helghts Street System Upgrading - Construction of
streets in Bemnal Heights where existing streets are unimproved
or below city standards to ensure adequate emergency vehicle
response times for the community. Cost: $6.0 million. Shortfall
to be funded by Sales Tax: $6,0 million. Sponsor - DPW.
Hunters Point Industrial Connector - Industrial by-pass
route east of Third Street between Innes and Carroll Avenues
by way of the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard to divert truck
wraffic off residential streets. Sales tax expenditure limited to
Planning & Environmental studies. Cost: $3.0 million. Short-
fall to be funded by Sales Tax: $ 0.3 million. Other Funds: $2.7
million, Sponsor - DPW.

Undergrounding Crossover Drive through Golden Gate
Park - Explore the undergrounding of Crossover Drive be-
tween Lincoln Way and Fulton Street in Golden Gate Park.
Sales tax expenditure limited to Planning & Environmental
studies. Cost: $100.0 million, Shortfall to be funded by Sales
Tax: $2.0 million. Other Funds: $98.0 million. Sponsor - DPW.
Third Street Median Islands - Construction of landscaped
median islands with left turn lanes along Third Street between
China Basin and Jamestown Ave, to improve traffic safety and
reduce congestion in this main transportation corridor. Cost:
$7.0 million. Shortfall to be funded by Sales Tax: $7.0 million.
Sponsor - DPW. ‘

Street Trees
Priority Project

1,2

1,2

Planting and Maintenance of Existing Street Trees - Im-
proved maintenance of existing trees in public rights-of-way,
First $6.0 million is Priority 1 and the remaining is Priority 2.
Cost: $8.5 million, Shortfall to be funded by Sales Tax: $8.5
million. Sponsor - DPW,

Planting and Malintenance of Additional Trees - Planting

additional street trees on major thoroughfares throughout the

city. Includes capital and incremental operations and mainte-
nance costs. First $5.5 million is Priority 1 and the remaining
is Priority 2. Cost: $7.5 million, Shortfall to be funded by Sales
Tax; $7.5 million, Sponsor - DPW, :

PARATRANSIT SERVICES
Expansion of Paratransit Door-to-Door Van and Taxl Service Levels
Priority Project

1,2

Additlonal Service to Address Current and Projected Walt-
Ing List Growth and Provide Services to Persons with AIDS
and Frall Elders - Increased funding for van and taxi services
to expand services to meet current and projected waiting list
growth for taxi, group van, andlift van services for persons with

(Continued on next page)
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disabilities, including frail seniors. Also additional services for
persons with AIDS and for clients of the expanding Adult Day
Health Care system. The first $72.0 million is Priority 1 and the
remaining $3.0 million is Priority 2. Sales tax funding for
service operation. Cost: $147.0 million. Shortfall to be funded
by Sales Tax: $75.0 million. Other Funds: $72.0 million. Spon-
sor - MUNL.

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT PROJECTS
Ridesharing and Transit Promotion
Priority Project

36

1,2

1,2

Transit Preferentlal Streets - Includes designation of streets
and lanes for exclusive transit use; sidewalk widenings at bus
stops; traffic signal modifications to improve transit flow;
reduction and relocation of bus stops; possible removal of
unnecessary stop signs along transit and bicycle routes; and

modifications to the on-street truck loading and parking zones

downtown. The first $3.0 millionis Priority 1 and the remaining
$0.5 million is Priority 2. Includes capital and incremental
operations and maintenance costs. Cost: $4.0 million, Shortfall
to be funded by Sales Tax: $3.5 million. Other Funds: $0.5
million. Sponsor - DCP/DPW/MUNIL.

Sterling Street HOV Lanes on Eastbound Approach to Bay
Bridge - Extend the existing lane for High Occupancy Vehicles
on Second or Bryant Streets to provide travel time savings for
carpools and vanpools on the eastbound approach to the Bay
Bridge. Cost: $0.5 million. Includes capital and incremental
operations and maintenance costs. Shortfall to be funded by
Sales Tax: $0.4 million. Other Funds: $0.1 million. Sponsor -
DPW.

Transportation Brokerage Program - Increase staff monitor-
ing of the Brokerage Program which requires developers and
institutions to distribute ridesharing materials and transit infor-
mation to employees at new office buildings or established
institutions. Cost: $4.0 million. Includes operations and main-
tenance costs. Shortfall to be funded by Sales Tax: $3.5 million.
Other Funds: $.5 million. Sponsor - DCP.

Transportation Management Assoclation Program - This
program would assist in coordinating transit and ridesharing
marketing activities for the entire downtown, The program

would include an educational element, transit pass sales and
carpool matching, possibly using a downtown “store” similar
to Berkeley Trip. The program might ultimately be expanded
to serve institutions as well. The first $4.5 million is Priority 1
and theremaining $0.5 million is Priority 2. Includes operations
and maintenance costs. Cost: $5.0 million. Shortfall to be
funded by Sales Tax: $5.0 million. Sponsor - DCP.

Blcycle and Pedestrian
Priority Project

1,2

Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Eiderly & Handicapped Accessl-
bility Projects - San Francisco portion of regional hiking and
bicycle trails around the bay and between ridge top parks;
various bicycle projects such as additional bicycle lanes, im-
proved signage, additional bicycle racks and other facilities and
educational and safety programs; and provision of drop curbs
at intersections to permit ease of movement for the mobility
impaired. The first $4.0 million is Priority 1 and the remaining
is Priority 2. Includes capital and incremental operations and
maintenance costs, Cost: $6.0 million. Shortfall to be funded
by Sales Tax: $4.5 million. Other Funds: $1.5 million. Sponsor
- DPW. :

Downtown Pedestrian Projects - Improvement of existing
alleyways as pedestrian/open space areas for pedestrian conve-
nience and aesthetic enjoyment and architectural treatments for
the improvement of the pedestrian environment on designated
sidewalks such as Sccond Street, Montgomery Street and
Union Square area streets. The first $2.0 million is Priority 1
and the remaining is Priority 2. Includes capital and incremental
operations and maintenance costs, Cost: $3.0 million. Shortfall
to be funded by Sales Tax: $3.0 million, Sponsor - DCP/DPW.
Pedestrian Connectlons and Transit Access - Provision of
grade-separated pedestrian crossings at high volume pedestrian
locations and to provide access to major transit facilitics. For
example, Kezar Stadium to Golden Gate Patk or from the
proposed new main library to the Civic Center Metro/BART
station. Cost: $5.0 million. Shortfall to be funded by Sales Tax:
$5.0 million. Sponsor - DCP/DPW.




Equment Lease Financing C

PROPOSITION C

Shall the Board of Supervisors, without a vote of the people, be
authorized to approve the lease financing of equipment from a
nonprofit corporation, provided that the aggregate. principal
amount of the tax-exempt debt issued by the nonprofit corpora-

YES 38 mp
- NO39 mm)

tion to pay for the equipment not exceed $18 million, with that
amount to be increased by two percent each year?

Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: “Lease financing” is a way
forthe City to pay for equipment by leasing it until
it is paid for, instead of paying for the equipment
all at once. The Board of Supervisors generally
may not approve the lease financing of equip-
ment unless approved by the voters.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition C is a charter
amendment that would allow the Board of Super-
visors, without voter approval, to approve the
lease financing of equipment from a City-spon-
sored nonprofit corporation created for that pur-
pose. The nonprofit corporation would issue

tax-exempt debt to pay for the equipment. The
principal of the debt at no time could exceed $18
million, that amount to be increased by two per-
cent each year.

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

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not
want to permit the Board of Supervisors to ap-
prove this type of lease financing without voter
approval.

Controller's Statement on “C”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of Prop-
osition C: :

“Should the proposed Charter amendment be
adopted, in my opinion, in and of itself, it would not
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 Voted on “C"

On July 24, 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 Britt, Jim Gonzalez,
Terence Hallinan, Richard Hongisto, 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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Equipment Lease Financing

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION c

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION C.

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-
ings if done through non-profit corporations, while it is notrequired
if done through private corporations. Financings 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:

» Saves the City money by allowing current and future leases
for equipment to be financed at lower interest rates (currently
6%) than must now be used with private corporations (ranging
9% 10 16%).

* By simply refinancing existing leases, the City could save over

- $500,000. '

« Additional money could be saved on any future Jeases.

* 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
equipment, which will reduce maintenance costs, decrease
downtime, and increase productivity for equipment which has
outlived its economic useful life.

* Provides restrictions to insure prudent use of this financing
mechanism,

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 Proposition C

PAID ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION C

Proposition C would enable the Board of Supervisors to put us
in debt up to $18,000,000 without voter approval. Our taxes pay
off city debts. We have the right to approve the debt ahead of time.

VOTENO ONC! ,

In 1976, San Francisco voters adopted a Charter amendment I
authored to require voter approval of all revenuc bonds and “lease
financing” plans, Old-fashioned general obligation bonds, backed
by the General Fund, always have required voter approval, Prior to
1976, however, City Hall kept devising more and more gimmicks

to bypass the voters in financing costly city projects. That’s how:

Candlestick Park was built; that’s how the city bought those smelly
Muni diesel buses. ’

The most complicated of these debt-creating gimmicks is “lease
financing”, A city-sponsored non-profit corporation issues tax-ex-
empt bonds to build or buy something, then leases the facility or -
equipment to the city. No matter how tricky the maneuver, the
taxpayers foot the bill,

Borrowing money on public credit is serious business to taxpay-
ers. Don’t let the supervisors take away our right to approve the
creation of city debt. It's our money, and our vote, -

PLEASE VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION C!

Senator Quentin L. Kopp

Arguments printed on this pago 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 indi-
cated by bold face type; deletions are
indicated by stri . :

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 financing arrangementis approved
by a majority of the voters voting on the prop-
osition, The board of supervisors may by reso-
lution 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
financing™ occurs when the city and county
leases land, buildings, fixtures, or equipment

PROPOSITION C

from a Joint Powers Authority, the San Fran-
cisco Redevelopment Agency, the San Fran-
cisco Housing Authority, the San Francisco
Parking Authority, or a nonprofit corporation,
and does so for the purpose of financing the
construction or acquisition of public improve-

ments or equipment.

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

(1) to any lease financing which was ap-
proved in fact or in principle by a resolution or
ordinance adopted by the board of supervisors
prior to April 1, 1977; provided, that if the
resolution or ordinance approved the lease fi-
nancing only in principle, the resolution or or-
dinance must describe in general terms the
public improvements or equipment to be fi-

nanced; or )
(2) to the approval of anamendment to a lease

financing arrangement or to the refunding of

lease financing bonds which results in lower
total rental payments under the terms of the
lease((:)); or

(3) to lease financings from a non-profit
corporation established for the purposes of

‘'this subsection for the acquisition of equip-

ment, the obligations or evidence of indebt-
edness with respect to which shall not excced
in the aggregate at any point in time a prin-
cipal amount of $18 million, such amount to
beincreased by two percent each year follow-
ing approval of this subsection. a

**************************************’

Voters with certain disabilities may qualify to be
Permanent Absentee Voters. See page 13.

***********************************.***
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**************************************

Did you know that you can vote before Election Day?
Vote absentee in person at City Hall (Room 158) starting October 10
or by mail — fill out the application on the back cover.

***********k***************************




Board of Supervisor Salaries

\ | PROPOSITION D

Shall the salary of members of the Board of Supervisors be
increased to $41,122 per year, and shall voters be asked to vote
in 1991 and every two years after to change this salary, based on

YES41 )
NO42 W)

salaries paid to Supervisors in eight Northern California counties?

Analysis

- by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The eleven members of the
Board of Supervisors are paid $23,924 each
year. .

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition D is a charter
amendment which would increase the salary of
each member of the Board of Supervisors to
$41,122 per year. This amount is the average of
the salaries paid to the members of the Board to
Supervisors of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin,
San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano, Napa and
Santa Cruz counties. In every odd numbered
year starting in 1991, the civil service commis-
sion would survey these eight counties to deter-
mine the average salary and the voters will be
asked to approve a raise to this.new level at the
next general election. If the voters reject the new

salary, the previous salary will remain in effect
until the voters approve a change.

A “YES” VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want
to increase the salaries of the members of the
Board of Supervisors to $41,122 ayear. You also
want the Civil Service Commission to determine
in each odd-numbered year beginning in 1991
what the average salary is of eight Bay Area
counties, and you want to vote at the next gen-
eral election to decide if you want to raise the
salaries of the members of the Board of Super-
visors to this new level.

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you want
the salary for the members of the Board of Su-
pervisors to remain at $23,924,

Controller’s Statement on “D”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of Prop-
osition D:

“Should the proposed Charter amendment be
adopted, in my opinion, the cost of government
would be increased by $189,189, annually.”

How Supervisors Voted on “D”

On July 31, the Board of Supervisors voted 6-4 on the
question of placing Proposition D on the ballot.
The Supervisors voted as follows:

YES: Supervisors Angela Alioto, Jim Gonzalez, Terence
Hallinan, Willie Kennedy, Nancy Walker, and Doris
Ward.

NO: Supervisors Harry Britt, Richard Hongisto, Thomas
- Hsieh and Wendy Neider.

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE.
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Board of Supervisor Salaries

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITIOND

San Francisco is a great city that demands dedicated, hardwork-
ing and effective representation.

The Board of Supervisors administers the thud largest county
budget in California, $2.1 billion this year, tackling the problems
of police and fire services, the homeless, AIDS, the Crack epidemic
and transportation,

Our eleven-member Board serves the only combined City and
County in California carrying dual responsibilities. Contra Costa
County has 21 City Councils plus its Board of Supervisors, or 110
elected representatives to handle a similar size population!

The best guarantee for an independent, conscientious and respon-
sive Board is a fair, appropriate salary,

Proposition D will establish that our Board members should be
paid at a fair level and that any future Supervisor salary increases
would be set by a vote of the people. And there would be no
automatic raise without full citywide ballot approval.

The present salary of $23,924 per year was approved by the
voters in November, 1982. But, today, that salary ranks last among
the sixteen largest California counties.

Even Napa County with one-seventh the population of San
Francisco pays their part-time Supervisors over $2,000a year more
than our virtually full-time Board members.

Vote Yes on Proposition D

Proposition D contains a fair formula that would only increase
Supervisors pay to $41,122 — the minimal average of County
Supervisors salaries in all other Bay Area counties, with no auto-
matic cost-of-living increase!

Proposition D also mandates that every two years this formula
must go to a vote of the people for evaluation.

By passing Proposition D voters will be making a wise invest-
ment in the City's future by guaranteeing quality representation,

And all at the cost of only 25 cents per San Francisco resident
per year, no more than the price of a postage stamp.

For Fair Compensation and Quality Government Vote Yes on
Proposition D.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION D

SAY “NO” TO LESS WORK FOR MORE PAY!

In their argument for “D,” the Supervxsors “forgot” to mention
Proposition “N”.

Under the Charter, one Supervisor is required to serve on the San
Francisco Retirement Board,

“N” would allow Supervisors to escape responsibility for person-
ally assuring the safety and fair distribution of City retirement
funds, by letting the Board President appoint an unelected repre-
sentative in their place.

If both “D” and “N” pass, Supervisors will get 70% more pay
for less work!

Does that sound fair?

When did YOU get a 70% pay raise for doing less work?

SAY “NO” TO FULL-TIME PAY FOR PART-TIME WORK]

The Supervisors also don’t mention that, while the Charter
prohibits the Mayor from having outside jobs, there is nothing in
“D* to require Supervisors to work full time representing you!

Most Supervisors have profitable outside employment.

» Four Supervisors are attorneys — one a leading criminal de-

fense lawyer; another an associate in a top antitrust law firm,

* One Supervisor works for a college dlsmct outside San Fran-

cisco.

» One Supervisor is an architect.

» One Supervisor serves as an officer of a large business.

» One Supervisor manages his extensive holdings as a landlord

and supermarket owner,

REMEMBER: THE SAME SUPERVISORS PUSHING “D"
ALSO SUPPORT “O” (Authorizing $5000 special interest cam-
paign contributions to Supervisors).

FOR HONEST GOVERNMENT —
((N" AND “O".

“NO” on “D”’ “J"’ “M”,

Committee For Honesty In Government
Alexa Smith, Democratic Committee Member
Thomas Spinosa, Republican Leader

Arlo Hale Smith, BART Director

Arguments printed on this page are the oplhlon of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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Board of Supervisor Salaries

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION D

“p” IS DISHONEST!

Disguised as a proposal to give Supervisors a *“cost-of-living”
pay raise, Proposition D is a deceptive measure designed to give
the Supervisors a whooping 70% salary increase overnight.

And if Proposition D passes, Supervisors will be given AUTO-

MATIC PAY RAISES in perpetuity! That’s right, AUTO-
MATIC PAY RAISES!

READ THE FINE PRINT! _

Proposition D does more than raise the salaries of our part-time
Supervisors from about $24,000 to $41,122.

Proposition D takes away our right to vote on future Super-
visor salary increases, by setiing their pay after 1990 at the
average level paid ineight other countries where local supervisors
set their own salaries without voter approval!

DON'T BE MISLED!

The Supervisors claim they’re not being paid enough. But they
don’t tell you that they each have two aides who do most of their
work, and extensive additional support staff — all of which cost
us, the taxpayers, hundreds of thousands of dollars per year.

They don’t tell you about their “friends” committees — special
interestmoney they regularly collectto pay for breakfasts, lunches,
dinners — anything else they can say is a “governmental” or
“political” expense. They don’t tell you about the free parking
spaces and numerous. other official and unofficial perks that go
with the job. _—

They don’t tell you that every other California county — includ-
ing Los Angeles — has only five supervisors! Five supervisors
doing the work that eleven supervisors do in San Francisco!

VOTE FOR REFORM!

In this election, voters have a chance to say “NO” to greediness
and mismanagement at City Hall and “YES” to reform and honest
government by voting: ‘

“NO” on “D” and “O" (measure allowing special interests to
contribute up to $5000 per Supervisors) and “YES” on “T” (two-

. term limit on Superyisors)! "

Committee For Honesty In Government

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION D.

~ PropositionDisa thoughtful, conscientious proposal to guaran-
tee San Francisco is guided by the best quality Board of Supervi-
SOTS.

Proposition D does not: :

« Allow automatic cost-of-living increases.

. Take the Board's pay out of the voter’s hands.

» Change the Board’s responsibilitics in any way.

Proposition D does:

» Pay the Board of Supervisors th¢ minimal average of the

salaries in the other nine Bay Area countics.
« Prohibit future raises without a vote of the people.
"« Cost each San Franciscan 25 cents a year, 0r no more than the
price of a single postage stamp, .
For Fair Compensation and Quality Government, Vote Yes on
Proposition D.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion ot the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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Board of Supewigg'rSalaries

PAID ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION D

Itis time that San Francisco paid Supervisors a reasonable salary,
The current salary of $23,924 is ridiculously low. This is a fair and
sensible measure. ‘ . :

San Francisco Tomorrow

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION D

WHAT HAVE THEY DONE FOR US LATELY?

In November 1980 we voted 10 shift the tax burden to large
corporations. Not until 1988, when we faced a $100 million deficit,
did our Supervisors vote to raise an additional $7 million from the
payroll and gross receipts tax. And then only after the Mayor got
an “OK” from downtown interests. :

FULL-TIMEJOB? .

There is no limitation on supervisors’ “moonlighting” income.
Let them limit or prohibit “eamed income” from outside sources
before we vote them a full-time salary,

LIKE OTHER COUNTIES?
Every other county elects supervisors by DISTRICT. It’s casier

to keep track of whether you are really being represented, when
you only have to keep track of one supervisor. Let them give us
DISTRICT election of supervisors first.

Every other county has only FIVE supervisors. They can afford
higher salaries.

WAIT 'TIL NEXT YEAR ;

Let’s see some real changes. Adequate health and welfare pro-
grams. Ethics and election reform, Until then, our supervisors can
continue to serve, if only for the power and glory, at the same
salary. :

Robert Frank

“

The supervisors want a $17,000 raise. So do we! We're notabout

Daniel G. Gillham

to get one. Neither should they! Joan Saraf
Irene Pattridge
Robert Arenson Ray Allen
Cheryl Arenson Alexandra Vuksich
John Barbagelata Angela Barbagelata
Martha M, Gillham ‘ S
“

When was the last time you received an increase in salary from
$23,924 10 $41,122 annually?

That is what the majority of supervisors are asking you to vote for.

They have been given no mandate by the voters to run for office.
They understand the ground rules for this position — hours and
salary. They have chosen to put their hat in the ring to run for this

office to become representatives of the people. No one asked them
to apply for the position — it was their own idea,

So why gripe.

Vote No on Proposition D,

Marguerite Warren

Arguments printed on this bage are the oplhlon of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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Board of Supervisor Salaries

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION D

The San Francisco Board of Supervisors is unlike any of the other .

57 county boards of supervisors. San Francisco is the only consol-
idated city-and county in the state. It is also the only county with
an elected chief executive officer — a mayor, who is paid over
$122,000 to direct the day to day affairs of local government on a
full-time basis. The framers of our Charter deliberately established
the salary for supervisors in the Charter. Changes must be approved
by the voters. , .

Proposition D is based on the false assumption that San Francisco
supervisors are like supervisors in other counties, which have no
mayor and consist of five-member boards, exercising quasi-admin-
istrative as well as legislative functions. In San Francisco, however,
the Charter specifically makes it official misconduct for supervi-
sors to interfere in or exercise any administrative responsibilities.
Proposition D would alter the fundamental nature of the charter

provision on salaries so that our supervisors could “piggyback” on
the compensation of supervisors in other counties. :

Three times the voters have changed the amount paid supervi-
sors, but by a specific dollar figure, not by rewriting the Charter
with automatic biennial increases subject only to voter rejection, I
authored the last salary increase in 1982, which increased pay to
$23,924 and was based logically on the change in the Consumer
Price Index between 1964 and 1982, If the same method were
applied now, the supervisors would receive a $6,476 raisc to
$30,400 per year, But Proposition D hikes pay by $17,198 to
$44,122, and that’s just for starters under this new and radical
scheme.

Vote NO on Proposition D.

Senator Quentin L. Kopp

THEY ARENOT A HOUSE OF LORDS — THEY JUST ACT

LIKE IT!
Vote NO on Proposition D, The current Board of Supervisors is
a national joke. They don’t need a raise. They are paid too much,
Vote YES on Proposition T — for a two-term limit on that same

Board of Supervisors. A new Board could only be an improvement.

Terence Faulkner

. Past County Chairman

San Francisco Republican Party

ASK YOURSELF:

What has the San Francisco Board of Supervisors done to merit
another pay raise?

Answer: Nothing.

Terence Faulkner
Past County Chairman
San Francisco Republican Party

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 CHARTER AMENDMENT

. Describing and setting forth a proposal to the
qualified voters of the City and County of San
Francisco to amend the Charter of said city and
county by amending Section 2.100 thereof, re-
lating to the salary of members of the Board of
Supervisors.

The Board of Supervisors hereby submits to
the qualified voters of said city and county at an
election to be held on-November 7, 1989, a
proposal to amend the Charter of said city and
county by amending Section 2.100, so that the
same shall read as follows:

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

2.100 Composition and Salary

The board of supervisors shall consist of 11
members elected at large. Each member of the

board shall be-paid-a-salary-of-$23:924-per-year

PROPOSITIOND

and-eaelhr-shelt execute an official bond to the
city and county in the sum of $5,000, Effective
upon the approval of this charter amend-
ment by the qualified voters, each member of
the board of supervisors shall be pald a sal-
ary of $41,122 per year, which is the average
of the salarles of the members of the boards
of supervisors for the countles listed hereaf-
ter as of July 31, 1989: Alameda, Contra
Costa, Marin, San Mateo, Santa Clara,
Solano, Napa and Santa Cruz. Not later than
the first day of April of 1991 and of every
odd-numbered year thereafter, the civil ser-
vicecommission shall survey each of the elght
counties listed above and determine the av-
erage of the salaries of the members of the
board of supervisors for each of these coun-
ties. The average salary as determined by the
civilservice commission shall then be submit-

ted to the qualified voters of San Francisco
atthe nextavallable general election for final
authorization to pay the determined average
salary to the members of the board of super-
visors effective upon the date of authoriza-
tion by the qualified voters. Should the
qualified voters fail to authorize any pro-
posed change In the salary to be pald to
members of the board of supervisors, as re-
quired by this Section, then the salary being
pald to members of the board of supervisors
at the time the change Is rejected by the
qualified voters, shall remain in effect until
changed by the qualified voters. (W]

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

LOUISE H. RENNE Theodore R, Lakey
City Attorney Deputy City Autorney
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Moved since you last voted? Then you must re-register. Phone 554-4375.
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- Retirement Benefits

Police and Fire

' PROPOSITION E |
Shall the City adjust the penslons of retired police officers and YES 44
firefighters when the salaries of active police officers and fire- - NO45
ﬂghters, respectlvely, are ad]usted? |
Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: Salaries for police
officers and flreflghters may be changed
several times each year. Pensions for re-
tired police officers and firefighters are
changed only once each year.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition E is a char-
ter amendment. Under Proposition E,
pensions for retired police officers and
firefighters would be changed each time
there is a change to the salaries of police

- officers and firefighters.

A “YES” VOTE MEANS If you vote yes,
you want to require that pensions of re-
tired police officers and firefighters be
changed every time police officer and fire-
fighter salaries are changed.

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you
want pensions of retired police officers

and firefighters to be changed only once

ayear.

Controller’s Statement on “E”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of Prop-
osition E:

“Should the proposed Charter amendment be
adopted, in my opinion, based on data from the
Retirement System, it would increase the cost of
government by an amount which cannot accu-
rately be determined but could result in an annual
cost of approximately $500,000."

How Supervisors Voted on “E”
On July 24, the Board of Supervisors voted 11-0 on the

* question of placing Proposition E on the baliot.

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

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

=

Retirement Benefits

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E

Proposition E is a fair adjustment to the method which determines
the monthly retirement allowance of our former police officers and
firefighters. Under the current system, adjustments to this allow-
ance take effect on July 1, even though they may become owing
much earlier in the fiscal year. Retired police officers and fire-
fighters, many living on fixed incomes, could be forced to wait
almost a full year before receiving any increases due them, Pas-

sage of Proposition E would crase the waiting period by clarifying

the 1986 law.

Retirement allowance increases are tied to increases in salaries
for currently-employed police officers and firefighters. The sala-
ries of active police officers and firefighters are determined by a
survey of salaries in comparable California departments. Salary
increases for active personnel take effect on the same date that
incrcases are granted in those other California departments. But

increases for retirees are granted only for active salary increases

‘which are cffective as of July 1, Retirement allowance increases

based on later active salary increases are deferred until the next
July 1. Where active salaries are adjusted as of July 2, the retire-
ment benefits are not adjusted for an entire year! How. are our
retirees supposed to Keep up with inflation on a fixed income when

their retirement benefits are adjusted a year late?

It is only fair that we treat the retired members of the Police and
Fire departments just as we do the active members — with respect
and with an equitable retirement pension. After all, they put their
lives on the line every day of their careers to protect their fellow
San Franciscans. Let’s do what's right and correct the error that
keeps our retirees a year behind in receiving what they deserve.

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION E!

Submitted by the Board of Superviéors

-No Official Argument Was Submitted Against “Propositioh E
No Rebuttals Were Submitted On Proposition E

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E

VOTE “YES” ON “E”

Proposition “E"” is a technical correction to the proposition that
sets retirement allowances for retired fire ﬁghwrs and pollce
officers.

The San Francisco Labor Council urges you to vole “YES” on
Proposition “E” — it is both fair and equitable. It adjusts the

retirement allowances for retirees at the same time salaries are
adjusted for the active members of the fire and police departmens.

Walter L. Johnson
Secretary-Treasurer
San Francisco Labor Council

San Francisco’s finest — our police officers and firefighters —
deserve fair and equitable treatment in their retirement years.
Their retirement allowance is increased whenever active duty

personnel get a raise. Because of a defect in current law, however,
police and fire retirces can wait as long as a year before their “raise”

takes effect,
That's wrong, and should be remedied. Please vote YES on
Proposition E.

Senator Quentin L. Kopp

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accufacy by any officlal agency.
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Retirement Benefits

Police and Fire

. PAID ARGUMENTS FOR PROPOSITION E

- Prior to 1986, retired Police Officers and Firefighters received
an adjustment in their retirement allowances on July 1st of each
year when the active Police Officers and Firefighters received an
adjustment in their salaries. In 1986, the voters approved a charter
amendment permitting adjustments in active Police Officers and
Firefighters salaries after July 1st of any year, Through an oversight
the change in adjusting active members salaries was not applicable
toretirement allowances of retired members.

Proposition E wiil provide for an adjustment of retirement allow-
ances of retired Police Officers and Firefighters on the effective

-date of any adjustment of the salaries of active members of the
Police and Firefighters.

A YES onProposition E will restore the system as itexisted prior
to 1986.
We urge you to vote YES on Proposition E,

San Francisco Democratic Party

S.F. Veteran Police Officers Association
S.F. Veteran Firefighters Association
S.F. Firefighters Local 798

S.F. Police Officers Association

Milton Marks, State Senator

S.F. Retired City Employees Association

Retired police officers and firefighters were inadvertently not
included in a 1986 Charter amendment which established a system
for adjusting police and fire salaries after July 1 of any year. The
result of this oversight is that retired police officers and firefighters
may have to wait nearly one year for an adjustment in their monthly
retirement allowances. Prior to 1986, adjustments in retirement:

allowances were made when active police officers and firefighters

received their annual cost of living increase.

Proposition E restores the retirement: allowance adjustment
method that existed prior to 1986. This was an equitable system
which allowed for retired adjustments when their active counter-
parts (police officers/firefighters) received a salary adjustment.
These retired public safety members have devoted 25 to 40 years

of their working lives to city service, often facing life endangering
situations. Now on a fixed income, they do need — and were
previously provided — a measure of financial protection against
inflation. . ‘

A YES VOTE ON PROPOSITION E brings back the system
whereby retirement allowance increases are directly tied to in-
creases in active salaries. This system was established in 1975 and
worked well until it was unintentionally changed in 1986.

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION E

Mike Keys, President

. S.F. Police Officers’ Assn,

No Paid Arguments Were Submitted Against Proposition E

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 indi-
cated by bold face type; deletions are
' indicated by strike-outtype.
8.558 Definition of “final compensation” - Al-
lowances first payable prior to July 1, 1975

Notwithstanding any other provision of this
charter, but solely with respect to the determi-
nation of the amount of each retirement allow-
ance payable to or on account of a person who
retired for service or because of disability under
the provisions of section 8.544 of the charter
prior to July 1, 1975, “final compensation,” for
time commencing on July 1, 1975, shall mean
the rate of remuneration (excluding remunera-
tion for overtime) attached on July 1, 1975, to
the rank or position upon which such person’s
retirementallowance was determined when first
effective; provided, further, that each such al-
lowance shall be increased or decreased as of
July 1, 1976;-end-enJuly-1-of each-suceeeding
year 1990, and thereafter on the effective date
of any legislation fixing the rates of compen-
satlon for police officers under section 8.405
of thischarter by an amount equal to 50 percent
of the rate of change in the salary attached to
said rank multiplied by the allowance which
was payable for the month immediately preced-
ing sueh cach July 1.

This section does not give any person retired
under the provisions of said section 8.544, or his
successors in interest, any claim against the city
and county for any increase in any retirement
allowasnce paid or payable for time prior to July
1,1975.

This section does not authorize any decrease
in the amount of any allowance from the amount
being paid as of June 30, 1975,

No retirement allowance to which the defini-
tion of “final compensation” as set forth in this
section is applicable shall be subject to adjust-
ment under the provisions of section 8.526 for
time commencing July 1, 1975, Contributions,
with interest credited thereon, standing to the
credit of a person whose retirement allowance is
subject to the provisions of this section and
which were made by such person pursuant to the
provisions of section 8.526 shall, effective July
1, 1975, be combined with any administered in
the same manner as such person’s normal con-

50

PROPOSITION E

tributions, Contributions, with interest credited
thereon, made by or charged against the city and
county and standing to its credit on account of a
person whose retirement allowance is subject to
the provisions of this section and which were
made by or charged against the city and county
for the purposes of said section 8.526 shall be
applied to provide the benefits under this section.
8.559-6 Adjustment of Allowances

Every retirement or death allowance payable
to or on account of any member under section
8.559 shall be increased or decreased as of July
1, 1976; i
1990, and thercafter on the effective date of
any legislation fixing the rates of compensa-

tion for police officers under section 8.405 of .

this charter by an amount equal to 50 percent
of any increase or decrease, respectively, in the
rate of remuneration attached to the rank or
position upon which such retirement or death
allowance was based; provided, however, that
no allowance shall be reduced below the
amount being received by a member or his
beneficiary on June 30, 1976, or on the date such
member or beneficiary began to receive the
allowance, whichever is [ater.
8.582 Definition of “final compensation”-Al-
lowances first payable prior to July 1, 1975.
Notwithstanding any other provision of this
charter, but solely with respect to the determina-
tion of the amount of each retirement allowance
payable to or on account of a person who retired
for service or because of disability under the
provisions of section 8.568 of the charter prior
to July 1,1975, “final compensation,” for time

commengcing on July 1,1975, shall mean the rate -

of remuneration (excluding remuneration for
overtime) attached on July 1, 1975 to the rank or
position upon which such person’s retirement
allowance was determined when first effective;
provided, further, that each such allowance shall
be increased or decreased as of July 1, $976;and

t 1990, and
thereafter on the effective date of any legisla-
tion fixing the rates of compensation for fire-
fighters under section 8.405 of this charter by
an amount equal to 50% of the rate of change in
the salary attached to said rank multiplied by the
allowance which was payable for the month

immediately preceding sueh each July 1.

This section does not give any person retired
under the provisions of said section 8.568, or his
successors in interest, any claim against the city
and county for any increase in any retirement
allowance paid or payable for time prior to July
1,1975. '

This section does not authorize any decrease
inthe amount of any allowance from the amount
being paid as of June 30, 1975.

No retirement allowance to which the defini-
tion of “final compensation” as set forth in this
section is applicable shall be subject to adjust-
ment under the provisions of section 8.526 for
time commencing July 1, 1975. Contributions,
with interest credited thereon, standing to the
credit of a person whose retirement allowance
is subject to the provisions of this section and
which were made by such person pursuant to
the provisions of section 8.526 shall, effective
July 1, 1975, be combined with and adminis-
tered in the same manner as such person’s nor-
mal contributions. Contributions, with interest
credited thereon, made by or charged againstthe
city and county and standing to its credit on
account of a person whose retirement allowance
is subject to the provisions of this section and
which were made by or charged against the city
and county for the purposes of said section
8.526 shall be applied to provide the benefits
under this section.

8.585-6 Adjustment of Allowances

Every retirement or death allowance payable
to or on account of any member under section
5.585 shall be increased or decreased as of July
1! 0 i
1990, and thereafter on the effective date of
any legislation fixing the rates of compensa-
tion for firefighters under section 8.405 of
this charter by an amount equal to 50 percent
of any increase or decrease, respectively, in the
rate of remuneration attached to the rank and
position upon which such retirement or death
allowance was based; provided, however, that
no allowance shall be reduced below the
amount being received by a member or his
beneficiary on June 30, 1976, or onthe date such
member or beneficiary began to receive the
allowance, whichever is later. a




Retired City Employees
Retirement Benefits

| PROPOSITION F
Shall the City increase the monthly retirement allowance of City

workers who retired before July 1964 by $50, and of those who
retired since then by alesser amount, proportionate to the number

of years the worker has been retired?

YES47 W
NO48 mmp

Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: Retired City workers
receive a pension based upon their salary
at the time of retirement and the number
of years worked.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition F isa charter
amendment to give a monthly increase to
all City workers who retired before July 2,
1988. Workers who retired before July
1964 would get an increase of $50 each
month. Workers who retired since then

would receive a smaller amount, depend-
ing on how long ago they retired.

A “YES” VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes,
you want retired City employees to re-
ceive up to $50 more each month in pen-
sion payments.

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you
want pension payments for retired City
employees to stay the same. |

‘Controller's Statement on “F”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of Prop-
osition F: '

“Should the proposed Charter amendment be
adopted, in my opinion, it would increase the cost
of government by approximately $2.5 million per
year for the next nine years, until the year 2000,
after which there would be no annual cost.”

How Supervisors Voted on “F”

On July 24, the Board of Supervisors voted 11-0 on the
question of placing Proposition F 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

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE.
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Retired City Employees
Retirement Benefits

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION F

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION F
The retirement plan provisions of San Francisco currently allow
an annual increase in benefits of 2% or less to retired “Miscella-
neous” employees of the City and County of San Francisco. How-
ever, with continued inflation, these retired employees are falling
further and further behind the real cost of living. Those employees
who retired in 1964 today receive an average retirement benefit of

$500.00 per month, This ballot measure will give these retirees a
special one-time increase of $2.00 a month for each full year of
retirement to a maximum of $50.00 a month, This modest amount
will give them deserved help in their retirement years.

Please support them by voting YES on Proposition F.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors

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

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION F

Proposition F will help our city retirees keep pace with inflation. -

It will give them a modest, though much-needed, boost in their
pensions. :
Proposition F is prudent and just. Please join me in voting YES

on Proposition F.

Senator Quentin L. Kopp -

The pensions of Miscellancous (non Police and Fire) City em-
ployees who retired in 1964 are now 76% behind the rise in the
Consumer Price Index. These retired City employees have not had
a pension increase in two years, This amendment offers a modest
monthly pension increase (only $2 a year) for employees who have
retired within the past twenty-five years and has a cap of $50 a
month,

The San Francisco Labor Council supports this overdue pension
increase for Miscellancous retired City employees.

Walter L. Johnson
Secretary<Treasurer
San Francisco Labor Council

YES ON PROPOSITION F

Retired City employces paid into the Retirement Fund with
assurance they would be protected in later years, The Retirement
System does not FACTOR COST-OF-LIVING and continuing

inflation puts many retirees at almost poverty level,
Return dignity toretirees by voting YES ON PROPOSITIONF,

Bill Reed

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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Retired City Employees
Retirement Benefits

\

=

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION F

Proposition F is a cost-of-living adjustment in retirement pen-
sions of “miscellaneous” City Employees who retired years ago on
pensions which proved inadequate in an inflated economy.

The term “Miscellaneous” applies to persons in various City Job
Classifications.

Proposition F provides a retirement formula under which each
monthly retirement allowance will include a $2.00 increase for
each year in retirement with the maximum of $50.00 going to those
whoretired at least 25 years ago when salaries were lower. All other
retirees will receive proportionately reduced benefits with those
having one year in retirement receiving the $2.00 minimum.

Many retirees in the advanced group do not receive Social
Security cash benefits. ‘

As the life expectancy of retirees with the maximum benefits is

very short (some are 77 to 96 years of age) the cost to the City will
reduce rapidly since Proposition F applies to the presently retired.
The total cost will be funded in 12 years.

Proposition F is endorsed by Civic Groups, Business and Labor
Organizations and prominent Citizens, In fairness join them in
VOTING YES ON NOVEMBER 7TH. Thank you.

Sponsored by the Retired Employees of the City and County of
San Francisco.

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION F

Peter Economou, President_
Tom McDonough, Chairman
John Simpson, Retirement Committee Chair

In cooperation with the Retired Employees of the City and
County of San Francisco and many public spirited organizations
and citizens of San Francisco we urge the adoption of the Charter
Amendment by the voters on Tuesday November 8, 1989 to pro-
vide that employees who retired prior to July 2, 1988 shall have
their retirement allowances increased $2.00 per month for each
year of credited retirement service in the retirement system, but not
to exceed a maximum of $50. per month.

Pile Drivers, Divers, Carpenter, Bridge, Wharf & Dock Builders
Local #34
,Ed Kelly, Financial Secretary-Treasurer
San Francisco Veteran Police Officer Association
Sol Weiner
BAC Local 19, Tile, Marble, Terrazzo, Shopmen Division
Ralph Gomez
Retired Firemen and Widows
Thomas F. McDonough

San Francisco Fire Fighters
James T. Ferguson

Sheet Metal Workers’ International Association Local Union 104
Robert Mammini, President/Business Manager

- Tile Layers and Allied Crafts Union Local #19 Ca.

S.N. “Bud” Papadakis, Business Mgr, Secty-Treasurer
San Francisco City Employees Credit Union
Felton Williams, Chairman of the Board
Bernard Crotty, President/CEO
San Francisco Police Officers Association
Mike Keys
United Public Employees Local 790 — SEIU
Steve Neuberger, Political Director
Carpenters Union Local 222
James O’ Sullivan, Financial Secretary

-

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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Retired City Employees |
Retirement Benefits

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION F

As members of the Retirement Board, we are requested to
administer retirement benefits for active and retired members of
the Retirement System. We are especially conscious of the adverse
effects of inflation on those persons who retired many years ago.
Such persons are having an extremely difficult time handling the
cumulative rise in the cost of everyday living.

In recent decades, all retirement plans have had a problem in
protecting retirees from the pernicious effects of inflation. Some
plans have funded COLAs, equal to or greater than the full change
in the CPI; other plans, including the San Francisco Miscellaneous
Plan, have not kept retirement allowances in pace with inflation,

settling for only a fraction of what would be appropriate and fair.
Therefore, we urge the voters of San Francisco to vote “Yes” on
Proposition “F",

Bonnie K. Gibson, President

Samuel W. Walker, Vice President
Peter D. Ashe, Commissioner
William Breall, M.D., Commissioner
Maurice Mann, Commissioner

Bill Maher, Supervisor

Joseph D, Driscoll, Commissioner

No Paid Arguments Were Submitted Against Proposition F

TEXT OF PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENT

NOTE: The entire section is new.

8.539-2 Increasing Retirement Allowances of
Miscellaneous Officers and Employees Retired
prior to July 2, 1988.

Commencing on July 1, 1990, every retire-
ment allowance payable by the San Francisco
City and County Employees' Retirement Sys-
tem, to or on account of any person who was
retired prior to July 2, 1988 as a member of said
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system under sections 8.507, 8.509, 8.584,
8.586 or 8.588 of this charter, is hereby in-
creased by the amount of $50.00 per month,
provided such member had retired prior to July
2, 1964. If the member had retired after July 1,
1964, then said monthly increase shall be an
amount which shall bear the same ratio to
$50.00 that the number of years the member has
been retired bears to twenty-five (25) years.

- In computing years of retirement, the retire-
ment system shall count completed fiscal years
between the member’s effective date of retire-
ment and June 30, 1989.

This section doesnot give any member retired
priorto July 1, 1990 or his successors in interest,
any claim against the city and county for any
increase in any retirement allowance paid or
payable for time prior to July 1, 1990. 0




Prevailing Rates of Wages G

PROPOSITION G

Shall the Charter be amended to reinétate the salary-setting pro- - ,
cess used by the City before two recent court decisions required YES 50 -
the City to treat “flat rates” in the annual salary the same as “range NO51 mmp

rates” and to survey certain salary premiums instead of negotiat-

ing them?

Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THEWAVY IT IS NOW: Every year the City does a survey
of salaries paid by public and private employers in the
Bay Area. In the survey, the City often finds two

different kinds of pay rates: “flat rates” and “range

rates.” A “flatrate"is a single rate of pay for all workers
in a class. A “range rate” is an increasing rate of pay
~ overtime.

The salaries of most City workers are determined
by applying a four-part formula to the pay rates found
in the yearly surveys. The first three parts find the
average of the pay rates for similar jobs. The fourth
part sets a salary range starting 10 percent below and
ending 10 percent above this average.

Until recently, the City treated “flat rates” and
“range rates” differently. The City did not use the
fourth part of the formula to increase or decrease
surveyed “flat rates” by 10 percent because the City
believed that this would have created a salary range
which did not exist elsewhere. A recent court decision
said that under the Charter as written, the City must
treat “flat rates” and “range rates” the same.

On a separate point, the City traditionally has ne-
gotiated with City worker unions over wage “premi-
ums” for special work, such as working at night. A
second recent court case said that under the Charter
as written, these premiums must be set by survey of

" premiums elsewhere, not negotiation.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition G is a charter amend-
ment. Under Proposition G, the City would treat flat .

rates in the salary survey differently from range rates.

- Proposition G also would allow the City to negotiate
certain premiums such as extra pay for working at
night.

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

City to treat flat rates in the salary survey differently
from range rates. You also want to allow the City to
negotiate certain premiums such as extra pay for
working at night.

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

to make these changes.

Controller’s Stat‘ément on “G”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the following
statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition G:

“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 future application
it would reduce the cost of government by an indeterminate
but probably substantial amount. Based on 1989-90 salary
standardization data, the application of the provisions of this
amendment would have reduced the cost of salary in-
creases by approximately $8.1 million."

“How Supérvisors Voted on “G”

On July 31, -the Board of Supetrvisors voted 9-1 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, Nancy Walker, and Doris Ward.

NO: Supervisor Wendy Nelder.

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE.
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OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION G

This charter amendment would restore the way the City has set
wages and benefits since 1976 and save the City nearly $10 million
annually.

In 1976, San Francisco voters approved charter section 8.407, to
ensure that wages of City employees are fair, but do not exceed the
prevailing wages of workers performing similar work in the Bay
area.

Tworecentcourt cases have changed the way the City sets wages
and benefits under section 8.407.

The Corriea case changed how the City treats “flat rates” in its
annual salary survey. A flat rate is a single hourly rate of pay for
all workers in a class regardless of seniority. Formerly, in applying
section 8.407’s four-step formula, the City did not extend flat rates
by 10%, because that would create an inflated pay rate for City
workers. The court said that the City must add 10% to flat rates in
the survey.

As a result, some classes of City workers are now earning more
than any other public employees performing similar work. In some

cases City workers are even making more than workers in the
private sector.

These excessive salaries are exactly what section 8. 407 was
intended to prevent,

Inasecond lawsuit, a court interpreted section 8.407 asrequiring
that “premium” rates — pay for special tasks such as night work
— be set by survey rather than by negotiation. Until now, these
rates have been negotiated. Surveying these premiums would be
extremely costly and impractical because information about pre-
miums paid by other employers often is not available. This charter

amendment would save these costs and allow the City to negotiate

the kinds of premiums negotiated in the past.
Vote for Proposition G to restore salaries that are fair, but not
excessive,

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor

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

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION G

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION G

Proposition “G” is misleading and would not save the taxpayers
one cent,

Voters corrected the formula for city craft workers in 1976,
offered by Quentin Kopp, which has been fair and upheld in several
court cases. Now this mayor, who has the highest paid personal
staff in the city’s history, wants to change the formulas to lower
wages for those workers who keep the infrastructure of San Fran-
cisco together.

