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HOW TO VOTE ON THE VOTOMATIC VOTE RECORDER

SPECIAL NOTE. gL TS

IF YOU MAKE A MISTAKE, RETURN A %‘Mwufm
YOUR CARD AND GET ANOTHER. InA4LER » S BhEE BAREERET

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

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

Usando las dos manos, meta la
tarjeta de votar completamente
dentro'del "Votomatic,"
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INSERT CARD ms $1DE vP
“.;

STEP

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

.....

Paso 2. Aseglrese de que los dos
orificios que hay al final de la tarjeta
coinciden con las dos cabecitas rojas.
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BHZHEZ Lo

TURN OVER FOR NOXT PASS
VOTE ALL PASES

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

Para votar, sostenga el instrumento
de votar y perfore con él la tarjeta de
votar en el lugar de los candidatos de
su preterencia. No use pluma ni |épiz.
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 AFTER VOTING, WITHDRAW THE BALLOT CARD AND PLACE IT INSIDE THE
ENVELOPE POCKET , WITH THE STUB SHOWING.
g 4

STEP » Despues de votar, saque la tarjeta del "Votomatic" FPLTS 1%: 9 HOSRBIIT Y 9 oA Zedy
y péngala bajo el cierre del sobre. 44509 9 BRI HAEN o ,
' TE34S 1 ) BB TRIRARRALA o« |
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PUNCH OUT BALLOT CARD ONLY WITH PUNCHING DEYICE ATTACHED TO VOTE RECORDER; NEVER WITH
PEN OR PENCIL. :
INSTRUCTIONS TO VOTERS:

To vote for any candidate of your selection, punch the ballot card in the hole at the point of the
arrow opposite that candidate's name. Where two or more candidates for the same office are to be elected.
punch the ballot card in the hole at the point of the arrow opposite the names of all candidates for the
o'fice for whom you desire to vote, not to exceed, however, the number of candidates to be elected.

To vote for a qualified write-in candidate, write the title of the office and the person's name in the
biank space provided for that purpose on the Write-In Ballot Envelope. :

To vote on.any measure, punch the ballot card in the hole at the point of the arrow after the "YES" or
after the word “NO". ‘ ‘

All distinguishing marks or erasures are forbidden and make the baliot void.

If you wrongly punch, tear, or deface the ballot card, or tear or deface the Write-(n Ballot Envelope,
return it to the precinct board member and obtain another. -

PERFORE LA TARETA DE VOTO UNICAMENTE CON EL PICADOR ATADO EN LA CUERDA AL REGISTRADOR; '

NO USE PLUMA NI LAPIZ.
INSTRUCCIONES A LOS VOTANTES:

Para votar por candidato de su seleccion, perfore la balota en el circulo que sefiala la flecha
opuesto al nombre del candidato. Cuando han de ser elegidos dos o mas candidatos para el mismo cargo,
perfore la baloto en el circulo que sefiala la flecha opuesto de los nombres de todos 10s canidatos para el
cargo por quienes usted desea votar, sin exceder al numero de candidatos que ha de ser elegido.

Para votar por un candidato (write-in) calificado, escriba el titulo del cargo y el nombre de la persona
en los espacios en blanco provistos para este fin en el Sobre de la Balota.

Para votar sobre cualquier medida, perfore la balota en el circulo que sefiala la flecha después de la
palabra “SI" o después de la palabra “NQ". ‘

Todas las marcas o borraduras estdn prohibidas e invalidan el voto. Si usted equivocadamente perfora,
rompe o estropea la balota, o rompe o estropea el sobre, devuélvala al miembro del consejo del precinto y
obtenga otra. ’
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T0 START YOUR VOTING GO TO NEXT PAGE.

ﬁ&TEM%&%
PARA COMENZAR A VOTAR DE VUELTA A LA PROXIMA PAGINA




Alcalde T BB . ~ Vote for One

Vote por Uno
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CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FBANC'ISCO MEASURES. NOVEMBER 8, 1983