This Charter amendment asks San Francisco citizens to reverse

an cstablished workable agreement, and by so doing create an
unfair method of calculating wages. The craft workers agreed to a
wage frecze in the 88-89 budget when the city was in need. The
effect of this Charter amendment will be to freeze wages at least
two more years, This money will not be a savings to the taxpayer,
but spent elsewhere. Maybe for more $90,000 a year deputy
mayors. '

San Francisco Labor Council
Paul Dempster, President

Arguments printed on this pade are the oplinion of the authors and have not been chaecked for accurgcy by any officlal agency.
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PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION G

John Barbagelata and Quentin Kopp were the author and sup-
porters of this charter section which was approved in 1976 by the
citizens of San Francisco. Don’t change it now.

' VOTE Noon G

Apparently the present Mayor and Board of Supervisors still
don’t understand what section 8.407 of the Charter says. Based on
their argument they omit that 8.407 says to reduce by 10% as well
as to extend by 10%. ) ‘ .

. VOTENoon G , '
The official argument for “G" by the Mayor and Board shows

that they don’t understand section 8.407. It is the intent of 8.407
that City employees only be paid the average wage in the Bay Areca
even though the cost of living in San Francisco is higher. City
employees have one of the worst benefit plans in the whole state.
Don’t penalize these employees any further.

VOTENoonG
San Francisco Labor Council
Laborers’ Local 261
San Francisco Building Trades

AT S

VOTE NO ON G! This Proposition is an ill conceived method
by which city employees wages are calculated. In November 1976
the voters passed proposition D. This proposition, which became
part of the City Charter, mandated that city employecs be paid the
average compensation for like work in similar job categories in the
Bay Area. This compensation was to be determined by conducting
a survey of employers in both the public and private sectors. The
responsibility for the conduct of this survey was entrusted to City
Staff. It turned out that City Staff was not complying with the
formula for certain classifications in their calculations. These clas-
sifications included skilled occupations such as Carpenter,
Plumber, Electrician, Painter and Laborer. When union represen-
tatives requested that these errors be remedied, City Staff refused
todo so. Faced with an intransigent refusal to comply with the City

/

Charter in the area of Employee Relations, the Unions were forced
1o enter into a law suit in Superior Court to force compliance with
the City Charter. After a three year lawsuit, the Courts found in
favor of the employees and ordered compliance with the formulas.
In what can only be construed as a further disregard for good faith
employee relations, City Staff has convinced City officials to place
this amendment on the ballot. We urge you, the voters to repudiate
this misadventure in employee refations. VOTE NO ON PROPO-

SITION G!

Laborers 261

_San Francisco Building Trades

Jerry Tilton
Bob McDonnell

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 indi-
cated by bold face type; deletions are

: ‘indicated by strike-eut-type.

8.407 Definition of Generally Prevalling
Rates of Wages

Notwithstanding any provision of section
8.401 or any provision of any other section of
this charter to the contrary, generally prevailing
rates of salaries and wages for those employees
covered by section 8.401 of the charter shall be
determined by the civil service commission as
set forth below.

The civil service commission shall conduct a
comprehensive investigation and survey of
basic pay rates and wages and salaries in other
governmental jurisdictions and private employ-
ment for like work and like service, based upon
job classifications as provided in section 3.661
of this charter and shall make its findings, based
on facts and data collected, as to what are the
generally prevailing basic pay rates for each
benchmark class of employment solely in the
manner hereinafter provided. A benchmark
class is defined as a “key class” within an occu-
pational grouping selected as the class for which
arepresentative sample of data will be collected.

Basic pay rate data for public and private
employment shall be collected solely from the
Bay Area counties of Alameda, Contra Costa,
Marin, San Mateo, San Francisco and Santa
Clara; provided, however, that for any bench-
mark class of employment for which the civil
service commission determines there is insuffi-
cient data from Bay Area public jurisdictions
the commission shall survey major public agen-
cies in the state employing such class, major
public agencies to be defined as those employ-
ing more than 3,000 persons.

The commission shall collect basic pay rate
data for like work and like service from Bay
Area public jurisdictions as follows:

(a) The counties of Alameda, Contra Costa,
Marin, San Mateo and Santa Clara. ,

(b) The ten most populous cities in these five
Bay Area counties based on the latest federal
decennial census,

(c) Agencies of the state and federal govern-:
ments and from school districts and other spe-
cial districts in the six Bay Arca counties as
determined by the civil service commission.
The commission shall collect private basic pay
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rate data from recognized governmental Bay
Area salary and wage surveys of private em-

_ ployers inthe City and County of San Francisco,

Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Mateo and
Santa Clara counties. The data collected shall be
limited to rates of pay and salaries actually
being paid by private employers for like work
and like service.

The term “prevailing rates of wages" for em-
ployees governed by charter section 8.401 and
this section shall be defined as the rate ranges
developed from the weighted average of the
midpoint of the basic pay rates, excluding fringe
benefits, for surveyed public employments and
the median of the pay rates for private employ-
ment, to be determined as follows:

(1) multiply the medians from the private and
midpoints from public employments data base
by the number of employees in the given clas-
sification from each data base;

(2) add the products of (1);

(3) divide the sums in (2) by the total number
of employees surveyed for that classification;
and

(4) extend this figure by 10 percent to estab-
lish the maximum ef-the for range rates and
reduce this figure by 10 percent to establish the
minimum. The medians and midpoints of
surveyed flat rates shall not be extended or
reduced.

When fixing rates of compensation the board
of supervisors shall fix basic pay rates as close
as reasonably possible to prevailing rates, pro-
vided, however, that the board of supervisors
shall not set the maximum rate of pay for any
class in excess of the maximum prevailing rate
for that class; provided further, however, thatno
employee shall have his basic pay rate reduced

to conform to prevailing rates except as pro--

vided for in section 8.406. For those classifica-
tions of employment in which the practice is
customary, the schedules of compensation shall
provide for a minima, not less than three inter-
mediate, and maxima salary steps and for a
method of advancing the salaries of cmployces
from minimum to intermediate to maximum
with due regard for seniority of service.

The term “basic pay rate” as used in this
section is hereby defined as applying only to the
basic rate of wages, with included range scales,
and does not include any other benefits of em-

ployment, including, but not limited to, fringe
beneflts, premiums, differentlals, overtime,
or working condition benefits. -
It is the declared intent of the qualified elec-

tors of the city and county that the board of
supervisors has no power to provide any bene-
fits of employment except those already pro-
vided for in the charter and any addition, .
deletion or modification of benefits of employ-
ment shall be submitted, as a charter amend-
ment, to the qualified electors of the city and
county. The qualified electors expressly state
that they understand that benefits of employ-
ment are sometimes referred to as “fringe
benefits” of employment and the qualified
electors expressly reserve the right to either
grant or deny such benefits except those con-
ditions of employment commonly referred to as

“working conditions” and such premiums and

* differentials as are typically included in the

administrative provisions of the salary stan-
dardization ordinance and the salary ordi-
nance. Any reference to “working conditions”
shall mean those compensations which must
necessarily be provided in order for the em-
ployee to perform his job description duties
efficiently and safely, and shall include but not
be limited to such working conditions and ben-

-efits as are lyplc'ally included in the administra-

tive provisions of the salary sumdardlzatmn
ordinance and the salary ordinance,
The board of supervisors, in its discretion,

. may provide working condition benefits for em-

ployees covered under this section and Section

" 8.401 of this charter only in accordance with the

following provisions:

(a) The civil service commission must deter-
mine, certify and recommend to the board of
supervisors that the working condition benefit
is equitable or necessary for the efficient and
safe performance of the employee's duties as
enumerated in his job description.

(b) The working condition benefit, as recom-
mended by the civil service commission, is
substantially comparable for like work and like
service to that provided for the job classification
and is provided to not less than 50 percent of the
employees of the class in jurisdictions covered
by the salary survey. O




Sick Leave Transfer for
Catastrophic lliness

PROPOSITION H

Shall City employees be aliowed to transfer their unused accumu-
lated sick leave to another City employee who has been deter-
mined to be catastrophically ill and who has used all of his or her
vacation allowance, sick leave and compensatory time of{?

YES 56
NO 57

Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: A City employee may

not transfer unused sick leave to another
City employee.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition H is a char-
ter amendment that would allow a City
employee to give unused sick leave to
another City employee who is seriously ill
and who has no more vacation, sick leave
or time off earned for working overtime.

The Board of Supervisors would adopt
rules for transferring sick leave to other

employees after receiving recommenda-
tions from the Health Commission, Civil

Service Commission and Retirement
Board,

A “YES” VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes,
you want to allow a City employee to give
unused sick leave to another City em-
ployee'who is seriously ill and who has no
more vacation, sick leave or time off

-earned for working overtime. |

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you
do not want to allow a City employee to

give unused sick leave to another City

employee.

Controller’'s Statement oh “H”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of Prop-
osition H:

“Should the proposed Charter amendment be
adopted and implemented, in my opinion, there
would be an increase in the cost of government,
the amount of which, pending development of
specific terms and conditions by the Civil Service
Commission and approval by the Board of Su-
pervisors, cannot be determined, but may be
substantial.”

How Supervisors Voted on “H”

On July 24, the Board of Supervigors voted 10-1 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, 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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Sick Leave Transfer for
Catastrophic lliness

' OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION H

~ This amendment offers hope and comfort for city cmployees
facing catastrophic illness.

What could be more devastating than to suffer from a life
threatening malady. To experience great physical and emotional
pain cach day. And to worry endlessly about medical bills, rent
payments, and survival,

Imagine how frightening it must be for some people to wage this
painful batte alone without friends or family support.

And yet this is the reality experienced by many San Franciscans,
including some of our most dedicated city workers. The human
suffering comes from a catalog of horrible medical afflictions —
AIDS, Alzheimers, cancer, and organ diseases.

Proposition H permits city employees to transfer unused sick
leave time to co-workers diagnosed with catastrophic illnesses.
Employees’ vested and unvested sick time are covered by the
amendment. Vested benefits are already fixed costs to the city.
Unvested sick time, however, may be an additional cost whenever

it is used by the employee. But that cost can be offset by savings
in social services, housing subsidies, and health care services.

In short, this amendment gives workers the freedom to choose
how to make use of sick time eamed. They may use it personally,
transfer some or all to a catastrophically-ill co-worker, or lose it.

California’s Lottery Commission has a similar program in place
for its employees. The plan has won much deserved praise from
management, employees, and the public. Those employees who
have participated in the program express considerable pride and
satisfaction with being able to help out a fellow worker in crisis.

Help us to offer the same choices to our employees. Help us to
extend compassion and hope to those city workers who struggle
daily to stay alive,

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION H.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION H

Granted, the Supervisors are full of the best of intentions in
drafting Proposition H.
Granted, itis devastating to suffer from a life-threatening illness,

* That does NOT mean we should sanction the dishonest practice

of “ransferring” sick leave from a city worker who is well to one
who is not — especially when it could cost taxpayers AN ADDI-
TIONAL $5 MILLION A YEAR, OR MAYBE MUCH, MUCH
MORE! ,

In their zeal to do good deeds, (with the taxpayer’s money!), the
Supervisors are playing a little fast and loose with the facts.

Their argument states that the huge annual costs of Proposition
H “can be offset by savings in social services, housing subsidies,
and health care services.” If these social services are-already taking
care of the “catastrophically” ill, we obviously don’t need Propo-

sition H. If these services are inadequate, then Proposition H will

cost the taxpayers additional millions. THE SUPERVISORS
CAN'T HAVE IT BOTH WAYS!

The Supervisors also claim that “California’s Lottery Commis-
sion has a similar program in place for its employees”. THAT'S
JUST NOT TRUE! The Lottery’s plan allows employees to trans-
fer VACATION TIME, not sick leave, It’s one thing for a compas-
sionate employee to forgo some vacation time to benefit a
co-worker. It's another thing altogether to transfer sick leave,
which doesn’t belong to EITHER employee in the first place.

VOTE NO ON H! THIS IS SIMPLY AN UNWARRANTED
GIFT OF PUBLIC FUNDS! -

W.F. O'Keefe, Sr.
San Francisco Taxpayers Association

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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OFFIC.AL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION H

It took years of struggle to halt the spurious practice of city
employees cashing in their unused sick leave upon retirement.

Those payments used to cost the city untold millions. Besides, you

shouldn’t be paid sick leave when you haven’t been sick!

Proposition H is a return to the bad old days of misusing sick
leave and EXORBITANT city costs. )

Everyone sympathizes with the plight of people suffering hiorri-
ble illnesses. But many a bum idea has been motivated by good
intentions.

Prop H would let cnty employees “transfer” their unused sick
leave to a fellow employee with a “catastrophic” illness. First, Prop
H never defines “catastrophic” illness. In fact, we have NO IDEA
how many city workers might qualify for this new give-away.
Second, and even more important, unused sick leave is not some-
thing a city employee has the RIGHT to transfer. It doesn’t BE-
LONG to the employee in the first place.

Prop H is like the con man selling the Brooklyn Bridge o every
rube he meets. You can't give away what isn’t yours to start with!

The supervisors’ budget analyst says Prop H could cost over $5

MILLION A YEAR. Then again, it could cost much MORE than
that, The scary thing is NO ONE KNOWS HOW MUCH PROP H
MIGHT COST THE TAXPAYER!
~ Proposition H even opens up the possibility for corruption and
collusion among city employees in “transferring” unused sick
leave. Once sick leave can be “transferred” among employees, it
becomes valuable, There might even be a black market in sick
leavel

Compassion says you should consider Prop H. Common sense
says you should reject it. VOTE NO ON H!

W.F.O'Keeffe, Sr., President
San Francisco Taxpayers Association

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION H

Proposition H is a straightforward measure that benefits only city
employees diagnosed with a catastrophic illness.

It permits city employees to voluntarily transfer any unused sick
time EARNED by them to a co-worker who sut‘fers from a life-
threatening illness.

There is NO cost to the City for employees who transfer their
vested sick time. These are guaranteed benefits.

The transfer of unvested sick time may be a cost to the city.

However, these costs may be offset by savings in social services,
housing subsidies, transportation subsidies, and health care ser-
vices.

California’s Lottery Commission currently has a similar pro-
gram, It is workable and effective.

Vote Yes on Proposition H. It’s humane and good govcmmcnt.

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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Sick Leave Transfer for
Catastrophic lliness

PAID ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION H

This and Prop. I mean essentially no cost to the city, since the theirs to give.

workers have already earned the donated time,
There’s a marginal cost, in that some of the workers might

Grassroots

otherwise not use the time — but they’ve earned it; it’s rightfully

PAID ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITIONH

All of us have compassion for those who are catastrophically ill.
But the passage of this proposition could drain the city’s treasury
beyond control. The city’s budget analyst estimated if each city
employee transfers one day of unused sick leave, it will cost the
city four million dollars, Sick leave is not a vested benefit. When

a city employee leaves or retires, his or her unused sick leave also
becomes voided. I urge you to vote “NO” on Prop. H.

Supervisor Tom Hsieh

TEXT OF PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENT

NOTE: Additions or substitutions are indi-
cated by bold face type; deletions are
indicated by stri .

Section 8.364 AUTHORIZATION TO

TRANSFER UNUSED SICK LEAVE

(2) Employees of the City and County of

San Francisco may individually transfer

their unused accumulated sick leave to an-

other individual employee of the City and

County of San Francisco who has been deter- -

mined to be catastrophically ill, and who has

PROPOSITION H

exhausted her or his vacation allowance, sick
leave and compensatory time off, provided
that such determination and such transfer
may be made only in compliance with the
terms and conditions: established by ordi-
nance adopted by the board of supervisors,
(b) Notwithstanding Sections 8.360 and
8.363 of this charter, within sixty (60) days of
the effective date of this section, the Health
Commission, Civil Service Commission, and
Retirement Board shall conduct a joint

hearing to consider and develop recom-
mendations for submission to the Board of
Supervisors. The Board of Supervisors shall
adopt an ordinance, as provided in sub-
section (a), and establish any rules necessary
to administer, interpret, and regulate the
provisions of this section, provided that all
such rules shall be approved, amended, or
rejected by resolution by the Board of
Supervisors, 0

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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Vacation Credit Transfer for
Catastrophic lliness

PROPOSITION| -
Shall City employees be allowed to transfer their vested vacation
credits to another City employee who has been determined to be YES 56 -
catastrophically ill and who has used all of his or her vacation NO57 mmp

allowance, sick leave and compensatory time off?

Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY ITIS NOW: A City employee may
not give their earned vacation time to an-
other City employee. -

THE PROPOSAL.: Proposition | is a charter
- amendment that would allow a City em-
ployee to give earned vacation time to
another City employee who is seriously ill
and who has no more vacation, sick leave
or time off earned for working overtime.
The Board of Supervisors would adopt
rules for transferring earned vacation
time.

A “YES” VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes,
'you want to allow a City employee to
transfer earned vacation time to another
City employee who is seriously illand who
has no more vacation, sick leave or time
off earned for working overtime.

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you
do not want to allow a City employee to
transfer earned vacation time to another
City employee.

Controller’s Statement on “I”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of Prop-
osition I:

“Should the proposed Charter amendment be
adopted and implemented, in my opinion, there
could be an increase in the cost of government,
the amount of which, pending development of
specific terms and conditions by the Board of

Supervisors, cannot be determined, but should not

be substantial.”

How Supervisors Voted on “I”
On July 24, the Board of Supervisors voted 11-0 on the
question of placing Proposition | 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

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE.
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Vacation Credit Transfer for
Catastrophic lliness

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION |

This is a companion amendment to Proposition H, -

It permits city employees to transfer their unused vacation time
to a co-worker who suffers from a catastrophic illness.

Because vacation time is a vested benefit, the cost to the City for
carrying out Proposition I is minimal. Indeed, there may be a
savings to the City in other areas, such as fewer costs for social
services, housing subsidies, transportation subsidies, and medical
support.’

The San Francisco Health Commission will develop a definition

-of a catastrophic illness, and may include such maladies as AIDS,
Alzheimers, cancer, and others. Transfer of vacation time may be

made only in compliance with the terms and conditions established
by the Board of Supervisors.

The transfer of vacation time becomes a gift from one City
employee to a co-worker who faces a life threatening illness. It
offers a measure of support and comfort to someone confronting
bleak medical facts by helping to ease their financial burden and
worries. '

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION I.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors

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

PAID ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION |

Props. H and I are fiscally-conservative liberalism —
Hongisto’s specialty.

You can’t match his “progressive” credentials — who else has a
proposition that actually does something for people with AIDS?

Yet it was “fiscally-conservative” Hongisto whose initiative
stopped the Embarcadero Freeway demolition boondoggle.

And he’s led the opposition to the downtown stadium boondog-
gle; he’d rather the land and tax money be used toward our city's
many unmet necessities that other liberals just talk about.

Yes on H and I — the Hongisto Initiatives.

Grassroots

No Paid Arguments Were Submitted Against Proposition |

TEXT OF PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENT

NOTE: Additions or substitutions are indi-
cated by bold face type; deletions are
indicated by stri pe:

Section 8.441 AUTHORIZATION TO

TRANSFER VACATION CREDITS

(®) Employccs of the City and County of

San Francisco may individually transfer

their vested vacation allowance credits to

PROPOSITION |

another individual employee of the City and
County of San Francisco who has been deter-
mined to be catastrophically il by the

cemployee’s head of department, In accord .

with the definition of catastrophic illness to
be provided by the Health Commission, and
who has exhausted her or his vacation allow-
ance, sick leave and compensatory time off,

provided that such transfer may be made
only in compliance with the terms and condi-
tionsestablished by the board of supervisors.

(b) The board of supervisors is hereby em-
powered to enact any and all ordinances nec-
essary to administer, interpret and regulate
the provisions of this section.

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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* Controller Duties J

- PROPOSITION J

Shall the Controller be authorized to determine how often to '
conduct certain audits and issue certain reports about City funds,
rather than being required to conduct such audits and issue such
reports at specified periods, and shall the Controller be authorized

YES59 W
NO60 mmp

to audit and review all City department records to evaluate effec-

tiveness and efficiency?

Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY ITIS NOW: The Controller is the City's auditor and
chief accounting officer. Among other duties, the Charter

requires the Controller to:
- 1. Prepare reports summarizing the state of each of the
City’s various funds every three months.

2. Audit all the money received by the City}Treasurer '

every month. _

3. Audit the revolving funds of the City departments
every month.

4. Audit the records of all City departments and officers.

5. Audit the accounts of a department whenever the
person responsible for the department’s funds leaves
office.
6. Decide how much of its budget each department may
spend each month or quarter, and this must be done every
three months.

7. Write on every City check both the title and number
of the fund against which the check is drawn. .

THE PROPOSAL.: Proposition J is a charter amendment that
would change some of the Controller's duties and powers.

1. The Controller would issue reports for each of the
City's various funds as often as the Controller thinks nec-
essary, but at least covering the first six- and eight-month

periods of each fiscal year.

2. State law would determine how often the Controller
audits the money received by the Treasurer.

3. The Controller would audit City department revolving
funds as often as the Controller thinks necessary.

4. The Controller could audit and review the records of
all City departments and officers to evaluate effectiveness
and efficiency. '

5. The Controller would no longer be required to audit
the accounts of adepartment when the person responsible
for the department’s accounts leaves office, but could do
so if he or she thinks necessary or if asked.

6. The Controller would decide how much of its budget
each department may spend each month or quarter. The
Controller would decide how often to do this.

7. it would no longer be necessary for every City check
to contain the title and number of the fund against which
the check is drawn. ‘

A “YES” VOTE MEANS: if you vote yes, you want to make

these changes in the Controller's duties and powers.

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

change the duties and powers of the Controller.

Controller's Statement on “J”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of Prop-
osition J: |

“Should the proposed Charter amendment be
adopted, in my opinion, it would not affect the cost
of government.” ‘

How Supetrvisors Voted on “J”

On July 24, the Board of Supervisors voted 10-1 on the
question of placing Proposition J on the baliot.
The Supetrvisors voted as follows: |
YES: Supervisors Angela Alioto, Harry Britt, Jim Gonzalez,
Terence Hallinan, Richard Hongisto, Thomas Hsieh,
Willie Kennedy, Bill Maher, Nancy Walker, and Doris
Ward.
NO: Supervisor Wendy Neider.

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE.
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J Controller Duties '

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION J

Vote YES on Proposition J!

‘Current provisions of the charter establish détailed schedules for
the submission of various reports by the Controller and specify very
rigid reporting requirements, Often these reports are not timely in
relation to the City’s budget process nor is the information totally
useful for making financial management decisions. The Controller
needs the flexibility provided by this Charter amendment to allow
him/her to prepare timely, meaningful reports for the Mayor and
the Board of Supervisors.

Vote YES on Proposition J!

Although the Controller has the power to audit the accounts of
all officers and employees of the City and County, there has been
no specific charge for the Controller to consider effectiveness and
efficiency. This amendment corrects that omission by giving the

Controller_ specific authority to evaluate the effectiveness and
efficiency of all boards, commissions, officers and departments
and their operations and functions.

Vote YES on Proposition J!

As chief accounting officer of the city and county, the Controller
exercises supervision over the accounts of all officers, commis-
sions, boards and employees of the city and county. This amend-
ment provides needed flexibility in the reporting and auditing
powers and duties of the Controller so that he/she may continue to
provide timely and meaningful financial reports to city managers,
policy makers, the public and the investment commumty

Yote YES on Proposition J!

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION J

Is it reform to repeal San Francisco’s $500 limit on campaign
contributions? Or to permit Supervisors to collect $5,000 each from
special interest PAC's?

Isit reform to eliminate monthly audits of City Departments? Or
to permit patronage hiring at MUNI?

Is it reform to give Supervisorsa 70% pay raise without requiring
them to work fulltime? And to let Supervisors work less at the same
time?

DON'T BE SWINDLED!

The Supervisors are trying to con us into letting them have a 70%
pay raise, $5000 contributions, less work, no monthly audits of City
Departments, and patronage hiring at MUNI.

THAT'S WHY THEY'RE SUPPORTING “D,” “J,” “M,” “N,”
AND “0™

WHAT ARE THEY AFRAID OF?

That monthly audits may reveal more “Metergates,” more inci-

dents of money being “lost” at City Hall, more mismanagement of
City Government?

That voters might find out they plan to do less work at 70% more
salary?

That without $5000 contributions they might go the way of the
Polish Communist Party? They might even lose an election? -

Is that why they found a legal loophole to get “T” — two-term
limit on Supervisors — thrown off the ballot?

SEND CITY HALL A MESSAGE!

Vote “NO” on special interest measures “D,” “J,” “M,” “N,”
AND “O"

Commitice To Prevent Misappropriation Of Public Funds
Thomas Spinosa, Republican Leader
Alexa Smith, Democratic Committee Member

‘Arlo Hale Smith, BART Director

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for éccuracy by any officlal agency.
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Controller Duties J

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION J

NO MORE METERGATES!

Proposition “J” would eliminate our Charter’s requirement that
the City Controller do monthly audits of the revolvmg accounts of
all City Departments,

Experience shows San Francisco needs the protectionof monthly
audits,

- During the past decade or so, citizens have learned that:

Millions of dollars in parking meter revenues had been stolen
from City coffers.

The San Francisco Housing Authority “lost” about $1 million.

The Supervisors have given use of a $9 million City street to
wealthy contributors free of charge.

Doesn’t it seem stupid to eliminate monthly audits in the wake
of mismanagement and corruption at City Hall?

“J” PUSHED BY SAME SUPERVISORS WHO WANT 70%
PAY RAISE AND $5000 SPECIAL INTEREST CAMPAIGN
CONTRIBUTIONS

But who's surprised?

“J” was put on the ballot by:

The same Supervisors who raised sewer charges and parking
fines sky-high.

The same Supervisors who gave use of a $9 million Cny strect
away to wealthy contributors for free.

The same Supervisors who imposed a $200 fee on small busi-
nesses.

The same Supervisors sponsoring Proposmon “D" — which
raises Supervisors’ pay 70% to $41,122 and guarantees Super-
visors future pay increases without voter approval.

The same Supervisors pushing Proposition “O” — which allows
them to accept special interest PAC contributions of up to $5000.

The same Supervisors fighting Proposition “T” — two-term
limit on Supervisors — tooth and nail.

Say “NO” TO SPECIAL INTEREST GOVERNMENT!

Vote “NO” on “J”. Also be sure to vote “NO” on “D” and “O”

al]d “YES” on “T”.

Committee To Prevent Misappropriation of Public Funds

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION J

Proposition J allows the Controller to

« implement legislation sponsored by Supervisor Kennedy that
establishes a Performance and Efficiency Audit Office to eval-
uate and improve the efficiency and effectivencss of all city
department operations

» provide city policy makers with more meaningful financial
reports

« direct efforts towards analyzing financial problems; not simply
reporting fund balances ,

» audit the accounts of the Treasurer as specified in State Law

« determine how often minor department revolving funds (petty
cash funds) need to be post-audited. The Controller currently

reviews and will continue to review every revolving fund
expenditure, This practice is not changed by Proposition J.
Proposition J is a “good government” measure which adjusts
some very detailed Charter provisions written in 1931 to allow the
Controller flexibility to provide the City with improved auditing,
financial analysis and reporting,
Better financial reporting benefits city managers, policy makers,
the investment community and the public.
VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION J.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors

o

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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8B Controlier Duties

PAID ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION J

As Union officers representing accountants and auditors em-  David Chan, President
ployed by the City and County we urge you vote yes on Proposition Accountants and Auditors Chapter
J. Too much of our time is spent producing unnecessary reports Professional and Technical Engineers, Local 21
because of outdated Charter restrictions. This amendment would (San Francisco Unified School District)
allow us to make better use of our skills and would provide more  Susan Maher, Executive Board
efficient and economical services to the City. We urge you to vote Accountants and Auditors Chapter
yeson]J. ‘ Professional and Technical Engineers, Local 21
- (Controller’s Audits Division)

No Paid Arguments Were Submitted Against Proposition J

'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 indi-
cated by bold face type; deletions are
indicated by strike-eut-type.

3.302 Controller’s Reports ’

The controller shall annually make a complete
financial report which shall be audited and dis-
tributed as provided in Section 3.305 of this
charter. The controller shall also make a quar-
terly report not later than the 25th day of the
month succeeding the last preceding quarter,
showing a summary statement of revenues and
expenditures for the preceding quarter and for

* that portion of the fiscal year ending on the last
day of such preceding quarter. Such statements
shall include all general and funding accounts
and shall be detailed as to assets, liabilities,
income, expenditures, appropriations and funds,
in such manner as to show the financial condition
of the city and county and of each department,

office, bureau or division thereof, for that portion

of the fiscal year to and including the preceding
quarter, and with comparative’ figures for the
similar period in the preceding fiscal year. The
controller shall at the same time prepare state-
ments showing atthe end of each quarter the cash
position of the city and county (and the unen-
cumbered balance in each fund), He-shal-also

The controller shall periodically make such
reports as may be necessary to show the ac-
tual or projected financial conditions of the
city and county and of each department, of-
fice, bureau or division thereof, Further pro-
vided that the controller shall prepare such
reports for at least the first six and eight
month periods of each fiscal year. He shall also
prepare monthly and transmit to all department
heads concerned, reports showing the allow-
ances, expenditures, encumbrances and unen-
cumbered balances of each revenue and
expenditure appropriation. A copy of each such
quarterly report and special fiscal reports as re-
quested, shall be transmitted to the mayor, the
board of supervisors, the chief administrative
officer, and kept on file in the controller's office.
3.303 Audits
The controller shall audit the accounts of all
boards, officers and employees of the city and
county charged in any manner with the custody,
collection, or disbursement of funds. The con-
troller shall audit menthly all accounts of money
coming into the hands of the treasurer-He-shatt
make-en-audit-monthly-of-each-departmental
;, the frequency of
which shall be governed by state law.
The controller shall have the authority to

PROPOSITION J

audit the operations of all boards, commis-
slons, officers and departments to evaluate
their effectiveness and efficiency. The con-
troller shall have access to, and authority to
examine all documents, records, books and
other property of any board, commission,
officer ot department.

When requested by the mayor, the board of
supervisors, the chief administrative officer, or
any board or commission for its own depart-
ment, he shall audit the accounts‘of any officer

or department and—en—&e—deaﬂ}—femgmtm

6.301 Allotments

The several items of expenditure appropri-
ated in each anriual appropriation ordinance,
being based on estimated receipts, income or
revenues which may not be fully realized, it
shall be incumbent upon the controller to estab-
lish a schedule of allotments, _
teely as he may determine, under which the
sums appropriated to the several departments
shall be expended. The controller shall revise
such revenue estimates monthly periodicaliy.
If such revised estimates indicate a shortage the
controller shall hold in reserve an equivalent

amount of the corresponding expenditure ap- |

propriations set forth in any said annual appro-
priation ordinance until the collection of the
amount as originally estimated is assured; and,
in all cases where it is provided by this charter

* that a specified or minimum tax shall be levied

for any department, the amount of the appropri-
ation in any annual appropriation ordinance de-
rived from taxes shall not exceed the amount
actually produced by the levy made for said
department, The controller in issuing warrants
or in certifying contract or purchase orders or
other encumbrances, pursuant to Section 6.302
of this charter, shall consider only the allotted
portions of appropriation items to be available
for encumbrance or expenditure and shall not
approve the incurring of liability under any
allotment in excess of the amount of such allot-
ment. In case of emergency or unusual circum-
stance which could not be anticipated at the time
of apportionment, an additional allotment for a
period may be made on the recommendations
of the department head and that of the chief
administrative officer, board or commission and
the approval of the controller. After the allot-
ment schedule has been established or fixed, as
heretofore provided, it shall be unlawful for any
department or officer to expend or cause to be
expended a sum greater than the amount set
forth for the particular activity in the said allot-
ment schedule so established unless an addi-

tional allotment is made, as herein provided

6.302 Encumbrances

Accounts shall be kept by the controller |

showing the amount of each class or item of
revenue as estimated and appropriated in the
annual appropriation ordinance, and the amount
collected. Accounts shall also be kcpt by the
controller of each expense appropriation item
by the board of supervisors.

sueh-warrent-is-drawn:

Each suchrevenue and expense account shall
show in detail the amount of the appropriation
or appropriations made therefore by the super-
visors, the amount drawn thereon, the amount
of encumbrance for purchase orders, contracts
or other obligations theretofore certified by the
controller as against it, and the unencumbered
balance to the credit thercof, This balance shall

be the “unencumbered balance” as this term is’

used in this charter,

No obligation involving the expenditure of
money shall be incurred or authorized by any
officer, employee, board or commission of the
city and county unless the controller first certi-
fies that there is a valid appropriation from
which the expenditure may be made, and that
sufficient unencumbered funds are available in
the treasury to the credit of such appropriation
to pay the amount of such expenditure when it
becomes due and payable.

Each such certification shall be immediately

" recorded by the controller.

Each sum so recorded shall be an encum-
brance for the purpose certified until such obli-
gation is fulliiled, cancelled or discharged, or
until the ordinance or resolution is repealed by
the board of supervisors.
6:308-Revolving-Funds

The-beard-of-supervisors;on-the-recommen-
bdmey mbespoiotmohuizond
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supervisors-shallestablishrevelvingfundsiobe
used—as—ym&y—ensh—funds—fm—spee:ﬂe—wpescs
and-to-be-subjeet-to-seitlement-with;-and-

neeessary—to—facilitate—the-operation-of-each



(Continued from page 89)

City Attorney shall send a copy of said request
1o the District Attomey upon its receipt.

(d) The City Attomey shall within nine days
from the date of the receipt of said written
request send a copy of his or her proposed
opinion to the District Attorney. The District
Attorney shall within four days inform the City
Auorney whether he or she agrees with said
advice, or state the basis for his or her disagree-
ment with the proposed advice.

(c) No person other than the City Attorney
who acts in good faith on the advice of the City
Attorney shall be subject to criminal or civil
penalties for so acting; provided that, the mate-
rial facts are stated in the request for advice and
the acts complained of were committed either in
reliance on the advice or because of the failure
of the City Attorney to provide advice within 14

days of the request or such later extended time.

(Amended by Ord. 361-80, App. 8/5/80)

SEC. 16.515. PENALTIES. (a) Any person
who knowingly or willfully violates any provi-
sion of this Article shall be guilty of a misde-
meanor and upon conviction thereof shall be
punished by a fine of not more than $500 or by
imprisonment in the County jail for a period of
not more than six months or by both such fine
and imprisonment; provided, however, that any
willful or knowing failure to report contribu-
tions done with intent to mislead or deccive or
any willful or knowing violation of the provis-

jons of Section 16.508 or Section 16.509 of this
Article shall be punishable by a fine of not less
than $500 or three times the amountnotreported
or the amount received in excess of the:amount
allowable pursuant to Section 16.508 or Section
16.509 of this Article, whichever is greater.

(b) Any person who intentionally or negli-
gently violates any of the reporting require-
ments orcontribution limitations set forth in this
Article shall be liable in‘a civil action brought
by the civil prosecutor for an amount up to $500
or three times the amount not reported or the

amount received in excess of the amount allow-

able pursuant to ‘Section 16.508 or Section
16.509, whichever is greater. (Amended by
Ord. 361-80, App. 8/5/80)

SEC 16.516. EFFECT OF VIOLATION ON
OUTCOME OF ELECTION. If a candidate is
convicted of a violation of this Article at any
time prior 10 his or her election his or her can-
didacy shall be terminated immiediately and he
or she shall be no longer eligible for election,
unless the court at the time of sentencing spe-
cifically determines that this provision shall not
be applicable.

- No person convicted of a misdemeanor under
this Article after his or her election shall be a
candidate for any other City and County office
for a period of five years following the date of
the conviction unless the court shall at the time
of sentencing specifically determine that this

- TEXT OF SAN FRANCISCO ADMINISTRATIVE CODE THAT PROPOSITION O WOULD REPEAL

provision shall not be applicable.

A plea of nolo contendere shall be deemed a
conviction for purposes of this Section.
(Amended by Ord. 361-80, App. 8/5/80)

SEC. 16.517. EFFECT OF VIOLATION ON
CERTIFICATION OF ELECTION RE-
SULTS. The Registrar of Voters shall not issue
any certificate of nomination or election to any
candidate until his or her campaign statements
required in Section 16.504 have been filed.
(Amended by Ord. 114-76, App. 4/2/16)

SEC. 16.518. RULES OF CONSTRUC-

TION. This Article shall be construed liberally
in order to effectuate its purposes. No error,
irregularity, informality, neglect or omission of
any officer in any procedure taken under this
Article which does not directly affect the juris-
diction of the Board of Supervisors or the City
and County to control campaign contributions
shall avoid the effect of this Article. (Amended
by Ord. 114-76, App. 4/2/16)
' "SEC. 16.519. SEVERABILITY. If any pro-
vision of this Article, or the application thereof
to any person or circumstance, is held invalid,
the validity of the remainder of the article and
the applicability of such provisions to other
persons and circumstances shall not be affected
thereby. (Amended by Ord. 114-76, App.
4/2/16)

TEXT OF SAN FRANCISCO INITIATIVE ORDINANCE (JUNE 1986 PROPOSITION F)
THAT PROPOSITION O WOULD REPEAL

Ifyou vote “yes” on Proposition 0, you want
to delete the following Section of the Initiative
Ordinance that was passed as Proposition F in
1986.

Section 5. In the financing of city and county
campaigns: (a) No person other than acandidate
shall make, and no campaign treasurer shall
solicit or accept, any contribution which will

‘cause the total amount contributed by such per-

70

son with respect to a single election in support
of or in opposition to such candidate, including
contributions to political committees support-
ing or.opposing such candidate, to exceed
$500.00. (b) If any person is found guilty of
violating the terms of this section, each cam-
paign treasurer who received part or all of the
contribution or contributions which constitute
the violation shall pay promptly, from available

campaign funds if any, the amount received
from such person in excess of the amount per-
mitted by this section to the City and County
Treasurer for deposit in the General Fund of the
City and County. (c) This section shall not apply
to any in-kind contribution of television or radio
airtime to any candidate or committee pursuant
to the “Fairness Doctrine” articulated in Cull-
man Broadcasting, 40 FCC 576 (1963).
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Sheriff Duties

| PROPOSITION K
Shall security officers now employed by certain City departments
be transferred to the Sheriff, who would provide security to those YES 62 ‘
departments, shall the date that the Board of Supervisors must NO 63

- approve deputy sheriff salarles be changed
25, and shall the Charter specify duties to be per

Sheriff?

from April 1to August

formed by the

Analy

by Ballot Simplificat

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The Sheriff’s duties are setout in state
law. Many city departments and agencies employ theirown
security officers who are under the supervision of these
departments. The Board of Supervisors must approve pay
raises for most City workers, including Sheriff Department
employees, no later than April 1 of each year. o

THE PROPOSAL.: Proposition K is a Charter amendment. It
would specify the duties of the Sheriff, including operating
the County Jail, providing security to and serving the
warrants of the courts, and training and maintaining deputy
sheriffs to provide public protection during riots and emer-
gencies. These duties of the Sheriff could not replace or
conflict with the duties and powers of the Police Depart-
ment. .

Proposition K also would require the Sherilf to provide

security to a number of City departments that now employ

their own security officers. Under the Proposition, these
security officers would work for and be supervised by the

Sheriff. If qualified, they would become deputy sheriffs; -

those who are not would serve in a special classification

and would have limited law-enforcement powers. Employ-
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ees transferred to the Sherift would -continue to provide
security to their current departments unless they asked for
a change or were promoted.

Proposition K would change, from Aprit 1 to August 25,
the date the Board of Supervisors must approve pay raises
for deputy sheriffs and all other security officers working
for the Sheriff.

«yES” VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want the duties
of the Sheriff to be specitied in the Charter. You want
security officers under City departments to be transferred
to the Sheriff, who would be required to provide security
for those departments. You want to change, from April 1
to August 25, the date the Board of Supervisors must
approve pay raises for deputy sheriffs and all other security
officers working for the Sheriff.

“NO” VOTE MEANS: |f you vote no, you want security
officers to remain under the City departments for whom
they now work. You do not want to change the date by
which the Board of Supervisors must approve pay raises

for deputy sheriffs.

Controller’s Statement on “K"

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of Prop-
osition K. ‘

“Should the proposed Charter amendment be
adopted, in my opinion, it could increase the cost
of government by approximately $73,000 in 1990-
91, possibly increasing to as much as $700,000in
fiscal 1992-93, depending upon actuarial assump-
tions of the State of California.”

How Supervisors Voted on “K’

On July 31, the Board of Supervisors voted 7-2 on the
question of placing Proposition K on the ballot.
The Supervisors voted as follows:

YES: Supervisors Angela Alioto, Jim Gonzalez, Terence
Hallinan, Richard Hongisto, Thomas Hsieh, Willie
Kennedy, and Doris Ward.

NO: Supervisors Harry Britt and Nancy Walker.

o

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

n




Sheriff Duties

- OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION K

Proposition K means more peace officers more efficiently man-
aged. We urge a YES vote on Proposition K for a safer San
Francisco,

Proposition K will: -

* Provide additional training to the City’s security forces AT NO

COST TO THE CITY.

« Improve law enforcement recruitment, training, retention and

procurement practices,

« Create a wider range of public safety services,

* Make substantially better use of your tax dollars, '

Proposition K consolidates over 100 miscellaneous security po-
sitions under the Sheriff, and upgrades them to fully empowered,
fully trained peace officers so that while they carry out their current
duties they can also fight crimes and protect lives and property.

' Currently, the City employs these security personnel (o protect
City parks, hospitals and other facilities, but they lack the training
and management o serve as an effective anti-crime force, '

Proposition K authorizes the City to send these security person-
nel to a State of California certified Peace Officer Standards and
Training Academy; at no cost to the City. After receiving full
Academy training, the guards would Join the Sheriff’s Department
as full-fledged peace officers with the authority and training to
fight crime and protect lives, .

We strongly urge you 10 vote YES on Proposition K for a safer,
more efficient San Francisco.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors

No Rebuttal Was Submitted On The Official Argument in Favorvof Proposition K

’A’******'A"A'*****************************,

Remember to VOTE on Election Day, Tuesday November 7, 1989.
Your polling place is open from 7:00 in the morning to 8:00 in the evening.

******w**w******w****w*w*w************

Arguments printed on this Page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official age'n"cy.
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Sheriff Duties

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION K

Existing provisions of the City Charter provide for the general
law enforcement authority of the Chief of Police. Passage of this
Charter amendment would significantly erode the Police
Department’s ability to deliver law enforcement services by frac-
tionalizing public parks, buildings, and city-owned property into a
series of jurisdictional territories under general supervision of the
Sheriff, The Sheriff’s Department would have primary law en-
forcement authority within these territories while police officers
would be able to enter the territory only upon need. Crime preven-
tion patrols by police units would no longer be available in arcas
under primary jurisdiction of the Sheriff.

As proposed, the costs of training, certification, equipment,
salaries, pensions and disability pensions would sharply escalate
for decades to come. Conflicts between department heads and
security personnel controlled by the Sheriff will inevitably impact
service to the public,

Mayor Art Agnos joins me in strongly opposing this measure as
it will result in uncertainty and confusion in the minds of citizens

as to whom tocall in various areas of the City where there is a need
for law enforcement response.

For this reason and others such as higher costs and bureaucratic
duplication, Mayor Agnos opposes this Charter amendment.

Mayor Agnos is concerned that this measure did not originate
with any City department, nor did City department heads affected
by this measure participate in the development of the measure. It
was sponsored by the Deputy Sheriff’s Association in order to
expand their membership,

The creation of mini-jurisdictions with the duplication of re-
sources, costs and the resultant burcaucracies created will be
detrimental to public safety services which are now delivered in a
unified and professional manner.

Vote No on Proposition K.

Frank M. Jordan
Chief of Police

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION K

- Proposition K means more law enforcement officers in San
Francisco with the professional training and supervision to fight
crime.

Proposition K was placed on the ballot by the Board of Supervisors
because it will help the City’s law enforcement agencies protect lives
and property, The argument submitted against Proposition K severely
misinterprets the goals and effects of Proposition K.

« Proposition K plainly states that “Nothing herein shall interfere
with or supplant the duties and powers of the police depart-
ment.”

+ Proposition K will reduce bureaucracy by consolidating man-
agement of non-police department security personnel at the

librarics, parks, hospitals and other City buildings under the
Sheriff, an elected law enforcement professional.

« Proposition K will help avoid jurisdictional disputes by stating
plainly the duties and powers of the Sheriff’s Department.

» Proposition K will provide professional training for security

- personncl at no cost to the City.

Proposition K will benefit all San Franciscans. We strongly urge
you to vote YES on PROPOSITION K for a safer San Francisco.

Sheriff Michael Hennessey is in support of this proposition.

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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| K Sheriff Duties

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION K

~ San Francisco’s libraries are a treasure, but we need your help to
keep them safe. |

Proposition K means a better trained, more efficiently managed
security force for our libraries. ‘

I ask all San Franciscans to vote YES on Proposition K.

Gary Kong
San Francisco Public Library
Director of Security

As security officers who patrol the City's Parks, we know both
how beautiful, and how potentially dangerous, our parks can be.

WE NEED YOUR HELP TO KEEP OUR CITY’S PARKS
SAFE. ‘

Right now none of the security officers in the parks have the legal
peace officer authority to make arrests, or even to intervene when
we see a crime in progress. Our instructions when we sec¢ a crime
are to “observe and report.”

Proposition K would give professional training at the Peace

Officers Academy, and after that the authority to make peace

officer arrests and to intervene to keep citizens safe.

Please help us keep the parks safe. VOTE YES ON PROPO-
SITIONK.

SAN FRANCISCO PARK PATROL OFFICERS
Harold E. Walther, Jr.
Cheng M. Yu

Please join me in voting YES on Proposition K, the law enforce-
ment consolidation amendment,

Proposition K will bring into the Sheriff’s Department a number
of Civil Service law enforcemeént security positions now scattered
throughout the City, Current employees in these positions will not
be transferred involuntarily from their current job assignments.

There are tremendous advantages to all San Franciscans in pass-
ing Proposition K: better coordination and accountability of San
Francisco’s non-Police Department peace officers; strict, state-
paid training for the new Sheriff’s Department employees; and a
wider range of assignment opportunities for deputies who work in

the county jail resulting in less deputy turnover, thereby reducing
hiring and training costs for the City.

It’s clearly stated that nothing in Proposition K interferes with
current Police Department powers: Section (i), “Nothing herein
shall interfere with or supplant the duties and powers of the Police
Department.”

Vote Yes on Proposition K —a good government measure
benefiting all San Franciscans.

I support Proposition K 100% — please vote “Yes” on K.

Sheriff Michael Hennessey |

Proposition K is a bargain for San Francisco!

Proposition K upgrades and consolidates the management of the
City’s sccurity personnel, eliminating burcaucratic waste,

Proposition K makes better use of your tax dollars by converting
security officers already on the City’s payroll to full-fledged deputy
sheriff peace officers with the training and authority to fight crime
at City public facilities throughout San Francisco.

. The city already pays for these security personnel, Proposition
K will make them more effective.
We ask all San Franciscans to VOTE YES on PROPOSI-
TION K.