2
A Shall a recall .election require a petition signed by ten percent YES 10§ —
of the registered voters of the City and County of San Francisco? NO 106 ==
Shall State law procedures be followed, which usually re uire a
B vote of the people, if any lands of the Recreation an Park YES 108 ==p
Department are sold or disposed of-in any manner or used for .
| non-park purposes? ' » NO 109 ==p
c Shall a library for the blind and phésically disabled be created YES 110 -
as a department under the Library Commission? NO 111 ==
Shall the Civil Service Commission have the authority to transfer |
a ppgmaqent'employ_ee, other than police or fire; to another YES 113 ==p
D position in city service with no increase In salary when the
employee cannot perform the duties. of his or her position NO 114 =—=p
because of disability?
Shall the Board of Supervisors have authority to make probation |
officers, airport police officers, district attorney and public de- YES 117 ==p
E fender investigators, coroner investigators, juvenile court coun-
selors and insfitutional police members of the State Public Em- NO 118 ==p
ployees Retirement System by contract? ‘ .
Shall Housing Authority Police be transferred to the City and | >
F become City employees under the jurisdiction of the Police YES 121 ==
Department and remain in the State Retirement System but NO 122 ==p
with the right to be members of the City’s Health System?
Shall the percentage that the yearly cost of livin increase or
decrease in retirement allowances which exceeds the maximum YES 125 m==p
G of two percent be carried over to the next year and used to
compute the cost of living increase or decrease up to the two NO 126 =D
percent maximum for that year? '
Shall the compensation of each member of the Board of Edu-
H cation and each member of the Community College Board be YES 129 ==
$500.00 per month? NG 130 |

2E
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CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO.

8 DE NOVIEMBRE DE 1983
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4=105 S| R

<= 106 NO X3

:Debera una eleccion de destitucion requerir una pe-
ticién firmada por el diez por ciento de los votantes
registrados de la Ciudad y Condado de San Francisco?

B& . SRR RBEAENE 4 2+
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<108 SI R B

<= 109 NOX=

iDebera seguirse los procedimientos de ley estatales,
que por lo general requieren un voto del pueblo, en el
caso de venderse o traspasarse, de cualquier forma,
cualesquier tierras del Departamento de Recreacién y
Parques o de ser utilizadas para propésitos que no
sean los de parque?

i1 R BB RS B B B SR R Y -
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<110 S| =

<= 111 NO &t C

¢Debera crearse una biblioteca para los ciegos y los
fisicamente_incapacitados, como un departamento
haja la Comisién de Biblioteca?

MG — 18 i [ AR 2 B R 4
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<+ 113 S| s

<= 114 NO & D

¢Debera la Comision de Servicio Civil tener la autori-
dad para transferir a un empleado permanente, que no
sea de policia o de homberos, a otro puesto en el
servicio de la ciudad sin aumento en salario, cuando
el empleado o empleada no pueda desempefiar los
deberes de su cargo debido a incapacidad?

AR BTREAMMHIRKALBE (%
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<= 118 NO =2t E

.Debera la Junta de Supervisores tener la autoridad

para hacer miembros del Sistema de Jubilacion de Em-
pleados Piblicos Estatales, mediante contrato, a ofi-
ciales de probacién, oficiales de policia del aero-
puerto, investigadores del fiscal de distrito y del
detensor piblico, investigadores forenses, consejeros
de la corte juvenil y la policia institucional?

WS HEREA MASHHRENYE |
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;Debera la Policia de la Autoridad de Vivienda trans-
ferirse a la Ciudad y convertirse en empleados de la
Ciudad bajo la jurisdiccién del Departamento de Pol-
icia y permanecer en el Sistema de Jubilacion Estatal
pero con el derecho a ser miembros del Distema de
Salud de la Ciudad?

JEAS i R A s Borh B¢ A E R
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¢Debera el porcentaje del aumento o disminucion en
el costo anual de la vida en asignaciones de jubila-
cion, que exceda el maximo del dos por ciento, ser
traspasado al aiio siguiente y utilizarse para calcular
el aumento o disminucién en el costo de la vida hasta
el maximo del dos por ciento para ese afo?
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¢Debera la compensacion de cada miembro de la Junta
de Educacion y cada miembro de 1a Junta de Colegio
de la Comunidad ser de $500.00 por mes?

BEMNGETHEBE AR B R B
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CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO MEASURES. NOVEMBER 8, 1983

Shall it be the duty of the Board of Supervisors to adjust rates
of pay for police officers and firefighters based on rates fixed in
certain California cities where those cities adopt their rates after

~ August 25th but before June 30th of the following year?

YES 131 ===p

NO 132 =

Shall firefighters be compensated at the rate of time-and-one-
half for working overtime or working on a holiday?

YES 134 =—p

NO 135 ===p

Shall street artists be allowed to purchase a one-year certificate
for $80.00 in order to sell their wares and shall the Board of
Supervisors be allowed to increase the cost of the certificate to
pay for the street artist program?

YES 137 =—p

NO 138 =

Shall a schedule of compensation based upon the last demand
of employees represented by ‘Painters Union Local No. 4, be
approved? ‘

YES 140 =—=p

NO 141 =P

Shall the City’s Master Plan for development be revised to set
certain priorities and shall the Planning Code be amended to
conform to the revised Master Plan and to require developers
to pay for increased demands for Muni service and housing and
provide for job training programs?