Al Waters
President, S.F. Deputy Sheriffs’ Association

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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Sheriff Duties

1

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION K

OUR NEIGHBORHOODS NEED MORE LAW ENFORCE-
MENT PROTECTION NOW!

Proposition K willincrease trained and professional law enforce-
ment presence at City facilities and parks in neighborhoods
throughout San Francisco. '

Rightnow the City’s security guards lack the training and author-

ity to fight crime. Proposition K would upgrade these guards to

full-fledged peace officers, who would have the authority to help

keep San Francisco safe.
We strongly urge all our neighbors throughout San Fran-

cisco to vote YES on Proposition K.

Bernal Heights Community Foundation '
Gerald Whitehead, President*

* For identification purposes only

" PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITIONK

Existing provisions of the City Charter provide for the general
law enforcement authority of the Chief of Police. Passage of this
Charter amendment would significantly erode the Police Depart-
ment’s ability to deliver law enforcement services by fractionaliz-
ing public parks, buildings, and city-owned property into a series
of jurisdictional territories under general supervision of the Sheriff,
The Sheriff’s Department would have primary law enforcement
authority within these territories while police officers would be
able to enter the territory only upon need. Crime prevention patrols
by police units would no longer be available in areas under primary
jurisdiction of the Sheriff..

The public safety of San Franciscan’s cannot be compromised
by the establishment of jurisdictional boundaries created solely to
enhance recruiting and retention problems faced by the Sheriff’s
Department. Presently, various city departments utilize security
personnel to guard public parks and buildings. The responsibilities
of these public employees are limited t0 performing security ser-

vices and the enforcement of local ordinances related to the prop-
erty they protect. Passage of this amendment would clevate the
status of these employees to full peace officer status with general
law enforcement authority. :

As proposed, the costs of training, certification, equipment,
salarics, pensions, and disability pensions would sharply escalate
for decades to come. Conflicts between department heads and
security personnel controlled by the Sheriff will inevitably impact
service to the public.

The creation of mini-jurisdictions with the duplication of re-
sources costs and the resultant bureaucracies created will be detri-
mental to public safety services which arc now delivered in a
unified and professional manner.

Vote No on Proposition K.

Assemblyman Willie L. Brown, Jr.
Assemblyman John Burton

*

Proposition K will increase costs 10 taxpayers of San Francisco.
The cost of security programs at San Francisco General Hospital
would increase substantially if reorganized under the Sheriff’s
Department. Under present administrative direction of San Fran-
cisco General, with expert consultation from the San Francisco
Police Department, the sccurity provided mects the special needs
of hospital patients, employees, volunteers and visitors inacapable

and cost-effective manner, The community would pay more and
receive less if Proposition K were passed.
Vote NO on Proposition K.

Phillip E. Sowa
Executive Director
San Francisco General Hospital

Arguments printed on this page ar

a the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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Sheriff Duties

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PHOPOSITION K

Plans to put armed deputy sheriffs in city parks are unnecessary
and expensive. Security, when required, should be provided by the
San Francisco Police Department, The additional cost of $170,000
to turn park rangers into deputy sheriffs can be better spent on
recreation directors and gardeners. Vote NO on Proposition K.

" Keith Eickman, President, Recreation and Park Commission*

Frances McAteer, Vice President, Recreation and Park
Commission*

Richard J. Guggenhime, Member Recreation and Park
Commission*

Tommy Harris, Member, Recreation and Park Commission*

Santiago Ruiz, Member, Recreation and Park Commission*

Mary E, Burns, General Managcr, Recreatnon and Park

Department*

Phil Arnold, Assistant General Manager. Recreation and Park
Department*

Amy Meyer, conservationist

Bette Landis

_ Jane Oto, President, Friends of Recreauan and Parks"‘

LeRoy King, International Longshoremen’s and -
Warehousemen’s Union (ILWU)*

Elizabeth deLosada, member, of the San Francnsco Landmarks
Preservation Advisory Board*

* For identification purposes only

Laguna Honda Hospital would be harmed by Proposition K.
Institutional Police Officers at the Hospital are an imporiant part
of the patient care team, The security needs of the hospital require
a sensitive approach to our frail elderly patients, staff, volunteers,
and visitors. Our institutional police are specially trained to operate
successfully in this unique environment.

The Proposition would place management of hospital security in
the Sheriff’s Department. The type of training and service provided

by the Sheriff’s Department is oriented to the County Jail system
~ not the hospital. The service approach of the hospital would be
significantly compromised by Proposmon K.

Vote NO on Pmposmon K.

Anthony G. Wagner |
Executive Administrator
Laguna Honda Hospital

Proposition K is not good for San Francisco, Effective security
at San Francisco General, Laguna Honda and Community Health
Clinics requires a security force devoted to those institutions and
their patient-care activities, and familiar with their special needs.
The current system of specially trained institutional police, work-
ing in cooperation with the San Francisco Police Department,
serves San Francisco very well. It should not be dismantled.

Please vote NO on Proposition K.

David Werdegar, M.D., M.P.H.
Director of Health

Department of Public Health
City & County of San Francisco

San Francisco’s multimillion dollar art collection i$ protected by
civil service museum guards. The guard force is trained for the
security needs of The Fine Arts Museums of San Francisco and the
Asian Art Museum. Proposition K will eliminate this security force
and replace it with more expensive Deputy Sheriffs who may be
rotated in and out of the museums and other city facilities. This
constantly changing security force will not have the training in the
special needs of the museums and will not be accountable to the

administration of the museums, Proposition K will result in poor
management and security for the City’s priceless art collections.
Vote NO on Proposition K.

Alexandra Phillips, President Fine Arts Musecums
Alice Lowe, Chairman Asian Art Commission
Harry Parker, Director Fine Arts Museums

Rand Castile, Director Asian Art Museum

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official 5§ency.
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PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION K

The security of public health care facilities, including SanFran-  John Blumlein .
cisco General Hospital and Laguna Honda Hospital, require pa- President, Health Commission
tient-oriented security officers supervised by health care Edward A, Chow, M.D. :
administrators. Proposition K would transfer the supervision of Chair, Joint Conference Committee
these security services to the Sheriff’s Department, thereby making Laguna Honda Hospital
it more difficult for health care administrators to assure a patient-  Rosabelle Tobriner
sensitive attitude in the health care facilities. Chair, Joint Conference Committee
Please vote NO on Proposition K. San Francisco General Hospital

********************************‘*,*****

Out of town on November 7, 19897 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.

*****‘********,*************************

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 are indicated by bold face

type. ’
3.404 Sheriff

(a) The sheriff shall be an elective officer. His
salary shall be established by salary standard-
ization procedures. He shall furnish an official
bond in the sum of $50,000. He shall appoint,
and athis pleasure may remove, an attomey, one
under-sheriff, one assistant sheriff and one con-
fidential secretary.

(b) In addition to such other dutles as the
general laws of the State of California may
authorize and require the Sheriff to perform,
the Sheriff Is authorlzed to perform and shall
perform the following duties for and in
behalf of the people of the City and County
of San Francisco:

(1) maintain, administer, and operate the
County Jall;

(2) provide for the security of the Municipal
and Superior Courts, serve warrants of arrest
and other criminal and civil processes of the
Municipal and Superior Courts, and serve
other warrants of arrest and criminal pro-
cesses valid for service upon persons located
within the City and County of San Francisco;

(3) In the manner prescribed by law, pur-
sue, take custody of, and bring into the City
and County of San Franclsco fugitives from
Justice and other persons wanted for crimi-
nal proceedings in the Municipal and Supe-
rlor Courts;

(4) transport prisoners between the
Gounty Jail and the state prison, state hospl-
tal, and such other places to which such pris-
oners are lawfully committed or ordered
confined by the Munlclpal or Superior
Courts;

(5) preserve the peace, maintain public
order, and enforce the law within the bulld-
ings.and upon the grounds of public agencies
and Institutions, and other public places, of
and within the City and County of San Fran-
cisco, Including the bulldings and grounds of
the Department of Public Health, the San
Francisco General Hospital, the Laguna
Honda Hospital, the Department of Mental
Health, the Department of Soclal Services, the
Department of Parks and Recreation, the
Port of San Francisco, and such other public
agencles, institutions, and places as the Sheriff
and the Board of Supervisors shall agree;
provided that nothing herein shall be con-
strued to deny the authority of the San Fran-
cisco Police Department, or the authority of
any other law enforcement agency, to enter at
need Into the bulldings or upon the grounds
of such publlc agencies, institutions, or places
for the purposc of preserving the peace, main-
taining public order, or enforcing the law;

(6) train and maintain a corps of Sherlf’s
deputies to provide for the control and
suppression of riots and other public distur-
bances, and to preserve the peace and main-
tain pubtic order during times of emergency;

(7) enter into such agreements with the
Chlef of Police or the local director of any
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federal, state, or local law enforcement
agency as necessary to provide mutual aid
during times of riot public disturbance,
emergency, or other need; provided that the
Sheriff shall make no agreement requiring
deployment of SherifP’s deputies more than
fifty miles from the nearest geographical
boundary of the City and County of San
Francisco, except as authorized by the Board
of Supervisors; and

(8) engage in such projects for the control,
suppression, and prevention of crime as may

be necessary to secure and enhance the pub-

lic safety, including but not limited to the
following:

(A) the development, implementation, and
managementof acommunity corrections pro-
gram, for the purposes of providing rehabil-
itation to persons sentenced to a term of con-
finement in the County Jail, and reducing the
cost to the City and County of San Francisco
for the care and custody of such persons, and

(B) the development, implementation, and
management of a data processing system for
criminal Justice information, for the purpose

of developing statistical and other infor-

mation for the formulation and periodic
evaluation of criminal justice policy by the
people of the City and County of San Fran-
cisco, their clected representatives, and the
elected and appolinted heads of the varlous
criminal justice agencles of the City and
County of San Francisco. )

(c) Subject to the Civil Service provisions of
this Charter, the Sheriff may employ SherifPs
deputics to carry out the law enforcement
functions and duties specified herein; pro-
vided that such functions and duties shall be
performed by the Sheriff, or by Sheriff’s dep-
uties regularly employed as peace officers
pursuant to section 830.1 of the Penal Code.

(d) The Sherliff shall prepare and submit to
the Board of Supervisors an annual report
on the scope of the SherlfP’s actlvities pur-
suant to the functions and duties hereln
assigned to the Sheriff; provided that noth-
Ing herein shall be construed to require the
Sheriff to include in such report or otherwise
to disclose any Information protected from
disclosure by law.,

(¢) Notwithstanding any other provisions
of this Charter, the Board of Supervisors Is
authorized to enact, and shall enact an ordi-
nance to accomplish the following:

(1) to abolish all civil service classes whose
Incumbents are not empowered or not re-
quired by state law to be empowered as peace
officers under section 830.1 of the Penal Code,
and who now perform the functions and du-
tles of institutional, bufldings and grounds,
park, or harbor sccurity officers, and to abol-
Ish such other classes as the board of supervi-
sors may deem appropriate to accomplish the
purposes described hereln except that noth-
ing hereln shall authorize the board of super-
visors to reclassify security personnel em-
ployed by the war memorial or community

college district;

(2) to transfer the functions and duties of
such classes to the Sherlff; :

(3) to convert positions in the abolished
classes to positions In the various classes of
SherifPs deputles, and, as necessary, to posi-
tlons In a speclally created class under the
control of the Sheriff and having restricted
law enforcement authorlty;

(4) to provide for the appointment of
qualificd persons holding positions in the
abolished classes to positions In the varlous
classes of SherifP’s deputies, and to provide
further for appointment of persons holding

" positions In the abolished classes and not

qualified for appointment to positions in the
varlous classes of Sheriff’s deputies to posi-
tions in the specially created class provided
that no person holding a position in any of
the abolished classes shall, as a result of such
conversion and subsequent appointment, be
subject to a reduction in present salary, nor

to any further probationary period except as
may be required by state law, nor to loss of

- option to remalin in present general assign-

ment, except by request for transfer or by
promotlon

(f) The wages, benefits, and other condi-
tions of employment of appointees in the var-
lous classes of Sheriff’s deputies and ap-
pointees In any other class established by
ordinance pursuant to section (e)(3) above,
shall be established utilizing the mechanism
set forth In sections 8.401 and 8.407 of this
Charter, except that the Civil Service
Commission shall certify basfc pay rates for
Sheriff’s deputy classifications on or before
August 1 of any year In which a survey
pursuant to sections 8,401 and 8.407 Is con-
ducted. The board of supervisors shall fix the
rates of such classes not later than August 25
of that ycar, and the rates shall be cffective
September 1. In all other respects, the com-
pensation of classes covered by this section
shall be governed by Charter sections 8.401
and 8.407.

(g) If any provision of this section of the
Charter Is found to be in conflict with any
other provision of any other section of the
Charter, or any enactment pursuant thereto,
the provisions of this section of the Charter
shall prevalil.

(h) If any provision of thls section of the

-Charter Is found to be invalid, such finding

shall not affect the validity of the remaining
provisions, and all such provisions.

(1) Nothing herein shall interfere with or
supplant the dutles and powers of the Police
Department.

() The provisions herein contained shall
become law on the date on which approval of
this scction of the Charter Is certified by the
Secretary of State of the State of California;
provided, however, that section (¢) and any
ordinance enacted pursuant thereto, shall be
effective not later than the first day in July of
the year 1990, 0



- Juvenile Probation Department.

. PROPOSITION L
Shall the authority to appoint and remove the chief juvenile
probation officer be transferred from the Superior Court to a new 'YES65 M
seven-member Juvenile Probation Commission, which will over- | NO 66 mm)

see the management of a new Juvenile Probation Department,

including the City’s juvenile detention facilities?

Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THEWAY IT1S NOW: The Superior Court hires the

chief juvenile probation officer to manage the
City's juvenile detention facilities and the proba-
tion division of the juvenile court. Persons hired
by the chief juvenile probation officer must be
approved by the juvenile probation board.or com-
mittee created by state law. :

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition L is a charter
amendment that would create a seven-member
commission appointed by the Mayor to manage
anew City juvenile probation department, includ-
ing the juvenile detention facilities. The Commis-

~ sionwould hire the chief juvenile probation officer

“who would supervise the day-to-day operation of

the department. Under Proposition L, persons
hired by the chief juvenile probation officer would
no longer be approved by a juvenile probation
board or committee created by state law.

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

to create a City juvenile probation department
managed by a seven-member commission ap-
pointed by the Mayor and you want that commis-
sion to hire the chief juvenile probation officer.

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you want

to continue to have the Superior Court manage
the juvenile detention and probation system.

Controller’s Statement on “L”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of Prop-
osition L:

“Should the proposed Charter amendment be
adopted, in my opinion, the creation of a juvenile
probation commission could increase the cost of
government by $8,400. The cost effect of depart-
mental reforms, being dependent upon future
budgetary and Civil Service considerations, cannot
be determined at this time.” "

How Supervisors Voted on “L”
On July 24, the Board of Supervisors voted 11-0 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, Thomas Hsieh,
Willie Kennedy, Bill Maher, Wendy Nelder, Nancy
Walker, and Doris Ward.

NO: None

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE ANDITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE.
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L Juvenile Probation Department

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION L

Yote YES on Proposition L. -

" This charter amendment will strengthen the administration of the
Juvenile Probation Department by creating a public commission
with clear lines of accountability directly to the mayor.

Decades of problems in our Juvenile Probation Department are
due to basic structural weaknesses in our local juvenile justice
system. Currently, 28 Superior Court Judges are the *“boss” of the
Probation Department, with unclear accountability and ambiguous

roles. The judges have many responsibilities that are not directly

related to judicial functions, including the administration of two
institutions, social rehabilitation programs and a large and varied
staff. The Chief Probation Officer, who serves at the pleasure of
rotating judges, lacks the power and independence to assert cre-
ative, strong leadership.

Vote YES on Proposition L.

This charter amendment would create a seven-member commis-
sion which would have responsibility for setting policy and for
administrative and fiscal management of this complex system.
Long-standing policy questions of how youths who violate the law
should be treated at Juvenile Hall and in the community would
become matters of public debate, with decisions made by a public
commission representing the interests of youth, parents, commu-
nity groups, and juvenile justice advocates and personnel.

Voie YES on Proposition L.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor

Nb Official Argument Was Submitted Against Proposition L
No Rebuttals Were Submitted On Proposition L

'PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR. OF PROPOSITION L

Vote YES on Proposition L.

San Francisco’s juvenile justice system is overdue for reform.
For 30 years, this system has been plagued with problems — poor
conditions in the Juvenile Hall, ineffective rehabilitative programs,
and one management crisis after another. All parties involved in
this system agree that there is a need for a basic structural change
that would improve accountability and bring San Francisco into
compliance with national standards for the care and treatment of
youth,

The current system is insulated from public scrutiny. The respon-
sibilities of the various branches of city government for running
the system often overlap and contradict each other. The proposed
charter amendment would open to public debate many important
issues about how youth are treated within the juvenile justice
system. This amendment would streamline the system, clarifying

lines of authority. ‘

Coleman Advocates for Children and Youth has worked on
juvenile justice issues for 15 years. Our Board of Directors, com-
posed of community representatives and experts in youth law, are
confident that Proposition L is the most significant step San Fran-
cisco could take to reform an outdated juvenile justice system.

Improve youth services: Vote YES on Proposition L.

Sharon Meadows

Peter Bull

Art Tapia

Greg Day

Jean Jacobs

Board of Directors, Coleman Advocates for Children and Youth

Arguments printea on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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- Juvenile Probation Department.
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| - PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITIONL -

Jose Medina,
Police Commissioner

Proposition L is a much-needed reorganization of the justice
system. Prop L mandates citizen inputon juvenile justice programs,
provides for a better system for troubled youth and a cost effective
way to make our City safer. Vote YES ON PROP L!

~ AlJuvenile Probation Department will ensure better accountabil-
ity and provide amuch needed public forum for resolving problems
in our juvenile justice system. It will improve services to San
Francisco’s most needy youth.

VOTE YES ONPROP L.

San Francisco Democratic Party
County Central Committee
Elected Members

Carole Migden, Chair
Adrian Bermudez, Jr.
Kimiko Burton

Lulu Carter

Ellen Chaitin

Greg Day

Catherine Dodd

Bob Geary-

Terence Hallinan
Michael Hardeman
Leslie Katz

Tony Kilroy

Steve Krefting
Ruth Picon

Alexa Smith

. Arlo Hale Smith

Alicia Wang
Ex Officio Appointecs

'Anne Daley
"Ed McGovern

Jim Morales
Matthew Rothschild
Alfredo Rodriguez
Arnold Townsend

'No Paid Arguments Were Submitted Against Proposition L

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 CHARTER AMENDMENT

NOTE: Additions or substitutions are indi-
cated by bold race type; deletions are
indicated by

PART TWENTY-THREE
JUVENILE JUSTICE DEPARTMENT

3.699 Establishment _

There Is hereby established a department
of juvenile probation which shall consist of a
Juventle probation commission, a chief juve-
nile probation officer and such assistants,
deputies and employees as may be necessary
to carry out the functions and duties of said
department.

3.699-1 Juvenile Probation Commission -

Composition

A juvenile probation commissfon is hereby
created, which shall consist of 7 members,
who shall be appointed by the mayor and
who shall be subject to suspension and re-
moval in the same manner as elective offi-
cers. Two of the members shall be appointed
from lists of eligibles submitted to the Mayor
by the Superior Court.

The term of each commissioner shall be 4
years, commencing at twelve o’clock, noon,
on the 15th day of January in the year 1990;
provided, that the respective terms of office
of those first appointed shall be as follows:
two for four years, two for three years, two
for two ycars and one for one year. These
Initlal terms shall be determined at the Initial
meeting of the commission by drawing lots,
Vacancles occurring on sald commission
either during or at the explration of the terms
of cach sald member shall be filled by the
mayor in the same fashion as the appoint-
ment of the vacating member. The compen-
sation of each commissloner shall be $25 per
meeting but not to exceed $100 per month.

Any person may serve concurrently as a
member of the juvenlle justice commission
created by state Jaw and as a member of the
Juvenlle probation commission herein
created. The commission shall be broadly
representative of the general public of San
Francisco, including racial, ethnic, gender,
age (Including youth), socio-economic and
sexual orientation groups In the City and
County.

3.699-2 Juvenile Probation Commission -

Powers, Dutles

The juvenile probation commission shall
have the power and duty to organize, re-
organize and manage the department of
Juvenile probation. The juvenlle probation
commission may appoint a secretary, which
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PROPOSITION L

appointment shall not be subject to the civil
service provislens of the charter. The juve-
nile probation commission shall have the
power to create new positions within the
department of juvenile probation and, not-
withstanding section 8.300 of the charter,
shall have the power to declare new manage-
ment or executive positions to be exempt
from the civil service provisions of the char-
ter, subject to the approval of the board of
supervisors. The juvenile probation commis-
sion shall also have the power to declare
existing executive or management positions
within the department to be exempt from the
civil service provisions of the charter, sub-
Ject to approval of the board of supervlsors,
and to determine whether persons with civil
service status serving in existing positions
declared exempt shall continue to have civil
service status in those positlons. However, in
no event shall the juvenile probation com-
mission declare more than 6 management or

- executive positions to be exempt from the

civil service provisions of the charter.
3.699-3 Chief Juvenile Probation Officer

The juvenile probation commission shall
appoint a chief juvenile probation officer,
who shall hold office at its pleasure. The chief
Juvenile probation officer shall be the depart-
ment head within the meaning of charter
section 3.501.

The chief Juvenile probation officer and his
or her assistants and deputics shall have the
powers conferred upon chief juvenile proba-
tion officers, assistants and deputies by the
laws of the State of California; and they shall
perform all of the duties prescribed by such
laws, and such additional dutles as may be
prescribed by ordinances of the board of
supervisors.

4.105 Probation Boards

 The-adult-probation-committee-and-the juve
rile-probation-board-or eaum:_mee shall-oon
':"“.E to eﬁime;s‘e their 'l“pe’e tve-powers ml d

The superior court judges of the city and
county presiding in the department or depart-
ments for the hearing and disposition of crimi-
nal cases and procecdings shall, by order
entered in the minutes of the court in the crimi-
nal department or departments thereof, appoint
the adult probation officer.

The adult probation officer shall apint u.ch _
assistants, deputies and employees as may be
allowed or provided by the board of supervisors.

ted-by-state-Jaw:
The salaries of the adult probation officer;the

their and his or her assistants, deputies and
employees shall be fixed by the board of super-
visors in the same manner as for other officials
and employees of the city and county.
The adult probnuon ofhcer——meehw{-pfob&-
and their his or
her assistants and deputies shall have the pow-
ers confcrrcd upon adult probation officers;pre-
juventle-eourt; and their
assistants and deputies by the laws of the State
of California; and they shall perform all of the

" duties prescribed by such laws, and such addi-

tional duties as may be prescribed by ordinances
of the board of supervisors.

-The civil service provisions of this charter
shall apply to and govern the assistants, deputies
and employees of the adult probation officer and |
of the chief probation officer of the juvenile
court. For purposes of this charter the adult
probation officer shall be the appointing officer
as to his assistants, deputies, and employees.

The pension and renrement provisions of this
charter shall apply to and govern the adult pro-
bation officer, the chicf probation officer of the
juvenile court, their assistants, deputies and
cmployees.



PUC Deputy General Managers

- PROPOSITIONM
Shall certain Public Utilities Commission deputy general manag- |
ers be appointed and hold office at the pleasure of the General YES 68 ‘
Manager of the Public Utilities Commission, rather than under civil - NO69  mp
service rules?
Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The Public Utilities
Commission appoints a General Manager
to oversee and manage the departments
and bureaus under the Commission. Dep-

‘uty general managers for the Municipal
Railway, Water Department and Hetch
Hetchy Water and Power are hired for and
fired from those positions under the civil

service system.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition M is a char-
ter amendment. Under Proposition M,
“deputy general managers would no longer
be hired for and fired from those positions
under the civil service system. Instead,
deputy general managers would serve at
the discretion of the General Manager,
with the approval of the Public Utilities

Commission. Proposition M would not af-
fect current deputy general managers.

A “YES” VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes,

youwant deputy general managers for the
Municipal Railway, the Water Department
and Hetch Hetchy Water and Power to
serve at the discretion of the General
Manager of the Public Utilities- Commis-
sion and to be exempt from civil service
hiring rules. | |

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you

want deputy general managers for the
Municipal Railway, the Water Department
and Hetch Hetchy Water and Power to
continue to be hired for and fired from
those positions under the civil service

system.

Controller’s Statement on “M"
City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of Prop-
osition M:
“Should the proposed Charter amendment be
adopted, in my opinion, it would not affect the cost
of government.”

How Supervisors Voted on “M”

On July 24, the Board of Supervisors voted 10-1 on 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 Msieh,

Willie Kennedy, Bill Maher, Nancy Walker, and Doris

Ward.
NO: Supervisor Wendy Nelder.

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE.
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'PUC Deputy General Managers

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PﬁOPOSITION M

This Charter amendment will not add any posmons, change
salaries, or increase costs,

Many major city department heads such as Airport, Police, Fire,
Health, and Public Works are permitted to appoint their deputies
at their discretion. The general manager of Public Utilities does not
have this authority with respect (o the deputies in the utilities under
his or her control, the San Francisco Municipal Railway, Water and
Hetch Hetchy. Currently the Municipal Railway has four deputy
general managers, and the Water department and Hetch Hetchy
each have one deputy general manager. All of these positions are
appointed from a list generated from a Civil Service exam.

The deputy general manager positions are critically important. |

The success of large government departments depends on the
senior management team'’s ability to work together. Building a
successful senior management téam is difficult under the tradi-

tional Civil Service exam process because the process does not

" consider the ability of the individuals to work as a team.

By making these positions discretionary appointments the gen-
eral manager of Public Utilities will have greater ability to build a
successful team and hold the deputies responsible for critical
public services. Employees currently in the positions will not be
affected by this Charter amendment.

This measure allows the General Manager of the Public Utilities
Commission, a department comprising over 5,000 employees, the
flexibility of appointing top level management for greater effi-
ciency and teamwork at no extra cost to the City

Vote Yes on Proposition M

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION M |

The Supervisors claim patronage appointments at MUNI —
which “M” will bring us — will improve efficiency.

They tell us “J” — which eliminates monthly audits of City
departments — will get rid of “rigid reporting requirements.”

They also say the 70% salary increase “D” will bring them is

“fair,”

They suggest climinating Supervisors’ oversight of retirement
funds — which “N” will do — somehow benefits the City.

They say that “O” — which allows $5000 PAC contributions to
Supervisors® campaigns — will simplify campaign laws.

These same people also said that the sewer project wouldn’t
increase our water bills!

And that there was no City deficit in 1987!

DO YOU BELIEVE THEM?

If, so, we've got a bridge to sell you!

IF NOT, ASK YOURSELF WHY?

Why do they think we'd give them a 70% pay raise? Or authorize
$5000 campaign contributions?
Why did they find a legal loophole to get “T” (two-term limit for

 Supervisors) thrown off the ballot?

Did they do these things to benefit us?

Or do they just think we're stupid?

SHOW THEM YOU'RE NOT DUMB!

SHOW THEM YOU'RE TIRED OF “BUSINESS ASUSUAL"
AT CITY HALL,

Vote “NO” on special interest measures “D,” “J "*“M,”“N,” and
“O”'

* Committee To Close Legal Loopholes

Thomas Spinosa, Republican Leader
Alexa Smith, Democratic Committee Member
Arlo Hale Smith, BART Director

-

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

84




PUC Deputy General Managers

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION M

“M" MEANS “MORE MISMANAGEMENT AT MUNI"

Proposition M is a cynical proposal by the Supervisors to turn a
number of positions at MUNI and the Water and Power Depart-
ments into patronage jobs.

MUNI already has an abysmal record in the areas of cleanliness,
safety, and fiscal management.

MUNI buses and streetcars are regularly covered with garbage
and graffiti, In contrast, Golden Gate Transit and BART keep their
cars almost spotless.

MUNI regularly has senous. even fatal, accidents, while BART
has never had a single passenger debt.

MUNI recovers. only about 33% of its operating costs at the
farebox. BART recovers 50% at the farebox and San Diego’s
trolley line has an operating ratio of over 90%!

Exempting positions from civil service, like Proposition “M”
proposes, allows the politicians to hire their friends!

The politicians have already made a fine mess at City Hall:

They have imposed a $200 fee on small business, raised sewer
service charges through the ceiling, increased parking fines without

providing transportation- solutions, and given away City property
to their contributors,

Whey let them hire their friends at MUNI?

“M” PUSHED BY SAME SUPERVISORS WHO WANT 70%
PAY RAISE AND $5000 SPECIAL INTEREST CAMPAIGN
CONTRIBUTIONS

“M” is sponsored by:

The same Supervisors sponsoring Proposition “D” —to give

themselves a 70% pay raise, and guaranteed future salary increascs

without voter approval.
The same Supervisors pushing Proposition “O” — to allow spe-
cial interest PAC’s to contribute up to $5000 to their campaigns.
The same Supervisors who oppose Proposition “T” — the two-

term limit on Supervisors,
JUST SAY “NO" TO SPECIAL INTEREST GOVERNMENT!

Vote “NO” on “M", Also be sure to vote “NO" on “D” and “O”
and “YES” 0“ “'I'".

Committee To Close Legal Loopholes

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION M

Unfonunately, the frivolous argument against Proposition M is
cast in a manner which denies you, the tax paying public, wnh a
serious statement of facts,

Proposition M is proposed with the clear intention of improving
the management of three (3) critical city departments — Water,
Hetch Hetchy, and Municipal Railway — nothing more, nothing
less.

The argument against Proposition M focuses on negatives re-
garding Municipal Railway, rather than the positives which could

be achieved through the passage of Proposition M.,

Do you want:

» Sound, professional, government management?

« More bang for your tax buck?

« Accountability to you the taxpayer?

If so — vote for Proposmon M, which means “Improved Gov-
ernment Management.”

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors

Arguments printed on this pagd are the opinion of the authors and have not heen checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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PUC Deputy General Managers

No Paid Arguments Were Submitted In Favor Of Proposition M

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITIONM :

Why you should say no to City Hall on Prop M
The City Charter mandates that all municipal jobs except depart-
ment head positions are supposed to be filled only after competitive
civil service exams have been offered to all qualified candidates.

- Now, elected officials are asking you to extend political appoint-

ments 1o the high-level professional and technical ranks in the
Public Utilities Commission, with annual salaries of nearly
$90,000.

We say vote no on Prop M. Tell City Hall that politics has no
place in municipal employment. Fair and open competition for
deputy director positions in the Muni, Water Department and Hetch
Hetchy would result in competent civil service employees who
answer first to the needs of the citizenry, not to the politicians or
department heads who appointed them,

We know that voters have rejected similar initiatives but City
Hall continues to fill positions by political appointment rather than
open competition. Right now, all of the deputy directors in the PUC

Proposition M would add six new political patronage jobs at the
Public Utilities Commission. It is insidious and should be rejected.

The supervisors claim that the deputy general managers for
Muni, Hetch Hetchy, and the Water Department need to be “team
players”, and thus should be exempt from the Civil Service system.
“Team player” sounds like a code word for knuckling under to
orders from their boss!

The Civil Service system is designed to protect city employees
from just such political pressure. The Civil Service test is designed

operating departments are so-called * temporary in other words, |
appointed in the absence of a civil service exam. The Civil Service
Commission looks the other way and conveniently ignores its
obligation to give exams because the departments like it that way.

In other words, the fox is guarding the hen house.

This practice is not limited to deputy director and other high
ranking jobs; it permeates the whole system. If the Commission
doesn’t offer exams, then the department heads get 10 hand-pick
employees of their choosing, with no regard to fairness or even, in
many cases, competence. What City Hall is really asking youtodo
is to legalize the current practice that continues despnc the will of
San Francisco voters.

Vote no — tell City Hall that politics has no place in mumclpal
employment.

San Francisco Labor Council
Paul Dempster, President

to prevent incompetent or unqualified applicants from obtaining
city jobs. A test may not be perfect, but it’s better than no standard
at all. Proposition M goes back to the days of “who do you know”
and “will you follow orders”.

FOR OUR CITY'S SAKE, PLEASE VOTE NO ON PROPOSI-
TION M!

Senator Quentin L. Kopp

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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PUC Deputy General Managers

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPbSITION M

WHY YOU SHOULD SAY NO TO CITY HALL ON
PROPM:

The City Charter mandates that all municipal jobs except depart-
ment head positions are supposed to be filled only after competitive
civil service exams have been offered to all qualified candidates.
Now, elected officials are asking you to extend political appoint-
ments to the high-level professional and technical ranks in the
Public Utilities Commission, with annual salaries of $89,000.

We say vote no on Prop M. Tell City Hall that politics has no
place in municipal employment. Fair and open competition in the
PUC would result in competent civil service employees who an-
swer first to the needs of the citizenry, not to the politicians or
department heads who appointed them.

- As career civil service employees we know that even though
voters have rejected similar initiatives, City Hall continues to fill
positions by political appointment rather than open competi-
tion. Right now, many of the PUC deputy dircctors are so-called
*tempordry”; in other words, appointed in the absence of a civil

service exam. The Civil Service Commission, in charge of prevent-
ing this Charter violation, ignores its obligation o give cxams
because the departments like it that way. In other words the fox is
guarding the hen house.

This practice is not limited to deputy director and other high
ranking jobs; it permeates the whole system. If the Commission
doesn’t offer exams, then the department heads get to hand-pick
employees of their choosing, with no regard to fairness or even in
many cases, competence. What City Hall is really asking you is 10
legalize the current practice that continues despite the will of San
Francisco voters.

Vote no — tell City Hall that politics has no place in munic-
ipal employment.

Dee Lemmon, President
Nancy Gin, Vice-President
International Federation of Professional and Technical Engincers

TEXT OF PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENT

NOTE: Additions or substitutions are indj-
cated by bold face type; deletions are
indicated by

3,593 Manager of Utilities and Other Execu-

tives

The Public Utilities Commission shall ap-
point a manager of utilities who shall be the
chief executive of the cornmission and shall,
subject to the approval of the commission, have
the management of all utilities, bureaus and
operations under its jurisdiction. He shall hold
office at the pleasure of the commission. Sub-
ject to the approval of the commission, he shall

PROPOSITION M

appoint or remove the heads of departments and
bureaus under the commission, and shall ap-
point or remove deputy general managers
for the San Francisco Municipal Railway, the
San Francisco Water Department and Hetch
Hetchy Water and Power, exclusive of the
civil service provisions of this charter, pro-
vided, however, that incumbent deputy gen-
cral managers as of the date of enactment of
this amendment shall not be displaced or
affected thereby. The manager of utilities and
the heads of departments and burcaus, and the
deputy general managers shall each possess

the necessary executive, administrative and
technical qualifications for their respective of-
fices. The manager shall have full power to

_administer the affairs of the commission as chief

executive officer and may, with the consent of
the commission, act as the head of any depart-
ment or bureau created by this charter or by the
commission. The salaries of the manager, dep-
uty general managers and heads of separate
utilities and bureaus shall not exceed prevailing

salaries paid those holding similar positions in

comparable private employment. O

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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LEGAL TEXT OF PROPOSITION R (Continued from page 136)

Sec. 1407. Conformity of Housing, Building,
and Planning Codes. The building may be

required to comply only with the apphcable
laws, including the building, safety, and zoning
codes, which were in effect for similar multi-
resident structures in the City as of the date the
building was constructed. No new, additional
requirements including, but not limited to park-
ing, room size, or interior or exterior improve-
ments of any kind, may be imposed as a
condition, either directly or indirectly, of the
Tenant Initiated Conversion. Notwithstanding
the above, the City may impose reasonable
health or safety requirements consistent with
this Article upon such buildings, provided that
such requirements uniformly apply to all similar
multi-resident structures in the City of San Fran-
cisco, regardless of the form of ownership of the
building. Without limiting the foregoing, the
City may require that all violations of such
codes have been satisfactorily corrected or,
upon the approval of the Director and prior to
recordation of the final map or parcel map, funds
have been adequately escrowed or bonded to
assure completion of such corrective work prior
to the closing of escrow of any umt in the
project.

Sec. 1408. Time Limits for Reapplication.

(a) If an application for Tenant Initiated Con-
version is withdrawn by the applicant or disap-

proved pursuant to Sections 1405 (a) or 1405 (b), -

no application for the same building shall be
accepted for {iling until 6 months have clapsed
from the date of withdrawal or disapproval,

(b) If an application for Tenant Initiated Con-
version is disapproved pursuant to Sections
1405(c) or 1405(d), no application for the same
building shall be accepted for filing until 2 years
have elapsed from the date of disapproval and
thereafter shall only be approved if it is deter-
mined thatno unpermitted eviction has occurred
within the 2 years prior to the filing of the
later-filed application.

Secc. 1409. Applicability of Other Provisions.,

The provisions of Sections 1342 and 1359 (c)
shall not apply to Tenant Initiated Conversions.

Sec. 1410. Form of Tenant Consent to Con-
version. The Tenant Consent to Conversion
shall be in substantially the following form and
substance:

STATEMENT OF TENANT CONSENT
TO CONVERSION
FOR
TENANT INITIATED CONVERSIONS

This is a Tenant Consent to Conversion form
that is used to determine how many tenants
consent to the filing of an application for con-
version of the building in which they currently
reside to condominiums.

Everything that the owner guarantces or prom-
ises you in exchange for your signature, includ-
ing the sales price for your unit, is set forth in
writing in the Tenant Initiated Conversion Ap-
plication. These promises, including the promise
to sell you the unit for the price stated on the form,
will be made conditions of the approval of the

conversion and the signed form will become

public record. IF, AFTER FINAL APPROVAL
OF THE CONVERSION, THE OWNER RE-
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FUSES TO SELL THE UNIT AS AGREED OR
DEMANDS A HIGHER PRICE, YOU
SHOULD IMMEDIATELY CONTACT THE
APPROVING AGENCY AND THECITY AT-
TORNEY.
I/We, the undersigned, as tenant (s) of unit
at , San Francisco,

- California, at the time of ﬁlmg of the Tenant

Initiated Conversion Application of such prop-
erty, do certify my/our consent to the filing of
the Tenant Initiated Conversion Application for
the building. J/We have seen and have received
a copy of the Tenant Initiated Conversion Ap-
plication which lists the maximum sales prices
for all tenant occupied units in this building and
other information on the Tenant Initiated Con-
version Application to be filed with the City of
San Francisco.
~ The list indicates that the maximum sales price
for my/our unit is 1o be $ . J/We under-
stand that if the offer to purchase the unit is made
more than one year after the date of filing of the
Tenant Initiated Conversion Application the
unit’s sale price may increase according to any
change reflected in the Consumer Price Index
from the date of filing to the date the offer to
purchase the unit is made to you by the owner.
1/We further understand that this Consent to
Conversion Form will be filed with the City for
the purpose of establishing the percentage of
tenants who agree to the conversion pursuant to
this article.

1I/We declare, under penalty of perjury, that all
of my/our statements above are true and correct.
(Signed and Separately Dated by Intending to
Purchase Tenant (s) and Owner.)

Sec, 1411, Prohibition Against Other Tax and
Fee Requirements; Prohibition Against Addi-
tional Resale Controls.

(a) No fee may be imposed, either directly or
indirectly, by the City on a Tenant Initiated
Conversion except the imposition of reasonable
processing of map fees by the San Francisco
Department of Public Works.

(b) No tax may be imposed, either directly or
indirectly, by the City on a Tenant Initiated
Conversion except such taxes as are imposed on
similar multi-resident structures in the City,

(c) Except as provided in subscction (a) of
Section 1406, the City shall not impose, either
directly or indirectly, any restrictions on the
price, terms or conditions of sale or resale of any
unit in a Tenant Initiated Conversion except to
incorporate the terms and conditions agreed to
by the parties in the Tenant Initiated Conversion
Application as authorized by this Article. Noth-
ing in this Section shall restrict the City, any
other government agency, or any other person
from making any volunlary loans or other forms
of vpluntary financial assistance to purchasers
of units for which a Tenant Initiated Conver-
sions Application has been approved with any
terms agreeable to all parties,

Scc. 1412, Applicability of Other Laws. Any
provision of any ordinance of the City or any
provision of the Administrative Code, and any
appendix or any rules or regulations thereto,
inconsistent with the provisions of this Article,
to the extent of such inconsistency and no further,

shall not apply to the extent necessary to effect
the provisions of this Article. Any general or
specific plan of the City inconsistent with this .
Article shall be amended to the extent necessary
to be consistent with this Article, and until such
amendment, shall be deemed consistent with this
Article. The conversion of rental units to home
ownership under this Article 11 shall be specif-
ically deemed to comply with the Master Plan.

Sec. 1413, Limitations. If the Board of Super-
visors finds based upon competent factual data
obtained from municipal, state, federal or other
independent sources of data that the ratio of .
non-owner occupied residential units to owner
occupied residential units within the City of San
Francisco has fallen below the average of such
ratio for the State of California, the Board of
Supervisors is empowered, at its discretion and
in order to achieve the objectives of this Article,
1o cease accepling new Tenant Initiated Conver-
sion Applications until the ratio of non-owner
occupied residential units within the City ex-
ceeds the average such rano for the State of
California.

Sec. 1414, Provisions Severable. If any pro-
vision of this Article or its application to any
person or circumstance is declared or found
invalid by a court of competent Junsdxcuo'n. this
mvahdlty shall not affect other provnsnons or
applications of this Article which can.be given
effect without the invalid provision or applica- -
tion, and to this end the provisions of this Article
are declared to be severable, This Article shall
be liberally.construed to achieve its purposes
and to preserve its validity.

Section 2. Part 11, Chapter XII of the San
Francisco Municipal Code (Subdivision Code)
is hereby amended by amending Section 1332
to read as follows:

Section 1332, Hearings on Conversnons,
Master Plan.

(a) The City Planning Commission shall hold
a public hearing in the case of Conversions of 5
or more units which include one or more resi-
dential units, except that as to Tenant Initiated
Conversions regulated by Article 11, the Com-
mission shall be required to hold a hearing only
if a request is made as provided in that Article,
The City Planning Department shall give notice
of such hearings as provided in Section 1313 (b).

(b) Whenever a property is to be subdivided,
the Department of City Planning shall reporton
the question of consistency of the subdivision
with the Master Plan.

(c) The Director shall disapprove the proposed
subdivision when the Department of City Plan-
ning finds that the proposed subdivision is not
consistent with the Master Plan, subject to any
decision on appeal by the Board of Supervisors.

(d) When the Department of City Planning
finds, subject to any decision on appeal by the
Board of Supervisors, or when the Board of
Supervisors finds, that a proposed subdivision
will be consistent with the Master Plan only
upon compliance with certain conditions, the
director shall incorporate said conditions in his
or her conditional approval of the proposed
subdivision. 0




Retirement Board Membership m

PROPOSITION N
Shall the power of the President of the Board of Supervisors to
appoint another Supervisor to serve in the President’s place on YES 71 -
the Retirement Board be enlarged to authorize the President to NO 72 -

appoint someone who is not a Supervisor provided that person
' Is experlenced Iin employee pension planning or in managing

investments?

Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The City operates a
© retirement systemthat gives benefits to its
retired workers. The system is run by the
retirement board. The President of the
Board of Supervisors may serve as a
member of the retirement board or may

appoint another member of the Board of

Supervisors to serve.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition N is a Char-
ter amendment that would allow the pres-
ident of the Board of Supervisors to
appoint to the retirement board a person
who is not a member of the Board of
Supervisors but is experienced in em-

ployee pension planning or in managing
investments.

A “YES” VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes,

you want to allow the president of the
Board of Supervisors to appoint to the
retirement board a person who is not a
member of the Board of Supervisors but
is experienced in employee pension plan-
ning or in managing investments.

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you

do not want to allow the president of the
Board of Supervisors to appoint to the
retirement board anyone who is not a
member of the Board of Supervisors.

Controller's Statement on “N”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of Prop-
osition N:

“Should the proposed Charter amendment be
adopted, in my opinion, it would have no effect on
the cost of government.”

How Supervisors Voted on “N”
On July 24, the Board of Supervisors voted 10-1 on the

question of placing Proposition N 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, Nancy Walker, and Doris
Ward.

NO: Supervisor Wendy Nelder,

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

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION N

As it is now, the President of the Board of Supervisors appoints
a member of the Board of Supervisors to be a trustee on the
Retirement Board. This charter amendment would permit the Pres-
ident of the Board instead to appoint a trustee who is not a
Supervisor.

The Retirement Board administers the retirement plans for City
employees and supervises the investment of pension assets of
almost $4 billion. Proper administration of these benefit plans and
funds is of vital importance to the City and its employees.

Retirement Board trustees must be able to devote a large amount

- of their time over several years to Board activities, This Charter

Amendment would allow the President of the Board of Supervisors
to appoint to the Retirement Board a person who has the time and
the qualifications to devote him or herself to this work.

Vote YES on Proposition N.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION N

Proposition N is an end-run on accountability to the voters.
VOTENOON N.

The supervisors admit that the Retirement Board “is of vital
importance to the city and its employees.”

~ Isn’titimportant enough for a member of the Board of Supervi-
sors to attend two Retirement Board meetings a month? '

Aren't these the same supervisors who want a 70% pay hike
because they claim to work so hard at their jobs? Yet, Proposition

N would eliminate a most critical responsibility.

Don’t voters deserve to select their representation on a Retire-
ment Board controlling $3,800,000,000 in city assets?

The answer to these questions is yes, yes, and yes.

The answer to Proposition N is NO, NO, NO!

Kopp's Good Government Committee
Senator Quentin Kopp, Chairman

Arguments printed on this page are the oplnion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any ofticial agency.
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\ Retirement Board Membership

* OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION N

Proposition N erédes voter participation in key city government
decisions. It should be rejected. -
VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION N!

“Until last year, the President of the Board of Supervisors had

always served as a member of the City Retirement Board. It was
one of the special duties of that high office.

In 1988, the voters approved a Charter amendment authored by
Supervisor Nancy Walker to enable the Board President to appoint
another supervisor to serve on the Retirement Board, I opposed
that measure, but one could argue it had the virtue of ensuring that
an elected representative of the people would serve on one of the
most powerful and influential bodies in City Hall.

Now, a year later, Supervisor Walker is back with another
Charter amendment that would let the Board President appoint
anyone to the City Retirement Board. Thus, Proposition N would
eliminate the requirement that an elected official sit on the Retire-
ment Board.

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION N!

The City Retirement Board controls an investment portfolio
valued at $3,800,000,000. It sends monthly pension checks to
14,000 city retirees, and has another 23,000 active city employees
as members. Shouldn’t we demand accountability to the voters
from at least one trustee of this immense system?