YES 144 =——p

NO 145 =—p

Shall it be the policy of the people of San Francisco to call on
the Federal Government to end all military aid to El Salvador

and withdraw ail U.S. military personnel from El Salvador?

YES 148 =

NO 149 =——p

Shall the Board of Supervisors adopt and the mayor sign a
resolution urging the Congress and President of the United
States to amend federal law so that henceforth the City and
County of San Francisco need print ballots, voters handbooks
and other official voting materials only in English?

YES 152 ==p

NO 153 =—p

Shall the ordinance regulating smoking in the office workplace
be adopted?

-

YES 155 ==p

NO 156 ===

3E
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CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO.

8 DE NOVIEMBRE DE 1983 —J/U\Z4F+—JIN\H 3

<= 131 S| s

<132 NO &% |

iDebera ser el deber de la Junta de Supervisores ajus-
tar los sueldos para oficiales de policia y para hom-
heros en hase a los sueldos establecidos en ciertas
ciudades de California en las cuales dichas ciudades
adoptan sus sueldos después del 25 de agosto pero
ante del 30 de junio del afio siguiente?

2 M A SIS I
WAE/\AHH B 28 BB RS H 2R
RIS S 2 BRI B

<4134 S| =%

4= 135 NO =% J

iDebera los bomberos ser compensados a tiempo y
;nqdlg gor trabajar sobretiempo o por trabajar en dia
eriado?

1B RN AR/ T, e
HEELY

=137 S| R

<138 No s K

v

Debera Jlermitirse a los artistas callejeros comprar un
certificado de un aiio por $80.00 con el fin de vender
sus mercaderias y debera permitirse a la Junta de Su-
pervisores aumentar el costo del certificado para pagar
por el programa de artistas callejeros?

M HE BRI A HE L)\ TUI B 478
UL, S I 2 M A A4
HERI AT il

<= 140 S| &’

<141 NO ==t |

¢Debera aprobarse una tabla de compensacién basada

en la ultima exigencia de empleados representados por .

el Sindicato de Pintores Local No. 4?

JEE I B g T A TR R By g

A RIBAE YRS R

<144 S| R

<+ 145 NOEL.EM

¢Debera someterse a revision el Plan Maestro para el
tdesarrollo de la Ciudad con el fin de establecer ciertas
prioridades, y debera ser enmendado el Cédigo de Pla-
neamiento para que corresponda con el Plan Maestro,
ya revisado, y requerir que los urbanizadores paguen
por los crecientes necesidades de servicio del Muni y
viviendas, y sostengan programas de entrenamiento en
el trabajo?

JUETE BT 25 A A 37 i 4 TR
Els IR ARSI oA AE 3 R BT g
Bl JARTE B R A LB ML 3
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<= 148 S| mm
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iDeberd la gente de San Francisco tener como norma
el apelar al Gobierno Federal para poner fin a toda
asistencia militar a EI Salvador y retirar todo personal
militar estadounidense de E! Salvador?

WE i, MARESEETBOR, BL
FRBUFER LB B L OB AR ), A4 BT
PEZiG ek YNEL
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¢Debera la Junta de Supervisores adoptar y la alcal-
desa firmar una resolucion en a cual se insta al Con-

n greso y al Presidente de los Estados Unidos a enmen-

dar |a ley federal para que en adelante la Ciudad y
Condado de San Francisco deba imprimir balotas, fol-

letos para votantes, y otros materiales oficiales de vo-

tacion dnicamente en inglés?
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<156 NOw ©

iDeberd adoptarse la ordenanza que regula el fumar
en el local de trahajo de oficinas?

SR AN BRRITE 38 AN 455 TR KM 4l
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YOUR RIGHTS AS A VOTER

By Ballot Simplification Committee

Q—Who can vote?
A—You can vote at this election only if you registered
to vote by October 11, 1983,

Q—Who can register to vote?
A—You can register to vote if you:
® are at least 18 years of age on election day.
® are a resident of California, and
® are not imprisoned or on parole for the
conviction of a felony. :

Q—How do I register?
A—Phone the Registrar of Voters at 558-2232

Q—Do I have to belong to a political party?

A—Only if you want to. If you don’t want to tell what
political party you consider yours, you can say
“Independent” or “I don’t want to tell.”

Q-—If I have picked a party, can I change it lafer?
A—Yes, but you must go and sign up again.

Q—Once I have signed up, do I have to do it again?
A—Only if you have moved.

Q—If I have been convicted of a felony, can I sign up to
vote? « .
A—Yes, if you have served your sentence and parole.

Q—What candidates will voters be choosing at this
election? :
A~—Mayor. District Attorney. Sheriff.

Q—Where do I go to vote?

A—Your voting place is printed next to your name and
address sent with this Voters’ Handbook (back
cover).

Q—If I don’t know what to do when I get to my voting
place, is there someone there to help me?

A—Yes. The workers at the voting place will help you.
If they can’t help you, call 558-3061.

Q—When do I vote?

A—The election will be Tuesday, November 8, 1983.
Your voting place is open from 7 A.M. to 8 PM.
that day.

Q—What do I do if my voting place is not open?
A—Call 558-3061.

10

Q—Can I take my sample ballot into the voting booth
even if I’ve written on it?

A—Yes. Writing on your sample ballot will aid you in
voting and will eliminate long lines at the polls.

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

A—Yes. This is called a “write-in.” If you want to and
don’t know how, ask one of the workers fo help
you.

Q—What do I do if I cannot work thé voting machine?
A—Ask the workers and they will help you.

Q—Can a worker at the voting place ask me to take any
test?
A—No.

Q—Can I vote if I know I will be away from San Fran-
cisco on election day?
A—Yes. You can vote early by:
® Going to the Registrar of Voters office in City
Hall and voting there
or
® mailing in the application sent with this voters’
handbook (see the inside back cover).

vQ—What can I do if I do not have an application form?

A—You can send a letter or postcard asking for an
absentee ballot. This letter or postcard should be
sent to the Registrar of Voters, City Hall, San
Francisco 94102.

Q—What do I say when I ask for an absentee ballot?
A-—You must write:
® your address when you signed up to vote
® the address where you want the ballot mailed
® then sign your name, and also print your name
underneath

Q—When do I mail my absentee ballot back to the Reg-
istrar of Voters?

A—You can mail your absentee ballot back to the Reg-
istrar of Voters as soon as you want. You must be
sure your absentee ballot gets to the Registrar of
Voters by 8 P.M. on election day, November 8§,
1983.

Q—What do I do if I am sick on election day?

" A—Call for information.

IF YOU HAVE OTHER QUESTIONS ON VOTING
CALL THE REGISTRAR OF VOTERS



WORDS YOU NEED TO KNOW

By Ballot Simplification Committee :

i

Here are a few of the words that you will need to
know:

BALLOT—A list of candidates and propositions.

ABSENTEE BALLOT—If you wish to vote by mail
you can get a special ballot to fill out. This ballot is called
an absentee ballot. You get this ballot from the Registrar
of Voters at City Hall. Please refer to the inside back
cover.

VOTE BY MAIL—See Absentee Ballot, above.
POLL—The place where you go to vote,

CHALLENGE—Any citizen can ask an officer at the
polls to challenge any voter if the citizen thinks the voter
does not live at the address given on the registration
form.

PROPOSITION—This means anything that you vote
on, except candidates. If it deals with the state govern-
ment, then it will have a number — such as Proposition
1. If it deals with city government, it will have a letter
— such as Proposition A.

CHARTER AMENDMENT—The charter is the basic
set of laws for the city government. A charter amend-
ment changes one of those basic laws. It takes a vote of
the people to change the charter. It cannot be changed

.again without another vote of the people. -

ORDINANCE—A law of the city and county, which is
passed by the Board of Supervisors or approved by the
voters.

DECLARATION OF POLICY—A declaration of policy
asks a question: Do you agree or disagree with a certain
idea? If a majority of the voters approve of a declaration
of policy, the supervisors must carry out the policy.

INITIATIVE—This is a way for voters to put a prop-
osition on the ballot for people to vote on. An initiative
is put on the ballot by getting a certain number of voters
to sign a petition. Each of the initiative ordinances on
the ballot needed signatures from 9,679 qualified voters.
An ordinance passed by the people cannot be changed
again without another vote of the people, unless the
initiative expressly gives the Board of Supervisors the
power to change the law.

PETITION—A list of signatures of voters who agree
that a certain idea or question should be on the ballot.

to assist them.

Code).

RIGHTS OF THE HANDICAPPED VOTER

1. Persons unable to mark their ballot may bring
one or two persons with them into the voting booth

2. If architectural barriers prevent a handicapped
voter from entering the polling place then the voter
will be allowed to vote a ballot on the sidewalk in
front of the polling place (Section 14234, Elections

3. Under a new law, the handicapped may apply
as “Permanent Absentee Voters”. An application
-appears at the bottom of Page 95.

11



OFFICES TO BE VOTED ON AT THIS ELECTION

If no candidate receives a madofity of the number of votes, there will be a runoff election.