Sure, Proposition N saysthat the Board President should choose
someone “experienced in pension planning and investment portfo-
lio management”. But Proposition N establishes no screening
process to guarantee that these qualifications are met, (The
mayor’s appointees to the Retirement Board are reviewed by
representatives of the San Francisco Medical Society, the Bar
Association, the Real Estate Board, and other professional groups.)
Proposition N is unnecessary and undemocratic.

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION N!

Kopp's Good Government Committee
Senator Quentin Kopp, Chairman

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION N

This measure does not say that a Board member CANNOT be
appointed to the Retirement Board — simply that the Board pres-
ident may make a judgement as to which San Franciscan is the
MOST QUALIFIED to serve as the Board’s designee.

Serving on the Retirement Board is a huge commitment. It
involves twice-monthly meetings that often run for half a day or
more. With committee work, constituent work and other responsi-
bilities, Supervisors often have conflicts between their work and
. their Retirement Board duties.

~ Additionally, the job of managing a $4 billion portfolio is not a
simple one. It requires great financial expertise, highly specialized
training, and a great deal of flexible time that can be devoted to
studying Retirement Board issues.

The busincss of government is to effectively serve the people.
Proposition N works to achieve that end.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors

No Paid Arguments Were Submitted In Favor Of Proposition N
No Paid Arguments Were Submitted Against Proposition N

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 indi-
cated by bold face type; deletions are
indicated by strike-eut-type.

3.670 Board Composition

The retirement system shall be managed by a
retirement board, which is hereby created, and
which shall be the successor and have the pow-
ers and duties of the board of administration, the
board of trustees of the police relief and pension
fund, and the board of fire pension fund com-
missioners. The retirement board shall consist
of ene-member the president of the board of
supervisors, or his or her appointee, who may
but need not be a member of the board of
supervisors, to-be-appeinted-by-the presidentof
the-bonrd-ef-supervisers; three members to be
appointed by the mayor, and three members
elected from the active. members, who shall not

{

PROPOSITION N

mclude retired persons of the retirementsystem.
The members appointed by the mayor shall
cither hold a degree of doctor of medicine, or
shall be experienced in life insurance, actuarial
science, employee pension planning, or invest-
ment portfolio management; and shall be
appointed by the mayor from among three
persons whose names shall have been submitted
by acommittee consisting of two members each
of the San Francisco Medical Society, Bar
Association of San Francisco, San Francisco
Real Estate Board and the Greater San Fran-
cisco Chamber of Commerce; provided, how-
ever, that there shall not be, at any one time,
more than one appointed member who holds a
degree of doctor of medicine. If the appointee
of the president of the board of supervisors
is not a member of the board of supervisors,

he or she shall be experienced in employee

--pension planning or investment portfolio

management. The term of office of the six
members, other than the member president of
the board of supervisors or his or her appoin-
tee, shall be five years. The term of office for
the member president of the board of supervi-
sors or his or her appointee shall be for one

'year, or, in the case of the president, until the

member he or she is no longer serving on the
board of supervisors, if the departure from the

" board occurs prior to the termination of the one

year term. The members of the retirement board
shallserve wilhoutcompmsation. Subjecttothe
civil service provisions of this charter, the re-
tirement board shall appomtasecretary-general
manager. a

**’**********************t*********t***

DID YOUR POLLING PLACE CHANGE?
Check the label on the back cover for the
address of your polling place.

**************************************
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CampéignContributions

PROPOSITION 0O
Shall the City laws regulating campaign contributions to candi-
dates for City office be repealed, and shall such contributions be YES73 W)
governed exclusively by state laws regulatlng campaign contri- NO 74 .
butlons? | .
Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: San Francisco has
a law that limits how much a contributor

may give to a candidate for City office. In

1986 San Francisco voters approved
Proposition F, which changed this limit
from $1000 to $500 per election. Only the
voters may repeal Proposition F. In 1988,
California voters approved Proposition
73, which limits contributions to a candi-
date by large political committees to
$5000 per fiscal year, by small political
committees to $2500 per fiscal year and
by all other contributors to $1000 per fiscal
year. Under Proposition 73, where a city
law sets lower contribution limits, the city
law applies.

THE PROPOSAL.: Proposition O is an ordi-

nance that would repeal the City laws
limiting the amount of campaign contribu-
tions to candidates for City office. Instead,
only state law would I|m|t these contribu-
tions.

A “YES” VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes,

you wantto repeal the San Francisco laws
that limit the amount of campaign contri-
butions to candidates for City office.

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you

want to keep the City laws that limit cam-
paign contributions to candidates for City
office.

Controller’s Statement on “O”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of Prop-
osition O:

“Should the proposed ordinance be approved, in
my opinion, it would have no effect on the cost of
government.”

How Supervisors Voted on “O”

On July 24, the Board of Supervisors voted 8-3 on the
question of placing Proposition O on the ballot.
The Supervisors voted as follows:
YES: Supervisors Angela Alioto, Jim Gonzalez, Terence
Hallinan, Richard Hongisto, Thomas Hsieh, Bill
Maher, Wendy Nelder, and Doris Ward.

~NO: Supervisors Harry Britt, Willie Kennedy, and Nancy

- Walker.

THE LAWS THAT PROPOSITION O WOULD REPEAL ARE ON PAGE

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



Campaign Contributions |

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION O

California voters passed Proposition 73 last year in an effort to
require uniformity throughout the state in campaign contributions,
expenditures and reporting procedures. Because San Francisco
already had guidelines, limitations and procedures for reporting
expenditures and contributions, we now have two sets of rules
which conflict and which local and state officials are so far unable
to interpret with consistency. The confusion puts San Francisco
office holders and candidates at serious risk of violation of state
law.

Although the effects and results of Proposition 73 are now the
subject of legal action and debate in the California courts, through-

out the state communities are trying to comply with it. Approval
of Proposition O would ensure that state guidelines would be used
to govern the campaign contribution process in San' Francisco.

Proposition O would guaraniee that officeholders and candidates
for public office in San Francisco would raise and spend campaign
contributions under the same guidelines approved by the voters for
candidates in all California communities,

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION O!

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION O*

Talk about misleading advertising! Y ou would never guess from
reading the Board of Supervisors’ argument that Proposition O will
raise our local campaign contribution limit from $500 to $5,000
for the biggest contributors.

The supervisors say Proposition O is needed to clear up the
“confusion. . . [for] San Francisco officeholders and candidates”
about state and local election law. Hogwash.

‘Proposition O is not about rules and regulations, it's about
money. Proposition O would throw open the gates to big special
interest money flooding San Francisco elections, only three years
after we voters adopted our own local limit on political contribu-

tions, :

I authored both city laws that Proposition O would repeal. I also
co-sponsored the state law. As the author of all three laws in
question, I strongly urge you to vote NO on O!

In 1986, San Francisco voters restored our original $500 cam-
paign contribution limit by passing Proposition F. The reason for

the $500 limit is simple: a lower contribution limit means less
campaign spending and less influence by campaign contributors
over our elected officials, Proposition O would increase that sen-
sible limit by 900%. '

State law has much larger contribution limits because it was
drafted with state-level and statewide races in mind. In fact, my
co-authors and I explicitly wrote state law so as not to eliminate
any local campaign ordinance with lower contribution limits. Yet,
that is precisely what Proposition O would do to San Francisco’s
scrupulously drawn lower limit. It's senseless.

Please vote NO on O! ‘

Senator Quentin L. Kopp

* Rebuttal right assigned to Senator Kopp by sponsor of official
argument against Proposition Q.

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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Campaign Contributions

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION O

“O” IS OBSCENE!

Proposition O is perhaps the most obscene and blatant special
interest measure to be placed on the ballot in years.

Masqueraded as legislation to “simplify” campaign reporting
laws, Proposition O is actually designed to repeal the $500 cam-
paign contribution limit adopted by San Francisco voters in
1986 as Proposition F!

THE TEXT DOESN’T TELL THE STORY!

Proposition O just says that state election campaign contribution
limits are to apply to San Francisco elections,

What the text doesn’t tell you is that, in elections for Govemor,
Attorney General and other state offices, SPECIAL INTEREST
POLITICAL ACTION COMMITTEES are allowed to give
each candidate they support as much as $5000! That 510 times
the amount allowed by Proposition F!

BIG BUCKS BUY BIG INFLUENCE AT CITY HALL!

The United States Supreme Court has recognized that large
campaign contributions have a corrupting effect on elected
officials.

Here's one case in point:

Between 1982 and 1987, Rockefeller-backed Embarcadero Cen-
ter developers gave $112,810 in contributions to the Supervisors.

In 1987, these developers asked the Supervisors to give them
exclusive use of a City street worth $9 million FOR FREE!

Did the Rockefellers get their free street?

YOU BET THEY DID!

The Supervisors voted 10~ 1 to give the strect away without
collecting any money for the City — even rent!

And they refused to rescind the deal even after the voters voted
to cancel it by approving Proposition T in November 1987!

VOTE FOR REFORM!

In this election, voters have a chance to say “NO” to greediness
and mismanagement at City Hall and “YES” to reform and gov-
ernment by voting:

“NO” on “D” (Supervisor pay raises) and “O” and “YES" on“T”
(two-term limit on Supervisors)!!!

Commitice For Genuine Campaign Reform

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION O

The arguments against Proposition O are confusing the issue, just
as the passage of Proposition 73 confused the guidelines by which
San Francisco candidates and officeholders run for office. San
Francisco already had limits and reporting procedures before the
State intervened. The new California laws conflicting with our
rules only scrve to put San Francisco candidates at risk breaking
the law through confusion, The two sets of rules are in conflict!

Proposition O will allow San Francisco candidates and office-
holders to seek office under the same guidelines that every other

community uses.

Let's remove the conflict and confusion, and make certain that
San Francisco candidates and officeholders use one consistent sct
of laws to raise and spend campaign contributions. VOTE YESON
PROPOSITION O! '

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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PAID ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION O

Grassroots supports repealing all political spending/donation
limits and disclosure requirements.

The Constitution says:
“NOLAW...ABRIDGING FREEDOM OF SPEECH”

Government has no business limiting how much individuals
spend or donate to express their views, or requiring them to fill out
forms and figure out technicalities as pre-condmon for exercising

that right.

Limits require disclosure. We think privacy is necessary to
. protect people from retaliation — the “secret ballot” pnncnple
applies year round, not just on Election Day.

Unenforceable laws should be repealed.

So should unconstitutional ones. '

Vote Yes.

Grassroots

Campaign contribution limits hurt small- and medmm-budget
campaigns more than they hurt big-budget campaigns.

You're free to spend as much of your own money on your
campaign as you wish. So if you’re wealthy, you have an unlimited
campaign budget even without contributions.

For example, what Nancy Pelosi spent of her own money was
more than Britt’s entire campaign budget, clearly making the

difference in their close Congressional race. ,

Limiting campaign contributions while personal spending is
unlimited, is unfair; it gives wealthy candidates an even bigger
advantage!

Repeal ail limits on free speech!

Grassroots

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION O

The maximum amount that anyone can give to a local candidate
is $500. We San Francisco voters adopted that limit in June 1986.

Proposition O would raise the limit to $5,000 for the biggest
contributors. That's a 900% increase!

We support lower contribution limits, less campaign spending,
and less special interest influence over our elections and elected
officials.

Proposition O helps the fat cats, and hurts avemge San Francnscans

PLEASE VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION O.

Robert Arenson
Cheryl Arenson
John Barbagelata

. Martha M. Gillham

Daniel G. Gillham
Joan Saraf

Irene Pattridge
Frank P. Aiello
Ray Allen

“You're invited to dinner. Bring $1000. Bring a friend. With

$1000. And come again next year.”

Eight of your Supervisors want you to repeal the contribution
limits you established three years ago, so that they can rais¢c more
campaign contributions from “fat cats”, *

How many of your fricnds and ncighbors would accept these
dinner invitations?

Wouldn’t it be better if a person could run for Supervisor with
small contributions from a lot of people — voters and taxpayers —

who believe that person is honest, dedicated, and competent?
Wouldn't it be easier to challenge an incumbent supervisor if that
supervisor had limited access to funds from corporate political
action committces? Wouldn't that be fairer? Wouldn’t we get
better representation?
Let's at least retain the present limitations. This is a move in the
WRONG direction,

Robert Frank

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

ORDERING SUBMISSION OF AN ORDI-
NANCE PROVIDING THAT CONTRIBU-
. TIONS TO CANDIDATES FOR PUBLIC
OFFICE OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF
SAN FRANCISCO SHALL BE GOVERNED
EXCLUSIVELY BY STATE LAW, REPEAL.-
ING ARTICLE XII OF THE SAN FRAN-
CISCO ADMINISTRATIVE CODE (SAN
FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL ELECTION
CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION CONTROL
ORDINANCE) AND AMENDING PROPOSI-

TION F, ADOPTED BY SAN FRANCISCO |

VOTERS ONJUNE 3, 1986, BY REPEALING
SECTION 5 THEREOF, RELATING TO LIM-
ITS ON CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTIONS.
The Board of Supervisors hereby orders sub-
mitted to the qualified electors of the City and
County of San Francisco, at an election to be
held therein on November 7, 1989, anordinance

PROPOSITION O

providing that contributions t candidates for
public office of the City and County of San
Francisco shall be governed exclusively by state
law, repealing Article XII of the San Francisco
Administrative Code (San Francisco Municipal
Election Campaign Contribution Control Ordi-
nance) and amending Proposition F, adopted by
San Francisco voters on June 3, 1986, by repeal-
ing Section 5 thereof relating to limits on cam-
paign contributions, to read as follows:

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

Scction 1. Notwithstanding any other ordi-
nance of the City and County of San Francisco,
contributions to candidates for public office of
the City and County of San Francisco shall be
govemned exclusively by state laws regulating
campaign contributions, including but not lim-

ited to those laws regulating the amounts that

persons may contribute and that candidates may
solicit ot accept and regulating the dlsclosure of
campaign contributions.

Section 2. Article XII of the San Francisco
Administrative Code (San Francisco Municipal
Election Campaign Contribution Control Ordi-
nance) is hereby repealed.

Section 3. Proposition F, adopted by the vot-
ers of the City and County of San Francisco on
June 3, 1986, is hereby amended by repealing
Scction 5 thereof, rclatmg to limits oncampaign
contributions. :

APPROVED AS TO FORM: -

LOUISE H. RENNE Randy Riddle
City Attorney Deputy City Attorney

TEXT OF SAN FRANCISCO ADMINISTRATIVE CODE
THAT PROPOSITION O WOULD REPEAL

Ifyou vote “yes” on Proposition O, you want
to delete the following campaign contribution
law passed by the Board of Supervisors in
1973,

MUNICIPAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN
CONTRIBUTION CONTROL

SEC. 16.501. PURPOSE AND INTENT.
Huge sums of moneys often are necessary to
finance American election campaigns. Inherent
to the high cost of election campaigning is the
problemof improperinfluence, real or potential,
exercised by campaign contributors over
elected officials. It is the purpose and intent of
the Board of Supervisors of the City and County
of San Francisco in enacting this Article to place
realistic and enforceable limits on the amount
individuals may contribute to political cam-
paigns in municipal elections, and to provide
full and fair enforcement of all the provisions of
this Article. This Article is enacted in accor-
dance with the terms of Sections 5 and 7 of
Article XT of the Constitution of the State of
California and Section 1.101 of thé Charter of
the City and County of San Francisco.
(Amended by Ord. 114-76, App. 4/2/76)

SEC. 16.502. CITATION. This Article may
be cited as the San Francisco Municipal Elec-
tion Campaign Contribution Control Ordi-
nance, (Amended by Ord..114-76, App. 4/2/76)

SEC. 16.503. DEFINITIONS. Whenever in
this Article the following words or phrases are
used, they shall mean:

(a) “Candidatc” shall mean any individual
listed on the ballot for nomination for or clection
to any City and County office or who otherwise
has taken affirmative action to seck nommauon
or clection to such office.

(b) “Charitable Organization” shall mean an
entity exempt from taxation pursuant to Title
26, Section 501 of the United States Code.

(¢) “Committee” shall mean any person act-
ing, or any combination of two or more persons
acting jointly, in behalf of or in opposition to a

candidate or to the qualification for the ballot or
adoption of one or more measures.

(d) “Contribution” shall be defined as set
forth in Government Code of the State of Cali-
fornia (commencing at Section 81000); pro-
vided, however, that “contribution” shall
include loans of any kind or nature.

(¢) “Election” shall mean any primary, gen-
eral or special municipal election held in the
City and County of San Francisco, including an
initiative, referendum or recall election,

(f) “Enforcement authority” shall mean the
District Attomey of the City and County of San
Francisco for criminal enforcement and the City
Attorney for civil enforcement. Nothing in this
Article shall be construed as limiting the author-
ity of any law enforcement agency or prosecut-
ing attorney to enforce the provisions of this
Article under any circumstances where such
law enforcement agency or proseculing attor-
ney otherwise has lawful authority to do so.

(g) “Measure” shall mean any City and
County Charter amendment or other proposi-
tion submitted to a popular vote at an election,
whether by initiative, referendum or recall pro-
cedure or otherwise, or circulated for purposes
of submission to a popular vote at any election,
whether or not the proposition qualifies for the
ballot.

(h) “Person” shall mean any individual, part-
nership, corporation, association, firm, commit-
tee, club or other organization or group of
persons, howeverorganized. (Amended by Ord.
361-80, App. 8/5/80)

SEC. 16.504. ADOPTION OF GENERAL
LAW — EXCEPTIONS. Except as otherwise
provided in this Article, the provisions of Title
9 of Government Code of the State of California
(commencing at Section 81000), including the
penal provisions thereof, shall be applicable to
any election held in the City and County of San
Francisco. (Amended by Ord. 114.76, App.
4/2/16) '

"SEC. 16.505. CAMPAIGN CONTRIBU-
TION TRUST ACCOUNT — ESTABLISH-
MENT, Each campaign treasurer shall establish
a campaign contribution trust account for the
candidate or committee at an office of a bank
located in the City and County of San Francisco,
the account number and branch identification of
which shall be filed with the Registrar of Yoters
within 10 days of the establishment thercof.
(Amended by Ord. 114-76, App. 4/2/76)

SEC. 16.506. CAMPAIGN STATEMENTS
— PUBLICINSPECTION AND COPYMAK-
ING. Campaign statements are to be open for
public inspection and reproduction at the office
of the Registrar of Voters during regular busi-
ness hours and from 10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on
the Saturday preceding an election. (Amended
by Ord. 114-76. App. 4/2/16)

SEC. 16.507. CAMPAIGN STATEMENTS

— RETENTION. Every campaign statement -

required to be filed in accordance with Section
16.504 shall be preserved by the Registrar of
Voters for at least four years from the date upon
which it was required to be filed under the terms
of this Article. (Amended by Ord. 114-76, App.
412/76)

SEC. 16.508. CAMPAIGN CONTRIBU-
TIONS — LIMITATIONS.* (a) No person
other than a candidate shall make, and no cam-
paign treasurer shall solicit or accept, any con-
tribution which will cause the total amount
contributed by such person with respect to a
single election in support of or opposition to
suchcandidate, mcludmg contributions to polit-
ical committces supporting or opposing such
candidate, to exceed $500, provided, however,
that for elections to be held after January 1, 1981
the amount shall not exceed $750, provided,
however, that for elections to be held after Jan-
uary 1, 1983, the amount shall not exceed
$1,000.

(b) If any person is found guilty of vnolaung
the terms of this Section, each campaign trea-

(Continued on next page)
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TEXT OF SAN FRANCISCO ADMINISTRATIVE CODE THAT PROPOSITION O WOULD REPEAL (Continued) .

- surer who received part or all of the contribution

or contributions which constitute the violation
shall pay promptly, from available campaign
funds, if any, the amount received from such
person in excess of the amount permitted by this
Section to the City and County Treasurer for
deposit in the General Fund of the City and
County.

(c) This Section shall not apply to any in-kind
contribution of television or radio airtime to any
candidate or committee granted to said candi-
date or committee pursuant to the “Faimess

~ Doctrine” articulated in Cullman Broadcasting,

40 FCC 576 (1963). (Amended by Ord. 79-83,
App. 2/18/83) :

*See also Appendix P of Charter, 6/3/86:
$500 limit.

SEC. 16.509. MUNICIPAL RUN-OFF
ELECTION. All provisions of this Article, un-
less specified otherwise herein, shall be appli-
cable in any municipal run-off election for any
City and County office held pursuant to Section
9.103 of the Charter. In addition, the following
provisions shall be applicable in any such mu-
nicipal run-off election:

(a) No person other than a candidate shall
make, and no campaign treasurer shall solicitor
accept, any contribution which will cause the
total amount contributed by such person in the
municipal run-off election in support of or op-
position to such candidate, including contribu-
tions to political committee supporting or
opposing such candidate, to exceed, in addition
to the contribution limit contained in Section
16.508, $250. :

(b) If any person is found guilty of violating
the terms of this Section, each campaign trea-
surer who reccived partor all of the contribution
or conributions which constitute the violation
shall pay promptly, from available campaign
funds, if any, the amount received from such
personin excess of the amount permitted by this
Section to the City and County Treasurer for
deposit in the General Fund of the City and

. County. (Amended by Ord. 174-80, App.

5/2(80)

SEC. 16,509-1. POST-ELECTION LEGAL
PROCEEDINGS. All provisions of this Article,
unless specified otherwise herein, shall be ap-
plicable in any post-election recounts, election
contests or other proceedings held pursuant to
law. In addition, the following provisions shall
be applicable in any such post-clection legal
proceedings: "

(a) No person other than a candidate shall
make, and no campaign treasurer shall solicit or
accept, any contribution which will cause the
total amount contributed by such person in post-
election legal proceedings in support of or op-
position to candidates, including contributions
o political committees supporting or opposing
such candidate, to exceed, in addition to the
contribution limit contained in Sections 16.508
and 16.509, $100. :

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Article to the contrary, for the purposes of
conducting post-clection 1ecounts, election
contests or other proceedings held pursuant to
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law, the delivery of in-kind legal services by
lawyers in support of or in opposition to can-
didates, including in-kind contributions to po-
litical committees supporting or opposing
candidates, shall not be subject to any contribu-
tion limitations set forth in this Article.

(c) If any person is found guilty of violating
the terms of this Section, each campaign trea-
surer who received part or all of the contribution
ot contributions which conistitute the violation
shall pay promptly, from available campaign
funds, if any, the amount received from such
person in excess of the amount permitted by this
Section to the City and County Treasurer for
deposit in the General Fund of the City and
County. (Added by Ord. 81-83, App. 2/25/83)

SEC. 16.510. SOLICITATION OR ACCEP-
TANCE OF CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTIONS
— LIMITATIONS. No intended candidate for
any public office of the City and County, and
no committee acting on behalf of a candidate
shall solicit or accept, or cause to be solicited or
accepted, any contribution unless and until said
candidate shall have filed a declaration of inten-
tion to become a candidate for a specific City
and County office with the Registrar of Voters
on a form to be prescribed by said Registrar of
Voters; provided, however, that in any election
in which members of the Board of Supervisors
are elected by votes cast in a district, the office
of a member of the Board of Supervisors shall
be deemed to be a specific office of the City and
County.

No person shall file a declaration of intention
to become a candidate for more than one elec-
tive office of said City and County. For the
purposes of this Section a committee acting on
behalf of a candidate need not be controlled by
or acting under the authorization of the can-
didate.

Except as provided below, any contributions
solicited or accepted under this Section shall be
expended only on behalf of the candidacy of the
office specified in said declaration of intention
to become a candidate. Contributions solicited
or accepted under this Section for one individual
shall not be expended for the candidacy of any
other individual or in support of or opposition
to any measure. If an individual ceases to be a
candidate or fails to qualify under the provisions
of the Charter for any office for which contribu-
tions have been solicited or accepted, then all
unexpended contributions shail be returned on
a pro rata basis to those persons who have made
said contributions.

Unexpended contributions held by a candi-

‘date or commitiee after the date of the election

in which said candidate or measure appeared on
the ballot may be returned on a pro rata basis to
those persons who have made said contribu-
tions, donated to a charitable organization, or as
contributions to a candidate or a committee
acting on behalf of a candidate, transferred to
any legally constituted committee established
by or on behalf of the candidate, pursuant to the
provisions of Government Code of the State of
California (commencing at Scction 81000).
(Amended by Ord. 80-83, App. 2/18/83)

SEC. 16.512. DUTIES OF REGISTRAR OF
VOTERS. In addition to other duties required
of him or her under general law and the terms
of this Article, the Regisirar of Voters shall:

(a) Prepare and publish written instructions
explaining the duties of persons, candidates and
committees under this Article,

(b) Determine whether required statements
and declarations have been filed with his or her
office and, if so, whether they conform on their
face with the requirements of this Article.

(c) Notify promptly all persons, candidates
and commiitees known to him or her who have
failed to file a statement in the form and at the
time required by Section 16.504 hereof.

(d) Report apparent violations of this Article
to the District Attorney.

(e) Compile and maintain a current list of all
statements or parts of statements filed with his
or her office pertaining to each candidate and
each measure. ‘

(f) Cooperate with the District Attorney in the
performance of the duties of the District Attor-
ney as they are related 1o this Article. -

(g) Enforce or cause to be enforced the pro-
visions of this Article.

(h) Prepare and publish adequate procedures
to notify all persons, candidates and committees
in advance relative to filing dates and forms

required by Section 16.504 hercof. (Amended

by Ord. 292-76. App. 7/17716)

SEC. 16.513. DUTIES OF ENFORCE-
MENT AUTHORITY. In addition to the other
duties required of him or her under the provis-
jons of this Article, the enforcement authority
for civil enforcement shall review such cam-
paign statements filed with the Registrar of
Voters as the Registrar shall refer to him or her
for legal compliance with the provisions of this
Arnticle, (Amended by Ord. 361-80, App.
8/5/80)

SEC. 16.514. DISTRICT ATTORNEY —
COMPLAINTS, LEGAL ACTION, INVESTI-
GATORY POWERS, CITY ATTORNEY AD-
VICE. (a) Any person who believes that a
violation of any portion of this Article has oc-
curred, may file a complaint with the District
Attorney. If the District Attomey determines
that there is reason to believe a violation of this
Article has occurred, he or she shall make an
investigation. Whenever the District Attorney
has reason to believe a willful violation of this
Article has occurred or is about to occur, he or
she may institute such legal action at such time
as he or she deems necessary to prevent further
violations.

(b) The District Attorney shall have such
investigative powers as are necessary for the
performance of the dutics prescribed in- this
Article and may demand, and be furnished,
records of campaign contributions and expenses

. at any time,

(c) Any person may request the City Attorney
for advice with respect to any provision of this
Article. The City Attorney shall within 14 days
of the receipt of said written request provide the
advice in writing or advise the person who made
the request that no opinion will be issued. The

. (Continued on page 70)




Downtown Ballpark

PROPOSITION P |
Shall the City enter into an agreement with Spectacor Manage- |
ment Group, consistent with specified principles regarding the YES76 W
land acquisition, financing and construction of a new balipark in . NO 77 -

the China Basin area, and shall certain zoning laws be amended
to facllitate the construction of a ballpark in that area?

Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The Mayor and Spectacor Man-
agement Group have signed a Memorandum of Un-
derstanding (“MOU") to build and finance a baseball
ballpark in the China Basin area. The San Francisco
Giants baseball team would play their home games

at this ballpark.

The proposed site for the ballpark is currently
zoned for heavy industrial use with a height limit of 40
feet. The City Planning Code also requires that one
parking space be provided on-site for every fifteen
seats in a sports stadium.

THE PROPOSAL.: Proposition P calls for the City and
Spectacor to sign an agreement based on certain
principles of the MOU. This agreement will cover the
development, financing, land acquisition, sharing of
revenue and ownership of the ballpark and land.
Proposition P also would amend the City Planning

Code to: (1) change the zoning so that a ballpark
containing no more than 48,000 seats could be built
under certain conditions; (2) change the building
height limit from 40 feet to 150 feet; and (3) require a
minimum of 1,200 parking spaces on-site instead of
current sports stadium code requirements of one
parking place for every fifteen seats.

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

City and Spectacor to sign an agreement to build and
finance a ballpark in the China Basin area. You also
want to make certain changes to the City's zoning
laws so that a ballpark could be built there.

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

the City and Spectacor to sign an agreement to build
and finance a ballpark in the China Basin area, and
you do not want to make changes in the City's zoning
laws so that a ballpark could be built there.

Controller’s Statement on “P”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the following
statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition P:

“Should the proposed Ordinance be approved and imple-
mented, in my opinion, it would increase the cost of govern-
ment by indeterminate amounts averaging in excess of $3
million per year for at least ten years and as much as $10
million for construction costs. Thereafter there could either
be no effect on the cost of government or an increase in net
revenues of presently indeterminate annual amounts depen-
dent upon levels of attendance and operating costs of the
stadium facility. At the end of a forty-year lease term there
could be an increase in revenues to the City and County in .
presently indeterminate amounts.”

How “P” Got on the Ballot

On August 9, the Registrar of Voters received a letter from

the Mayor requesting that Proposition P be placed on the
ballot. The City Charter allows the Mayor to place a pro-
posed ordinance on the ballot in this manner.,

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE.
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OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION P

San Francisco is a diverse family-sized City. Our diversity isa -

combination of our residents, our neighborhoods, our lifestyles and
the civic and public amenities that make-up whata City is all about.

The City has put together a smart deal using a private developer
to construct and guarantee financing for a new ballpark. We have
invested in a public-private partnership with limited financial
resources and we will receive a return on our investment over the
life of the agreement. That means we will be receiving funds from
the ballpark’s profits to fund programs for homeless, AIDS, crack
cocaine, affordable housing and jobs for our youth.

Our negotiations have resulted ina financial arrangement which
Jeaves the city with no bond debt and no tax increases. In fact, the
city will maintain ownership of the land; receive 20% of the profits

for 40 years in return for investing $2 million per year for 10 years;
be paid 7 1/2% intereston a $1 million per year loan for 10 years
at the end of the term subject to the renegotiation of the manage-
ment contract. ‘

Baseball is one of the last affordable, family-oriented types of
entertainment left in this town. _

This Ballpark will be easily accessible by public transportation
which will be significantly improved in the China Basin area, A
truly mass transit oriented Ballpark, And given that the financial
side of our deal is a good one, San Franciscans ought to ask
themselves, why not?

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION P

The $115 million China Basin Stadium proposal may be a smart
deal for Bob Lurie and the out-of-town developer, but it’'s a bad
deal for San Francisco taxpayers.

The deal commits San Francisco to some $60 million in direct
payments, loans, land costs, parking garage, site preparation, toxic
removal and cost overruns. Further, the City gave away the right
to collect property and admission/ticket tax. The most profitable

clements — advertising and concessions — go to the developer,

who also gets 10 set ticket prices.

It insults the intelligence of voters to suggest that possible sta-
dium revenues will fund programs for the homeless, AIDS, crack
cocaine, affordable housing and jobs for youth. Is tfie mayor
depending on something as risky as a baseball stadium to solve
these important problems? Even the City Planner says that baseball
stadiums do not make moncy. :

City resources devoted directly to these problems would have a
real effect TODAY. , _ '

Why should we commit millions of scarce dollars toward financ-
ing a second cold and windy stadium just four miles from Candle-
stick?

And why put a stadium right in the middle of an already con-
gested area, guaranteeing total gridiock?

Why? Because Luric and the developer both stand to make
millions at the expense of San Francisco’s future. Planning prior-
ities shouldn’t be based on the threats of a single man.

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITIONP.

Jack Morrison, Former Supervisor
Richard Hongisto, Supervisor
Co-Chairs, San Franciscans for Planning Priorities

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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Downtown Ballpark

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION P

You are asked to contribute millions in limited City resources to
meet the demands of a multi-millionaire who won't contribute a
dime to build a stadium for his own team.,

COSTS TO YOU AT MINIMUM: $10 million for cost over-
runs; $7 million for relocation of port facilities; $7 — 15 million for
a parking garage for Juxury box owners and Giants employees;
unknown millions for toxic cleanup and site preparation paid for
by sale of MUNI property valued at over $20 million; 11 acres
leased to the developer at $1 per year for an arena.

The developer will pay NO property taxes.

Imagine a stadium named after the highest bidder, such as
“EXXON Stadium”.

To pay for this, ticket, parking and concession prices will go up.
Baseball will not be affordable to average fans.

This is not a downtown stadium. It is a neighborhood stadium
bordered by existing and planned residential communities. Full
environmental impacts will not be known before you vote . . .
We DO know that the stadium will be a 150’ wall obscuring the

Bay. An “environmentally sensitive” stadium is a contradiction.

China Basin IS cold and windy. Parking will be half that
available at Candlestick, yet Planning Department predicts only
20% of fans will take public transit. Traffic jams, competition for
scarce parking, uncomfortable weather, high prices, and a stadium
with 15,000 FEWER scats than Candlestick is a formula for
REDUCED attendance!

Traffic congestion costs businesses millions as cmployccs and
shipments are trapped in gridlock, and customers go clsewhere.

Inacity cutting firefighters, MUNI and libraries because of tight
budgets, it’s outrageous to build a SECOND cold, windy sta-
dium four miles from Candlestick. -

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION P,

Jack Morrison, Former Supervisor
Richard Hongisto, Supervisor
Co-Chairs, San Franciscans for Planning Prioritics

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAIN‘ST PROPOSITION P

The opponents of the new ballpark are not being fair.

First, they claim that the Giants aren’t contributing “a dime to
build a stadium.” That’s unfair.

The Giants will pay 10 times more rent than they pay now. The
City will share in the profits by receiving 20% of the income.

Second, they point to other “costs” to the City without acknowl-
edging that the ballpark will be constructed and financed with no
city bond debt, no tax increase, and no loss of city funds.

Third, the opponents say the City will receive “no property
taxes.” '

They fail to point out that even after the ballpark has been
constructed by private developers the City will hold the deed to the
land and eventually title to the ballpark itself.

And the new ballpark will generate millions in new revenues

from fans who will not only attend games but cat and shop
downtown. Something that Candlestick’s location does not cn-
courage.

Leading environmentalists agree that this ballpark will bring less
auto traffic into our neighborhoods than Candlesuck which has
very limited public transit access.

Muni Metro will be extended and bus services expanded making
the new ballpark the most transit oriented ballpark possible.

The new ballpark deal is a smart one. It protects the City’s
taxpayers while generating funds for needed services. It i improves
public transit while reducing auto traffic from baseball fans. It adds
beauty and economic vitality to a blighted part of the City.

Submitted by the Mayor and 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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PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION P

The San Francisco League of Conservation Voters is pleased to
support the building of a new ballpark at China Basin. That site
will be far better served by mass transit than Candlestick Park. In
addition to existing bus lines that currently run from Market Street,
a new Muni Metro line is being built, providing service to the
ballpark along the Embarcaderoand allowing for convenient trans-
fer for BART users. South Bay fans will be able to come to games
by using peninsula Caltrain. Under current plans, the Caltrain
station would be no more than two blocks from the ballpark site.
We will continue to work with the Mayor and city leaders on plans
to extend peninsula train service directly to the ballpark with
continuing service to a downtown station.

In Toronto, 65% of all game attendees come to that city’s new
ballpark via public transit. San Francisco’s Transit First policy
states that the city must doall in its power to assure that mass transit

alternatives are implemented and operational when any new build-
ing takes place. We are convinced the City stands ready to fully
implement this policy, and to guarantee that 65% or more of those

attending ballgames will come by means other than private cars,

Currently over 85% of all attendees come to games at Candlestick
by privateautomobile. In following Toronto’s lead and implement-
ing the City’s Transit First policy, building the new stadium should
actually decrease traffic congestion and air pollution, by lessening
the number of cars on Bay Area freeways and roads during game

" times. Please join with us in supporting the new ballpark. Vote Yes

on Proposition P.

San Francisco League of Conservation Voters
Jeffrey Henne, President

AR

The following officers and members of the Latino Democratic
Club of San Francisco urge you to vote Yes on Proposition P. The
downtown ballpark will provide affordable family entertainment.

Let's keep the Giants in San Francisco. -

Richard Sevilla

Ruth Picon

Sam Ruiz

Ricardo Hernandez
James Morales

_ Marcelo Rodriguez

Supervisor Jim Gonzales

[PRRRRRRRE =

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION P!

San Francisco can win twice over with a China Basin ballpark.

We can have an improved world-class football stadium at Can-
dlestick and bascball at a China Basin ballpark.

San Francisco works best when we make the solutions fit the
needs we have as a diverse city of strong neighborhoods.

The China Basin batlpark plan is a good fit for our city and for
our city’s comsmunitics, '

Hunter’s Point-Bayview will benefit from the Candlestick im-
provements and new summertime events that can be added when

 the Giants play at China Basin.

Proposition P means more jobs, an economic boost to our neigh-
borhoods, and great entertainment in our city.

This new ballpark will also bring more minority jobs because our
city’s new Minority Business Enterprise and Women’s Business
Enterprise goals are part of the agreement.

Hon. Willie L. Brown, Jr.
Supervisor Doris Ward
Assemblyman John Burton

“I

The new China Basin ballpark: meets the high standards San
Franciscans want in our City. :

It will fit well in the City’s environmental planning, with a
stronger transit-first link.

Under the new plans, China Basin won’t be turned into a desert
of car lots. Air pollution will be reduced compared to the level
caused by Candlestick traffic. -

The China Basin ballpark size also will fit into the human scale
of our City, with design features that make it a good neighbor ina
new neighborhood that will be an important part of our city’s

future. ' :

Baseball is a great sport that brings us all together to root for the
home team. It’s fun and it’s affordable, for families and kids as
well, ‘

This plan has the support of the League of Conservation Voters.

Turge you to vote YES on Proposition P foraSan Francisco-style
ballpark that will serve us all well.

Terence Tyrone Hallinan

* Member 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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Downtown Ballpark

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PHOPOSITION P

From its raucous beginnings, San Francisco has grown into a
World Class City. Now, we must make sure the City continues to
build its World Class reputation, not shrink back from i it. Lurge you
to vote Yes on Proposition P.

A downtown ballpark will be part of what makes San Francisco
a proud city in the years ahead. How can we remain a World Class
City without the Giants? Big league cities need big league teams
playing in big league ballparks.

Proposition P is a good deal for San Francisco. With a relauvely

small investment, we can build a new ballpark that will bring -

millions of dollars of revenue into the City.

Yes, we do have other immediate social problems to address, but
we cannot neglect the future to pay for the present. We can and
must do both,

I urge you to vote for San Francisco to remain a World Class _

City. Vote Yes on Proposition P.

Supervisor Angela Alioto

San Francisco deserves a world-class baseball park; a ball-
park that will generate social and economic benefits for the City
and will keep the Giants in San Francisco. Vote YES on Proposi-
tion P.

« Proposition P is a smart deal. The City’s financial commit-
ment is minimal, especially when compared to the economic
benefits a ballpark brings, While other citics, such as Oakland,
Sacramento, and Denver, are offering huge sums of money to
entice a major league sports franchise, we have the Giants now.

+ A modern, comfortable facility is necessary. The new ball-
park will have good sight lines, ample restrooms, accessible
concessions, better weather, and, with the help of modern
engineering technology, reduced wind.

+ The ballpark makes transportatlon sense. It will be centrally
located and served by every major public transit system in the
Bay Area, including Muni Metro’s Embarcadero extension,

Muni busses, BART, CalTrain, and ferries, It will also be easily
accessible from US 101 and 1-280. This public transit ballpark
will make Giants baseball ¢even more accessible to seniors, to
the disabled, to kids — to all of us.

Major league baseball is one of the City's last forms of affordable
entertainment for individuals and families. Like the opera, sym-
phony, ballet, parks, museums, and 49¢r football, Giants bascball
is a part of San Francisco’s rich cultural fabric. So let’s build our
field of drecams!

Like the Golden Gate Bridge and the cable cars, the San Fran-
cisco Giants are a unique, irreplaceable civic treasure, something
we cannot afford to lose. Say Hey, Say Yes to a new San Francisco
Ballpark! Vote YES on Proposition P,

San Francisco Ballpark Alliance

. Barbara Bagot, President

The San Francisco Democratic Central Committee overwhelm-
ingly supports Proposition P,

Our diversc membership of businesspeople, lawyers, renters,
homeowners, women, men, gay men, lesbians, Blacks, Latinos and

San Francisco Democratic Party Greg Day

County Central Committee Catherine Dodd
Elected Members Bob Geary

Carole Migden, Chair Terence Hallinan
Adrian Bermudez, Jr. Michael Hardeman
Lulu Carter Agar Jaicks

Ellen Chaitin Leslie Katz

Asian Americans recognize this financially “smart” deal and we
endorse it.

We applaud the efforts to make this a public transit orientated
ballpark.

Steve Krefting Norman Ishimoto
Marilyn Miller Ed McGovern
Connie O’ Connor Jim Morales

Jim Wachob Beverly Prior
Alicia Wang Mauthew Rothschild
Ex Officio Appointees Alfredo Rodriguez
Anne Daley Arnold Townsend

Proposition P is a great opporwnity for San Francisco. We can
create a spectacular public facility, anchoring a revitalized water-
front area, in a business arrangement where the taxpayer wins.
Indeed, the business terms for this facility are among the best ever
negotiated anywhere in the country) '

To improve San Francisco — and keep the Giants —
Yote YES on Proposition P,

Gerald Newfarmer, President
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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Downtown Ballpark

As members of the lesbian and gay community, we strongly
support Mayor Agnos’ China Basin ballpark proposal.

This ballpark keeps our city’s human scale as a transit-first
ballpark, with wise financial safeguards for taxpayers, and a good

fit for the China Basin area.

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION P

The ballpark also insures that San Francisco will continue to be
a city with room for all of our mterests We are proud to support

our city’s diversity.

Vote for One Another, Vote Yes on Prdposition P

This ballpark gives us an opportunity (o implement further the

City’s Transit First policy.

Toronto, where 65% of the fans come to their new stadium by
public transit, has shown that a downtown ballpark is viable with-
out building significant additional parking. We can do at least as
well in San Francisco.

At Candlestick, over 85% of the patrons arrive in cars, At China
Basin we will work to produce a dramatically higher reliance on
public transit in order to protect neighborhood integrity, prevent
traffic tie-ups and reduce air polluuon

Harry Britt Paul Herman Jack McGowan Dan Hargrove
Roberta Achtenberg Ray Chalker Rich Worthington John Donofrio
Cleve Jones Tom Ammiano Tony Trevizo Thomas Sherick
Paul Melbosted James Foster Allan Havron James Doan
Maurice Belote Ron Braithwaite Carla Soderlind Mitch Vogel
Sharon Bretz Robert Barnes Wendy Gershow " Edgar Calderwood
Barbara Cameron Todd Dickinson William Carter Gerald Narberes
Pam David Dennis Collins Raymond King Walter Christom
Vivian Hamel Leonard Graff William Ireton Rocky Rockwood
Gwenn Craig Rick Pacurar - James Huron Arthur White
Steven Krefting Diana Van Gorder ~ Wayne Ollila Grady Clark
Barbara Maggiani Catherine Dodd Clint Royce Daniel Grant
Rikki Streicher Pamela Swan Richard Macri Lita Byrd
David Neely Carole Migden Henry Repetto Ronald Ernst
Daniel Genera Don Knutson Ray Clark GaryYoung
Richard Allman Jean Harris Roy Hoffinan James Altman
Adrian Bermudez Melinda Paras Martin Thomason Michael Faveretio
Tod Hill Sharyn Saslafsky Steven Anderson Susan Maloof
Joyce Newstat Tony Travers Myron Crews Delmar Neal
Robert Dockendorf Brett Dean Adria-Ann McMurray Rick Kiner
Michael Housh Matthew Rothschild Tom Harlin James Mitchell
Ron Huberwan Trent Orr Mark Dawson Rob Mallin
Wayne Friday Tim Taylor Ric Williams Lonnie Albin
Joseph Grubb Michael Fiumara David Nembhard Patrick Perry
Scott Shafer Gerald Whitehead Wally Dennis John Stockard
Larry Bush Carmen Vazquez Chuck Demmon
Steve Coulter Russell Kassman Danny Wong
Greg Day Kris Perry Frank Rivera

L~ "]

Our new ballpark will be served by a new Muni Metro service
already approved for the waterfront, We are working to bring about
the proposed extension of the peninsularail service to provide fans
from the peninsula with frequent schedules serving the ballpark
and Market Street.

We are committed to making our new ballpark the most transit
efficient in the nation.

Mayor Art Agnos

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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Downtown Ballpark

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION P

The San Francisco Republican Party recommends a YES on
-Proposition P.

For the first time since his elecuon. the Mayor has demonstrated,
with his support of “P”, that he has given some thought to the
economic future of the City.

Republicans are delighted and are happy to offer assistance on
other fronts if the Mayor begins to provide leadership for the Cny )
future economic prosperity.

It was Republican Mayor George Christopher’s vision of San
Francisco as a world class city that brought the Giants here origi-
nally and we believe that it is important to keep that vision. Vote
YES on P!

James E. Gilleran, Chaﬁnan
San Francisco Republican County Central Committce

Tom McConnell, Chairman
Issues Committee
San Francisco Republican County Central Commitice
Curt Augustine '
Robert R. Bacci
Kenneth Blumenthal
J. Bingham Dean
SamT. Harper
Jun Hatoyama
K. Martin Keller
Carol Marshall
Brian Mavrogeorge
Bruce M. O'Neill
Pablo Wong

Affordable housing is important to all San Franciscans. It cer-
tainly is to us.

We believe that housing and the new China Basin ballpark are
compatible and fit well together.

Boston’s Fenway Park, Chicago’s Wrigley ficld and adowntown
ballpark in Honolulu all demonstrate that housing and ballparks
work well next to each other. In fact, the housing around these
ballparks has tended to remain more affordable over time.

The China Basin ballpark gives San Francisco an opportunity to
support a business deal that makes both financial and housing
sense. We urge you to VOTE YES ONP.

Barbara Bagot

John Elberling

Mitchell Omerberg, Affordable Housing Alliance
Al Borvice

Joe O'Donoghue, Residential Builders Association
Barbara L. Gualco

Donald Terner

Brian Doohan

Buck Bagot

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION P

Those of us who live and work in the vicinity of the proposed
stadium urge your No vote on Proposition P because this oversized
structure — equivalent to a 15 story office building with many
times the occupants of the Bank of America building — is as
incompatible in our neighborhood as it would be in yours.

Imagine trying to drive to or from your home, only 10 find your
driveway and street blocked with double-parked cars, left by fans
who could not get into the 1500 spaces that the City is obligated
to build, or by those not eager to take uncertain public transit when
games will be over at 10:30 or later at night. Would you welcome

tailgate drinkers celebrating in the street and sidewalk in front of
your home, lcaving their trash for you to clean up?