The Mayor holds office for four. years. No one can be
elected Mayor for more than two terms in a row. The
Mayor is paid $89,288 a year, or $1,710.50 each week.

The Mayor is the person in charge of city government.
One of the most important jobs of the Mayor is to pick
the people who will run dlfferent parts of the govern-
ment.

A very important and powerful official selected by a
Mayor is the Chief Administrative Officer. This person
runs many departments of the government, including the
departments of health and pubhc works.

Some departments of the government — such as the
Police Department, the Fire Department, the Recreation
and Park Department and so forth — are run by Com-
missions. The Mayor chooses who will be the Commis-

MAYOR

sioners. In most cases, if the Mayor does not agree with
the Commissioners, the Mayor can fire them and plck
new ones. The Commissioners decide who will be in
charge of their department. For example, the Recreation
and Park Commission plcks the General Manager of that
department.

The Mayor may approve or disapprove (veto) mea-
sures passed by the Board of Supervisors. If the Mayor
disagrees with (vetoes) a measure, 8 of the 11 Supervnsors
must vote for it again to make it a law.

The Mayor tells the Board of Supervisors how much
money the city should spend each year. The Supervisors
cannot vote to spend more money than the Mayor asks
them to spend, but they can vote to spend less money.
The Mayor does not control the budgets of the Com-
munity College and the School District.

DISTRICT ATTORNEY

The District Attorney holds office for four years. The
District Attorney is paid $76,499 a year. This is $1,465.50
a week.

The District Attorney prosecutes people charged with
a crime in city and county courts. Because San Francisco

is both a city and a county, the District Attorney pros- -
ecutes criminal violations of both local and California
laws. The District Attorney brings legal actions to the
Criminal Grand Jury and is its legal advisor. Among
other duties, the District Attorney handles legal actions
involving consumer protection and child support.

i

SHERIFF

The Shenff holds office for four years. The Sheriff is
paid $60,395 a year, which is $1,157 a week.

The Sheriff is in charge of the county jails and the
care and guarding of prisoners in the county jails. The

4

Sheriff is chairman of the county parole board and su-
pervises deputies and court bailiffs. This department
serves legal papers as ordered by the courts. The Sheriff
has no regular law enforcement or police duties.



CANDIDATES FOR MAYOR

CESAR ASCARRUNZ

My address is 501 Franconia Street
My occupation is Business Administrator

My qualifications for office are: Yes, you do have a
choice. I am running for Mavor not to serve the interests
of large corporations, real estate developers, or com-

muters. I intend to serve the diverse comimunities of San

Francisco and to ensure that local government responds
to the human needs of working people. I will fight for
improved city services, affordable housing, and jobs for
all San Franciscans. My record of involvement in the
community, donating my services, nightclubs, and band
to several community organizations, and my background
as a business administrator qualify me for the job. A
vote for me is a vote for yourself.

Cesar Ascarrunz
The Sponsors for Cesar Ascarrunz are:

Ben Gardiner, 159 Noe, Computer Consultant

Leland M. Disernia, 150 Sylvan Drive, Retail Business Owner

Jose M. Morales, M.T. (ASCP), 500 Franconia, Research
Biochemist

Sam Lo Coco, 1404 Guerrero, Real Estate Broker

Jorge Sanchez-Salazar, 5020 California, Head Bartender

Erica Fanizzi, 3248 Folsom, Student

Phillip Garcia, Jr, 1346 Valencia, Engineer

Allen Statler, 444 Franconia, Architect

Carlos Navarro, 898 Urbano, Self-employed

Bob Bustamonte, 1400 Castro, Employment Specialist

Sylvia Disernia, 150 Sylvan, Pharmacist-Nurse

Cesar Rivera, 2487-22nd Ave, Shipping Clerk’

Malcolm Thornley, Jr, 3158 Mission, Bar Owner

Wilfredo A. Garcia, 1046 Capp, Self-employed

Robert S. Cooke, 3538 23rd St, Engineer

R.H. Ladensohn, 3140 Clay St, Salesman

Nick V. Annotti, 135 Riverton Dr, Real Estate Broker

Nancy Statler, 444 Franconia, Special Education Teacher

David Howerly, 523-39th Ave, Business Owner

Avotga G. Jiltonilro, 870 Oak, Machine Operator/Musician

Elba Navarro, 898 Urbano, Deputy General Manager

Frank Navarro, 898 Urbano, Self-employed

- CARRIE DRAKE

My address is 1438 Pacific Ave.