A new stadium should not be built at South Beach-China Basin,
for the same reasons that it should not be imposed on the Marina,
the Sunset, the Richmond District, Noe Valley, or the Mission.
Please don’t inflict on your neighbors what you would not want for
yourself, Let’s fix Candlestick, Vote No on P,

Richard H, Moss

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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Downtown Ballpark

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION P

San Franciscans for Planning Priorities is a broad coalition of
neighbors, neighborhood groups, environmental groups and busi-
ness people united in our opposition to the China Basin Siadium.
We believe the Mayor is WRONG when he says the stadium is
goaod for the whole City.

Joel Blum, Pace Studios, Inc.
Joel Ventresca _

Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council
Francis J. Clauss

Potrero Boosters & Merchants Assn.
Andrew Nash

President, San Francisco Tomorrow
Jack Morrison

Chair, San Franciscans for Planning Priorities
Susan Kosakowsky Burdick

Principal, The Burdick Group

Bruce A. Burdick

South Park Improvement Assoc.
Peter Moylan '

San Francisco Tomorrow
Robert Bradford

Potrero Boosters & Merchants Assoc.
Toby Levy :

"South Park Improvement Association
Susan Angus '
John Bardis

Former San Francisco Supervisor
Toby Levine
James W. Haas
Zach Cowan
Ruth Gravanis

Last year City Hall cut $70 million in direct public services for
neighborhoods, but this year City Hall wants to set aside $75
million in direct public subsidies for an unnecessary downtown
stadium.

Who will benefit?

Spectacor owner multi-billionaire ($4.5 billion), tycoon, and
Chicagoan Jay Pritzker, the head of the 10th wealthiest family in
the United States, who controls one of the largest conglomerates
in the world which includes 158 Hyatt Hotels and 60 corporations.

Giants owner multi-millionaire ($400 million), corporate raider,

and speculator Robert Lurie, one of the wealthiest men in the
United States, who controls a huge industrial and real estate
empire. T ’

Public funds should not be used to increase the wealth of affluent
individuals.

Vote NOonP.

Joel Ventresca
Immediate Past President
Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods

The proposed costly stadium is fiscally irrespénsible. The sta-
dium would blight and destroy the emerging neighborhoods south
- of Market and the Mission Bay Project. Conscientious San Fran-

ciscans Vote NO on Proposition P.

Eurcka Valley Trails and Art Network

“The Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods, which repre-
sents 57 community associations across the City, asks you to join
your neighbors in voting against Proposition P,

A ballpark at China Basin would disrupt the lives of San Fran-
ciscans living south of Market. It would paralyze traffic and aggra-
vate parking problems. The bulky, 150-foot structure would wall
off the waterfront from cveryone's enjoyment.

Besides bad cavironmental planning, Proposition P is fiscally

irresponsible. Proposition P asks us to pay millions for a second

ballpark when we alrcady have Candlestick. Proposition P takes

away money needed to provide police and fire protection, to keep

libraries open, for health and social services, after-school pro-

grams, and other activities that benefit residents and their families.
VOTE NO on Proposition P!

Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods
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Downtown Ballpark

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION P

Here's how the Examiner (7/28/89) reports the expected transit
impact:

“TRAFFIC HORROR ENVISIONED ON WEEKDAYS —
PLANNERS FORESEE HUGE SNARL WITH AVERAGE
CROWD.

“Even with a new garage, more freeway ramps, extended
Muni lines, train access and perhaps ferryboats, a capacity
crowd heading for a weekday game could turn the area around
San Francisco’s proposed new stadium into a major-league
Traffic Hell.

“The potential for a sellout of a day game is high if a team is
in the pennant race. .

“No contingency plans wereevident. . .beyond the promise to
promote the use of public transportation. .

At Candlestick, big crowds aren’t big problems.

There’s over ten times as much on-site parking, and the south-
of-town freeway location means most fans can avoid downtown
entirely.

San Franciscans To Improve Candlestick

Here's what Art Agnos (and many others) said the last time we
. voted on a downtown stadium:

“A 7th and Townsend stadium is an ill-conceived, un-
needed, unwanted, traffic-gridlocking, dollar-devouring
white elephant that would not work, not help the Giants, is
not downtown and affords practically no parking.

“In the real world we would all eventually pay for not only
the stadium itself, but also for the extra multi-millions of
dollars needed for new freeway exits, relocating the SP
depot, adding new Muni facilities and shoring up subgrade
land with a high water table.”

But if a stadium was “unneeded” two years ago, it’s unnecdcd
now,

If one would be “traffi c-gﬁdlockmg” and “affords practically
no parking”, so would the other, four blocks away and with only
1500 additional parking spaces.

The China Basin plan would be even more “dollar-devouring
than the 7th-&-Townsend scheme.

The “multi-millions” for transit alterations haven’t disappeared.

And as for “shoring up subgrade land with a high water table”,
China Basin is much worse.

(Voter Pamphlet 11/87)  San Franciscans To Improve Candlestick

FISCAL IMPACT TO GIANTS:

It’s a secret.

They’re not obligated to provide one cent towards costs for
China Basin, or to tell us how much they expect to profit from it.

Bob Lurie inherited hundreds of millions.

He paid $8,000,000 for the Giants; they’re now worth ten fimes
that.

He’s already making a profit at Candlcsuck we're not told how
much.

Taxpayers of modest means shouldn’t have to subsidize him, He
doesn’t need it. And the city can't afford it.

Grassroots

Because weekday afternoon ballgames downtown would pro-
duce catastrophic traffic and parking crises, some people assume
day games would only occur on weekends.

* That rumor is false. The Giants would still have to play approx-
imately one weekday afternoon cach week they’re in town,

Chronicle sports columnist Art Rosenbaum reports (8/15/89):

“To avoid clogged traffic at China Basin, it has been stated
the only day games would be on Saturday and Sunday.

“That can’t be, according to baseball’s agreement with the
players’ association. Some getaway days (final game of a series)

must be played early to meet travel obligations.”

Also, since West Coast night games are too late for national
prime-time, any game big enough for national TV couldn't be
played at night, cither,

Up to 45,000 fans, roughly 80% in cars, driving endless blocks,
looking for parking.

But at Candlestick: no problem!

San Franciscans To Improve Candlestick

Arguments printed on this page are the opinlon of the authors and have not bean checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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Downtown Ballpark

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION P

FISCAL IMPACT TO PUBLIC (TAXPAYER):

- $20,000,000 “investment” (not to be repaid);

$10,000,000 “loan” (repaid only if contract extended after 40
years);

$10,000,000 cost overruns (virtually guaranteed);

$10,000,000 parking garage construction;

$30,000,000 land value (North Beach Muni barn site, traded for
China Basin land);

$10,000,000-$30,000,000 cost of replacement Muni barn land
($10,000,000-$15,000,000 if bought; $30,000,000 land value if
City College’s West Campus — “Balboa Reservoir” — is taken);

$80,000,000-$110,000,000 TOTAL DIRECT CITY COSTS

INDIRECT COSTS:

Use of now-illegal taxfree bonds estimated to cost federal reve-
nues $1,000,000/year; $30,000,000 over bond lifetime;

- City will pay much more for traffic/crowd control downtown
than at Candlestick; amount unknown.

City will pay rather than collect property taxes on China Basin;
amount unknown (estimated $1,000,000-plus/year);

City must pay full cost of design changes requested by Cnty,
amount unknown. ‘

City may pay additional site preparation costs and will pay an
unknown (but very large) amount to re-design transit access.

RETURN ON CITY INVESTMENT:

Essentially zero, since the $2,000,000-or-so/year expectcd isnot
significantly different from what we get now — Candlestick pro-
duces almost that much in parking revenues alone!

Grassroots

FISCAL IMPACT, CANDLESTICK ALTERNATIVE:

We think pro sports should be self-supporting.

Taxpayers have enough other burdens.

Improving Candlestick is inherently so much cheaper, it doesn’t
require public subsidies.

It’s much cheaper to make multiple use of one facility, than o

have two single-purpose stadiums.

Candlestick’s land, foundation and structure are already paid
for.

There’s room to grow, and a “‘buffer zone” to minimize environ-
mental impact.

Developing around Candlestick could finance stadium and tran-

sit improvements.

One proposal: build amulti-level parking garage/mall around the
stadium. Fans would appreciate ‘the convenience; construction
could be financed by commercial rentals — an ideal location for
many businesses including restaurants (with bay views!)-

Tell the Supervisors to explore improving Candlestick at private
expense, instead of building a new stadium downtown at public
expense.

Vote: No-on-P (Downtown Stadium)

And: Yes-on-V (Candlestick Improvement)

Grassroots

‘

Here’s how the Examiner’s Rob Morse reports it (7/26/89):

“. .. the economics of the stadium game always come down
to welfare for the rich.

“You just have to accept the fact that The City is giving Bob
Lurie a $115 million welfare Cadillac that seats 45,000,

“T accept it, because I will be one of the fans riding in this
welfare Cadillac. . .

“Just as it is worth paying welfare to poor people so they don’t

starve, it is worth paying welfare to rich peoplé so they will
provide us with peanuts, popcorn and a ball team.”
We understand why Morse thinks it's “welfare for the rich”, but
we can’t understand why we “just have to accept the fact”.
Especially on Election Day.

Peace-&-Freedom/6CD Club

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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Downtown Ballpark

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION P

Your NO vote on Proposition P is not a vote against the Giants.
Combined with a YES vote on Proposition V, it asks Mayor Agnos
to begin serious negotiations to keep the Giants at Candlestick.

The Giants should stay at Candlestick, where improvements
~ costing $30 million are already being made. A creative plan has
been proposed for additional improvements that would make Can-
dlestick a world-class stadium at'mo cost to taxpayers. Let's work
together rather than using strong-arm tactics on one another.

A ballpark at China Basin would cause immense traffic gridlock
and parking problems for residents and commuters who work in
the City as well as ballpark spectators, increase automobile pollu-
tion, reduce open space, blight nearby neighborhoods, and ad-
versely impact the development of the last prime open area for
housing in San Francisco at Mission Bay.

Proposition P would make taxpayers liable for many costs hidden
in the mayor’s memorandum of understanding with Spectacor.
These include acquiring the waterfront parcel and giving it free to
the developer, toxic cleanup and other land preparation, ballpark
infrastructure, traffic and transit improvements, construction over-
runs, direct loans and payments to Spectacor, a 1500-space parking
garage (with 1200 spaces free to luxury box holders and others),
etc. The total will be more than $100 million,

It would be far cheaper to buy the Giant’s franchise and keep
them at Candlestick.

Vote NO on Proposition P.

Potrero Boosters and Merchants Association

??????'I???"”?????”?‘7'7???'7""?'7????????????????????????????

WHERE is the money

WHAT parking

WHY gridlock

WHEN will Lurie stop threatening

HOW many Millions is the City wasting

VOTENOonP

Potrero Hill League of Active Neighbors

SFT has spent many years working on long-range planning for
the City, including China Basin,

Using land for a baseball stadium and an arcna is a planning
disaster for the Port, open space, housing, and Mission Bay.

The stadium would form a 150 foot wall blocking the Bay. It

would cause horrendous parking and traffic problems. The City

would pay millions for toxic cleanup to prepare the site AT NO
COST TO THE DEVELOPER.
VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION P.

San Francisco Tomorrow
L ]

Proposition P is a giveaway to the rich at the expense of San
Francisco's poor and working people. It could cost us over $100
million, Building a stadium instead of housing will raise rents
citywide. We need AIDS funding, affordable housing, childcare,
expanded healthcare and mass transit, senior and youth programs,

and jobs — not another stadium,

Stephanie Hedgecoke
Gloria La Riva
for the All-Pcoples Congress

« A downtown stadium will cause gridlock!

« A city study shows 11 downtown intersections will be para-
lyzed before & after games.

« Another study shows the Bay Bridge will be backed up and the

freeway jammed.
Don’t do this to our city! Vote no on Proposition P,

Supervisor Richard Hongisto

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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Downtown Ballpark

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION P

WHY IS THE NEW MUNI BARN SITE SECRET?

To get China Basin, the city will trade North Beach land now
used for parking buses.

So where will the buses park?

As of ballot argument deadline, Mayor Agnos’ plan is still secret.

There are two known alternatives.

One is to buy land. City Hall can use “eminent domain”, but
they’d have to pay market value, This would probably be $10-$15
million. Since this is part of the price we’re paying, it’s clear why
they wouldn’t want us to know until after the election.

But the more likely alternative is City College’s West Cam-

pus (“Balboa Reservoir”), '

This land once held classrooms, a library and other campus
facilities, torn down by the city when it took the land for a reservoir
— which has never been used except for parking.

The Supervisors now support returning that land to City College,
and the state has agreed to fund re-building. But the Mayor is
blocking it. He won't say why.

Until after the election.

Grassroots

WHY NO ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT?

Any big project has to file an EIR before approval. How can the
volers approve a project without even a preliminary draft of an
EIR?

The wide-open design will mean noise- and hghl-pollumn —
especially if “EXXON FIELD”, in gigantic, brightly-lit letters,
ends up as the dominant South-of-Market visual landmark.

Traffic and parking will be bad enough weekends and evenings;
weekday afternoons will be disastrous. Downtown air quality will

worsen ¢ither way.

With the west wind, how much fan trash will blow into the bay?

What would an earthquake do, given the squishy landfill they’re
building on? If the “Greenhouse Effect” raises sea levels, will
“EXXON FIELD” become “EXXON SWAMP"?

What else don’t we know?

Grassroots

“THE EMERGING CONSENSUS IS: NO” ,

Here's how the Examiner (8/11/89) reports South-of-Market
opposition:

“SOUTH PARK FEARS STADIUM IS TOO CLOSETO HOME"

“_. . it has become an area of intense.vitality, dense with small
businesses, an economically and ethnically mixed neighborhood
that works.

“Whether the community can accommodate . .
China Basin ballpark is Topic A in South Park . . .

“The emerging consensus — in the cafes and professional offices

. the prbposed

and homeless hotels . . . — is no.

“‘Once you bring 45,000 strangers through your neighborhood,
it makes you a lot more vulnerable to anything,” architect Toby
Levy said.

“South Park is mobilizing to fend off the ballpark . . . just two

blocks south . . . Residents fear . . . traffic, parking, lighting and
noise problems will overwhelm and ruin the good and vital thing
they are building.”

Grassroots

[

Abandoning Candlestick also implies abandoning Bayview/
Hunters Point.

‘Moving the Giants downtown would remove a major incentive
to build the long-overdue Muni lightrail on the Bayshore corridor
parallel to Third Strect.

City planners alrcady are too unconcerned about the nenghbor-
hoods, and the downtown stadium will make them even more
unconcerned.

Moving the Giants downtown means moving them from aneigh-

borhood where they are wanted and beneficial, to one where they
are a major nuisance.

This tax money should instead be spent improving transit access
to Candlestick — benefitting the entire southeast quarter of the city
and beyond.

Espanola Jackson
STIC
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PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION P

LURIE’S SUBTERFUGE

Lurie inherited $400,000,000 from his late father and now wants
to inherit another $115,000,000 from our taxpayers for an un-
needed toy. Let him do what the Los Angeles Dodgers did — they
built and paid for their stadium with their own money!

The Giants moved to San Francisco because Candlestick pro-
vided 10,000 parking spaces. Who would walk 8 — 10 blocks at
night at China Basin to their car?

China Basin is just 4 miles from Candlestick. Weather tests by
the City, Bechtel Corporation, and the 49ers proved that China
Basin weather is the same as Candlestick.

Official reports show that our hospitals, streets, fire, police and
other facilities need $1,000,000,000 in repairs. Should Lurie’s
unreasonable demands have priority?

If Candlestick is used only 10 times a year for football, it will fast
disintegrate by non-use. Why must we have two stadiums?

Candlestick has a debt of $14,000,000 due to recent expansion.
Baseball parking pays $1,500,000 per year on this debt. If we

submit to.Lurie’s demands, our taxpayers will have to bear this
additional loss!

Lurie paid $8,000,000 to buy the Glanls Today, the quoted price
is $80,000,000. But Luric will not put up a single dnme for the
stadium he demands.

Crowds of over 50,000 fans have been attending Candlestick
despite Lurie’s consistent criticism in order to get a new stadium
at taxpayers’ expense.

Two years ago, Prop. W was on the ballot for a new stadium at
7th and Townsend. This proposal was so false the Superior Court
ordered a public correction. Now, Lurie is doing the same!

Over 60% of the fans come from the Peninsula. Why compei
them to enter the mid-city and cause more gridlock?

. VOTENO on P!

San Francisco Taxpayers Association
W.F.O'Keeffe, St., President -

AN OPEN LETTER TO MAYOR AGNOS:
Please reconsider your attitude toward people who disagree with
you.
Here's how the Chronicle (8/15/89) reports it:
“ANGRY AGNOS BLASTS BALLPARK FOES”
“A fiery Art Agnos last night came out with both fists swinging
. Speaking before the . . . Toklas . . . Club, an admittedly
‘emotional’ Agnos lit into ballpark opponents . .
Don’t we have a right to decide how our money is spent? If not,
why are we voting on it?

*“Turning his voice up another notch, Agnos noted that he has
stood with the gay community on a series of issues. .”

Did you do so because it was right? Or in cxchange for gay
support for the stadium?

Democracy is like baseball, Art,

You win some and you lose some.

Would you have it any other way?

Grassroots

WILL THE GREENHOUSE EFFECT TURN “EXXON

FIELD” INTO “EXXON SWAMP"?

Many scientists warn that the rapidly-rising amount of carbon
dioxide (CO2) in the atmosphere, resulting from ever-increasing
burning of fossil fuels, will raise world temperatures an unknown
amount; CO2 holds heat more than other air does.

Temperatures could increase enough to melt enough polar ice to
raise sea levels and submerge many coastal flatlands. Nobody
knows how quickly this will happen, but the rate will certainly
increase since CO2 levels are still increasing. Many scientists
predict substantial increases in temperatures and sea levels within

30-60 years.

China Basin will be among the first to go.

It’s at water’s edge, already close to sea level.

Worse yet, it’s landfill! :

The earth undemeath is not bedrock; it's mud.

As sea level rises, China Basin will bccome soggier and sofwr
long before it's submerged.

Candlestick's designers neglectcd to plan adequately. Is hlstory
repeating itself?

Grassrools

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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Downtown Ballpark

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION P

" Below is reprinted from the 1987 San Francisco Voters Hand-
book the argument, which Mayor Art Agnos signed, against Prop-
osition W which proposed to locate a baseball stadium four blocks
away from the location proposed by Proposition P:

“A 7th and Townsend stadium is an ill conceived, unneeded,
unwanted, underfunded, traffic gridlocking, dollar devouring
white elephant that would NOT work, NOT help the Giants, is NOT
downtown and affords practically no parking. In the REAL world
we would ALL eventually pay for not only the stadium itself, but
also for the extra multi millions of dollars needed for new freeway
exits, relocating the SP depot, adding new Muni facilities, and

shoring up subgrade land wnh a hngh water table.

Vote No!

Concerned Taxpayers of San Francnsco

Art Agnos. .

We - still agree with Art Agnos’ 1987 argument against the
baseball stadium. ’

Vote No on Proposition P!

Giants Fans Against Proposition P
Stephen L. Taber
Rick Holman

« THENEW STADIUMIS A $30 MILLION DOLLAR BOON-
DOGGLE.

« DON'T LET PRIVATE INTERESTS PICK OUR MUNICI-
PALPOCKETS.

« WE DON’T NEED TO SPEND OVER $60 MILLION DOL-
LARS ON ANOTHER STADIUM.

We nced that money too badly for far more important things such

as AIDS, HOUSING, INFRASTRUCTURE REPAIR, HELPFOR
THE HOMELESS and other pressing demands to serve city resi-
dents. '

SAVE OUR CITY! VOTE NO ON PROPOSITIONP. .

Supervisor Richard Hongisto

Mayor Agnos has forgotten the promise that got him elected —
that Mission Bay would provide families “with space to make a
home”. The proposed downtown 48,000 scat stadnum would:

» Cause traffic grid lock

« Cost the City over $75 million

« provide only 1,200 parking spaces — for VIPs only

« Leave the City with no control over ticket prices

» Commit the city to continued use and maintenance of Candle-

stick Park
» Provide huge profits for out-of-town developers
We weren't fooled or blackmailed before, so don’t be fooled
now. A No voie on Proposition P is a yes vote on real city 1ssues
— not a vote against baseball in San Francisco.

South Park Improvement Association

4

‘ MEDIA BLITZ
After atwo week MEDIA BLITZ for China Basin the pro China
Basin Chronicle (8/8/89) released a poll that showed Candlestick
(as is) in a practical dead heat with China Basin leading by 1%.
Although the polis stated 4% error margin, the headlines falsely
implied that fans prefer China Basin. These arc media manipula-
tions of public opinion. If the media would print the proposed

Candlestick improvements the polls would lean very heavily to
Candlestick. '

Lurie unquestionably has the press supporting his new toy, and
Agnos and Lurie don’t care what the public really wants. ‘

Philip McDonald
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PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION P

HSIEH HEY FOR FISCAL CONSERVATISM!

Most of the Supervisors, like the Mayor, are big spenders,
especially when spending other people’s money. Predictably, all
but the fiscal-responsibility faction backed the statement support-
ing the downtown stadium,

The Chronicle (8/22/89) reports:

“Supervisor Tom Hsieh, who voted against submitting the state-
ment to the volers, chastised his colleagues for being overconfident
by assuming that the venture would be profitable.

‘ *The people in our city ought to be told what the liabilities

are,’ he said. ‘Optimistic language is always a no-no from a
responsible government.’

“Hsieh was joined by Supervisors Richard Hongisto and Bill
Mabher in voting in dissent.”

You don’t have to be “conservative” to appreciate “fiscal con-
servatism” — especially in these days of underfunded social ser-
vices. :

Grassroots

“I'WOULDN'T ADVISE ANYBODY TO BUILD A STADIUM
LIKE THAT.” — Dusty Baker, Giants’ outfield/hitting coach

Baker was talking about how the China Basin stadium will face
the wrong direction, meaning the sun will get in all fielders’ eyes
rather than just the rightfielders’, as at properly desngned stadiums.

The Examiner (7/26/89) reports:

“PARK WOULD SIT AT ODD ANGLE”

“A few Giants players are wondering whether an unorthodox site
plan for the proposed China Basin stadium will cause a sun
problem equal to the dreaded winds of Candlestick Park.

“The batter . . . will face southeast instead of east-northeast as
suggested by ofﬁcial Major League rules . . ."

Grassroots

Why are there no gays in major-league baseball?

Actually, there are. But pressure is so strong, they dare not let
their gayness be known until after they retire, if even then.

Gays are accepted in pro tennis, popular music, govemment,
business — even in most churches. Why not bascball?

Baseball was one of the last all-white institutions (management

remains virtually all-white). Now baseball is one of the last places
where gays aren’t accepted.

It’s unjust, that gay taxpayers be compelled to “donate” to an
industry that excludes them.

Grassroots

The Chronicle poll (6/9/89) asked: “How many times do you
- expect.to go . . . see the Giants play baseball this season?”

60% of San Franciscans said “Never’ — about half the men,
almost three-fourths of the women.

It’s not that they’d prefer downtown; the same poll showed San
Franciscans preferring Candlestick by 48%/31%.

The Examiner (7/28/89) reports only 37% of San Francisco
women favor a new stadium (San Francisco State poll).

Women working fulltime average around $15,000/ycar.

Major-league ballplayers average around $400,000/year.

Giants’ owner Lurie’s inheritance of roughly $400,000,000
“carns” him something like $40,000,000/ycar.

The only women who will get any significant piece of the profit
will be the strippers in the luxury boxes.

Grassroots
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‘Downtown Ballpark

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION P

The China Basin proposal involved lengthy secret negotiations
between the Mayor, the Giants and the proposed developer.

No stadium opponents, skeptics, neutral observers or reporters
were allowed in,

Why the secrecy?

Approving propositions based on secret negotiations allows and

even encourages corruption. ‘
We have no way of confirming that we really know what we’re

approving.

‘Grassroots

WILL FANS CALL IT THE “POLAR GROUNDS”?

China Basin is almost as windy as Candlestick.

But the new stadium’s design is much more wide-open to bay
winds. It’s only 50% enclosed, the entire outficld — at water’s
edge — having only a short fence. '

Architect Crosby will test the design in a wind-tunnel — after
Election Day — but hasn’t said what happens if it fails that test.

The only planned weather protection: “white fabric windscreens
to maich the sails on yachts berthed in the adjacent marina”
(Chronicle 5/25/89).

He'd do better to worry less about color-coordination and more
about whether they’ll work.

Grassroots

Here’s what Chronicle columnist Jon Carroll thinks (8/23/89):

“. .. The level of hypocrisy around this ballpark issue is down-
right insulting.

“The latest scam, . . .
suit ... Bob Lurie . .

“There was a clause . . . that essentially kept the Giants in
Candlestick until 1994 . . . to prevent.. . . Lurie from leaving early
and . . . depriving the city of more than $1,000,000/annum in
stadmm revenues.

"Wluch side would Art Agnos .beon? Would he . . . press for
the rules to be changed . . . to make a wealthy real-estate magnate

changing of the Candlestick lease . . . to

happy?

“Kids, can you say ‘power corrupts’ ?

“. . .the tackiest kind of pressure politics . .
pressuring the people who elected him. .

“It's unseemly . . . and clumsy: Agnos piously denying that he
had any intention of squeezing the voters, . . .

. “There are citizens with legitimate concerns. . .being treated as
pond scumaas . . . the Mayor rushes to do Bob's bidding. . ."

. the mayor . . .

Grassroots

Can you imagine “EXXON FIELD"?

This stadium is supposed to be world-famous and good for San

Francisco’s image.

But its name is up for bids.

Spectacor can scll the name to whoever they want; we won't find
out until after the election,

This is how Sacramento’s new facility got named “ARCO
ARENA”,

“EXXON FIELD” suggests “oil field” and “Ebbets Field”.
“Exxon Park” emphasizes real outdoor weather.

“COORS COLISEUM” could include a refreshments conces-
sion, Or “SPUDS MCKENZIE STADIUM" for the youth market.

“BankAmeripark” and “WHEATIES BOWL” (“Ballpark of
Champions”) are catchy enough to be world famous.

But good advertising for some corporationisn’t necessanly good
image for San Francisco.

If our “major-league” image depends on this stadnum, how can
we approve it without knowing what image we’ll end up with?

" Grassroots
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PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION P

The Chronicle (8/1/89) reports South-of-Market opposition:

"GIANTS NEW NEIGHBORS: THE PEOPLE WHO WILL BE
SQUEEZED OR UPROOTED BY A NEW STADIUM"”

“...Jim Pluth , . . proprietor of a small computer firm . . , rents
a unit . . . two blocks from the stadium site . .. Pluth represents
what seemed to be the area’s future . . . Already some tenants are

the ballyard.
“ ‘It could make this area really unpleasant . . . ,’ Pluth says.”
While many would want to move, others would have to;
“Since 1976 . . . filmmaker Rock Ross . . . has rented working
space .. . directly on the site of the new ballpark . . .
“Naturally, the . . deal makes him cranky. In his opinion, Lurie

saying if the ballpark comes, they’ll go.

- “ .. he thinks the ballpark will hit local traffic like a neutron

bomb... :

“Worse yet, . .. 80 times a year, }esidcnts will have to share their
sidewalks with hordes of half-bagged Giants fans retreating from

FISCAL IMPACT TO SPECTACOR (SMG):

It’s a secret.

Spectacor plans to make a profit, but we’re not allowed to know

how much.

But we know that Spectacor puts up virtually no investment.
Instead, they’ll use city funds, funds borrowed against future
ticket sales, and receipts from sale of luxury boxes and advertising

is blackmailing the city.

Grassroots

A

“But the unkindest cut of all is that Agnos . .
their phone calls . .”

part, Spectacor gets 80% of profits.

San Francisco gets only 20%!

(including the stadium’s name, worth millions/year).

Yet, after debts and expenses are paid and the Giants get their

Grassroots

Since the city’s 20% is estimated around $2,000,000/year,
Spectacor’s 80% must be approximately $8,000,000/year, Over40
years, Spectacor’s profit would be over $300,000,000!

Not bad, for virtually no investment. "

No wonder it’s “confidential”|!

. didn’t even return

TEXT OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE

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

Section 1.

Ttshall be the Policy of the People that the City
shall enter into an agreement with Spectacor
Management Group, the nation’s leading sports
facilities management firm, to construct and
finance anew ballpark at China Basin consistent

. with the following principles:

That the ballpark be developed privately with
a limited level of public financial involvement
and with the risks of financing, constructing and
operating the ballpark borne principally by
Spectacor Management Group;

That tax free bonds, the advance sale of lux-
ury boxes and only those other forms of financ-
ing to finance construction will be used which
would leave the City with no public bond debt
or obligation; A

That the City receive 20% of the profits from

PROPOSITION P

the ballpark each year for 40 years in payment

for its investment of $2 million per year for 10
cars; :

! That the City will own the ballpark after 40

years and retain sole title and ownership of the

land at all times;

That Spectacor guarantees an absolute limit
on the City's responsibility for possible con-
struction cost overruns;

That the San Francisco Giants sign a mini-
mum 30-year lcase to guarantee revenue shared
by Spectacor and the City;

That the City be paid 7¥2% interest on its
construction loan to Spectacor of $1 million per
year for 10 years at the end of the 40-year term
subject to the extension of the management
contract with Spectacor;

That the City acquire the property for the
ballpark by utilizing surplus City property.
Section 2.

Part I, Chapter II of the San Francisco Mu-
nicipal Code (City Planning Code) is hereby
amended by adding Sectipn 249.8 1o read as
follows:

Scction 249.8, NORTHEAST CHINA BASIN
SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

A use district entitled the “Northeast China
Basin Special Use District,” the boundaries of
which are shown on the Zoning Map, is hercby
established for the purposes set forth below, The
following provisions shall apply within the
Northeast China Basin Special Use District;

(a) Purposes '

(1) Purpose. In order to accommodate the
development of an open air ballpark for major
league baseball with an associated parking
structure and related commercial uses, such as
sports clubs, shops and restaurants, in a setting
of waterfront parks and promenades in an arca
which (A) will enhance public enjoyment of the

(Continued on next page)

Arguments printed on this page are the apinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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LEGAL TEXT OF PROPOSITION P (Continued)

Bay by bringing many people of all ages to a

. place of public assembly and recreation adja-

cent to the shoreline; (B) will be close to down-
town and within walking distance of many
thousands of residents, workers, shoppers and
visitors; (C) will be conveniently served by
transit, including an extension of Muni Metro
service from Market Street to the site and be-
yond with convenient transfer from and to
BART, anumber of Muni bus and trolley lines,

Caltrain service from the Peninsula to a station -

near the site, the potential of ferry service from
various north and east bay points to the ballpark
site; (D) will be conveniently served by the
broad South of Market street grid, a proposed

- new' 150-foot wide King Strect boulevard in

front of the ballpark, and casy access to the 101
and 1-280 freeways; and (E) will have conven-
ient access to a sizable pool of existing and
proposed on and off-street parking which can be
made available in the evening and on weekends;
and, further, in order to assure that the ballpark
and parking structures are attractively designed
and will be a visual asset to the City, there shall
be aNortheast China Basin Use District with the
controls set forth below.
(b) Controls

(1) General: The provisions of the M-2 use:

district established by Section 201 shall prevail
except as provided in paragraphs (2) through (5)
below, -

(2) Conditional Uses:

An open air ballpark with amaximum seating
capacity of 48,000, an associated parking struc-
ture and various uses accessory to or related to
a ballpark use, including sports clubs, restau-
rants, and retail shops, shall be permitted as
conditional uses.

(3) Parking

Inrecognition of the public transit anticipated
to be available to serve a ballpark in the pro-
posed location and in recognition of the large
supply of parking in the vicinity, much of which
can be made available for ballpark use in the
evening and on weckends, the minimum re-
quirement for off-street parking spaces for an
open air ballpark shall be 1,200 spaces. This
requirement shall be in lieu of the parking re-
quirements set forthin Section 151 of this Code.
(4) Architectural Design

In recognition of the prominence of the loca-
tion and the visual importance of the uses de-
scribed in subsection (b)(2) above, such uses
shall be subject to conditional use review and
approval by the City Planning Commission. A_
conditional use may be authorized by the City
Planning Commission if the facts presented are
such to establish that the architectural design of
the structure is appropriate for its intended use,
location, and civic purpose. This criterion shall
be in lieu of the criteria set forth in Section
303(c) (1-4) of this Code. -

Section 3.
Part II, Chapter 11 of the San Francisco Mu-

nicipal Code (City Planning Code) is hereby
amended by amending the Zoning Map to enact
the following change in the height and bulk
classification: ‘
Description of Property

The property in the arca generally bounded

by King Street, Second Street (inclusive of the - -

right of way), China Basin Channel, and Third
Street, as shown on the map attached hereto.

Height and Bulk Height and Bulk
District to be District Hereby
Superseded Approved
40-X 150-X
Section 4.

Part II, Chapter II of the San Francisco Mu-
nicipal Code (City Planning Code) is hereby
amended by amending the Zoning Mapto adopt
the following special use district classification:
Descripion of Property -

The property in the area generally bounded
by King Street, Second Street (inclusive of the
right of way), China Basin Channel, and Third
Street, as shown on the map attached hereto.

Use District Use District
Superseded Hereby Approved
M-2 . The Northeast
China Basin
Special Use
District

Section 5.
Any provision of this ordinance may be
amended by the Board of Supervisors. ~ [

HHHIH I Y
I

© HHHHHHH NN

\ mnnmmmnp

MHUHHHH I
AHiHHHHHHH N

116

USE, HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT
RECLASSIFICATIONS
Helght: From 40-X to 150-X

Use: From M-2 to North East China
Basin Use Diatrict

FlleNo._____ . .




Residential Rent Tax

PROPOSITION Q
Shall the City, with certain specified exceptions, charge a 0.75
percent tax on income from residential rental units, with the YES 79 -
revenues to be used for homeless shelters and certain low and ' NO 80 .

moderate income housing programs?

Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: Landlords pay a $16.00 tax on
the first $10,000 or less of rental income for the year
plus $1.60 for each additional $1000. This tax does
not apply to buildings containing three or fewer units.

A City law limits rent increases on a residential unit
so long as the tenant continues to live in the unit.
There is no City law limiting rent increases on units
that become vacant.

THEPROPOSAL.: Proposition Qis an ordinance. Under
Proposition Q, the City would charge a 0.75 percent
tax on all rental income from residential rental units,
beginning January 1, 1990. This tax would not apply
to income from a unit whose rent is controlied by the
City or other governmental agency when that unit
becomes vacant. Also, the tax would not apply to

income from the follc»wmg types of residential rental

_ units: »

1. A unit in a building contammg fewer than five
residential units where an owner of atleast 50 percent
of the building has lived in the building for at least six
consecutive months;

2. A unitin a hotel or similar establishment that has

not been occupied by the same tenant for thirty-two
consecutive days; or

3. A unit in a hospital, monastery or similar in-

stitution.

The tax wouldbe used to pay for homeless shelters
and for certain low- and moderate-income housing
programs.

Proposition Q would create a fuve member afford-
able-housing advisory panel, appointedby the Mayor,
that would help in deciding how to use the monies
from the tax. Proposition Q would expire in ten years
unless the voters extend it. :

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

City to charge a 0.75 percent tax on rental income
collected from certain types of residential rental units
and youwantthis tax to be used forhomeless shelters
and certain low- and moderate-income housing pro-
grams. You alsowantto create an affordable-housing
advisory panel to help in deciding how to use the
money from the tax.

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

the City to charge this tax on residential rentalincome.

Controller’s Statement on “Q”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of Prop-
osition Q:

“Should the proposed Ordinance be approved, in
my opinion, it would generate approximately $10
million annually for a period of 10 years through
the |mposmon of a tax on rental income.”

How “Q” Got on the Ballot

On August 9, the Registrar of Voters received a proposed
ordinance signed by Supervisors Jim Gonzalez, Thomas
Hsieh, Willie Kennedy, and Bill Maher. The City Charter
allows four or more Supervisors o place an ordinance on
the ballot in this manner.

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE
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Residential Rent Tax

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION G

A key finding in the Mayor’s Housing Advisory Committee
report, the Affordable Housing Action Plan states that:

“The majority of available housmg resources should be targeted
to serve those income groups in greatest need.”

Prop Q is a step in that direction. Prop Q taxes property owners
by 3/4 of one percent on rents creating an annual pool of 10 million
dollars dedicated solely for housing assistance. It is supported by
the housing industry as an alternative to vacancy control — an
alternative that truly helps those most in need.

Prop. Q is an innovated approach to creating much needed
housing assistance which could be used for the following:

a. Use to provide temporary housing and other shelter for our
homeless. ,

b. Assisting first-time homebuyers whose income does not ex-

ceed moderate levels, .

c. Rehabing existing sub-standard housing.
~ d. Rent subsidies for low and moderate income households.

This first-in-the-nation tax on rental receipts is a way to make
certain that housing furids go for new affordable housing and not
for the creation of new costly bureaucracies — a much needed
alternative to vacancy control.

It is time that our City gets serious about providing housing
assistance for those most in need. A

We urge your Yes Vote on Prop Q.

Barbara Kolesar .
Coalition for Better Housing

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION Q

San Francisco IS serious about providing affordable housing.
Since my AFFORDABLE HOUSING ACTION PLAN was
relcased this summer, we have doubled the City’s affordable
housing budget without resorting to the kind of ill- concewed and
convoluted tax contained in Proposition Q.

In September, we made an additional $10,000,000 available for
affordable housing through the Redevelopment Agency without
raising taxes.

Furthermore, that $10,000,000 is already earmarked for transi-
tional housing for the homeless, rehabing sub-standard rental hous-
ing and assisting moderate income first-time homebuyers.

Over the course of the next year we hope to raise an additional
$30-40 million for housing through a variety of state, federal
private and local sources.

I am proud of the fact that the Mayor’s Housing Advisory

Committee held public hearings on our DRAFT AFFORDABLE
HOUSING ACTION PLAN and listened to the public. After
receiving testimony from dozens of individuals and organizations,
the committee was able to fine-tune its final report to reflect the
wisdom and suggestions of those who took the time to participate
in that public process.

With PROPOSITION Q, however, there were no public hear-
ings, no public process. And if PROPOSITION Q passes, there can
be no fine-tuning. It is an ill-conceived tax that affects landlords,
tenants, non-profit residential hotels and small businesses. If
passed, it can only be changed through another, costly election.

Short of that, it would remain in place to 10 years,

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION Q.

Mayor Art Agnos

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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OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION Q

NOONQ

New taxes shouldn’t be taken lightly. Unfortunalely, with Prop-
osition Q, that is exactly what is happening. A brand new,
$10,000,000 a year tax is being proposed without public hearings
or discussion.

Proposition Q, the Rent Receipts Tax, raises $10 million a year
by taxing landlords through a new .75% tax on gross rental income.
The money raised would then be directed into a City-managed fund
to be spent on various “affordable housing” programs to help
~ low-income tenants. '

BUT PROPOSITION Q WILL RAISE RENTS AS WELL AS
TAXES. Under current law, every time landlords’ expenses go up
they have a right to raise rents to “passthrough” the new costs to
tenants. Some landlords may not do it now, but when they are hit
with a new $10 mlllnon tax, they will definitely reconsider,
wouldn’ tyou"

And it will be those tenants who are least able to pay, the ones
Prop. Q’s proponents seem to care about, whose rent could go up

the most. Low income tenants, the elderly and the disabled, will be

hit hardest by “passthrough” rent increases. The proponents of
Proposition Q could have drafted it in such a way as to prohibit the
tax being passed on to tenants, BUT THEY CHOSE NOT TO.

To make matters worse, Proposition Q has no escape clausc or
review mechanism. Under the provisions of Prop. Q the City must
collect the $10,000,000 tax each year from thousands of San
Franciscans including small property owners,

PROPOSITION Q, AS WRITTEN, WOULD LOCK US INTO
THIS NEW TAX FOR THE REST OF THIS CENTURY.

VOTENOONQ

Mayor Art Agnos

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION Q

Shame! Shame! Shame!

Mayor Agnos does more than “bend the truth a hule” in his
argument against Prop. Q.

Prop Q institutes a new tax on rental income amounting to $7.50
per $1000. Mayor Agnos doesn’t tell you that this tax is proposed
by the housing mdustry

Why?

Because Prop Q, an alternative lo vacancy control, gives housing
assistance to those most in need — $10,000,000 annuaily! -

Mayor Agnos knows this tax cannot be passed through unless
expenses increase enough to trigger a Rent Board hearing. And
that’s rarer than straight talk from a politician. :

If:the Mayor is concerned for low income people why did he
sponsor and pass recent legislation charging tenams an annual fee
to pay the entire cost of the Rent Board?

Isn’tit just a little curious that Mayor Agnos is suddenly worried

about property owners?

What's really going on here?

There are basically two approaches to housing matters — an
expensive bureaucracy paid for by charging tenants an annual fee
to control the industry or working with the industry on creative
ways to directly intervene for those most in need. The Mayor favors
the former and Prop Q offers the later.

The housmg industry would rather pay its share of vacancy
control costs in the form of assistance to those most in need of help
than feed another expensive cily bureaucracy.

Prop Q costs you nothing and creates housing assistance for
many. VOTE YES ON PROP Q.

" Russ Flynn, President

Coalition for Better Housing

\

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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Residential Rent Tax

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION Q

This city has demonstrated a paucity of thought in past and
present housing policics, resulting in unnecessary hardships both
for tenants and would be homeowners.

Thus the only sensible response to the housing crisis and the
burden of tenants is not vacancy control, but a policy thatincreases
supply and ownership alternatives.

Thus avoided is the Berkeleylzanon of San Francisco whnch
results in fewer available units for rent.

Joe O’ Donoghue, President
Residential Builders Association

The Black community and other minority communities are ill-
served by vacancy control. Study after study reveals that in cities
where vacancy control is part of its housing policy, minorities are
hurt the most. Freezing rents at today’s already high costs does
nothing to alleviate the problems of low-income and poorly housed
citizens of this City.

We support the housing industry’s proposal — Prop Q — that
creates an annual pool of $10 million for direct housing assistance.

This money will be used to help those in need of help the most:
money for rent subsidies, money to fix sub-standard units and
money for new low-income housing so desperately needed by the
poor of this City.,

Prop Q doesn’t create new controls that benefits many who don’t
need housing assistance — it puts dollars where they are most
needed.

We urge you to vote Yes on Prop Q.

Rev. H. L. Davis, Jr,

First Union Baptist
Arnold G. Townsend

Assoc. Minister

First Union Baptist Chruch
Rev. G L. Bedford, Sr.

Founder Consultant Banneker Inc.
Rev. Willie Moore, Pastor

Solid Rock Missionary Baptist Church
Rev. Harvey Robertson

Associate Minister

M. Sinai Baptist Church

For the past eight years, I have been a student of rent control and
related housing policies on the national and local level. I served as
a Hearing Examiner and then as Executive Assistant to the District
of Columbia Rental Housing Commission for a period of four years
and as Executive Director tothe City of Berkeley Rent Stabilization
Board from 1985 to 1987. .

It has become increasingly apparent that restrictive rent control
policies do more harm than good. One need only look to Berkeley
and Santa Monica to see that such policies only exacerbate the

housing crisis that has devastated minorities, the elderly, single .
- parent houscholds and the working poor.

Berkeley has lost one third of its entire rental housing stock in
less than ten years, According to the University of California, 40%
of its students can no longer find rental housing. Depending upon
who one believes, Berkeley has lost between 15% and 33% of its
Black tenants since 1980.

‘ .
In the meantime, Santa Monica has suffered a 36% decline in
Black renters, a29% decline in Hispanic renters and a 25% decline

_ in the number of school age children living in rental units.

- Itis ime we face the facts, The affordable housing crisis will not
be resolved by shackling the industry in a maze of red tape and
costly bureaucratic over regulation. The entire community must
become involved. All must share the cost.

I strongly support Proposition Q. I see it as a positive step in the
right direction. It leaves intact the rent control protections that San
Francisco renters presently enjoy and it goes a step further. Prop-
osition Q will result in more housing and better housing for those
who need it

AND, after all, isn’t that the botiom line?

Gregory R. McConnell

Most property owners ar¢ aware that we will have to share in the
costs that go with housing assistance. On point we would rather
pay money into a fund to help those in need of help rather than feed
a vacancy control bureaucracy. It’s as simple as that,

VOTE YES ON PROP. Q.

Fred Hock
Property Owner

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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Residential Rent Tax

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION Q

I am a strong supporter of Prop Q simply because it responds to
what housing activists and the housing industry agree is the real
solution to the housing crisis in this city — the creation of more
rental housing!

In the southeastern section of our city there are families who are
actually living in garages — firetraps, if you will, with no hope in
sight to better their condition. But we could help these San Fran-
ciscans if we had more housing projects like the Maria Alicia Apts.
at 16th & Valencia, built by non-profits and providing units in the
$400-600 range. :

It is time to take a proactive course instead of paying lip service
to those who are living in substandard conditions. Prop Q will help

provide the funds to build more housing like this. And for all -

practical purposes, this tax cannot be passed through to tenants
except under extraordinary circumstances.
San Francisco is in such dire need of affordable housing and Prop

Q will help us create it.
I urge you to vote Yes on Q.

Supervisor Jim Gonzales

The residents of San Francisco have consistently shown their
support for the creation of affordable housing. How the City can
accomplish this challenge is at issue on this ballot.

By supporting Prop Q the City will be able to gencrate an
estimated $10 million to accomplish this task. This sizeable amount
has never before been gencrated by the City for this purpose.

The City has been lacking a specific commitment in this area,

and this Proposition is a start in the right direction.

I commend the housing industry for voluntarily setting the
wheels in motion and I urge you to join me in voting YES ON
PROP Q.

Supervisor Tom Hsieh

We support the housing industry’s proposal — Prop Q — that
creates an annual pool of $10 million for direct housing assistance.

This money will be used to help those in need of help the most.
Money for rent subsidics, money to rehab substandard existing
units and money for new low-income housing so desperately
needed by the poor of this City.

Prop Q doesn’t create new controls that benefit many who don’t
need housing assistance — it puts dollars where they are most

necded.
We urge you 1o vote Yes on Prop Q!

Mamie How,

Current Rent Board Commissioner
Tim Carrico,

Current Rent Board Commissioner

SR

Iam in my eighties and on a limited income. I am very concerned
about the problems of older people getting by as time goes on. Iam
in support of programs which help low-income peaple instead of
programs which would provide cheap apartments to those who can
more easily support themselves.

San Francisco should be concemned with pcople who have lived

here for a long time not people who are just moving in from other

parts of the county.
1 SUPPORT PROPOSITION Q

Mary Ann Fitzpatrick

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION Q

This is a scheme by real estate interests to undermine growing
public support for vacancy control.
Vote NO on Q.

Joel Ventresca,
Past President
Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council

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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Residential Rent Tax

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION Q

Renters: Vote NO on Prop Q! NO tax on tenants! Walter DeVaughn, Co-Convenor
Don't be taken in by this real estate industry attack on vacancy ~ The Gray Panthers of San Francisco
control.