My occupation is Clerk Typist

My age is 36

My qualifications for office are: My objective as a mayoral
candidate is to enhance the ability of the people of San
Francisco to take power over their destiny in a world in
which world events strike at the heart of the will to resist
global self-destruction. The danger of this trend can be
seen in government officials congratulating themselves
for creating work as an end in itself rather than as means
for the attainment of the highest potentials of life. My
goal is positive change while maintaining a stable city
government. Specific goals are affordable housing, fairer
tax distribution, and improved public transportation.

: Carrie Drake
The Sponsors for Carrie Drake are:

David Brown, 659 Fulton St., App. Embalmer
Jane Ellen Connors, 191 Downey St., Counterperson
Peter Der, 1055 Washington St., Statistician
James C. Dimopoullos, 717 Sutter St., Salesman

. Carrie Drake, 1438 Pacific Ave., Clerk-Typist
John R. Harrison, 401 Sloat Blvd., Government Clerk
Lance H. Hughes, 1501 Sacramento St., Cafe Worker
Arthur Jackson, 6 Gold Mine Dr., Clerk
Michael A. Kelso, 2167-47th Ave., Rest. Owner
Warren LaFoliette, 24 Ford St., Mortician
Maria Lemke, 4320 Fulton St., Clerk

" Margaret Louie, 3667-17th St., Secretary
Raul Gilbert MinaMora, 1492 Pacific Ave., Artist
Kathy A. Moore, 1915 Hyde St., Waitress
Steve Pagnotta, 1452 Jackson St., Retail
James P. Sheahan, 969 Bush St., Typist
Darl M. Shearer, 1140 Sanchez St., Clerk-Typist
Helen Stone, 1755 Franklin St., Clerk-Typist
Clifford Tom, 1729 Leavenworth St., Embalmer
Donald A. Whittenburg, 116-8th Ave., Office Administrator

Statements are volunteered by the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy.




CANDIDATES FOR MAYOR

DIANNE FEINSTEIN | | BRIAN LANTZ
My address is 2030 Lyon Street My address is 1801-23rd Ave., #10
My occupation is Mayor of San Francisco My qualifications for office are: We stand at a turning
My age is 50 point as a nation. The policies which you and I must

impose can launch an industrial-based economic recovery
centered around:
1) A NASA-style crash program for defensive beam

My qualifications for office are: A life-long San Francis-
can, with 10 years on the Board of Supervisors, I became
Mayor in 1978. The City was on the brink of fiscal.

disaster. 1 have worked hard to balance budgets and weapons development.
~create a surplus to improve essential services. 2) A new policy for Pacific Rim development based on
Crime is the lowest since 1974, and Muni is being massive infrastructural projects and reorganized Third
expanded for the first time in years. Libraries are open, World debt.
parks kept beautiful, and a new Downtown Plan will If, however, we choose to be a “little people”, we will
_control ‘growth. The Port operates in the black, and help to destroy our country and civilization itself.
10,000 new jobs a year keep our economy vital. San Francisco must be a great port city. I understand
Much remains to be done, and I ask for your support. this. My campaign is a call to labor, minorities and
Dianne Feinstein business to Rebuild San Francisco!

‘The Sponsors for Dianne Feinstein are: Brian Lantz

Arthur C. Agnos, 637 Connecticut St., State Assemblyman The Sponsors for Brian Lantz are:

o Linda Post, 1846-15th St., Chair, County Central Committee

i Louise Renne, 3725 Jackson St., Member, Board of Supervisors
L Michael S. Salarno, 95 Crestlake Dr., Parking Authority

; Commissioner )

‘ Carol Ruth Silver, 68 Ramona St., Member, Board of Supervisors
Nancy G. Walker, 355 Green St., Member, Board of Supervisors
Doris M. Ward, 440 Davis St., Member, Board of Supervisors
Rev. A. Cecil Williams, 60 Hilliritas St., Minister