Who should pay for housing the homeless? Renters one paycheck  to climb skyward.
away from being homeless themselves shouldn’t have to carry the
whole burden. Proposition Q will create more homelessness than ~ The Housing Committee at Old St. Mary’s
it will alleviate, by ensuring that San Francisco rents will continue  St. Peter’s Housing Committee

Proposition Q is a tax which will be imposed on renters. Itisa  written by landlords for landlords.
smokescreen to sabotage vacancy rent control, It will not produce
affordable housing it — will produce luxury housing with studio  San Francisco Tenants Union
apartments renting from $570 — $750. Ted Gullicksen for the San Francisco Tenants
Vacancy rent control will preserve affordable housing; Proposi- Union Business Committee
tion Q is written to prevent enactment of vacancy control. It is

Proposition Q is a cynical attempt to drive a wedge between  Kelly Cullen - Tenderloin Neighborhood Development
renters and providers of non-profit housing and services to the Corporation
homeless. Maryann Dillon — Mission Housing Development Corporation
Greg Francis — Coalition on Homelessness
Rene Cazenave — Council of Community Housing Organizations (Organizations listed for identification purposes only.)

)
L]

Stopthe RENT TAX! Vote NO on Q. SanFranciscodoesn'tneed  Tony Kilroy Dino DiDonato Bob Geary
more homelessness. Vote NO on Proposition R! Ruth Picon Greg Day Richard Sevilla
s Carol Migden Chuck Lantz Leslie Katz
Rick Hauptman Joel Ventresca Catherine Dodd Susana Montana
Jose Medina Kelly Cullen ~ Ed Emerson
Marcelo Rodriguez John Baessler Susan Bierman

Here we go again! They're trying to stick us withanew tax! New ~ It’s time city government started living within a budget like the

taxes never go away, they just get bigger. : rest of us. Vote NO on Q!
The City can’t even collect all the taxes it levies now, so why
create new taxes? San Franciscans Against New Taxes

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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Residential Rent Tax

~ PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION Q
Proposition Q — - . San Francisco Democratic Party

» imposes a hidden tax , Paul Wartelle
« makes housing less affordable Westbay Law Collective

« diverts attention from the real housing crisis — SKY-  Gerald Whitehead
ROCKETING RENT INCREASES AND SPECULATION! Buck Bagot

Vote NO on Q! Stonestown Tenants Associjation
' David Brigode
Carole Migden :
]
Renters Beware! | be first to get the biggest “passthrough” rent increases.
Proposition Q will raise rents. Every time landlords’ expenses go Sometimes the cure is worse than the disease! That’s certainly

up they have the right toraise rents to “pass-through” thenew costs.  true with Prop. Q. Vote NO!

Some landlords may not do it now, but believe it, when they’re hit

with this new $10 million tax, they will raise rents. Affordable Housing Alliance
Cruelest of all, it will be those least able to pay whose rent will ~ Golden Gateway Tenants Association

go up the most. Low income tenants, the elderly and disabled will

Propbsition Q’s big landlords and realtors, by soaking tcnants,  greedy scheme.
small landlords, seniors, non-profit developers etc., are like bur-
glars who take the bedsheets, soap and toilet paper, Arrest their  Brian Doohan

UNFAIR TO SENIORS San Francisco Eviction Watch
‘A tax on tenants in residential hotel rooms (Sec. 2.4(1)) is just too

greedy. Many senior citizens pay $400 of their $500 check in rent.

Prop. Q will cost them meals, clean clothes or other necessities.

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 ORDINANCE

SECTION 1. Findings and Statement of Intent.
L1 There is a shortage of affordable. decent,
safe. and sanitary housmg in San Francisco.
This shortage has its most severe impact on
persons of low and moderate income, the el-
derly, the physically disabled and children.
1.2 There has been a substantial increase in

the number of homeless persons in San Fran-

cisco and there exists an acute shortage of tem-
porary housing for homeless persons, and
particularly homeless children.

1.3 Controls on rents upon vacancy of exist-
ing tental units does not alleviate the shortage
of- housing. Controls on rents on vacancy of
existing rental units does not target benefits to
those persons in need of assistance.

14 It is in the interest of the public health

safety and welfare to mitigate the shortage of

housing, and to meet, to the extent monies are
available, the City’s fair share of regional hous-
ing needs, by increasing the supply of housing
through the creation of new housing units and
the renovation of existing substandard units.

1.5 It is in the interest of the public health,
safety and welfare to target benefits to those
persons most in need of assistance by providing
assistance in the purchase of homes by first-time
home buyers and by providing rent subsidies to
persons of low and moderate income.

1.6 The people of San Francisco intend
hereby to impose a special tax to generate funds
for the creation of home ownership opportuni-
ties and residential rental housing opportunities
for persons of low and moderate income, with
special emphasis on housing for the elderly and
permanently disabled, through new construc-
tion and rehabilitation of existing substandard
dwelling units, for the creation of temporary and
short-term housmg for the homeless, with spe-
cial provision made for shelter for homéless
children, and for the provision of assistance in
purchasing and renting housing by persons of
low and moderate income.

SECI'ION SECTION 2. Definitions.

T 2.1 Administrative _age agency shall mean the
Mayor’s Office of Housing or such other admin-
istrative agency as the Mayor may designate to
administer the monies collected pursuant to this
initiative ordinance.

2.2 Advisory panel shall mean the affordable
housing advisory panel described in Section 3.7.

2.3 Fund shall mean the affordable housing
fund described in Section 3.4,

2.4 Residential rental unit shall mean all res-
idential dwelling units in San Francisco the rent
for which is not controlled upon vacancy of the
unit by any local, State or Federal law, ordi-
nance, statute, rule or regulation, or governmen-
tal contract. A residential rental unit shall
include land and appurtenant buildings and all
housing services, privileges, furnishings and
facilities supplicd in connection with the use or
occupancy therefor, including garage and park-
ing facilities. The term residential rental unit
shall not include (1) housing accommodations
in hotels, motels, inns, tourist houses, rooming
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and boarding houses, provided that at such time
as an accommodation has been occupied by a
tenant for thirty-two (32) continuous days or
more, such accommodation shall become a res-
idential rental unit subject to the provisions of
this initiative ordinance; (2) dwelling units in
non-profit cooperatives owned, occupied and
controlled by a majority of the residents; (3)
housing accommodations in any hospital, con-

vent, monastery, extended care facility, asylum, .

non-profit home for the aged, or in dormitories

owned and operated by an institution of higher

education, a high school, or an elementary
school; and (4) owner-occupied building con-
taining four (4) residential rental units or less,
wherein owner or owners of at least 50% of the

fee interest in the building have resided for at

least six continuous months.

2.5 Rental income shall mean consideration
received in connection with the use or occu-
pancy of a residential rental unit, including
parking, furnishings, or housing services of any
kind, valued in money, whether received in
money orotherwise, including allreceipts, cash,
credits, and property or service of any kind or
nature, and also the amount for which credit is
allowed by the owner or manager of the residen-
tial rental unit to the occupant, without any
deduction therefrom whatsoever,

SECTION 3. Affordable Housing Tax.

3.1 Regulation of Rents on Vacant Units. The
tax provided for in this initiative shall not be
imposed on any residential dwelling unit if the
rent for that unit is limited, controlled or regu-
lated upon vacancy by any local, State or Fed-
cral law, ordinance, statute, rule or regulation,
or govcmmemal contract,

3.2 Imposition and Rate of Tax. Begmnmg
January 1, 1990, there shall be paid a tax of 0.75
percent on all rental income collected from res-
idential rental units,

3.3 Payment of Tax. All amounts of taxes

imposed by this initiative ordinance are due and
payable to the Tax Collector of the City. The
Board of Supervisors may enact such ordi-
nances as it deems necessary and proper for the
collection and enforcement of this tax.

3.4 Affordable Housing Fund. The Tax Col-
lector shall transmit all monies collected pursu-
ant to this initiative ordinance to the Treasurer
for deposit to the credit of a fund to be known
as the “Affordable Housing Fund.”

() Monies in the fund shall be administered
by the administrative agency.

(b) Interest eamed from the fund shall become
partof the principal and shall not be drawn from
the fund for any purpose other than those for
which the fund is established.

(c) Any unexpended balances remaining in
the fund at the close of any fiscal year shall be
deemed to have been provided for a specific

purpose within the meaning of Section 6.308 of-

the Charter and shall be camried forward and
accumulated in the fund.

(d) Monies in the fund may be used in con-
junction with funding from other sources in-

creasing the housing intended by this initiative.

3.5 Funds for Homeless Shelters. Commenc-
ing July 1, 1990, and for the fiscal years 1990-.
1991, 1991-1192 and 1992-1993, not less than
10% of the total estimated annual revenue in the
fund for the prior fiscal year shall be used to
provide temporary housmg and other shelter to
the homeless,

3.6 Furlier Use of Affordable Housing Fund :
Monies in the Affordable Housing Fund maybe -
expcndcd for homeless shelters as provided in

-section 3.5 and for the other following purposes

only:

(a) to assist in the purchase of homes by
first-time homebuyers whose income does not
exceed moderate levels, through low interest
loans and other financing vehicles;

(b) for the acquisition, construction and fi-
nancing of housing, the rehabilitation of exist-
ing substandard housing units, including the
preparation of architectural plans, engineering
studies, estimates, land acquisition, and such
other and further expenses relating to the financ-
ing, construction, rehabilitation and completion
of such housing;

(c) for all expenscs reasonably related to the
operation, maintenance and improvement of
such residential rental housing and shelter for the
homeless, including reserves for furniture and
equipment, and for unforeseen contingencies;

(d) to provide rent subsidies for low and mod-
erate income households; and

(e) for reasonable costs of collection of the
affordable housing tax and administration of the'
fund.

The determination of what constitutes hous-
ing affordable to persons and families of low
and moderate income shall be in accordance
with the then current Department of Housmg
and Urban Development guidelines. .

3.7 Affordable Housing Advisory Panel. The
Mayor shall appoint a five member affordable
housing advisory panel which shall, in conjunc-
tion with the administrative agency, determine
the use of the monies in the fund for each fiscal
year. The members of the advisory panel shall
include one representative of residential rental
property owners, one representative from the
non-profit housing community, one for-proﬁt
housing developer, one tenant representative,
and the head of the administrative agency or a
designee from the administrative agency.

3.8 Public Hearing. The administrative
agency annually shall prepare a plan for the
disposition of the monies in the fund for the next
fiscal ycar. At least one public hearing shall be
conducted jointly by the administrative agency
and the advisory panel prior to issuance of the
final plan for cach fiscal year.

SECTION 4, Miscellaneous.

4.1 Regulation of Rents for Tenants in Place,
Nothing in this initiative shall be construed to
cffect the authority of the Board of Supervisors
to regulate residential rents of tenants in place,

4.2 Expiration. This initiative ordinance shall
expire 10 years after the date of enactment

(Continued on page 22)




Condominium Conversions

'PROPOSITIONR |

Shall the City law that limits the types of buildings eligible for | |
condominium conversion and limits to 200 the annual number of | YES 83 ‘ ”
conversions be amended to create a parallel procedure that NO84 mmp
makes all residential rental buildings eligible for conversion and 1
g allows an additional 500 units to be converted through 1993, after :
- which the 500 unit limit would expire? : <

| Analysis -
. by Ballot Simplification Committee s‘

THE WAY IT IS Ndw: Under City'law, certain buildings miniums i approve& by tenants from at least 51% of the

containing six or fewer residential rental units; stock coop-
eratives; and community apartments may be converted to
condominiums. 40 percent of the tenants in the building
must state an intent to buy their units. Such conversions
are limited to 200 units each year. If less than 200 units are
converted in a year, the limit for the following year is still
200. ‘ ,

Current law provides certain protections to tenants living
in a building whose owner wants to convert to condomini-
ums. Tenants must have the first chance to buy these units.
‘Tenarits who do not buy their units may continue to rent
their units for 180 days or until their lease expires, which-
ever Is longer, and may renew their leases for up to one
year. Senior citizens or disabled tenants who do not want
to buy their units may continue to rent them as fong as they
want.

THE PROPOSITION: Proposition R is an ordinance that
“would create an additional way to convert residential rental

~ units to condominiums. Proposition R would allow residen-
tial rental units in any building to be converted to condo-

units and other conditions are met. Conversions under
current law would continue to be limited to 200 units each
year limit. Proposition R conversions would be limited to
500 units each year from 1990 through 1993. if fewer than
500 units are converted in a year, the remainder may be
carried over to the next year. After 1993, there would be
no limit on Proposition R conversions.

With certain exceptions, the rights of tenants living in a
building whose owner wishes to convert are similar to
those provided to tenants under the current conversion
law. The rights of senior citizens and disabled tenants who
did not wish to buy their units would be similar to those
under current law. Other tenants who did not want to buy
their units generally could rent for five years.

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

to allow rental units to be converted to condominiums
under these conditions. -

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

City to allow rental units to be converted to condominiums
under these conditions.

| Contrdller’sStatement on “R”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the following
statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition R:

“Should the proposed ordinance be adopted and imple-

mented, in my opinion, it could increase certaintax revenues
of the City and County, the amount of which, being depen-
dent upon the revised assessed valuation of the additional
condominiums created, if any, cannot be determined.”

How “R” Got on the Ballot

On August 3, the Registrar of Voters certified that the
inttiative petition calling for Proposition R to be placed onthe
ballot had qualifed for the ballot.

9,399" signatures were required to place an initiative ordi-
nance on the ballot.

A random check of the signatures submitted on July 26 by
the proponents of the initiative petition showed that 11,786
of the signatures submitted were valid; 2,387 more thanthe
required 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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Condominium ConVersions

' OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION R

For most San Franciscans the “American dream” of homeowner-
ship is a thing of the past or limited, unfortunately, io a privileged
few. The Mayor’s Housing Advisory Committee reports that“only
5% of San Francisco houscholds could afford to buy the median
priced house”, The cost of homes today prohibit most renters from
ever enjoying the stability, security and ﬁnancxal benefits of
homeownership.

The T.O.P. initiative — Proposition R — is modeled after law
enacted by Santa Monica voters that creates opportunities for
tenants to purchase their units and protect tenants who choose not
to buy. Under T.O.P. a conversion can occur only if 51% or more
of the tenants approve and certain tenant protections are guaran-
teed. T.O.P. forces property owners who want to convert to offer

- tenants “good deals” (below market prices and financing packages)

"in exchange for their approval of the conversion. Unlike current
law, T.O.P. puts power in the hands of the people who live in the
building.

T.O.P. Provisions:

1. Conversions can not occur in buildings where evictions have
occurred — except for failure to pay rents, violation of tenancy, or
where a tenant is causing substantial damage to the rental unit.

2. Senior citizens and permanently disabled tenants are enutled
to lifetime leases.

3. Tenants who do not wish to purchase are glven an automanc :

five year lease.

4. Rents for those who remain in the building are covered by rent
control laws.

Santa Monica has California’s toughest rent contml and tenant
protection laws. This type of law is working there and would create
ownership opportunities for many San Franciscans who otherwise
would not qualify or afford today's prices.

Homeownership helps preserve, stabilize and improve neighbor-
hoods while generating millions of new propeny tax dollars.

Vote YES on Prop R.

Barbara E. Herzig

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION R

The City’s current condominium conversion ordmance allowsup
to 200 rental units per year to be converted to condominiums.
Enacted in 1982, it represented a compromise between “free mar-
ket” advocates who were willing to accept the loss of 500-1000+
rental units a year and affordable housing/community advocates
secking to ban conversions altogether. That compromnse has
worked.

Proposition R sets up a second, brand new conversnon process
that allows 2000 new conversions over the next four years and
unlimited conversions thereafter.

Under the b/anner of “homeownership for tenants,” Proposition
R will pita small group of wealthier tenants and “condo packagers”
against the vast majority of moderate and middle income renters.

Even if we accept the proponents’ argument that Proposition R
will somehow “force” property owners to offer tenants their units

at $10,000-$30,000 below market, would “droppmg” the pncc of
a unit from $250,000 to $230,000 or from $360,000 to $330,000
help many renters to realize the Amencan Dream of homeowner-
ship? We think not.

Will investors and speculators ﬁgure out ways to use the numer-

~ ousloopholes in this industry-sponsored initiative to convert thou-

sands of rental units to condos? YOU BE THE JUDGE.

Finally, the much-touted tenant “protections” included in the
T.O.P. initiative (Proposition R) are cither the same as current city
law or, in some cases, significantly weaker than those mandated
by the state and local subdivision codes. :

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITIONR.

Submitted By the Board of Supervisors and the Mziyor

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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Condominium Conversions

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION R

In 1982, through Supervisor Willie Kennedy’s leadership, a fair
and effective ordinance regulating condominium conversions was
enacted. Before then, thousands of our most affordable rental units
were converted to expensive condominiums, and the majority of
their occupants were evicted. This proposal would turn back the
clock, allowing unlimited condominium conversions.

Proposition R’s sponsors claim it will expand ownership oppor- -

tunities for existing tenants. In fact, it would create homeownership
for a lucky few at the expense of thousands of renters.
Proposition R will weaken the current law in the following ways:
« It will allow conversions even if none of the existing tenants
intend to purchase their units. The sponsors tout the initiative’s
requirement that 51 percent of tenants “approve” conversion;
but current law requires at least 40% of the tenants to formally
declare their intent to purchase their units,
« It weakens current protection for purchasers by eliminating
requirements that condominium developers correct building

code violations and provide needed parking spaces before
selling the units — a windfall for developers, a timebomb for
buyers. ,

« Promoters claim Proposition R would provide new protection
for tenants, including limits on pre-conversion evictions. But
these limits only go back six months — developers could evict
all non-purchasing tenants seven months before applying for
conversion and still win approval.

« Current law requires that certain converted units remain afford-
able; Proposition R would prohibit this policy.

» Proposition R has been written so that not a word can be
changed through legisiation, but only through another costly
election. .

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION R.

Submitted by the Board of Sdpervisors and the Mayor

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION R

The official arguments against Prop R were drafted by Politicians
who would rather see the current conversion laws maintained —
laws that give the City’s bureaucracy and the Board of Supervisors
ultimate power over conversions.

Prop R simply establishes a new process that gives the power 10
approve conversions to tenants who live in the building — where
the power belongs. '

Prop R was placed on the ballot through the initiative process by
more than 16,000 signatures — from mostly renters, Itis sponsored
by renters and property owners alike.

Prop R requires approval from tenants in at least 51% of a

building’s units before an application for conversion can even be
filed, Existing law requires 40% to sign a non-legally binding
“intent to purchase” statement that is meaningless in court.

Today Santa Monica is home of California’s toughest tenant
protection laws. A similar law enacted by Santa Monica voters has
yielded average savings of $30,000 per unit. Both property owners
and renters are pleased with this law, _

Once again San Francisco’s politicians think they know what's
best for the City’s tenants — even if the defeat of Prop R cost
tenants homeownership opportunities and economic benefits.

The passage of Prop R will deny the politicians control of
conversions and perhaps some lost campaign contributions.

Tenants — not politicians — should control their buildings.

" Vote yes on Prop R.

Barbara Herzig

Arguments printed on this page are the opinlon of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any ofﬂclal agency.
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Condominium Conversions

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION R

The San Francisco Republican Party reccommends a YES vote on
Proposition R. The high price of housing in San Francisco is due
to high demand and low supply. “R” is one step in the right
direction.

- The only way in which low and moderate income persons in San
Francisco can hope to enjoy the benefits of home ownership is
through tenant initiated condominium conversions. By permitting
tenant initiated condominium conversions, tenants are empowered
with choice: renters who choose not to purchase are protected with
guaranteed five year leases and elderly and disabled renters receive
lifetime leases. '

“R” is a “win-win” proposition. Vote YES!

James E. Gilleran, Chairman
San Francisco Republican County Central Committee

Tom Mc Connell, Chairman

Issues Committee

- San Francisco Republican County Central Commmce
Curt Augustine

- Christopher L. Bowman

Robert R. Bacci
Kenneth Blumenthal
Mildred “Millie" Danch
J. Bingham Dean
SamT. Harper

Jun Hatoyama

K. Martin Keller
Carol Marshall -
Brian Mavrogeorge
Bruce M. O’ Neill
Pablo Wong

Mayor Art Agnos’ Housing Advisory Committee recommended
that we:

“Support tenant-sponsored cooperation and condominium con-
versions while protecting tenants who elect not to participate.”

(Quote from pg. 21 of Mayor’s Housing Advisory Committee
report-5/12/89)

Prop R does just what the Agnos Housing Committee proposes.

This measure was designed after a similar program approved by
the electorate of Santa Monica several years ago. After approxi-
mately three years since its passage, the Santa Monica program

continues to have the support of both tenants and owners.

Prop R provides an opportunity for many San Franciscans, who
otherwise would not be able to buy their own homes, a chance to
do so. Those who don’t are protected under the existing rent
ordinance. o o '

Vote YesonPropR

Mike McGill, Member of Mayor Art Agnos’ Housing
Advisory Committee

1 support Proposition R because it creates a way in which I
can become a property owner. As asingle individual, who lives
on my earnings I’ve often felt that no matter how much I saved

I would never be able to own property. Proposition R will offer

me that chance, therefore I strongly support it.

Omar J. Mosley
San Francisco Tenant

About three years ago Santa Monica — home of California’s
toughest tenant protection laws — enacted a Prop R type conver-
sion law. The idea behind the law is simple — the only way a
property owner can convert is to seck and get tenant approval.

This type of law takes control away from planning departments
and politicians and places it with tenants. Property owners must
negotiate with tenants terms that are acceptable before any conver-
sion in a building can occur, Prop R places power over conversions
with the people who live in the building -— not with politicians.

It doesn’t take a rocket scientist to understand why Politicians

oppose this ballot measure — a batlot measure more than 16,000
individuals signed through the initiative process,

Under a similar type program around 1,000 units have been
converted in Santa Monica with average savings of about $30 000
per unit, \

San Franciscans deserve the same kind of break.

Vote Yes on Prop R,

Mamie How
Rent Board Commissioner

Argumants 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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Condominium Conversions

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION R

Your Yes on Prop R vote would not only create exciting home
ownership opportunities for many San Franciscans, it would also
generate millions in new tax dollars through new asscssments.

Many apartment buildings are assessed well below market value
because they have not sold in many years — this is particularly true

of those held prior to Prop 13s enactment. Tenant approved .

conversions under existing state law would require new assess-
ments and new tax revenues. That’s a win-win proposition,
Home ownership and new tax dollars — Yes on PropR

Bill O'Keeffe, Sr., President
San Francisco Taxpayers Association

The bankrupt housing policies of San Francisco have cffectively
eliminated for tenants what should be an inalienable right to home
ownership. .

This denial is a result of myopic utopian policies. This initiative
opens up for tenants, not only the dream that has been a nightmare,
but guarantees them a leveraged negotiated posture in the purchas-

ing of their apartment, while at the same time protecting existing
tenancy rights.

Joe O'Donoghue, President
Residential Builders Association

As a single mother trying to raise my child in this city, I thought
the chances of my ever owning my own home were slim to none.
I was thrilled to learn that a new opportunity might be available to
me with this Tenant Ownership Program.

I have friends in Santa Monica who have been able to buy one
or two bedroom condominiums at a $30,000 savings. The reason,
owners and tenants negotiate selling price prior to the conversion

being approved.

I know of many others who love the building in which they live
and would be thrilled to have the security of homeownership.

I hope Prop R passes.

Lynne Williams

I support Prop R because it gives power to tenants living in a
building to make the ultimate decision as to conversions of rental
units to homeownership. Today that power resides with a burcau-
cracy. .

San Franciscans have a long history of supporting measures that
give control to those directly affected. Sure some members of the

Board of Supervisors oppose this measure because it takes power
away from them and that hurts fund raising.
Vote Yes on Prop R — a vote for tenant control.

Debbie Berry
San Francisco Tenant

As a senior citizen [ worry about the apartment building I live in.
Prop R does two things for me that I like. With Prop R, I'il never
have to worry about finding another place because I'm guaranteed
a lifetime lease with the same protections that I presently have
under the existing rent ordinance.

I also worry about the maintenance and up-kecep of this building

I call home. If the tenants own the building I won’t have to worry.
I like the idea of my neighbors owning their units. It gives an added
reason to carc about what goes on here.

Please vote Yes on Prop R,

Samuel Clark

Being a handicapped person, I appreciate the security Prop R
affords me as a renter. In a changing world security is important. I
do not wish to join the growing numbers of homeless. Prop R
protects my interests both in that my rent is not unnecessarily raised
and in that I can not lose-my apartment due to conversion of the

building.

Sylvia Stevens
San Francisco Handicapped Tenant

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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Condominium Conversions

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITIONR

SanFranciscans should encourage homeownership opportunities
because it benefits the City and our neighborhoods — benefits
those who choose to buy and those who rent.

It’s only human nature to take better care of something that you
own. As more people have a stake in the City, attitudes change
about what goes on around them, People take a renewed interest in
making sure our neighborhoods are safe, clean and positive envi-
ronments in which to live. :

Prop R forces property owners who want to convert to seek
tenant approval and that is something current law forgets. Secking
approval requires property owners to offer “good deals” and that
creates homeownership opportunities for many who otherwise
couldn’t buy. Buying helps stabilize and upgrade neighborhoods.

Vote Yes on Prop R for a better San Francisco.

Tai Chi Luong

Sooneror later the conservative Deukmejian State Supreme court
or the even more conservative Reagan-Bush US Supreme Court is
going to overturn local rent control laws. Even rent control advo-
cates say that rent control is only a temporary solution.

The only way to really help tenants is provide them with a way
to buy the units they now live in. Everyone knows that ownershnp
is better than renting.

Prop R gives tenants — and not bureaucrats or owners — the
final say on how a building should be converted and at what price
units should be sold to existing tenants. A building converted with

the Prop R gives lifetime contractual protection to elderly tenants
who do not want to buy and doesn’t ieave this protectnon to the
whim of the Deukmejian or Bush courts.

Prop R provides an opportunity for first time homebuyers wnh-
out a massive use of City tax funds.

Help tenants become homeowners and Vote for Prop R.

Bonnie Rutter
San Francisco Tenant

In 1977 when I first came to San Francisco I purchased a 3 flat
building in which I'lived for 5 years. I pride myself on maintaining
a good relationship with all the tenants in my building and have
been asked by several of them over the years if I would be interested
in selling the building to them,

If I ever decide to sell the building, I would much prefer to sell
to the tenants who have lived in the building almost as long as I

have owned it, rather than to an outside investor who would
probably move into one of the flats, free the building from rent
control and force out the current tenants.

Proposmon R would allow my current tenants to become home-
owners in San Francisco.

Alfred Goodwin

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION R

What will be the effect of Proposition R on the majority of San
Franciscans who can’t afford to buy even a condominium?

« Displacement

« Higher Rents

 Fewer Rental Units

Don’tlet the affordable housing crisis get worse. Vote Noon R,

The Housing Committee at Old St. Mary’s
St. Peter’s Housing Committee

WHEEL OF MISFORTUNE
R could cost you your home!

San Francisco neighborhoods have enough homelessness. Don’t
let Geary Boulevard, Judah and West Portal wum into Civic Center

Plazas. ..

Brian Doohan

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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Condominium Conversions

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION R

San Francisco doesn’t need more homelessness Vote NO on
Proposition R!

Dino Di Donato
Bob Geary, Member. S.F. Democratic County Central
Committee

Kelly Cullen Tony Kilroy
Ed Emerson Richard A. Sevilla, Pres, Latino Demo. Club
Jose E, Medina Grey Day
Rick Hauptman, Vice President, Harvey Milk Lesbian & Gay Ruth Picon, Latin Demo Club, V P, Political Affau's
Demo Club Carol Migden
John Baessler Leslie Katz
Marcelo Rodriguez Catherine Dodd, RN
Victor Seeto Chuck Lantz
Susan J. Bierman Susana Montaia
L.~ "]

Renters: Vote NO on Prop. R! Block real estate industry scheme
for massive condo conversions of scarce apartments!

Prevent wholesale dislocation of seniors and our sons and
daughters!!

Walter DeVaughn, Co-Convenor
The Gray Panthers of San Francisco

Gentrification-induced displacement of low, moderate, and mid-
dle income families will increase if Proposition R is adopted.

The escalating competition for housing and increasing costs have
already forced out thousands from their homes, neighborhoods, and
the City.

City Hall should pursue anti-displacement policies.

Vote NOonR,

Joel Ventresca
Past President
Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council

Proposition R allows landlords to evict all the tenants in a
building just 7 months before applying for conversion without any
repercussions. Stop illegal evictions! Vote NO on R!

Westbay Law Collective

Gerald Whitehead, Bernal Heights Community*
Buck Bagot, Bernal Heights Community*
Stonestown Tenants Association

Tenderloin Housing Clinic

* For identification purposes only

Proposition R is a backdoor attempt by real estate interests to
subvert San Francisco’s Condominium Conversion law enacted to
protect tenants, The thousands of homeless in San Francisco are
proof of how much affordable rental housing has been lost already.
Condo conversions destroy even more affordable rental housing,

Proposition R will not help tenants. It will end limits on conver-
sions; meaning the eviction and displacement of thousands more

lenants.

The SFTU urges a NO vote on Proposition R, There is alrcady
too little affordable rental housing in San Francisco and too many
eviclions.

Ted Gullicksen, for the San Francisco Tcnams Union
Business Committee

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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Condominium Conversions

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION R

The promoters of Proposition R claim that it is modelled on
existing law in Santa Monica. In fact, according to a August 26,
1989 statement of Dennis Zane, mayor of Santa Monica, Proposi-
tion R differs substantially from the Santa Monica Ordinance.

Accordmg to Mayor Zane:

— Santa Monica’s law requires that 50% of the exlstmg tenants
agree in writing to purchase their units before a conversion can
take place, Proposition R has no requirement that any of the
tenants agree to purchase their units.

~— Santa Monica’s law requires that 67% of the tenants in a

osition R, a building could be converted without the consent of any
tenants whatsoever!

— Santa Monica’s law requires a fund to be set up to help low
and moderate income tenants buy their units and make improve-
ments, while Proposition R prohibits the establishment of such a
fund,

While the Santa Monica law is designed to balance the needs of
landlords and tenants, Proposition R is weighted heavily in favor
of landlords, without many of the tenant protections present in the
Santa Monica Ordinance. Proposition R is a giveaway to develop-

building consent to a conversion, Proposition R requiresonly 51%.  ers and speculators,”
— Santa Monica’s law provides that the consent to convert must VOTE NO ON PROPOSITIONR.
come from the tenants of the building. Proposition R allows the
consent to be comprised of landlords and/or tenants. Under Prop- ~ Mitchell Omerberg
L ]

Don’t be fooled by the condominimum developers. San Fran-

cisco already has a law that:

* prevents conversions in buildings where there have been any
evictions for the purposes of converting in the past 18 months
(not just 6 months like Prop. R)

« guarantees senior citizens and permanently disabled tenants
life-time leases

* guarantces rents for those who remain in the building are
covered by rent control laws

Proposition R would more than triple the number of conversions
over the next 4 years and allow a completely unlimited number of
conversions thereafter!

Theresults of Mayor Feinstein’s condominium conversion study
are clear: Proposition R will result in 89% of the tenants in
buildings converted to condominiums being moved out.

Don’t be fooled by stories from Sama Monica. We urge you to
vote no on Prop R, |

What are the condominium developers up to? John Burton
L ]
Proposition R is merely a loophole in the condo conversion law  Jodi Reid
designed to help landlords make a quick profit and evade rent  Milo Nadler
control. All the real renter’s organizations oppose this fraud. Barbara Gualco
NoonR! Lillian Rippert

Golden Gateway Tenants Association

San Francisco Housing and Tenants Council
Bruce Lee Livingston

Hank P, Barnard

Denice A. Stephenson
Ellen R, Baughman
James Michael Faye
Mitchell K. Omerberg

L ]

The following officers and members of the Latino Democratic
Club of San Francisco urge you to vote NO on Proposition R. This
misleading political ploy will increase rents in San Francisco,

Richard Sevilla

Ruth Picon

~ Sam Ruiz

James Morales
Marcelo Rodriguez

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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PAID ARG‘UMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION R

As tenants’ rights attorneys, we have reviewed Proposition R,
It's full of loopholes which wil! benefit developers and speculators,
not tenants who wish to purchase their units,

Proposition R:

~— Allows the conversion of a building to condominiums, and
the eviction of all of the tenants, even if none of the tenants living
in the building consent. This is done by changing the accepted
definition of “tenant” existing in state law (Proposition R, section
1401 (k)), to allow the consent of building landlords to count
towards the 51% “tenant” approval requirement.

— Allows the convérsion of a building to condominiums, and
the eviction of the tenants, even if none of the existing tenants
agree to purchase their units (Proposition R, section 1402).
Current law requires that 40% of the existing tenants agree to
purchase their unit.

— Allows the conversion of a building to condominiums, even
if all of the building’s tenants have been evicted to facilitate the

conversion, including the elderly and disabled (Proposition R,

sections 1401(h), 1402(b)). The promoters of Proposition R don’t

tell you that its eviction “protections” apply only to tenants living
in the building at the time the condominium conversion application
is filed with the City. A developer is free to evict all of a building’s
tenants, wait the six months required by Proposition R, and then
apply for permission to convert. The City would be required to
allow the conversion.

Rather than furthering the American dream of homeowncrsmp,
Prop. R will further the San Francisco nightmare of eviction of the
elderly and other long term tenants, We support tenants being able

to buy their own units, but through a fair and equitable law, not

Proposition R;
VO TE NO ON PROPOSITION R

Robert De Vries
Carolyn A. Gold

DON'T PLAY “LANDLORD MUSICAL CHAIRS” WITH
YOUR HOMES! When their music stops, there are fewer rental
units, more evicied tenants, and more expensive housing for the
rest of us. Don’t be fooled — stop speculative condo conversions.
NOonR!

Carol Migden

. San Francisco Democratic Party

David Spero

Nancy Russell, Director, North of Markct Planmng Coalition*
David Brigode

John Bardis

*For identification purposes only

You don’t have to go to Santa Monica to sce why Proposition R
won’t work. For four years San Francisco operated under alaw that
was virtually identical to Prop R."Most of its provisions — includ-
ing the tenants’ “agreement” to conversion and protections for
tenants who don’t buy -— were adopted in 1979 and are still in
effect.

Unfortunately, without areasonable annual limiton conversions,

the law just doesn’t work.

Former Mayor Dianne Feinstein commlssmncd the only compre-
hensive study of condominium convcrsnons ever done in San
Francisco.

The startling conclusion: 89% of the original tenants in converted
buildings were evicted or otherwise displaced by the conversion,

inspite of the Santa Monica-style tenant “approval” process.

That’s one of the reasons I worked so hard, along with Supervisor
Kennedy and the rest of the Board, to enact into law the provision
that limits condominium conversions to 200 per year,

Proposition R would set us.back 10 years. It would allow an
additional 2,000 conversions over the next 4 years,

But worse than that, Proposition R hasa time bomb ticking. Four
years after its passage, an unlimited number of rental apartments
could be converted to condominiums. |

I urge you to VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION R,

Nancy G. Walker

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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TEXT OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE

AMENDING PART 1I, CHAPTER XIIl OF
THE SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL CODE
(SUBDIVISION CODE) BY ADDING ARTI-
CLE 11, CONSISTING OF SECTIONS 1400
THROUGH 1411, AND BY AMENDING
SECTION 1332 TO PERMIT THE CONVER-
SION OF RESIDENTIAL RENTAL PROP-
ERTY TO CONDOMINIUM OR' OTHER
OWNERSHIP SUBJECT TO CERTAIN RE-
QUIREMENTS.

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

Section 1. Part II, Chapter XIII of the San
Francisco Municipal Code (Subdivision Code)
is hereby amended by adding Article 11, con-
sisting of Sections 1400 through 1411, to read
as follows:

TENANT INITIATED CONVERSIONS

Sec. 1400. Tenant Initiated Conversion.

It is the purpose of this Article to permit
Tenant Initiated Conversions where there is ten-
ant approval and where the conversion will
afford a substantial number of the tenants in the
building the opportunity to purchase their units.
While recognizing that these conversions will
reduce the City's supply of rental units, they will

not decrease the overall supply of housing and-

are beneficial to the general welfare in light of
the new opportunities for home ownership cre-
ated by this Article and the protections provided
herein for non-purchasing tenants.

This Article 11 provides a plan for Tenant
Initiated Conversions that is exclusive of, inde-
pendcnt from, and alternative to the plan for
conversions set forth in Article 9. If this Article
11 applies to a conversion, then the provisions
of Article 9 shall not apply to any extent to that
conversion. Any annual limitation set forth in
Article 9 on the number of units which shall be
converted in any year shall not be applicable to
any conversion carried out pursuant to this
Article 11,

The Sections of this Article 11 modify the
applicable provisions of Articles 3 through 8
inclusive of this Code in the case of Tenant
Initiated Conversions.

Sec. 1401. Definitions. For purposes of this
Article, the following words and phrases shall
have the following meanings:

(a) Applicant. The owner of a building for
which a Tenaht Initiated Conversion applica-
tion is filed.

(b) Cosigning Tenant. Any tenant agreeing to
the conversion by his or her signature on the
. Tenant Initiated Conversion Application who
has personally occupied his or her unit in the
building continuously for a period of at least 6
months prior to the date of the signing of the
Tenant Initiated Conversion Application.

(c) Disabled Person. Any person who is re-
ceiving benefits from a federal, state, or local
government or from a private entity on account
of a permanent disability that prevents the
person from engaging in regular, fulltime
cmployment,

(d) Tenant Ownership Conversion, Any con-
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version to condominium, community apartment,
stock cooperative, cooperative association, lim-
ited stock cooperative, or any other means
authorized under state law,

(e) Participating Tenant. Any tenant, whether
or not a Cosigning Tenant, who occupies a unit
in the building on the date an application for a
Tenant Initiated Conversion is filed.

(f) Permitted Eviction. Eviction of a tenant for
any of the following reasons:

(1) the tenant has failed to pay the rent to
which the landlord is lawfully entitled under the
oral or written agreement between the tenant
and the landlord or habitually pays the rent late
or gives checks which are frequently returned
because there are insufficient funds in' the
checking account;

(2) the tenant has violated a lawful obligation
or covenant of tenancy other than the obligation
to surrender possession upon proper notice and
failure to cure such violation after having re-
ceived written notice thereof from the landlord;

(3) the tenant is committing or permitting to

exist a nuisance in, or is causing substantial -

damage to, the rental unit, or is creating a sub-
stantial interference with the comfort, safety or
enjoyment of the landlord or other tenants in the
building, and the nature of such nuisance, dam-
age or interference is specifically stated by the
landlord in the written notice to quit to the tenant;

(4) the tenant is using or permitting a rental
unit to be used for any illegal purpose;

(5) the tenant has, after writtennoticeto cease,
refused the landlord access to the rental unit as
required by state or local law; or,

(6) the tenant holding at the end of the term
of the oral or written agreement is a subtenant
not approved by the landlord.

(g) Price Index. The housing component of
the Bay Areas Cost of Living Index, U.S. Dept.
of Labor,

(h) Qualifying Building. Any building used
for residential rental purposes in the City and
County of San Francisco for which no eviction

has occurred, except a Permitted Eviction,

within a period of 6 months prior to the date a
TenantInitiated Conversion Application for the
building is filed.

(i) Scnior Citizen. Any person 62 years of age
or older.

(§) Subdivider. In addition to the definition set
forth in Section 1308, the holder of a recorded
option to purchase a Qualifying Building, pro-
vided the Tenant Ownership Conversion Appli-
cation is submitted with the written consent of
the owner of record of the Qualifying Building.

(k) Tenant. Any person who is an authorized
tenant of an owner of a Qualifying Building that
is the subject of a Tenant Initiated Conversion
Apphcnuon An authorized tenant is one who is
residing in the unit with the express written or
oral consent of the owner. The term “tenant”
shall include an owner who occupies a unit in
the building as his principal place of residence.

(1) Tenant Consent to Conversion. A form
prepared by the City which shall demonstrate

the consent of a tenant to the filing of the Tenant
Initiated Conversion Application. The Tenant
Consent to Conversion shall be substantially in
the form and substance provided in Section
1410.

(m) Tenant's Sales Price. The maximum price
for each unit as set forth in the Tenant Initiated
Conversion Application. ~

(n) Unit. Any legal residential rental unitin a
bmldmg for which a Tenant Initiated Convcr-
sion Application is filed,

(0) Unpermitted Eviction. Evictionof a tenant
for any reason other than those set forth in the
definition of a Permitted Eviction.

(p) Waiting List. The list of Tenant Initiated
Conversion Applications maintained by the
Director pursuant to Section 1403.

Sec. 1402. Application for Tenant Initiated
Conversion. An Application Packet for aTenant
Initiated Conversion shall contain the following
information in addition to that required by
previous provisions of this Code (other than
Article 9). Unless otherwise stated, the term
“application” shall mean an Application Packet
for a Tenant Initiated Conversion. -

(a) Identification of the building that is the
subject of the application and its owners;

(b) A declaration that the building is a Qual-
ifying Building;

(c) A building history detailing the date of
construction, major uses since construction,
major repairs since construction, current own-
ership of buildings and underlying land, and the
proposed form of Tenant Initiated Conversion;

(d) A report of residential record (“3-R

Report™), obtained from the Bureau of Building

Inspection within the preceding 12 months and
a statement that a copy of such 3-R Report was
delivered to each tenant in the building;

(e) A rental history detailing for each unit the
approximate size in square feet, the number of
bedrooms, the current or last rental rate, any
vacancies for the three years immediately
preceding the Application to the extent known
or reasonably discoverable to the Subdivider, the
names of ‘the current tenants for each unit, indi-
cating the names of the current tenants who are
Senior Citizens or Disabled Persons, the length
of time that the current tenants have occupied
their units, and the names of all persons other:
than tenants known to reside currently or to have
resided in the building during the three year

period prior to the date of filing of the application

to the extent that such information is known or
is reasonably discoverable by the Subdivider;
(f) Subject to the standards specified in Section
1407, a building inspector’s report made by ei-
ther the Bureau of Building Inspection or a cer-
tified engineer or architect acceptable to the
Burcau of Building Inspection noting any Build- -
ing and Housing Code violations and
deficiencies, including electrical, plumbing,
boiler, and energy conservation requirements.
Where a building to be converted to condomin- |
iums is 2 years old or less, a Certificate of-
Completion issued by the Bureau of Building

(Continued on next page)
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Inspecnon may be accepted in licu of a bmldmg
inspector’s report;

(g) A statement of repairs, alterations, and
improvements, and their projected cost, that will
be performed before the close of escrow for the
sale of the first unit in the building;

(h) The plan for the assignment and use of all
parking spaces; -

(i) The plan for the use of all common area
facilities;

() An estimated maintenance budget and
reserve fund, based upon actual maintenance
expenses for at Jeast the preceding 2 years,
which states the estimated monlhly mainte-
nance assessment for each unit, and which con-
tains a statement that the monthly maintenance
budget may be increased at the time the unit is
offered for sale to the tenant;

(k) The procedures for the allocation and use
of the reserve funds; ‘

(1) The following sales information for each
unit occupied by a tenant:

(1) the maximum sales price;

(2) the minimum down payment; and

(3) if seller financing is offered, the minimum
amount to be financed, the maximum rate of
interest, and the minimum term of the loan
offered by the seller to the tenant;

(m) The signatures of Cosigning Tenants
from at least fifty-one percent of the total num-
ber of units in the building, except that in a
building of 5 or fewer units, such signatures
shall be as follows: .

Number of Units  Number of Units Providing

in the Building Co-Signing Tenants
5 3
4 3
3 2
2 2

The signatures shall have been obtained within
6 months prior to the date of filing of the appli-
cation and the date of signature shall be indi-
cated on the form. If more than one tenant
occuplcs a unit pursuant to a written lease, the
signature of all tenants shall be required, but if
more than one tenant occupies a unit pursuant
to an oral lease, the signature of only one tenant
shall be required. If there are both written and
oral leases with multiple tenants, the signature
of all tenants with written lcases shall be
required;

(n) A declaration that:

(1) the signature of each Cosigning Tcnam
was obtained only after the delivery, in writing,
to such tenant of the information required in
subsections (a) through (1) of this section;

(2) allnotices to tenants required by the SMA,
as defined in Section 1301, have been given of
the application; and -

(3) each tenant has been informed that the
application may not immediately receive final
subdivision approval but may be placed on the
Waiting List.

(0) A summary of tenant contacts including
all meetings held with tenants and all informa-
tion provided to them about the project and their
options, a list of all tenants who have expressed
a desire to buy their own units, proposed meth-

ods of dealing with those tenants who do not
plan to buy, especially Senior Citizens and Dis-
abled Persons, and any proposed program for
relocation services;

(p) A declaration, signed under penalty of
perjury, that all of the information provided in
the application is true.

Application Packets for Tenant Initiated Con-
versions shall have deleted the following infor-
mation required by provisions of this Code:

(1) Except as otherwise required by other
sections of this Article 11, the statements re-
quired by Section 1323 (a), paragraphs 1, 2 and
3, shall be deleted.

(2) Except in the case of a vesting tentative
map, the environmental evaluation data re-
quired by Section 1323 (b) shall be deleted.

Section 1403. Annual Conversion Limitation.
The Director of Public Works shall not give final
subdivision approval to applications for Tenant
Initiated Conversions if such approvals would
allow the conversion of units in excess of the
number set forth below for each year indicated:

1990 500 units
1991 500 units
1992 500 units
1993 500 units

There shall be no limit thereafter. When an
application is submitted to the Director that
cannot be finally approved because of the nu-
merical limitations of this Section, the Director
shall file the application and place it on the
Waiting List. Applications shall be placed onthe
Waiting List in the order in which they are filed.
The Director shall then process the application
for tentative subdivision approval pursuant to
sections 1404 and 1405. Placement of an appli-
cation on the Waiting List does not vest in the
Subdivider any right to final subdivision ap-
proval if the time limits for recording of the final
subdivision map expire before the application
has been accepted for final subdivision ap-
proved from the Waiting List. When applica-
tions can be accepted for final approval from the
Waiting List because of the withdrawal or denial
of other applications, the passage of time, or
other circumstances, the Director shall accept
applications in order, beginning with the firston
the Waiting List, and shall finally approve such
applications, subject to the Subdivider meeting
all other conditions for receiving final approval
of the application. If the annual limit on the
number of units the applications for which may
be finally approved in any year is not reached in
that year, the unused portion of the annual limit
shall accumulate and shall be added to the al-
lowable limit for the following year or years. No
application shall be finally approved thatresults
in the conversion of units in excess of the num-
ber permitted for that year plus an amount accu-
mulated from prior years.

Sec. 1404, Notice of Application; Hearing.
Within ten days of the filing of an Application
Packet for a Tenant initiated Conversion, the
Director shall mail notice to every tenant in the
building of the filing of the application, of the
right of the tenant to request a hearing on the
application, and of the means of obtaining

, information regarding the requirements that the

applicant must meet, including requirements
designed to protect the tenants. If any tenant
requests a public hearing from the Director in
wnung within 10 days of the date that such
notice is sent, the Director shall hold a public
hearing with respect to the application. Notice
of any hearing regarding the application,
whether required by this Section or by other
provisions of this Article, shall be mailed to
each tenant in the building by the Director at
least 10 days prior to the hearing,

Sec. 1405. Action on Applications. The,

Director shall approve any Tenant Initiated
Conversion Application, subject to the condi-
tions specified below, unless:

(a) It fails to meet any of the requirements of
this Article; or

(b) It fails to meet any mandatory requirement
of the SMA (as defined in Section 1301); or

(c) It was the result of fraud, misrcpresenta-
tion, or threat or similar coercion; or

(d) The Director determines that there has

been an unpermitted eviction of a tenant in the
building within 6 months prior to the date of this
filing of the application.

Sec 1406. Conditions of Approval, A Tenant
Initiated Conversion Application shall be
approved subject to the following conditions, to
which the Subdivider shall give written consent
prior to the approval of the final map or the
recording of the final parcel map. The written
consent shall constitute an agreement with the
City, each Participating Tenant, and each tenant
afforded rights under this Article, binding upon
the Subdivider and any successors ininterest, to
comply with each and every condition imposed
in connection with approval of a Tenant Initi-
ated Conversion Application. The City, any
Participating Tenant, and any tenant afforded
rights under this Article shall have the right to
specific enforcement of this agreement in addi-
tion to any other remedies provided by law. The
conditions are as follows:

(a) The Subdivider shall offer the exclusive
right to purchase each unit in the building occu-
pied by a Participating Tenant to the Participat-
ing Tenant of the unit. The Subdivider shall
offer the unit for sale in writing to the Partici-
pating Tenant of the unit within one year of
receipt of the final public repont from the
Department of Real Estate of the State of Cali-
fornia and shall continue to offer the unit for sale
to the Participating Tenant for a period of not
less than 90 days from the date of the first

~wrilten offer, unless otherwise agreed by the

Subdivider and the Participating Tenant. If no
public report is required for the building, the
Subdivider shall offer the unit for sale to the
Participating Tenant of the unit within one year
of the date of recording the final parocl map and
shall continue to offer the unit for sale to the
Participating Tenant for a period of not less than
90 days from the date of the first written offer,
unless otherwise agreed. The offer shall be
made upon the terms set forth in the application,
without change, except that if the offer is made
more than one year after the date of filing of the

(Continued on next page)
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application, the tenant’s sale price may be ad-
justed according to any change reflected in the
Price Index from the date of filing to the date of
the offer, Escrow shall be opened within 30 days
from written acceptance by the Participating
Tenant, Unless otherwise agreed by the parties,
the escrow shall close within 6 months from the
date of written acceptance of the offer by the
Participating Tenant. Notwithstanding the fore-
going, no Subdivider shall be obligated to close
escrow sooner than the end of an additional 6
months on the sale of a unit to a Participating

‘Tenant if the Subdivider is unable to close

escrow on the initial date because of the require-
ments of a lender whose loan is or will be
secured by the unit or the Qualifying Building,
because of a requirement of the California
Department of Real Estate that the sale of a
minimum number of units in the building close
escrow simultaneously, or for other reasons not
within the control of Subdivider. Inthe event the
Participating Tenant does not exercise his or her
right to purchase within the time period set forth

~in this subsection, the Subdivider may transfer

the unit without complying with the terms set
forth in the application, to the Participating
Tenant or any other person. However, in the
event such transfer is to someone other than the
Participating Tenant, the transfer shall be
expressly made subject to the rights of the Par-
ticipating Tenant to continue to occupy the unit
as provided for in subsections (c) and (d) below.
If the Participating Tenant vacates the unit
within 90 days after the Subdivider offers it for
sale to the Participating Tenant, the Sub-
divider’s obligation to offer the unit for sale is
terminated. A Participating Tenant may transfer

~ his rights to purchase.

(b) The Subdivider shall offer the exclusive
right to purchase each unit in the building occu-
pied by a tenant who is not a Participating
Tenant to that tenant. All of the provisions of
subscction (a) above shall apply to the offer and
sale, except that there shall be no restrictions on
the price at which the Subdivider may offer the
unit for sale.

(c) All non-purchasing Participating Tenants
who are Senior Citizens or Disabled Persons on
the date a Tenant Initiated Conversion Applica-
tion for the building was filed shall be given the
right to continue to personally reside in their
units as long as they choose to do so, subject
only to a Permitted Eviction, Such right shall be
nonassignable except-that, within 60 days after
approval of the final map or the recording of the
final parcel map, any Senior Citizen Participat-
ing Tenant who is entitled to the protections of
this Section may designate in writing the name
of one person who is entitled to continue living
in the unit under the same terms as the Senior
Citizeniif the Senior Citizen predeceases him or
her and if the person designated is residing in
the unit at the time of the death of the Senior
Citizen. The written designation shall be given
to the Director by the tenant within the 60 day
period. The person designated by the Scnior
Citizen must be a icnant of the unit at least 55
years of age on the dute of the filing of the

136

Tenant Initiasted Conversion Application and
must have resided in the unit for a continuous
period of 6 months prior to the date of filing of
the Tenant Initiated Conversion Application.

(d) Each non-purchasing Participating Ten-
ant, other than a Senior Citizen, a designee of a
Senior Citizen, or disabled person shall be given
the non-assignable right to continue to reside
personally in his or her unit subject only to a
Permitted Eviction for a period of § years from
the date of filing of a Tenant Initiated Conver-
sion Application for the building, It is the intent
of this subsection and subsection (c) to prohibit
landlords from endeavoring to recover posses-
sion of a rental unit occupied by a person pro-
tected by this Section other than for a reason
defined in this Article as a Permitted Eviction.
As to units subject to the Residential Rent
Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance, this
provision prevails over anything to the contrary
in that Ordinance insofar as it defines and
regulates allowable evictions.

() Allrights under this subsection and subsec-
tions (c) and (d) shall expire upon the lermination
of the landlord-tenant relationship between the
then owner of the unit and the Participating Ten-
ant entitled to the protections of these subsec-
tions, whether through the tenant’s voluntary
termination of the relationship, a Permitted Evic-
tion, or upon the 5 year termination or lifetime
lease termination, whichever is applicable. If the
units under subsections (c) and (d) are exempt
from or not subject to the Residential Rent Sta-
bilization and Arbitration Ordinance (hereafter
“Rent Ordinance”), the following rent restric-
tions shall apply. The amount of rent that may be
charged to a tenant entitled to remain for 5 years
shall not exceed the rent charged on the date of
the filing of the application plus an increase
proportionate to the increase in the Price Index.
This rent restriction shall be in effect from the
date of the filing of the application until which-
ever of the following events first occurs: (i) the
tenant purchases a unit in the building or (ii) the
application is disapproved, or (iii) the expiration
of the five year term. The amountof rent that may
be charged a tenant and a tenant’s designee enti-
tled to a lifetime lease shall not exceed the rent
charged on the date of the filing of the application
adjusted to include the following : any annual
percentage rent increase which would be permit-
ted where the unit is subject to the Rent Ordi-
nance, plus any increase in the cost of utilities
which the landlord would be permitted to pass
through to the tenant under the Rent Ordinance.
If the landlord wishes to seck any additional rent
increases or to recover the cost of capital im-
provements from tenants with lifetime leases, the
landlord must elect to file an application or peti-
tion with the San Francisco Rent Stabilization

and Arbitration Board on a form or forms ap-

proved by it. Once such an application or petition
is filed, it shall be decided according' to the
provisions of the Rent Ordinance. Once the ap-
plication or petition is filed and for the duration
of the occupancy of the unit by the tenant entitled
to protection from an unpermitted eviction, all
the provisions of the Rent Ordinance shall apply,

notwnhslandmg any provision which would oth-
erwise exempt the unit.

(f) The Subdivider shall bear the cost of mov-
ing expenses of any Participating Tenant who
relocates from the building to be converted, The
Participating Tenant at his or her option, shall

. be reimbursed either for the actual moving

expenses up to a maximum of $1,000, or for the
fixed amount allowed by the moving expense
schedule of the Central Relocation Services
agency. In the event the unit is occupied by
more than one tenant, the moving expense
reimbursement herein provided shall be shared
proportionately by the tenants in relation to the
actual costs of moving the property of each
tenant, The Subdivider or any successor in in-
terest shall be subject to the requirement.of this
subsection when a Participating Tenant elects
voluntarily to vacate the unit within the 5 year
period such tenant is entitled to occupy the unit
pursuant to subsection (d) and gives due notice
therefore. As to Participating Tenants who are
Senior Citizens or their designees and Disabled
Persons, there shall be no time limit on this
Tequirement.

(g) Any Participating Tenant who requests
assistance in finding relocation housing shall be
referred to the Central Relocation Services
agency of the City and County of San Francisco,
or, with the mutual consent of the tenant and
Subdivider, such assistance may be provided by
the Subdivider or a real estate brokerage firm
selected by the Subdivider. The Subdivider
shall pay any fees charged by any of the fore-
going for providing assistance in finding relo-
cation housing. The requirements set forth in
this subsection shall be in effect for the period
applicable to the requirementrelatingtomoving
expenses as set forth in subsection (f).

(h) As a condition of approval of a final map,
the Subdivider shall submit to the Director evi-
dence of the following:

(1) approval of the management documents
for the project by the California Depanmcm of
Real Estate; ‘

(2) approval of the estimated operating bud-
get for the project submitted to the California

- Department of Real Estate;

(3) evidence of compliance with regulation
27929 of the Regulations of the Real Estate
Commissioner, California Administrative
Code, Title 10;

(4) a letter to the California Department of
Real Estate authorizing a designated tenant or
tenants to act as agent to complete the processing
of the application for, and to obtain the final
public report for the project issued by the Depart-
mentof Real Estate. The letter shall besigned by
25% of the tenants in the building, based on one -
tenant per unit. If the Subdivider fails to obtain
a final public report within 6 months of the date
the final map is recorded, the Director shall
release the letter to the designated tenant or
tenants or the Department of Real Estate,

It shall be a violation of this Article for a
Subdivider to withdraw or abandon an applica-
tion for a final public report after the final map
has been recorded, except for good cause.

(Continued on page 88)




Domestic Partners

PROPOSITION S

Shall the ordinance establishing Domestic Partnerships be

adopted?

Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The Board of Supervisors
passed and the Mayor signed Ordinance No.
216-89 which establishes Domestic Partner-
ships. Before the ordinance took effect a refer-
endum petition was filed. The referendum
petition requires that the ordinance be submitted
to the voters. The ordinance does not go into
effect unless and until a majority of voters vote in
favor of it.

THE PROPOSITION: Ordinance No. 216-89 al-
lows unmarried couples to formally establish
their relationship as a “Domestic Partnership.”
They may establish theirrelationship by either (a)
filing a Statement of Domestic Partnership with
the County Clerk or, (b) signing such a Statement
and having it notarized and witnessed and de-
posited with the witness. Domestic Partners are
defined as two unmarried, unrelated people over

the age of 18 who live together and agree to be
jointly responsible for their basic living expenses
such as food and housing.

Also, under the ordinance, the City may not
use marital status in making a decision unless it
uses Domestic Partnership status in the same
way. The ordinance requires hospitals and other
health care facilities to allow a patient's domestic
partner the same visiting rights allowed a
patient's spouse. The ordinance also allows a
citizento sue anyone who violates the ordinance.

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

- the ordinance establishing Domestic Partners to
go into effect.

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you want

the ordinance establishing Domestic Partners to
be rejected.

Controller’'s Statement on “S”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of Prop-
osition S:

“Should the proposed Ordinance be approved, in
my opinion, it would not, in and of itself, affect the
cost of government. However, costs could in-
crease as a result of subsequent actions by City
boards and commissions in an amount presently
indeterminate and possibly substantial”.

How “S” Got on the Ballbt

On July 14, the Registrar of Voters certified that the
referendum petition calling for Proposition S to be placed on
the ballot had qualified for the ballot.

18,800 signatures were required to place a referendum
petition on the ballot.

A random check of the signatures submitted on July 5 by
the proponents of the referendum petition showed that
21,723 of the signatures submitted were valid; 2,923 more
than the required number of signatures.

*This number is equal to 10% 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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OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITIONS

Imagine having spent a lifetime with a partner, sharing a home,
sharing responsibilities. Your partner becomes ill, is hospitalized
— and you don't even have the right to visit him or her in the
hospital, Your partner dies— and you don’t have the right to
bereavement leave from work.

That’s the cruel reality for many San Franciscans.

That’s why we need to vote YES on 8.

In the time of AIDS, we need to encourage people to establish
long-term, stable relationships to protect their health and prevent
spread of the disease. The City’s policy of recognizing long-term
domestic partnerships is an important part of our effective AIDS
program., '

That’s why we need to vote YES on Proposition S.

Proposition S will end unfair, irrational discrimination against
non-married couples. And will help in the fight against AIDS.

Although the law was passed unanimously by the Board of
Supervisors and the Mayor, some people want to repeal it. They
want you to believe there’s more to it than there really is. But the

simple truth is...

Proposition S won't cost taxpayers money. No health or pension
benefits are provided and no new bureaucracy is created.

Proposition S won’t cost business, either. It doesn’t require
private employers to do anything but will assist them in volumanly
adopting employee benefit policies.

Proposmon S doesn’t undermine the traditional family, It simply
recognizes thereality that there are many different types of families
in San Francisco.

Proposition S doesn’t affect marriage. Only the state can make
laws about marriage. But Proposition S does provide a way for gay
and lesbian couples — who cannot marry — to legalize their long-
term relationships.

Stand up for fairness.

Vote YES on S.

* Submitted by the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION S

The ordinance before us here is overly complex. It seeks our
blessings to not one but three out-of-wedlock relationships: 1-man
and woman. 2-woman/woman, an unnatural relationship, but not
legally proscribed generally. 3-man/man, morally reprehensible
generally, and legally proscribed in virtually every other state in

- the U.S. Properly these three relationships should have been pre-

sented for public consideration ONE BY ONE. Instead, quite
greedily and surreptitiously, this ordinance rolls them up and hurls
them together at our moral fences. VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION
S, :

The impropriety and complexity of the ordinance goes much
deeper. The unnatural male relationship. Besides requesting that
we condone the relationship itself, this ordinance tells us that we
must pretend that this relationship is an actual union and, after we

have strained our imagination thus far, we are to give the relation-
ship equal status with the properly wed natural couple. This ordi-
nance would forbid us to officially recognize any special merit in
the traditional solemn wedlock of man and woman, over the
unnatural coupling of male and male, How audacious. How wild.
How presumptuous upon the public patience can one 1ll-wntten
ordinance be! VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION S,

Our City, beloved so long by so many, has fallen into national
disgrace. Many people fear the City will soon be aplace unsuitable
to raise children. The tens of thousands of voters who signed the
Referendum to block this ordinance think that we can still save the
City. VOTENO ON §.

Rabbi Leib Feldman

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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OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION S

From Time Immemorial; Society has had a substantial interest in
the coupling of man and woman together under some kind of
Solemnity, or sacred bond. This type of Union was good for
Society. It created the warm and stable environment for children
and the perpetuation of Society’s existence. It took dedication and
sacrifice, and Society knew this, and appreciated it,and encouraged
it with special recognmon and rewards.

On the other hand, in the coupling together of ANY 2 people,
free of any solemn bond, Society had no special interest. These
people could part anytime — the next year, the next month, the
next day. There was in it no stability, no future for Society. Thus,
it would not only be illogical, but UNJUST as well, to put these
two disparate categories of human couplings on an equal level of
social esteem and recognition.

Nevertheless, illogical and unjust, the ordinance before us here
purports to do just that. This alone is reason enough to reject it

outright. We don’t even have to reach the many underlying moral
issues involved here; or the fact that one of these sexual relation-
ships is legally reprehensible in virtually every other state in the
U.S.; or the fact that we are called upon here to decide this issue
(perhaps unconstitutionaily) on all three of these types of relation-
ships at once; or the fact that this ordinance could casily bring about
aserious economic burden to the City. We don’teven have to reach
these questions. Suffice it that this ordinance states that our official
Municipality, areal part of all of us, is going to recognize in Solemn
Matrimony nothing more than it would recognize in 2 people, any
2 people, living together. This alone, is enough to bring an em-
phatic rejection of this ordinance. VOTE NO on Proposition S.

Rabbi Leib Feldman .
Proponent of Referendum Against S

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION S

It is sad that the official opponent of Proposition § is trying to
scare and confuse the voters, Because this law is really very
sensible and simple. Ask yourself ...

Should someone who is in a long-term, committed relationship
have the right to visit his or her partner in the hospital?

Yes, of course.

Should someone who is in a long-term, committed relationship
have the right to leave work to attend the funeral of his or her
partner?

Yes, of course.

Should the City of San Francisco encourage long-term, stable
relationships, especially during the time of AIDS?

Yes, of course.

Should the City of San Francisco treat all of its citizens cqually

regardiess of marital status?

Yes, of course.

Is it wrong for one person to try to impose his moral or religious
views on all of the rest of us? ’

Yes, of course.

That’s what Proposition S is all about.

Sometimes it doesn’t cost anything to be fair and just.

It only takes the courage to stand up for what's right. That's the
case with Proposition S,

How should we vote on Proposition S?

Yes, of course.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor

Arguments printed on this page are the opinlon of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agahey.
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S¥ Domestic Partners

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION S

It has always been the San Francisco way to honor a fair deal for

working men and women. Proposition $ is a simple, no-cost way
to guarantee that tradition of faimess for all the workers in the city.

Proposition S provides non-married city workers with an essen-
tial dignity: the right to be absent from work to attend the funeral
of their lifetime partner. Italso ensures hospital visitation rights for
non-married couples regardless of where they work. These seem
like basic human rights, especially in a city with a reputation for
fairness and decency like San Francisco. Yet without Proposition

S many people in San Francisco would be denied these rights.
The labor unions representing 79,000 San Francisco workers

voted overwhelmingly to endorse Proposition S. We urge you to

join us in voting Yeson S.

San Francisco Labor Council
Walter L. Johnson
Secretary-Treasurer

The Domestic Partners Legislation should be retained.

As environmental activists, we support efforts to improve the
quality of people’s lives.

Retain the Domestic Partners Legislation.

YOTE YES ON PROPOSITION S

Regina Sneed

Dick Grosboll Zach Cowan

Ken Smith Andrew Nash
- Tony Kilroy David Spero

Miriam Blaustein Norman Rolfe

Patrick Lynch Ira Kurlander

Nan McGuire

Reuben Goodman

Proposition S is about equity — about what is right. It strength-
ens bonds between persons who are helping each other in respon-
sible relationships.

Proposition S is for all of us.

Citizens for Representative Govemment
Dennis Antenore

Dale Carlson
Rene Cazenave
Darryl Cox
Sue Hestor
Terry Salpeter
Calvin Welch

The Republican Party has long championed civil rights and
individual rights. We are the party which abolished slavery, pro-
vided for equal protection under the laws, and expanded the fran-
chise to vote, :

Proposition S is another issue of simple justice.

It would allow unmarried couples to register with the City Clerk
as domestic partners. They must be over the age of 18, live together,
share the basic necessities of life, and not have been in another
domestic partnership in the previous six months.

The registration program pays for itself,

Those registered would be entitled to only one right or benefit
under the legislation — the simple right of hospital visitation.

The legislation does not provide for any other benefit nor does

it impose any costs on private businesses.

We believe it is good governmental policy to cncourag¢ the

strengthening of stable, interdependent, caring, and lasting rela-
tionships — particularly in the era of AIDS. Proposition S will help
achieve these goals without creating any costs to the private sector
or any undue burdens on the taxpayers. Vote Yes on Proposition
S.

Brian Mavrogeorge
Kenneth Blumenthal

K. Martin Keller
Robert R. Bacci
Christopher L. Bowman

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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Domestic Partners S

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION §

This isn’t a “Gay and Lesbian Law”, It involves senior couples,
unmarried couples, and others. It doesn’t hurt anyone; it helps. It
is right. Please join me in voting for Proposition “S”.

Chuck Lantz
Helen Lantz

California Nurses Assbciation, Region 12 supports San
Francisco's Domestic Partnership Law which can enable ALL
families to be eligible for benefits, including access to health care.

Mariann Monteleone, RN
Catherine Dodd, RN

R

Our involvement in ministry and religious life has taught us that
many Gay men and Lesbians are involved in loving, committed
relationships. Propositions S does not create new relationships for
Gay men and Lesbians, it merely grants a measure of legal recog-
nition for these relationships. ' :

The opponents of Proposition S act out of prejudice and igno-
rance when they claim that the domestic partners law undermines
the family. Far from undermining family values, Proposition S will
strengthen family life by giving a small degree of integrity and
dignity to loving and responsible relationships which are ignored
in our civil laws. :

All people who have experienced the God-given gift of lovin
and caring for a life partner are demonstrating truc traditional
values. So-called religious leaders who promote fear and -bigotry
against loving relationships are not divinely inspired.

Vote Yes on Proposition S. -

Kelly Denton-Bor haug, Minister, Evangelical Lutheran Church

Paul Dirdak, Trinity United Methodist Church

Rev. David Forbes

Rev. Derek Ford

Jane Hagmaier

Rev. Marcia Herndon

Rev. Glenda Hope, San Francisco Network of Ministrics

Armand Kreft

Rev. Jeremy Landau, United Methodist AIDS Project

Rev. Chuck Larsen, Golden Gate Metropolitan Community
Church

Peter Lawson, Rector, St. James Church.

Charles Lewis

James Lokken, Assistant Pastor, St. Francis Lutheran Church

Rev. Bruce McSpladden, San Francisco United Methodist
Mission -

Rev. Gary Ost, Rector, St, Lukes Episcopal Church

Rev. Robert Arpin ' , Fr. Robert Royall
Lauren Artress, Cannon Pastor, Grace Cathedral Rev. Kim Smith
Richard Cotton Billye Talmadge
Fr.Robert Cromey Elizabeth Todd
Rev. Carol Davis Rev, Fran Toy
Lewis Day Robert Valentis
Rev. James DeLange. '

o =

Proposition S reflects the conscnsus position of the elected
leadership of San Francisco. It is the reasonable and moderate
product of years of work and negotiation. Very simply, it offers the
hand of faimess to non-married couples by providing them with
funeral leave and hospital visitation rights.

Sadly, Proposition S has become the target of a misleading and
divisive campaign. The truth is that Propositions $ will promote
cqual treatment for anyone in a long-term relationship. It will
affirm at no cost to the taxpayers, San Francisco’s commitment o
tolerance and progress. Proposition S reflects the diversity of San

Francisco, which is our greatest strength, Please join us in voting
YesonS.

Public Defender Jeff Brown

Assembly Speaker Willie L. Brown, Jr.
Assemblyman John Burion

Sheriff Michael Hennessey

State Senator Milton Marks
Congresswoman Nancy Pelosi
District Attorney Arlo Smith

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 S

has no value. How tragic to be told you may not visit an ill or dying
loved one because you lack the appropriate legal credentials,

No person should be demed self-worth simply because of who
she or he loves.

The domestic partners law protects San Franciscans from dis-
crimination, We urge all women to vote YES on S.

Domestic partners protection is important to our lives as women.

There are many different combinations of family that are unique
and important to each of us. We respect people’s liberty to choose
the family arrangement that makes sense for them. This freedom
of choice should not impose a penalty that deprives couples and
families from supporting and enriching each other’s lives.

How painful to be told that the life you built with another person

Sherry Agnos Mary Dunlap Sue Hestor Julianne Malveaux Louise Ogden

Elizabeth Colton Dorothy Ehrlich Carol Isen Esther Marks Eva Paterson
Hongisto . Angie Fa Sharon Johnson Joanie Marquard Ruth Picon

Roberta Achtenberg K.C.Frogge .Lani Kaahumanu Del Martin Terry Salpeter

Laura Campbell Marcia EM. Gallo Leslie Katz Melissa McTucker - Maggi Rubenstein

Lenore Chinn Abby Ginzberg Susan Kennedy Carole Migden Sharyn Saslafsky

Sherri Chiesa Amy Gordon Holly Krassner Leahvila Militello . Mimi Silbert

Kim Corsaro Helen Grieco Lynne Laidaw Rhian Miller Hon. Carol Ruth Silver

Margaret Crosby Vivian Hallinan Helen Lantz Kathryn Moir Zwazzi Sowo -

Jo Daly Jean Harris Phyllis Lyon Joyce Newstat - Hon. Nancy Walker

Pam David Barbara Hargrave Barbara Maggiani Pat Norman

Libby Denebeim Stephanie Hedgecoke Susan Maher Margaret Norris

San Francisco has always drawn strength from the diversity of
its people. San Franciscans take pride in the fact that ours is a city
of many different communities, lifestyles and views.

We are living in hard times, when poverty, immigration restric-
tions, the AIDS epidemic and drug addiction have placed very
difficult challenges before our families, Our communities have met
these challenges by strengthening our family networks and we
believe that the city must recognize the diversity of these families
and grant equal treatment to them.,

Proposition S — the domestic partners legislation — helps t0
provide equal treatment to those families which do not fall within
the narrow boundaries of married couples. It provides funeral leave
and hospltal visitation rights to all couples.

We join with our entire city to stand for cquahty under the law
and compassion for our diverse families in a period of great
difficulty.

. As leaders in San Francisco’s minority communitics, we urge

you to join us in voting YES ON S!

Rosario Anaya, Board of Education
Adrian Bermudez Jr., Democratic Central Commlltce

Supervisor Jim Gonzales
Juan Gutierrez, Mission Cultural Center
Emil De Guzman, Senior Escort Program

- Jesse L. Jackson, President, National Rainbow Coalition

Peter Jamero, Human Rights Commission

Leni Marin, S.F. Commission on the Status of Women

Sandra Mack, S.F. Federation of Teachers

Jose Medina, Police Commissioner

Gilbert Montoya, Citizens’ Committee on Community
Development

Pat Norman

Gail Orr-Smith, Deputy Mayor

Ruth Picon, Latino Democratic Club

Santiago Ruiz, Mission Neighborhood Centers

Mario Salgado, La Raza Centro Legal

Richard Sevilla, Latino Democratic Club

" Julie Tang, SFCCD

Doris Thomas

Karen Goodman Pierce

Rolando Quan, Chinese American Democrauc Club
Anita Sanchez

Barbara Cameron, Commumty United Against Violence Supervisor Doris Ward

Sara Campos, Latino Democratic Club Carmen Vasquez, S.F. Women's Bldg.
Gwen Craig, Police Commnss:oner Reggie Williams

Henry Der Sodonia Wilson, Board of Educauon
Claude Eberhardt, Deputy Mayor Leland Yee, Board of Education
Yvonne Golden

Argumenits printedon this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION S

We urge a Yes vote on Proposition S. Simple decency calls us to
grant basic-rights to those who are in committed relationships,
regardless of sexual orientation. City employees should be allowed
to visit their companions in the hospital, take time off work for
mourning if they die, and share in both the benefits and responsi-
bilities of their relationship, regardless of marital status. Any law
that encourages stability in personal relationships is good social
policy, especially in the midst of the AIDS epidemic. The domestic
partnership ordinance is not a threat to marriage or family life, but
an act of justice, compassion, and fairness for all San Franciscans.

The opponents of domestic partners are trying to impose a single
view of religious values on the people of San Francisco. This runs
counter to the respect for diversity that is the cornerstone of
religious life in America. No single religion has the right to dictate
to society the definition of “family”. Proposition S is a matter of
civil law, not religious dogma.

Promote fairness and family stability by voting YES on Prop S.

Mary Atwood, Episcopal Priest

Rev. Rachel Birnbaum

Rebecca Fernandez

Emilio Gonzales

Barbara Gualco

Brent Hawk, Rector, Epnscopal Church of St. John the Evangelist
Michael Hiller, Assistant Pastor, St. Francis Lutheran Church
James Jelinek, Rector, St. Aidan’s Episcopal Church

Gregor Killingsworth, Minister, United Church of Christ -
Ronald McBride, Episcopal Priest

Rev. Anita Ostrom

Rob Roy Rhudy, Episcopal Priest

Richard Schuper

Erica Silverberg

Julie Anne Todd

Rev. Catherine Roskam

Jewish tradition requires of a relationship commitment, faithful-
ness, mutual respect and caring and sanctity of the home. These
qualities can exist in relationships with or without the benefit of a
marriage license. State law prohibits the marriage of two people of
the same gender. Yet lesbian and gay couples have repeatedly
demonstrated their loving commitment and faithfulness to each
other. Proposition S provides a means of public acknowledgement
for the sanctity of these relationships, yet in no way diminishes nor
discourages traditional marriage.

Jewish tradition also encourages visiting the sick, Proposition S
ensures that in times of crisis a person will not be prevented from
visiting his or her domestic partner in the hospual Please join us
in voting yes on Proposition S. :

Roberta Achtenberg

Alvin Baum
Jewish Family and Children’s Service
Rabbi Allen Bennett
Rabbi Gary Greenebaum
Rabbi Yoel Kahn
Lisa Katz
Dr. Eric Keitel
President, Sha’ar Zahav
Carole Migden
San Francisco Democratic Party
Dr. Mike Rankin
Sharyn Saslafsky
Rabbi Martin Weiner
Joyce Newstat

It's offensive to suggest that opposition to the stadium equals
opposition to domestic partners. San Franciscans for Planning
Priorities, committce agamst Proposition P, strongly supports
Proposition S. -

VOTE YESON S and NOONP,

Jack Morrison, Former Supervisor
Richard Hongisto, Supervisor
Co-chairs, San Franciscans for Planning Pnormes

Arguments printed on this pagé are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked 1o|r accuracy by any officlal agondy.
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PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION S

As faithful Roman Catholics, we recommend a YES vote on
Proposition S. Catholic theology has always been careful to distin-
guish between the sacrament of marriage and marriage as a civil
institution. Proposition S will have no harmful effect on marriage
or family life, but will encourage stability and faithfulness in the
relationships of unmarried people. Our duty as Christians also
requires us to show compassion for others without passing
judgment.

Gary Adams, M.Diy. David Coe
Margarite Apostoto Raymond Collins
J. Arango Vince Delahay
Daniel Barutta Louis Dunn
Joseph Bloom James Foster
Marguerite Breault Joyce Geoffroy
Kevin Calegari D M. Gillette
Leo Campbell John Golding
Catholic Coalition for Ramon Gonzales
Human Justice Stephen Green
Douglas Clevengir Juliana Grenzeback

Proposition S allows unmarried partners hospital visitation rights
~— surely an act of compassion that everyone should support.

" Because Catholics have suffered discrimination for their beliefs,
we are especially sensitive to any attempt, no matter how well-in-
tentioned, to impose a single standard of behavior on othér people
Government has a moral duty to respect diversity.

As AIDS service providers we strongly support the Domestic
Partners ordinance — Proposition S. The ordinance’s provisions
for bereavement leave and hospital visitation rights for domestic

‘partners preserve the tradition of respect for individuals which has

been crucial in San Francisco’s humane response to AIDS.

In the course of the HIV epidemic, we have worked with thou-
sands of domestic partners — gay, bisexual and straight — who
care for their loved ones with the same devotion as any other loving
couple. To deny these people such basic rights as bereavement
lecave and hospital visitation rights would run contrary to the
solidarity and compassion with which San Francisco has fought the
HIV epidemic — a spirit which has been praised around the world.

Passing domestic partners will help ease the pain of AIDS for
many San Franciscans. We urge you to vote yes on Proposition S.

PLEASE VOTE YESON S! -
Michael Jacintho Manuel Perez
Catherine James “Kim Powelson
Joseph Kelleher Michael Sieczkarek
Antonia Koot Catherine Squeri
Daniel McLaughlin ‘ L. Stec
Melissa McTucker o Robert Valentis
Supervisor Bill Maher Michael Vargas
Hugh Malleney John Wilhite
Cliff Morrison ~ '
Michael Nolan
E.J. McCarthy
Paul Boneberg,

Executive Director, Mobnhzauon Against AIDS
Pat Christen, |

Acting Executive Director, S.F. AIDS Foundation
Jacqueline Mollema, ,
. Vice President, Visiting Nurses/Hospice
Gerald Lenoir,

Executive Director, Black Coalition on AIDS
Phil Tingley, '

Executive Director, American Indian AIDS Institute
ACT UP/San Francisco
Martin Delaney,

Executive Director, Project Inform

As environmentalists and neighborhood activists, we support the
domestic partners ordinance. We commend the Supervisors for this
fair and humane legislation.

Andrew Nash, President, San Francisco Tomorrow
Trent Orr, Recreation and Park Commissioner

Peter Moylan, SFT Board Member

Steve Krefting

Rick Hauptman, Vice-Pres. Harvey Mllk Lesbian & Gay
Democratic Club ,

Zach Cowan

John Holtzclaw

Arguments prlntéd onithl’s 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 S

The San Francisco Democratic Central Committee strongly
urges you to support Proposition S.

Proposition S promotes equal treatment for all citizens. It pro-
vides the same hospital visitation rights and funeral leave to non-
married couples that married couples already enjoy.

San Francisco Democratic Party Greg Day
County Central Committee Catherine Dodd
Elected Members Terence Hallinan
Carole Migden, Chair Agar Jaicks
Adrian Bermudez, Jr. - Leslie Katz

Susan Bierman Tony Kilroy
Kimiko Burton Steve Krefting
Lulu Carter Marilyn Miller

Ellen Chaitin Connie O'Connor

Proposition $ is a fiscally sensible proposal. It costs taxpaycrs
and private employers nothing.

Proposition S helps in the fight against AIDS. It promotes
long-term stable relationships.

Vote YES for faimess and common sense. VOTE YES ON S,

Freedom means freedom not for just a few, but for everyone., We
support personal choices, therefore we support Gay righits.
Vote yes.

The Domestic Partners Legislation should be retained.

As environmental activists, we support efforts to improve the
quality of people’s lives.

Retain the Domestic Partners Legislation.

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION §

Regina Sneed

. Ruth Picon Ed McGovern
Alexa Smith Jim Morales
Arlo Hale Smith Beverly Prior
Jim Wachob Matthew Rothschild
Alicia Wang Alfredo Rodriguez
Simeon White Arnold Townsend
Ex Officio Appointees
Anne Daley '
Norman Ishimoto
Jim Schmitt, Green Party
Rick Wail, Humanist Party
Dick Grosboll Zach Cowan
Ken Smith Andrew Nash
Tony Kilroy David Spero
Miriam Blaustein Norman Rolfe
Patrick Lynch Ira Kurlander
Nan McGuire
Reuben Goodman

AN OPEN LETTER TO RABBI FELDMAN:

As co-sponsor of the petition against Domestic Partners, you sec
yourself following Moses’ command in the Old Testament Book
of Leviticus; you consider this God’s will.

You're entitled to that belicf.

But before you support discrimination against gays, remember
that you also are a “minority group”, and are safe only in a
tolerant, egalitarian society.

Centuries ago, “Christians” burned millions of people at the
stake. Most were alleged “witches”, but among the many other
“heretics” burned with them, were homosexuals.

And Jews,

More recently, the Nazis gassed Jews, homosexuals and various
other minoritics, in the same ovens.

The general rule: no minority is safe unless all minorities are
safe, '

Likewise, no minority is truly free or equal, unless all minorities
are.

If you impose your religious views today, what will you say when
someone else imposes their religious views tomorrow?

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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Domestic Partners ;

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION S

AN OPEN LETTER TO REVEREND MCILHENNY:

Two centuries ago, Thomas Jefferson advocated:

“A WALL OF SEPARATION BETWEEN CHURCH AND
STATE".

But the idea is much older. _

Twenty centuries ago, Jesus advocated:

“RENDER UNTO CAESAR WHAT IS CAESAR’S, AND
RENDER UNTO GOD WHAT IS GOD’S”.

Jesus was a pioneer of modern, enlightened ideas like separation
of church and state, peace, charity and tolerance toward all.

By co-sponsoring the petition against Domestic Partners, you
and Rabbi Feldman make clear that your opposition is based on
religion. But Jesus never condemned homosexuals, did He?

Most Christians see Jesus as superseding the Old Testament. Do
you see Moses’ commands in Leviticus as still in effect?

If it is sin to disobey Moses’ command against homosexuality,
is it also sin to eat pork?

If homosexuality vnolates God's plan, why does it exist?

Grassroots

If Jesus came back tomorrow, He’d probably supportequal rights
for gays and everyone else.

After all, He said:

“LOVE THY NEIGHBOR AS THYSELF”
“DO UNTO OTHERS AS YOU WOULD HAVE
- THEM DO UNTO YOU”.

Doesn’t that sound like equal rights?

Based on Moses’ condemnation, “witches” and gays were
burned at the stake together.,

But neither was condemned in the Ten Commandments,

And ncither was condemned by Jesus.

Rather, the Ten Commandments said:

“THOU SHALT NOT KILL.”
And Jesus said: .
. “JUDGE NOT, LEST YE BE JUDGED”
“LET HIM WHO IS WITHOUT SIN CAST
THE FIRST STONE”.
There is no reason to think Moses was infallible. Most Christians
don’t observe his taboo on pork.
Discrimination and persecution of minorities are not Christian,
or moral. Tolerance is.
End incquality; vote Yes.

Grassroots

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION S

Proposition S will erode family values

Catholics, Protestants and Jews view the institution of the family
and marriage seriously, and are opposed to any efforts to erode its
value. Putting domestic partnership on a par with marriage, creat-
ing an alternate track are erosions,

Proposition S gives all the public benefits of marriage to
domestic partners and none of the responsibilities.

Marriage in both religious and civil law is a public commitment
for life. Domestic Partners neither must commit publically nor for
anything longer than six months. Marriage is set up to protect
society and stability. The law as it now reads will legahze tempo-
rary relationships.

Proposition S is special interest legislation

This legislation is being set up asa*“special” law which will affect
only a few with possible enormous costs to the City and its citizens.

Prop S will increase bureaucracy and be impossible to ad-
minister.

In the last budget hcanngs, the Human Rights Commission of
the City was already asking for more staff and money to administer
this program. The law is written so vaguely and loosely that the
complications in the future will be immense.

Prop S tries to do too much,

Some of the benefits, if they are cost effective, can be given to
persons who need them in other ways than by creating an alternate
track to marriage as this legislation does.. :

Be Reasonable, Vote No on Proposition S

Wayne H. Alba
Member, Filipino Community

Arguments p'r"lmaq on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for hccuracy by any officlal agency.
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Domestic Partners

~ PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION S

As citizens active in the San Francisco community and concerned
with its well-being, we are convinced that the Domestic Partners
Ordinance has serious flaws, -

THE ORDINANCE IS DISCRIMINATORY

It grants the same benefits and privileges to unmarried partners
who can discontinue their responsibilities with a mere signature on
the same basis as married partners whose termination of responsi-
bilities must be determined in a legal process.

It opens the door for spousal dependent benefits for unrelated
unmarried persons, while such benefits are not extended to related
persons who are the principal support of an aged parent or depen-
dent sibling.

THE ORDINANCE HAS POTENTIAL FOR SERIOUS FIS-
CAL CONSEQUENCES FOR TAX PAYERS AND CURRENT
BENEFICIARIES

It is anticipated that domestic partners will seek the whole range of
spousal benefits, including monthly spousal retirement and survivor

Mildred E. Favetti Anna N, Guth
Rosemary K. Shanahan Barbara A. Grudo
Edna Lorraine Castle Alice Cathleen Mibach -

pensions, City pension funds are partially supported by tax payers,

There is a current consideration for domestic partnership partic-
ipation in the City Health Plan, the cost of which is bom by
beneficiaries. Currentbeneficiaries can justifiably expectincreases
in premiums and/or reduction of services.

THE ORDINANCE RAISES LEGAL QUESTIONS, WHICH
WOULD HAVE TO BE DECIDED BY ADJUDICATION

The legal status of partners in relation to state and federal laws
in several contexts, including the entitlement to weitare and other
benefits, would need determination.

THE ORDINANCE IS ALSO OPEN TO ABUSE. PARTNERS
CAN READILY ENTER IN AND OUT OF RELATIONS FOR
ECONOMIC CONSIDERATION SUCH AS HEALTH BENE-
FITS OR ELIGIBILITY FOR WELFARE.

Issues about funeral leave and hospital privileges can be ad-
dressed separately without the need for an open-ended ordinance
which can have unknown consequences.

Gloria Krzyzanowski
Dolores E. Williams
Alice P. Asturias

Mary Ann Schwab
Mary C. McKenna
Paquita P, Reyes, M.D.

While we as Catholic lawyers are sympathetic with those who
advocate extended health care and sick leave/bercavement bene-
fits, the Domestic Partnership Ordinance is seriously flawed and
should be repealed. It would grant to certain people many of the
benefits of marriage, while excusing them from the obligations of
marriage.

Rather than eliminating dnscnmmatnon, the Ordinance actually
discriminates against certain unmarried relatives, such as brothers
or sisters living together. Furthermore, the Ordinance may provide
afoundation for serious, unanticipated legal liabilitics for “domes-
tic partners” and open the floodgates of litigation. The potential
costs to the taxpayers of the benefits envisioned by the Ordinance’s
proponents are staggering.

Most importantly, this Ordinance creates “pseudo-marriages”
which trivialize the legal status of marriage under state law, under-
mine traditional family values and erode the cornerstone of a
civilized, nurturing society.

This Ordinance creates problems — not solutions!

VOTE NO!

Edward J. Watson, President

Edward V. 0'Gara, Jr., Member, Executive Commmee
St. Thomas More Socicty of San Francisco,
An Association of Catholic Lawyers
Founded in 1937

The San Francisco Board of Supervisors-is urging us to adopt
their Domestic Partners law and worry about the details later.

How much will it cost?

No one has the foggiest notion, The City’s budget analyst and the
City official who oversees employee health insurance have both
stated that extending benefits to the partners of unmarried city
workers will, among other things, drive up insurance premiums.
But our Mayor and Board of Supervisors won 't hang a price tag on

this loosely wrapped package until after the election even though
the City controller states that costs could be substantial.

Instead of buying another of those proverbial pigs in a poke, let's
send a message to the budget-busters at City Hall,

Votenoon S.

Thomas C. Scanlon, Retired Treasurer,
City and County of San Francisco

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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PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION S

Proposition $ could prove to be the lawyers' employment act of
1989.

At atime when the courts are already wrestling with the vagaries
of palimony, this proposition offers a new definition of unmarried
bliss without defining the legal obligations of the partners whose
relationships would be officially recognized by the City and
County of San Francisco. |

It would appear, moreover, that the City has yet to establish
guidelines for granting benefits to single employees who register
under this law. Thus any attempt to police or regulate benefits
provided will almost certainly produce arash of expensive law suits

making San Francisco still more inhospitable to large and small
businesses alike. Ill-conceived, financially irresponsible policies
such as these are driving our business community to our neighbors
and undermining our community.

No matter how these legal disputes are ultimately resolved, the
big winners will be the lawyers, and the big losers will be the
taxpayers of San Francisco! :

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION S

Bernard David Walter,
Business litigator and former S.F. Assistant District Attomey

Proposition S is on the ballot because over 27,000 San Francis-
cans signed a petition to place an unwise and irresponsible law
before the voters.

A similar measure, proposed by gay rights advocates, was vetoed
in 1982 by Mayor Dianne Feinstein.

Proponents describe Proposition S as “a way for gay and lesbian
couples — who cannot marry — to legalize their long-term rela-
tionships.” This could be accomplished by paying a modest $35
city fee to register as “domestic partners.”

Animmediate effect of this law would be to extend benefits now
available only to married city employees and their dependents
to the registered domestic partners of single employees.

The city’s staff warns that these expanded benefits will be costly,
but the language of Proposition S is so ambiguous that no one
can accurately estimate the economic consequences. We do
know, however, that the Board of Supervisors has urged approval
of insurance benefits for unmarried couples — whatever the cost

may be — and the Mayor has appointed a task force to devise
guidelines for implementation of this coverage.

The Mayor and the Board argue that Proposition S will help
prevent AIDS by encouraging “stable, long-term relationships.”
But, in fact, it would officially sanction any relationship, irre-
spective of the longevity or stability, and encourage unmarried
city workers to register “partnerships of convenience” as a
means of qualifying for benefits.

How would that prevent AIDS?

As written, Proposition S raises legal questions that would inev-
itably involve both the city and registered “partners” in expensive
litigation. And the direct cost of additional city benefits have not
and cannot be determined in advance. )

Vote No on Proposition S.

San Franciscans for Common Sense

If Proposition § is simply an attempt to “end unfair, irrational
discrimination against unmarried couples” (as the Mayor and the
Board of Supervisors claim), why have proponents found it
necessary to resort to deception and distortion?

We are told that Proposition S “won’tcost taxpayers money” and
that no “health or pension benefits are provided and no new
bureaucracy is created”.

The truth is, Proposition S would set the stage for a massive
benefit rip-off. In tandem with the Domestic Partners ordinance
that it passed, the Board of Supervisors approved a resolution
asking that the unmarried mates of city workers (both gay and
heterosexual) be allowed to enroll in city and private health insur-
ance plans. In addition, the Mayor has appointed a task force to
draw up guidelines for implementing coverage of nontraditional
relationships. Who will pay for these “extended family” bene-
fits? : :

We are told that Proposition S would “encourage stable, long-
term relationships” and thereby help to prevent the spread of AIDS.

The truth is, even casual acquaintances could register as
domestic partners under this proposed law. And how could the
city hope to distinguish between stable, unstable or fraudulent
relationships aimed at qualifying for city bencfits? Proposition S
has nothing to do with AIDS, it is simply an attempt to appease
a political pressure group and slip a special benefits program
through the back door.

If “discrimination” is rampant in San Francisco, we should deal
with it in a straightforward manner. Special interest legislation
which relies on deception and subterfuge is not an acceptable
solution.

Vote no on proposition S.

Jack Bellingham, Investment Advisor

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

148




PRPPRUIIRIREREPE S

ot R R e i b S A S b L T

TEXT OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE

AMENDING POLICE CODETO ADD ARTI-

CLE 40 PROHIBITING DISCRIMINATION

AGAINST DOMESTIC PARTNERS BY

CITY AND COUNTY; PROVIDING PROCE-

DURES TO ESTABLISH AND TO GIVE NO-

TICE OF TERMINATION OF DOMESTIC

PARTNERSHIPS; AND PROHIBITING DIS-

CRIMINATIONIN HOSPITAL VISITATION

RIGHTS. : ‘ :

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

Section 1. The San Francisco Police Code is
amended by adding Article 40, Sections 4001
to 4010, to read:

NOTE: All language is new; additions and
substitutions have not been under-
lined.