Rosario Anaya, 240 Dolores St., School Administrator ' s« Biezni
R & Betman, 48 Eueid Ave., ConslaniPre.Fr PearisBirmies, 115 Balees Ay Plimber
Commission ' . Steven Collins, 1824 Noriega St., Organizer ,
M%rns B_erpstem, 1740 Broadway, Investor/Pres. Airports David J. Faktor, 208 Cardenas St., Cargo Supervisor
ommission : "Braiio. : “Politi
Harry G. Britt, 783A Guerrero St., Member, Board of Supervisors x:gzeéfrégﬁﬁalgzt%oaggﬁsts E&,v:c:hlt‘l:glrglonslt.
Willie L. Brown, Jr., 2200 Pacific Ave., Lawyer/Assembly Member Frederick G. Haworth, 1824 Noriega St., Political Consultant
, Sala Burton, 8 Sloat Blvd., Meinber of Congress . Michael R. Hodgkiss, 1285 48th Ave., Organizer
i Mary 1. Callanan, 1661 Dolores St., Treasurer of San Francisco . JudyL Hufffman 12’85-48th Ave C;)nsultant
. George Christopher, 1170 Sacramento St., Former Mayor of S.F Terry Kay Huguni;x, 1285-48th Av.é., Consultant
Ar D%xgmilésggggmnn, 408 Stanyan St., Stock Options Trader/ ,Io.ndrea Ingraham, 1,6376N70riega t., Political Consultant
s h Robert D. Ingraham, 1637 Noriega St., Consultant
i John Francis Foran, 900 Rockdale St., State Senator - David L. Kilber, 1901 Noriega St., Operations Management
! James R. Herman, 635 Connecticut St., I.L.W.U. President Susan E. Kilber. 1901 Noriega St., Organizer
i 5 R‘g‘\“;ﬁv‘?b Hongisto, 114 Broderick St., Member, Board of ‘Andrew A. Klein, 1709-16th Ave., Political Organizer
Ly iS01S . :
]' £ " willie B. Kennedy, 950 Duncan St., Member, Board of Supervisors ?aY:,gsnLléé;f;?tzz§4l%);kzgifl‘ﬁ:{(’)rcﬁl:zﬂtgsemor
¥ Joseph P. Lacey; 601 Stockton §t., Teacher A Cathy C. Leung, 470-21st Ave., Restaurant Owner
! f . Louis Hop Lee, 788-18th Ave., Lawyer/Civil Service Commissioner Kenneth R. McLea, 1750-45th Ave., Printer
. Mt:{vm D. Lee, 450-22nd Ave., Engineer/Pres. Redevelopment Wilfred F Morgan 382 Los Palmos Dr Retired
R gency. Mary Pell.cgrino, 415 Delano Ave., Retired
L ll;byllls Lyon, 651 Duncan St., Educator . « : Spirito Pellegrino, 415 Delano Ave., Retired
i ill Maher, 69 Elsie St., Member, Board of Supervisors Nancy F. Robinson, 2090 Broadwa Retired
E l: Leo McCarthy, 400 Magellan Ave., Lt. Governor Uudo Sumeri, 600 Rivera St Reti)r':ad
Eugenia Moscone, 45 St. Francis Blvd., Homemaker April H Tho;npson 884 Duncan St.. Student
: l i John L. Molinari, 30-16th Ave., Member, Board of Supervisors Jerome G Wasserkrug, 2670-40th Ave.. Retailer
i ! Wendy Nelder, 150 Casitas Ave., Attorney/Pres. Board of ' & "
P Supervisors
|

Statements are volunteered by the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy.
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CANDIDATES FOR MAYOR

GLORIA ESTELA LaRiVA

My address is 3207 Mission St., #9
My occupation is Printer/Community Activist

My quilifications fer office are: Organizer: All-Peoples™

Congress; against utility hikes, evictions; Chicano mora-
torium, Oroville march against racism; to stop U.S. war
in Central America, Middle East, Southern Africa. Ac-
tive unionist.

San Francisco should belong to the people—not banks,
real estate developers. Stop rate hikes—take over utili-
ties. Freeze rents for tenants, small business-low income
housing, not condos. End racism, sexism, lesbian/gay
oppression.

Jobs, education, healthcare for all. Stop union-busting.
Full rights for undocumented, disabled. Yes—Proposition
N, No—O. Give pentagon budget to cities. We need a
system based on people’s needs—socialism. No individual
can change things, only people organized.

Gloria Estela LaRiva
The Sponsors for Gloria La Riva are:

Toni Arenstein, 87 Hernandez St., Nurse

Richard E. Becker, 277 Bartlett St., Organizer, All Peoples
Congress

Virginia Benavidez, 185 San Carlos St., Lesbian Activist

Henry Clark, 2718-24th St., Coordinator, Peoples Anti War
Mobilization

Arnaldo Cruz, 578 Precita Ave., Teacher

Jane Cutter, 757 Treat St., Writer, Workers World

Jack Fer)tig, 2101 California St., Astrologer (AKA Sister Boom
Boom )

Adele Fumino, 332 Sanchez St., Feminist Writer

Tom Giering, 445 O’Farrell St., Janitor

Carrie S. Guese, 1025 Powell St., Phoneworker/Union Activist

Edward Harvey, 181 San Carlos St., Poet Activist (AKA Tede
Matthew)