SEC. 4001, DISCRIMINATION AGAINST
DOMESTIC PARTNERS

The City and County shall not discriminate
against Domestic Partners or Domestic Partner-
ships in any way. This includes (but is not
limited to) using marital status as a factor in any
decision, policy or practice unless it uses Do-
mestic Partnership as a factor in the same way.

SEC. 4002. DOMESTIC PARTNERSHIPS:
DEFINITIONS AND INFORMATIONAL
MATERIAL

(a) Domestic Partnership Defined. Domestic
Partners are two people wio have chosen to
share one another’s iives in an intimate and
committed relationship of mutual caring, who
live together and have signed a Declaration of
Domestic Partnership in which they have
agreed to be jointly responsible for basic living
expenses incurred during the Domestic Partner-
ship, and have established their partnership
under Section 4005 of this Article.

(b) Additional Qualifications to Become Do-
mestic Partners. To be Domestic Partners, nei-
ther person may be married, the two may not be
related to each other in a way which would bar
marriage in California, and both must be 18 or
older. Any different Domestic Partnership of:
which either was previously a member must
have ended more than six months before the
new Declaration of Domestic Partnership was
signed (but this requirement does not apply if
the earlier Domestic Partnership ended because
of the death of one of its members).

(c) “Live Together” Defined. “Live together”
means that two people share the same living
quarters. It is not necessary that the right to
possess the quarters be in both names. Two
people may live together even if one or both
have additional separate living cuarters. Do-
mestic Partners do not cease to live together if
one leaves the shared living quarters but intends
to returmn. '

(d) “Basic Living Expenses” Defined, “Basic
living expenses” means the cost of basic food,
shelter and any other expenses of a Domestic
Partner which are paid at Jeast in past by a
program or benefit for which the partner quali-
fied because of the Domestic Partnership. The
individuals need not contribute equally or

PROPOSITION S

jointly to the cost of these expenses as long as
they agree that both are responsible for the cost.

(¢) “Declaration of Domestic Partnership”
Defined. A Declaration of Domestic Partner-

 ship is a form, provided by the County Clerk, in

which two people agree to be jointly responsible
for basic living expenses incurred during the
Domestic Parmership and that all the other qual-
ifications for Domestic Partners are met when
the Declaration is signed. The form shall be
contained in a booklet or packet with the infor-

‘mational materials described in paragraph (f).

The form will require cach partner to provide

. his or her primary residence address. The form
must be signed under penalty of perjury. Unless -

it is filed with the City, the form must be wit-
nessed and notarized. The City Attorney shall
prepare appropriate forms.

(F) Informational Material. The San Francisco
Human Rights Commission shall prepare infor-
mational material which will describe ways in-
dividuals in committed relationships may give
their relationships the legal effect they would
like them to have. The informational material
shall state that the City is not providing legal
advice and assumes no responsibility for the
accuracy of the information provided.

SEC. 4003. ENDING DOMESTIC PART-
NERSHIPS '

(a) Termination. A Domestic Partnership
ends when:

(1) the partners no longer meet one or more of
the qualifications for Domestic Partnership; or

(2) one partner sends the othera writtennotice
that he or she has ended the partnership; or

(3) one of the partners dies.

(b) Notice of Termination. »

(1) To Domestic Partners. When a Domestic
Partnership ends, the partners must execute a
notice of termination naming the partners and
stating that the partnership has ended (hercafter
“Notice of Termination"). The Notice of Termi-
nation must be dated and signed under penalty
of perjury by at least one of the partners. If the
Declaration of Domestic Partnership for the
partnership was filed with the County Clerk, the
Notice of Termination must be filed with the
Clérk; in all other cases, the Notice of Termina-
tion must be notarized and a copy given to
whomever witnessed the Declaration of Do-
mestic Partnership.

(2) To Third Partics. A Domestic Partner who
has given a copy of a Declaration of Domestic
Partmership to any third party inorder to qualify
for any benefit or right must, whenever the
Domestic Partnership ends, give that third party
a copy of the Notice of Termination. If that
partner has died, the surviving pariner must give
the notice of termination to those third parties
whom shé or he knows were given acopy of the
Declaration by the deceased partner in order to
qualify for a benefit or right. The Notice must
be sent within 60 days of the termination of the
Doniestic Partnership.

(3) Failure 1o Give Notice. Failure to give
notice asrequired by this subsection will neither

prevent nor delay termination of the Domestic
Partnership. Anyone who suffers any loss as a
result of failure 1o send cither of these notices
may sue the partner who has failed 1o send the
required notice.

SEC. 4004. LEGAL EFFECT OF DECLA-
RATION OF DOMESTIC PARTNERSHIP

() Rights and Duties Created. Neither this
Article nor the filing of a Statement of Domestic
Partnership shall create any legal rights or duties
from one of the parties o the other other than the
legal rights and duties specifically created by this
Chapter or other ordinances or resolutions of the
San Francisco Board of Supesvisors which spe-
cifically refer to Domestic Partnership.

(b) Duration of Rights and Dutics. Once a
Domestic Parmership ends, the partners will
incur no further obligations to each other under
this Article.

SEC. 400S. ESTABLISHING EXISTENCE
OF DOMESTIC PARTNERSHIP

_ (s) Domestic partners may establish the exis-
tence of their Domestic Partnership by either:

(1) Presenting an original Declaration of Do-
mestic Partnership 1o the County Clerk, who
will file it and give the partners a certificate
showing that the Declaration was filed by the
Clerk; or '

(2) Having a Declaration of Domestic Part-
nership notarized and giving a copy to the per-
son who witnessed the signing. (See Section
4002(e) of this Article.)

(b) The County Clerk shall only accept for
filing Declarations of Domestic Partnership
submitted by Domestic Partners who have a
residence in San Francisco, or where one of the
partners works in San Francisco.

(c) Amendments to the Declaration. A Partner
may amend a Declaration of Domestic Partner-
ship filed with the County Clerk at any time to
show a change in his or her primary residence
address.

(d) New Declarations of Domestic Partner-
ship. No person who has created a Domestic
Partnership may create another until six months
after a Statement of Termination has been
signed and either (i) filed with the County Clerk
if the Declaration creating the partmership was
filed or (ii) notarized; provided, however, that
if the Domestic Partnership ended because one
of the partners died, a new Declaration may be

filed anytime after the Notice of Termination

has been filed or notarized.
~ (e) Evidence of Domestic Partnership. Any-
one who requires a person to provide evidence
of the existence of a Domestic Partnership must
accept (but may choose not to require) as com-
plete proof a copy of a Declaration of Domestic
Partnership.
FEsgSC 4006. RECORDS, COPIES, FILING
(a) County Clerk’s Records. The County
Clerk shall keep a record of all Declarations of
Domestic Partnership, Amendments to Decla-
rations of Domestic Partnership and all Notices
of Termination received by the Clerk. The re-

(Continued on next page)
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TEXT OF PROPOSITION S (Continued)

cords shall be maintained so that Amendments
and Notices of Termination are filed with the
Declaration of Domestic Partnership to which
they pertain.

(b) Filing Fees The County Clerk shall
charge a fee of $35 for filing Declarations of
Domestic Partnership and shall charge a fee of
$7 for providing certified copies of Declara-
tions, Amendments or Notices of Termination.
There will be no charge for filing Amcndmems
or Notices of Termination.

SEC. 4007. VISITATION IN HEALTH
CARE FACILITIES .

(a) Patient Designation. Where a health care
facility restricts a patient’s visitors, the health
care facility shall allow every pauent to name
those individuals whom the patient wishes to
allow to visit, unless:

(1) no visitors are allowed; or

(2) the facility determines that the presence of
a particular visitor named by the patient would
endanger the health or safety of a patient or
patients, or would endanger the primary opcra-
tions of the facility.

(b) Domestic Partners Who Do Not Make
Designations. If a patient with whom visiting is
restricted has not made the designation pro-
vided for in subsection (a), and if the patient has
not indicated that she or he wishes no visitors,
the facility must allow the patient’s Domestic
Partner, the children of the patient’s Domestic

150

Partner, or thc Domestic Punner of the pauent s
parent or child to visit, unless: -

(1) no visitors are allowed; or .

(2) the facility determines that the presence of
aparticular visitor would endanger the health or
safety of apatientor patients, or would endanger
the primary operations of the facility. -

(c) Health Care Facility Defined. A “Health
Care Facility” is any clinic, health dispensary or

health facility licensed under Division 2 of the

California Health and Safety Code, any mental

hospital, drug abuse clinic or detoxification

center.
SEC. 4008. RETALIATION

. No person who secks the benefit of this Arti-

cle shall be discriminated against in any way for

seeking that benefit. No person who-assists .

someone else in obtaining the benefit of this
Article shall be discriminated against in any
way for such assistance.

SEC. 4009. ENFORCEMENT.

(a) Civil Service Commission and Human
Rights Commission. This Article may be en-
forced by the Civil Service Commission insofar
as the actions, decisions, policies and practices
at issue pertain to employees of the City and
County in their capacity as employees. In all
other respects, this Article may be enforced by
the San Francisco Human Rights Commission
pursuant to Sections 12A.5 and 12A9 of the
Administrative Code.

(b) Civil Action. This Article may be enforced

by a civil action. A complaint to the Human
Rights Commission is not a prerequisite to en-
forcement in a civil action. The plaintiff in such
an action shall be entitled to recover only com-
pensatory damages and no punitive damages.
. (c) Remedies. Any court that finds that this
Article has been violated or wnllbevnolatedmay
use all the powers which it has to remedy or
prevent a violation,

(d) Statute of Limitations. Any action to en-

force this Article must be commenced no lat‘erv

than two years after the claimed violation.
SEC. 4010. OTHER LAWS, :
Nothing in this ordinance shall be construed

" to interfere in or mandate the exercise of discre-

tion regarding matters over which any board or
commission of the City and County has exclu-
sive charter authority; or to conflict with any
rights or requirements established by charter,
state or federal law, including, but not limited
to, the rights and obligations attendant to mar-
riage under state and federal laws. Nothing in
this ordinance shall be deemed to alter or to
require the alteration of eligibility requirements
for social service, public health, and other enti-
tlement programs provided or administered by
the City and County. Nothing in this ordinance
shall be deemed to alter any existing memoran-
dum of understanding to which the Cxty and
County is a party. 0




~ AIDS Research and Services

~ PROPOSITION U
Shall it be the policy of the people of the City and County of San :
Francisco to support the continuance and expansion of commu- YES 93 -
nity-based AIDS research and services, to recognize the efforts - NO94 mmp

of volunteers and health professionals providing such research
and services and to urge the state and federal governments to
increase funding for such research and services?

Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The City has no A “YES” VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes,
voter-approved policy regarding the sup-  you want to make it City policy to support
port of community-based AIDS research  the continuance and expansion of
and services. community-based AIDS research and

o services, to recognize efforts of the volun-

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition U would  tagrg and health professionals in commu-
make it City policy to supportthe continu-  pity nased AIDS research projects and
ance and expansion of community-based  peaith and social service organizations
AIDS research and services, torecognize a4 to urge the state and federal govern-
the efforts of the volunte.ers and health  ant to increase funding of and assis-
professionals in community-based AIDS {506t community-based AIDS research
research projects and health and social  4n4 services.
service organizations and to urge the
state and federal government to increase |
funding of and assistance to community- A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you

based AIDS research and services. do not want to adopt this policy.

Controller’s Statement on “U” How “U” Got on the Ballot

: : D. Yockey has issued the On August 9, the Registrar of Voters received a proposed
City Controller Samuel y declaration of policy signed by Supervisors Harry Britt,

fol!qwing statement on the fiscal impact of Prop- Terence Hallinan, Willie Kennedy, and Nancy Walker. The
osition U: City Charter allows four or more Supervisors to place an

“Should the proposed Declaration cf Policy be | ordinance onthe ballotin this manner.
approved, in my opinion, it would not affect the cost
of government.”

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE.
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AIDS Research and Services

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION U X

This policy statement declares San Francisco’s support for the
continuance and expansion of community-based AIDS research
projects and health and social service organizations. It urges the
state and federal governments to increase fundmg of and assistance
to these organizations.

Over 7000 San Franciscans have been diagnosed with AIDS,
many others suffer from AIDS-Related Conditions, and over
30,000 San Franciscans are believed to be infected with the HIV
virus,

The timely development of new drugs and treatments is essential
to saving the lives of people with AIDS, ARC and HIV infection.

Community-based organizations in San Francisco and other cit-
ies are conducting effective research projects to assist in the devel-

opment of successful drugs and treatments. Such research,

however, is often hindered by inadequate financial support from
the federal government, or by bureaucratic delays.

* Similarly, San Francisco’s network of community-based organi-

zations is a national model for cost-effective AIDS health and
social services, but inadequate state and federal financial support
threatens the survival of these organizations.

Further, the expansion of AIDS prevenuon programs is neces-
sary, particularly in minority communities, in order to save lives
and prevent further spread of the disease.

This policy statement, without i mcumng any costs to lhe taxpay-
ers, will send a message to Washington and Sacramento that San
Franciscans cannot continue to bear the full burden of these ser-
vices.

The statement also recognizes the heroic efforts of the volun-
teers, physicians, and health professnonals in commumty -based
AIDS research and services. :

Vote YES on Proposition U.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors

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

" PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION U

As AIDS service providers, physicians, rescarchers, activists and
paticnts we urge you to support Proposition U.

This initiative will support community-based AIDS programs.
Their work includes not only prevention, education, and patient
care, but medical treatment and research as well. Recently, one of
the most important AIDS treatments discovered (Aerosol Pen-
tamidine) was developed by a San Francisco community group.
These groups not only do this important work; they do it at lesser
cost than comparable programs in other cities.

‘Despite this efficiency, in recent months the financial strain on
these groups because of increased patient load has jeopardized their
vital work. Pleas for increased financial assistance from the federal
and state governmentare being rejected by AIDS burcaucrats. This
is unacceptable. The cost of fighting AIDS cannot continue to be
borne by the taxpayer of San Francisco and private donations.

We believe that passage of this policy statement will send a clear
signal to state and federal policy makers to reconsider increased
financial support to preserve the community-based groups which
comprise the “San Francisco model.” We urge you to vote yes on

Proposition U.

Paul Boneberg,

Executive Director, Mobilization Against AIDS
Pat Chrisien,

Acting Executive Director, S.F. AIDS Foundauon
Donald Abrams,M .D.

Assistant Director AIDS Acuvmes, SFGH
Gerald Lenoir,

Executive Director, Black Coalluon on AIDS
Phil Tingley,

Executive Director, American Indian AIDS Institute
Adolfo Mata,

Co-Chair, Latino Coalluon on AIDS/SIDA
Martin Delaney,

Exccutive Director, Project Inform
ACT UP San Francisco
George W. Rutherford, M.D.

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 U

San Franciscans To Improve Candlestick (STIC) supports the
Aids research initiative. We agree that the federal governmentisn’t
doing what’s needed. :

Butit’s not enough to “send amessage to Washington”. We need
{0 do more ourselves — without delay. :

That’s one of many reasons we oppose Prop. P (Downtown
Stadium).

While money is so badly needed, for AIDS rescarch and many
other necessities, the China Basin stadium would cost city taxpay-
ers $70 — $80 million — $30 million in land, $20 million invest-
mesit, $10 million “loan”, around $10 million for a parking garage

so much more economical that it can be done at private expense,
since the land, foundation and structure are already paid for.

We put Prop. V (Candlestick Improvement) on the ballot to tell
the Supervisors to further study the various proposals to improve
Candlestick at private expense instead of building a new stadium
downtown at taxpayer expense.

It's not just an issue of saving the Giants.

It’s also an issue of saving the taxpayers.

And saving the people with AIDS.

Yes on U (AIDS Research)

Yes on V (Candlestick Improvement)

and up to $10 million cost overruns.

No on P (Downtown Stadium).

Taxpayers shouldn’t have o subsidize pro sports — especially

during a major epidemic.

STIC

Instead, we favor improving Candlestick, because this would be

No Paid Arguments Were Submitted Against Proposition U

TEXT OF PROPOSED DECLARATION OF POLICY FOR PROPOSITION U
SUBMITTED BY THE PROPONENTS '

DECLARING THE POLICY OF THE CITY
AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO TO
SUPPORT COMMUNITY-BASED AIDS RE-
SEARCH AND SERVICES.

WHEREAS, over 7000 San Franciscans have
been diagnosed with Acquired Immune Defi-
ciency Syndrome (AIDS), many others suffer
from AIDS-Related Conditions (ARC) and over
30,000 San Franciscans are believed to be in-
fected with the Human Immunodeficiency
Virus (HIV); and ‘

WHEREAS, the timely development of new
drugs and treatments, and the providing of
health and social services, are essential to sav-
ing the lives of people with AIDS, ARC, and

HIV infection; and

WHEREAS, the expansion of AIDS preven-
tion programs is necessary, particularly in mi-
nority communities, in order to save lives and
prevent further spread of the disease; and

WHEREAS, community-based organiza-
tions in San Francisco and other cities are con-
ducting effective research projects to assist in
the development of successful drugs and treat-
ments, but such research is hindered by inade-
quate support from the federal government; and

WHEREAS, San Francisco's network of
community-based organizations is a national
model for cost-effective AIDS health and social
services, but inadequate state and federal sup-

port threatens the financial survival of these
organizations,

THEREFORE, it shall be the policy of the
City and County of San Francisco to supportthe
continuance and expansion of community-
based AIDS research and services; and

FURTHER, we, the citizensof San Francisco,
recognize the heroic efforts of the volunteers
and health professionals in community- based
AIDS rescarch projects and health and social
service organizations; and .

FURTHER, we the citizens of San Francisco,
urge the state and federal govemnments to in-
crease funding of and assistance to community-
based AIDS rescarch and services. a

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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V } Candlestick Park Improvements

- PROPOSITIONV
Shall it be the policy of the people of the City and County of San

Francisco for the Board of Supervisors to explore proposals to
improve Candlestick Park at private expense Instead of any pro-
posal to construct a downtown baseball stadium?

YES96 mp
NO97 mmp

Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The San Francisco
Giants baseball team plays its home
games at Candlestick Park. The City is
considering the construction of a ballpark
in the China Basin area in which the
Giants would play their home games.

- THE PROPOSAL: Proposition V would

make it City policy that the Board of Su-
pervisors explore proposals to improve
Candlestick Park at private expense in-
stead of building a downtown baseball
stadium. | |

A “YES” VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, |
you want to make it City policy that the |
Board of Supervisors explore proposals to
improve Candlestick Park at private ex-
pense instead of building a downtown
baseball stadium.

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you §
do not want to make it City policy that the g
Board of Supervisors explore proposals to
improve Candlestick Park at private ex-
pense instead of building a downtown
baseball stadium. |

Controller's Statement on “V”

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of Prop-
osition V: |

“Should the proposed Declaration of Policy be
approved, in my opinion, it would have no effect
on the cost of government.”

“How “V” Got on the Ballot

On August 3, the Registrar of Voters certified that the
initiative petition calling for Proposition V to be placedonthe
ballot had qualified for the ballot.

9,399" signatures were required to place an initiative ordi-
nance on the ballot, '

A random check of the signatures submitted on July 26 by

~ the proponents of the initiative petition showed that 10,560

of the signatures submitted were valid; 1,161 more than the
required number of signatures.

* This number is equal to 5% of the people who voted for
Mayor in 1987. |
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Candlestick Park Improvements

P

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION V

Improving Candlestick instead of building a new downtown
stadium is better land use. Any downtown stadium would inevita-
bly cost the taxpayers at least $70 ~ 80 million. First, we should
consider:

FAN PREFERENCE: A Chronicle commissioned poll showed
that of Giants’ fans with a preference, 34% prefer Candlestick park
(asit is), 23% wanta downtown stadium, 23% have no preference,
and 20% want Santa Clara,

WEATHER: The main complaint about Candlestick is bay
winds. China Basin is closer to the water and would be much more
“wide open” than Candlestick! China Basin fans would not enjoy
measurably improved weather. ' |

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: Unlike China Basin, Candle-
stick has few close neighbors. Candlestick activity and improve-
ments have few unwanted effects and would serve to enhance
transportation in the Bayview/3rd Street corridor!

PARKING and TRAFFIC: Most fans drive to games, generat-
ing demand for 10,000~ 25,000 parking spaces. Even capacity
crowds at Candlestick have little impact on downtown traffic.
Candlestick has 17,000 spaces on-site, with room to expand. China

Basin would have only 1500 on-site spaces (reserved, probably,
for luxury box holders).

CAPACITY: Candlestick holds around 60,000, that’s 33%
more than the 45,000 proposed for China Basin. Improvements
might increase the Candlestick capacity to 70,000 - 80,000 . . .
enough to accommodate a Super Bowl!

Candlestick Park is the home of the Giants and the model used

to construct many of the ballparks in our nation, The Cable Cars
and Palace of Fine Arts were rebuilt, not replaced. Let’s see what
can be done with what we have already. When the people’s
wishes are shown in this election, Giants management will have to
reconsider Candlestick. '

Vote to improve Candlestick Park.

Vote Yes on Proposition V!

Harold M. Hoogasian

Kevin Starr

Joel Ventresca

San Franciscans To Improve Candlestick

No Official Arguinent Was Submitted Against Proposition U
No Rebuttals Were Submitted On Proposition U

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION V

San Francisco land is too precious to allow a facility as large
as Candlestick to be left for use only ten days a year.

Candlestick improvement and the Bayshore/3rd Street Corridor
light rail proposal would be mutually supportive. They benefit the
Bayview Community in particular and the City as a whole. The
Municipal Railway has proposed a new light rail yard in the
Bayshore industrial area beyond Candlestick Park. These improve-
ments would certainly enhance attendance at Candlestick Park.

It is natural to connect a new Bayshore light rail yard with the
existing yard at Geneva and San Jose Avenues by means of a new
light rail litk on Geneva Avenue. This would enhance access 0

BART for many City neighborhoods. It would also provide the
Cow Palace with a direct link to regional transit, Renovation of the
Cow Palace for indoor events and sports would be a natural
consequence.

Improve Candlestick Park, improve the south cast transit
accesses. . .Vote Yes on Proposition V!

For additional information, call “STIC” at 415-928-0139,

Harold M. Hoogasian
Small Business Owner

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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B8 Candlestick Park Improvements

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION V

Improving our current ballpark, the third largest in the nation,
and making it a better place to play and watch baseball makes more
sense than spending millions on an expensive, redundant, and
unnecessary downtown stadium.

Candlestick Park is a city asset with a huge buffer zone between
it and the surrounding residential area. There are 64,000 seats, 77
acres of parking, and 17,000 parking spaces. It is a public facility,

on public land, and it is operated by the public.
Let’s keep the Giants in San Francisco and in Candlestick.
Vote YESon V.,

.Joel Ventresca
Immediate Past President
Coalition for San Francisco Neighborheods

On August 15, 1989, the Coalition for San Francisco Neighbor-
hoods, an organization of 57 city-wide neighborhood associations,
voted overwhelmingly to support Proposition V.

FIX THE STICK, VOTE YES ON V

Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods
President John Bardis

Bob Lurie’s a tough negotiator.

He likes to “play hardball”.

But he could change his mind, as he’s done before.

Chronicle sports columnist Bruce Jenkins (7/28/89) says:

“The first thing we should remember in the San Francisco
ballpark crisis is that the Giants won't go anywhere as long as Bob
Lurie (bless him) runs the club.

“How'd you like to be the native San Franciscan who let the
Giants leave town? '

“It won't happen with Bob; it would ruin his social life.

“We've said all along that the Giants will play in S.F. forever — |
even if the November vote goes against them.” ;

If China Basin is defeated, Lurie’s more likely 1o decide to stay
if Candlestick Improvement passes.

So if you want the Giants to stay but don’t want to build thém a
downtown stadium, vote:

No-on-P/Yes-on-V .

STIC

“MOST POLL RESPONDENTS PREFER CANDLESTICK
PARK OVER A NEW DOWNTOWN BALLPARK.” (Chronicle
6/9/89)

According to the Baldassare poll:

« only 23% of Bay Area residents want the Giants *“to move to a

new stadium in San Francisco”;

» almost as many — 20% — want them “in the San Jose area™;

« but a much larger number — 34% — want them “to remain

in Candlestick”. -

Within San Francisco, those preferring Candlestick outnumbered
those preferring downtown by a similar margin:

Candlestick ............48%

Downtown .............31%

San Jose ....ivivnniees 4%

Don’tknow ............17%

Preference for Candlestick would be even greater with various
improvements, planned and proposed, particularly windscreens
and transit, '

The regional preference is becanse most fans drive from the
south; they want to avoid downtown, San Franciscans’ preference
is more because of the expense of another stadium and its destruc-
tive effects on South-of-Market,

Some people say Art Agnos and Bob Lurie don’t care about fan
preferences. But surely they’d listed to the combination of fan
and voter preferences...

STIC

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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‘/ Candlestick Park Improvements

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION V

The Examiner (8/11/89) reported that a game at Candlestick is
much cheaper than most cities.

The following prices are the minimum per adult, based on
“combined cost of a hot dog, 14-ounce beer, soda, peanuts, parking
and cheapest adult admission”: '

Cubs’ Wrigley Field ..... $22.00

Toronto Skydome ....... $18.12

Fenway Park, Boston ... .$17.25

Shea Stadium, NYMets . .$17.10

Candlestick Park . ....... $12.85
Of 26 major-league stadiums, only four were cheaper.

Why is baseball cheaper in San Francisco?

One reason is because prices at Candlestick are subject to the city
parks and recreation commission.

But that protection will be lost if the Giants move to China Basin.

Partof the deal with Spectacor and Luric is that they’ 1l be allowed
to raise prices as much as they want, whenever they want,

Candlestick has 33% more seats — around 60,000. The more
scats 1o fill, the cheaper the prices, even more so thanks to Parks-
&-Rec control. :

For the sake of taxpayers and fans:

“STICK” WITH AFFORDABLE BASEBALL!

STIC

Herb Caen suggests one way to improve Candlestick substan-
tially that wouldn’t cost a penny:

“One of the town’s best-kept secrets is the wonderful weather
at Candlestick around noon, which should be the starting time
but isn’t.

“As the wind doesn’t come up until exactly 3:17:05, why don't

the Giants play a lot of nooners each season?

“You don’ t suppose it' s because they'd detract from the horror
stories of the 'stick, do you?"

Before $100-million-plus is spent, it's at least worth trying.

STIC

SRR

Of the various proposed ways toimprove Candlestick, improving
transit access would have the widest benefits.

While some relatively inexpensive frecway alterations would-be
beneficial, the biggest benefit would come from building the
Bayshore Corridor Muni lightrail. '

Connecting downtown, Mission Bay, Bayvicw/Hunters Point,
Candlestick, the Cow Palace and outer Mission, it would improve
access from all directions; with connections for BART, Caltrans
and Samtrans, it would provide public transit access from around
the Bay Area.

Candlestick would then be accessible by both car and mass
transit, while China Basin, for practical purposes, would be ac-
cessible only by mass transit. :

The downtown stadium, would be a nuisance; improving
Candlestick’s transit access would be a blessing, felt everywhere
from downtown to the peninsula.

Espanola Jackson
STIC

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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V CandlestickParklmprovgments“

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION v

AN OPEN LETTER TO BOB LURIE

Our vote is not intended as anything personal.

Please understand: it’s in your interest to “keep the customer
satisfied”.

Two years ago, we voted against moving the Glams dowmown
The Chronicle poll showed San Franciscans preferring Candlestick
48%/31%, and Bay Area residents preferring Candlestick by an
even larger margin.

You’re already making a profit at Candlestick, with attendance
high and steadily rising. '

Transit, windscreens and otheri improvements will make Candle-
stick even more profitable for all concemed. .

It’s in your interest, and the city's, to continue improving Can-
dlestick, so attendance and profits will continue rising.

It’s a wise businessman who realizes that profits come from the
public, and depend on public satisfaction. _

We’re not voting for you'to go to San Jose: we’re voting to
“Stick” with a-winner!

Grassroots

China Basin’s only planned weather protection is “white fabric
windscreens”,

Butif windscreens will work at China Basin, they’ll work better
at Candlestick!

Except for a short outfield fence, only half of China Basin will
be enclosed. Candlestick has high walls all around, and screens-

atop-walls is obviously better than screens alone,
That’s why funds have already been allocated for windscreen-
ing Candlestick, part of improvements now in progress.

Grassroots

Professional sports should be self-supporting.

Grassroots wrote and qualified this initiative to show asensible
and fair alternative to China Basin.

The single-facility-multiple-use approach saves so much, Can-
dlestick improvement can be done without taxpayer subsidy.

Weinvited Kevin Starr, Harold Hoogasian and Joel Ventresca to
be Proponents, to show agreement of fiscal conservatives and
liberal activists: a new stadium downtown is no way to use our

land or money' ‘

And we agree with the Examiner’s Rob Morse:

“Selling names of stadmms may be OK in places like Sacra-
mento, but not here.”

“New, Improved Candlestlck” not “EXXON FIELD"!

Qrassroots

This is not just another “advisory” measure,
Public votes like this one are legally binding on the Supervisors,

under City Charter Section 9.108, which says:
... WHEN APPROVED BY A MAJORITY. . .VOTING
ON SAID DECLARATION, IT SHALL THEREUPON BE

THE DUTY OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS TO
ENACT AN ORDINANCE OR ORDINANCES TO CARRY
SUCH POLICY OR POLICIES INTO EFFECT . .

Grassroots

Argumems printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuraéy by any official agency.
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Candlestick Park Improvements V

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION V

Some people say there’s no connection belween the homeless
and a $115,000,000 stadium.

But if the Mayor is up all night negotiating real estate deals with
developers, he’ll obviously have less time for anybody else.

Herb Caen (Chronicle 8/23/89) reports:

“Stevie Wonder, who's involved with the American Task Force
For the Homeless, will do a nationally televised . . . concert . . . in

Y ...expected to raise . .. $2,000,000-$4,000,000. Painful local
angle: he wanted to do this show . . . in S.F. but both his mgr.,

Carmen Efferson, and his localrep.Mlchael Fenenbock, struck out
with the mayor's office.

“ ‘Carmen’, says Wonder's flack, Andrew Pincus, ‘called that
office five times and never got a callback.’

“ ‘I called four times,’ says Fenenbock, ‘and never got an
answer.' "

Grassroots

CONVERTING CANDLESTICK TO WORLDPARK

After discussion with Bob Lurie, and following his suggestion
that a retractable dome would work for Candiestick Park, George
Reppas, a Developer/Inventor, recently had patented the retract-
able dome.

Reppas’ WorldPark plan makes the best use of land in a land-
short city. It calls for a private development, with no taxpayer
subsidy of Candlestick Park to yield the following benefits:

FAN COMFORT

« A retractable dome that always remains open except at game

time with bad weather. ,

« No: wind, cold weather, rainchecks.

NATURAL GRASS

COVERED AND SAFE PARKING

» Nine tier parking garage for 20,000 cars feeding directly 1o your

seating level, No crowded corridors and safe access to your car.
Tail-gating on the lop level!

« Space for new expanded rest-rooms and concession stands.

MULTI-PURPOSES USE

« New third level seating; 85,000 capacny for Super Bowl, Olym-

pic Games.

+ Exhibitions, concerts, outdoor/indoor spons events,

IMPROVED ACCESS |

« A new overpass from 101 South with a ramp running on the

southern perimeter of Bay View Mountain branching to your
. parking/seating level.

+ 101 North expanded off-ramp leads to ramps on the Northwest
side.

17,000 JOBS

« Business Park development to be built on the existing but
seldom used parking lot provides 17,000 jobs, avoids further
downtown congestion, and adds $10 million property tax rev-
enues annually.

NO COST TO CITY

« The Candlestick site can be a first rate multi-purpose facility
with no other land swaps or costs to the City.

MUNI ACCESS

« WorldPark justifies the conceptualized Muni light rail system
on the Bayshore corridor paralleling Third Street and servicing
Hunter’s Point, Bay View, WorldPark, Cow Palace and link up
to Ocean Avenue,

Candlestick Park is a valuable resource thatcan be improved and

put to better use.

Espanola Jackson .
District 7 Democratic Club
Bay/View-Hunters Point

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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A\"Al Candiestick Park Improvements '

PAID ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION V

Proposition Visared herring cast forth by the opponents of the
China Basin ballpark. Improvéments to Candlestick will not keep
~ the Giants in San Francisco. Vote NO on Proposition V.

The Giants are a unique and irreplaceable civic treasure. Major

league baseball generates substantial social and economic benefits

for San Francisco and the Giants are one of the last forms of

affordable family entertainment in our City — yet we face the
prospect of losing them.
We urge you to vote NO on Proposition V because:
» Improving Candlestick and/or installing a dome would cost
. more money than building the China Basin ballpark.
+ Access to Candlestick by public transit and US 101 is poor.
Proposition V does not address the transportation issue. A
new China Basin ballpark will not only be convenient to the

downtown area, but it will be served by every major public
transit system in the Bay Arca and be easily accessible from
both US 101 and 1-280.

» The City will actually save money when the Giants leave
Candlestick. The on-going cost requiréd to accommodate two
sports on one¢ field — moving grandstands, replanting. grass,
relining the field — will no longer exist.

Don’t be fooled. Proposition V will not keep the Giants in San

Francisco. Only a new China Basin Ballpark will keep our Giants
where they belong. Vote NO on Proposition V.

San Francisco Ballpark Alliance
Barbara Bagot, President

TEXT OF PROPOSED DECLARATION OF POLICY FOR PROPOSITION V
SUBMITTED BY THE PROPONENTS .

SHALL THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
EXPLORE PROPOSALS TO IMPROVE
CANDLESTICK PARK AT PRIVATE EX.-
PENSE, INSTEAD OF ANY PROPOSAL TO
CONSTRUCT A DOWNTOWN BASEBALL
STADIUM? 0
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Vote-by-Mail

PROPOSITION W

Shall it be the policy of the people of the City and County of San
Francisco to conduct municipal elections by mali, provided that
the Reglistrar finds that it would maximize voter convenience, the
Controlier finds it would save the City money and the Chief of
Police finds that it can be done with sufficlent safeguards against

fraud?

m)
NO101 mm)

YES 100

~ Analysis

by Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: At all elections,
voters may vote at their polling places or
by absentee ballots which must be re-
turned in person or by mail.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition W would
make it City policy, before each municipal
election, for the Board of Supervisors and
the Mayor to take the necessary actions
to hold that election entirely by mail if:

1. The Registrar of Voters finds this
would maximize voter convenience and

participation and would minimize costs
and prevent fraud; |
2. The Controller finds it would save the

City money; and ,

3. The Chief of Police finds there are -

sufficient safeguards against fraud.

A “YES” VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes,

you want to make it City policy to hold City
elections by mail under certain conditions.

A “NO” VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you

do not want to adopt this policy.

Controller’'s Statement on “W"

City Controller Samuel D. Yockey has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of Prop-
osition W: B

“Should the proposed Declaration of Policy be
approved, -in my opinion, it would not, in and of
itself, affect the cost of government. However, as
a product of its future application, the cost of
conducting a municipal election could be reduced
by an indeterminate amount, possibly as much as
$300,000 per election.

How “W” Got on the Ballot

On September 7, 1988 the Registrarof Voters certified that
the initiative petition calling for Proposition W to be placed
on the ballot had qualitied for the ballot.

9,399" signatures were required to place an initiative ordi-
nance on the ballot.

A random check of the signatures submitted on August 2,
1988 by the proponents of the initiative petition showed that
of the signatures submitted 10,578 were valid; 1,179 more
than the required number of signatures.

*This number is equal to 5% of the people who voted for
Mayor in 1987.

AFGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE.
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OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION W

HIGHER TURNOUTS -- LOWER COSTS .
This policy declaration approves holding municipal elections by
. mail, provided the particular plan has been approved by the
Registrar, Controller and Police Chief..

This is a new way of running elections without polling places,
all voters are sent absentee (mail) ballots.

When this idea was proposed in 1982, only 30% of San Francis-
cans supported it. When voted on again last year, 44% supported
it

This third attempt was designed to deal with the main opposition
by requiring security safeguards approved by the police chief.

Vote-By-Mail has three big advantages:

SAVINGS: UP TO $300,000/ELECTION (Controller’s esti-
mate) because we don t need to rent pollmg places or hire poll-
workers.

VOTER TURNOUT INCREASED UP TO 100% OR
MORE., Using polling-places, San Francisco’s last special election
(1987) had only 25% turnout. Using Vote-By-Mail in similar
elections, San Diego (1981) got 61% turnout; Siskiyou County
(1988) got 67 %! That's much more democracy!

CONVENIENCE. That’s why it increases turnout. It’s easier to

find time to mark your ballot at home and mail it in, than to make
it to your polling-place on Election Day. It’s also easier to sit and !
read the arguments and then mark your ballot, than to stand ina §

- polling-booth and remember what “Equipment Lease Financing” |

is about.

The only serious fear is secunty

But wealready have large-scale mail-balloting (absentees),wnh-
out significant problems.

Former Registrar Jay Patterson has said the following; ;

“The 1982 fears of voter fraud were unjustified thenand arceven {2
more unjustified now that we have automated tracking of all
absentee ballots...In addition a signature comparison is done on all  §
relumed mall ballots, a safeguard that does not exlst in precmct
voting...’

If the Police Chief considers the Registrar’s proposed sécu-
rity safeguards adequate, why not save the money?

Arlo Hale Smith

'Paul Kangas

Grassroots

'REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION W

The backers of Proposition W are real cut-ups. They concede that
the vote-by-mail concept was rejected in two previous elections,
the last time only a year ago. They now claim to be primed for
victory!

Maybe they’ll abide by baseball rules three stnkes and you're
out. Please vote NO on Proposition W, '

In the final analysis, there is only one issue: fraud. Proposmon
W will increase the chances for election fraud. It’s that simple.

On the subject of fraud, the backers of Proposmon W cite a

former régistrar of voters (who was dismissed from his job) and
rely on a police department which has all it can handle to fight |

violent crime, much less regulate elections. I'm telling you, these |

guys are genume comedians,
Let's get serious. The integrity of our elections should not be
tampered with or taken lightly. Please vote NO on Proposition W.

Kopp's Good Government Commitiee
Senator Quentin Kopp, Chairman

Arguments printed nh this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accura_cy by any officlal agency.
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Vote-by-Mail W

OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION W

In June 1988, San Francisco voters decisively rejected a Charter
amendment to allow special elections by mail. So what would
Proposition W allow? Voling by mail in all elections.

Once more with feeling, vote NO on proposition W!.

The proponents of voting by mail claim that it would increase
voter convenience and decrease election costs. I doubt it. But since
when has “cheap and easy” become the standard for Judgmg
democratic elections?

There can be no doubt that Proposition W will open the door to
massive voter fraud. Simply put, it’s easicr to forge a signature
than impersonate a voter. And what about all those “registered
voters” on the rolls who have died or moved away? They can’t
show up in person to vote, but anyone could forge and return their
mail ballot. ‘

Vote NO.on W!

Let’s examine Proposition W in detail, It would allow the Reg-
istrar of Voters to develop a new vote-by-mail plan “prior to every

municipal election”. What kind of crazy idea is that? Should our
elections be subject to constantly changing regulations? Mail
ballotin June, regular ballot in November, arevised version of mail
ballot next year? This provision alone is enough to confuse voters
completely and reduce voter turnout.

Another provision of Proposition W would require the Chief of
Police to certify that any vote-by-mail plan “contains sufficient
safeguards against fraud”. Now, San Francisco has an excellent
police chicf, but he’s hardly an expert on election fraud. Even an
expert might not detect the flaws in a vote-by-mail plan until after

- a corrupt election has occurred. Some consolation,

Protect the honesty and integrity of our electoral process. Please
vote NO on Proposition W.

Kopp’s Good Govcmmem,Commillec
Senator Quentin Kopp, Chairman

REBUTTAL TO OFFICIAL ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION W

Senator Kopp’s fears are outdated.

Experience has accumulated with massive “absentee” mail-bal-
loting. Strong safeguards are already in place. Substantial abuse
would consistently be detected.

The previous Vote-By-Mail measures would have changed the
City Charter, It should be made permanent, in the Charter — but
not until we’ve fested it!

This year’s version is just a “Declaration of Policy”. It is totally
non-binding. It approves (but doesn’t require) Vote-By-Mail,
provided:

« The Registrar develops a paticular plan, and believes it would

increase turnout, save money and be secure from abuse;

s the Controller agrees;

« the Police Chief (with his many expert advisors) agrees;

« the Supervisors agree;

« even then, the Mayor could veto it;

« and any voter claiming substantial abuse potential could chal-

lenge any plan in conrt.

We remcinver the People’s Temple non-resident voter scandal.

But:

« it didn’t escape detection (tragically, the DA decided to ignore

it);

« it happened under existing procedures and could happen

again (but would again be detected!).

Current Registrar Germaine Wong agrees with former Reglstrar
Patterson that sufficient safeguards exist to assure detection —
and support prosecution — of any abuse massive enough to
affect elections (most are decided by over 20,000 votes).

As Registrar, she can’t endorse initiatives, but her job is to
answer your questions about elections. She’ll gladly explain secu-
rity safeguards — how increased turnout makes elections safer!
— and how low-turnout elections (like the June 1987 measures
decided by 7% of the population) are themselves a kind of
election fraud!

Questions about any proposition? Phone Grassroots: 252-0662.

Arlo Hale Smith
Paul Kangas

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 ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION W

The following is condensed from Registrar Jay Patterson’s
1/22/88 report to the Supervisors supporting the 1988 Vote-By-
Mail proposal

. The proposal would have no adverse impact on the
Registrar’s office or on voters . . . and would result in
significant cost savings and service enhancements.

“Based on the experience of San Diego .. .in...1981..
. , voter tunout in special elections could be increased by

nearly 100% while election costs could decrease by ~
33%

..theRegistrar's absentee votmg operauon is much more
automawd and efficient than it was in 1982, Savings could . .
be as high as $250,000 - $300,000 per election...”

(Emphasis added)

Arlo Hale Smith

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION W

We urge you to vote No on Proposition W, Express your oppo-
sition to mandatory *“Vote-by-Mail”.

Proposition W opens the door to widescale voter fraud. Once
ballots are mailed to households there are no controls to prevent
them from falling into the wrong hands or to prevent unauthorized
individuals from forging verification signatures. Computers can't
tell us everything.

Voters want their ballots to remain secret. Yet, under the double
envelope system of Vote-by-Mail (where you place your ballot in
the inner envelope and sign the outer envelope), any election
official, clerk, or temporary employee will have access to how you
voted.

80% to 85% of San Francisco's voters prefer to go to the polls
rather than vote by absentee ballot. Many voters decide on issues
and candidates at the last minute after carefully weighing the facts;

others like to know that their vote won't get lost in the mails or if
they punch the wrong hole when voting, they can be issued a new
ballot. Under the Vote-by-Mail scheme, these voters would be
denied the opportunity to vote at their polling places. Would they
be as likely to vote if they could only Vote-by-Mail?

Finally, regarding costs, the experience of communities in Ore-
gon and Washington which use Vote-by-Mail is mixed. Monies
saved by climinating polling places are offset by multiple mailings
to voters and the hiring of scores of temporary workers for weeks
to verify signatures.,

Vole No on Proposition W,

ChnstopherL Bowman, Member chubhcan Coumy Ccntral

Committee of San Francisco -
Harold M. Hoogasian
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Vote-by-Mail

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION W

The San Francisco Republican Party recommends a NO vote on
Proposition W. This is the second time in less than two years that
the voters are being asked to vote on this issue. Enough is enough!

The arguments that made voting by mail a bad idea the first time
and led to its decisive defeat are the same arguments that make it
a bad idea this time:

1. The inicgrity of the election process demands that each voter
verify in person or in writing that they are qualified to vote before
receiving a ballot. Our voting rolls contain many “registered vot-
ers” who have moved, died or are otherwise ineligible. Imagine the
potential for fraud if unsolicited ballots are mailed to all those

Tom McConnell, Chairman, Issues Committee
San Francisco Republican County Central Committee

Curt Augustine

Christopher L. Bowman

Robert R. Bacci

Kenneth Blumenthal

Mildred “Millie” Danch

J. Bingham Dean

SamT. Harper

Jun Hatoyama

K. Martin Keller

names!

2. Any alleged cost savings are not enough to justify sacrificing

the integrity of the election process.

The current system of neighborhood polling and absentee ballot-

Carol Marshall

Bruce M. O’ Neill
Pablo Wong

ing works. If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it! Vote NO on “W",

James E. Gilleran, Chairman

San Francisco Republican County Central Committee

Brian Mavrogeorge

TEXT OF PROPOSED DECLARATION OF POLICY FOR PROPOSITION W
SUBMITTED BY THE PROPONENTS

We the People of San Francisco hereby adopt
the following city policy:

Summary: THIS WOULD DECLARE A
CITY POLICY TO ALLOW CONDUCTING
MUNICIPAL ELECTIONS BY MAIL PRO-
VIDED THAT THE PARTICULAR PLAN
HAS BEEN APPROVED BY THE REGIS-
TRAR (IN TERMS OF MAXIMIZING
VOTER CONVENIENCE AND TURN-
OUT), BY THE CONTROLLER (IN TERMS
OF MINIMIZING COSTS) AND BY THE
CHIEF OF POLICE (IN TERMS OF ELEC-
TION LAW ENFORCEMENT).

As provided for under City Charter Sect.
9.106, we declare it to be official city policy to
maximize voter convenience and participation,
minimize costs and prevent fraud and other
election abuses.

Therefore it is our policy that, prior to every
municipal election, the Registrar shall deter-
mine whether a Vote-By-Mail plan with ade-
quate safeguards is available, such as to
maximize voter convenience and participation,
and save the city money, without significantly
increasing vulnerability to fraud or other elec-
tion abuses.

If such a plan is available, the Registrar shall
present it in a detailed report to the Controller
and the Chief of Police. The Controller (or his
or her designated representative) shall deter-
mine whether the plan would in fact save the
city money, and how much. The Chicf of Police
(or his or her designated representative) shall
determine whether the plan contains sufficient
saféguards against fraud and other clection law
violations.

If all three officials approve the plan, they
shall presentitto the Supervisors and Mayor for
appropriate action,

This policy declaration is a statement of the
will of the people, concerning the principles of
maximizing voter convenience and turn-out,
minimizing costs and preventing fraud and
other election abuses; and concerning the con-
ditions under which we would approve clec-
tions by mail, and the officials we belicve
should be involved in clection planning. City
officials shallmake arcasonableeffort to imple-
ment the principles here declared, as best they
can, consistent with their own best judgement
and with legal and practical considerations, [l

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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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, November
7, 1989), you may vote by absentee ballot in one of two ways:

1. Vote at the Office of the Registrar of Voters. Starting on October 10 through
November 7, 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 13.

fold here so that Registrar of Voters address is outside
(do not cut or tear off)
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