Stephanie Heater, 277 Bartlett St., Maid

Stephanie J. Hedgecoke, 226 Hyde St., Printer, Union Member

Kayren Hudiburgh, 272 1/2 Missouri St., Store Owner

Patricia Jackson, 757 Treat St., Women’s Rights Activist

Gayle M. Justice, 1108 Page St., Accountant

Manuel Larez, 1341 Valencia St., Student

Ricardo B, Leons, 167 Ellis St., Senior Activist

Jeff Lowe, 2726-24th St., Butcher

Catherine A. Mahoney, 2708 Bryant St., Latin America Solidarity
Activist

Regina Mendoza, 11 Manor Drive, Salvadorian Student—Activist

Robert A. Montes, 181 San Carlos St., Classical Pianist

John A, Parducci, 3798-25th St., Grants Manager

Lois Salisbury, 668 Noe St., Attorney

Robert James Sinaiko, 668 Noe St., Physician

Anne Seeman, 757 Treat St., Artist

Johnnie Stevens, 3600-20th St., Anti Apartheid Activist

Richard Struckonehorse, 80 Julian St., Job Developer/Counselor

Shiane Summer, 2718-24th St., Coor. Lesbian/Gay Focus of All
Peoples Congress :

Victoria Yanez, 555 Pierce St., Welfare Advocate/Paralegal

PAT WRIGHT

. My address is 621 Webster Street

My occupation is Socialist maintenance worker

My age is 33

My qualificatiens for office are: As a Black woman,
unionist, and socialist, I oppose the Democratic and
Republican policies of war and cutbiacks. Working people
should mobilize against U.S. intervention in Central
America.

My campaign will fight for jobs for all with affirmative
action for minorities and women. I'm for school deseg-
regation, and against union busting and police brutality.
Tax the profits of the rich 100%!

To win this, we need our own party, a labor party. An
alliance of labor, Blacks, Latinos, Asians, and women
will have tremendous power. We must continue to organ-
ize, as we did for Jobs, Peace and Freedom on August
27th.

Pat Wright
The Sponsors for Pat Wright are:

William R. Baker, 820 Treat St., Pleaters Helper

Daniela Dixon, 820 Treat St., Auxiliary Operator

Joseph F. Cole, 3856-A-24th St., Unemployed Office Worker
Sheldon P. Colvin, 558-36th Ave., Printer

Clyde Cuinming, 9 Castle Manor, Unemployed

Veronica Cruz, 451 Bartlett St., Sales Clerk

‘Nora P. Danielson, 110 First St., Auxilliary Operator

Jeffrey R, Ford, 110 Cambon Dr., Student

Raul E. Gonzalez, 1319 Florida St., Foundry Worker

Asher Fiske Harer, 149 Detroit St., Retired

Ruth Harer, 149 Detroit St., Retired

Carlton R. Inniss, 2284 Mission St., Lawyer

Sam Jordan, 4004 Third St., Caterer

Paul Kangas, 526-34th Ave., Socialist Organizer

Miriam E. Linder, 451 Bartlett St., Student

Juan Alberto Martinez, 69 Lisbon St., Delivery Driver
Thabo L. Ntweng, 829 Hayes S¢., Not Working

Howard Petrick, 110 First St., Filmmaker

Christopher S. Remple, 35 Russia Ave., Sheet Metal Mechanic
Ann Robertson, 535 Day St., Teacher .

Sandra J. Rothacker, 350 Noe St., Electrical Worker

David Saperstan, 45 Ashbury St., Shipping Clerk

Michael Schreiber, 3593 Mission St., Muni Driver

Kermit Smith, 2284 Mission St., Deli Owner

Carrie Trubenbach, 252A Texas St., Auxiliary Operator
Arnold P. Weissberg, 233 Lexington St., Warehouseman
Patricia Wright, 6721 Webster St., Socialist Maintenance Worker
Matilde Zimmermann, 233 Lexington St., Unemployed

Statements are valunteered by the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy.
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CANDIDATES FOR SHERIFF

MICHAEL HENNESSEY

My address is 261 Anderson
My occupation is Sheriff of San Francisco

My qualifications for office are: As Sheriff I have kept
my promise to restore safety and security to the jails. I
upgraded training for the deputies and instituted a na-
tionally recognized Prisoner Classification System to re-
duce inmate tension. I have also kept promises to bring
women and minorities into top level department man-
agement and to establish a federally funded program to
assist senior and disabled citizens facing eviction. The
1982 Civil Grand Jury stated: “Sheriff Hennessey has
moved swiftly to correct the inadequacies that plagued
the department before he became Sheriff.” I will continue
to serve our city through professional management of
the Sheriff’s Department.

' Michael Hennessey
The Sponsors for Michael Hennessey are:

. Art Agnos, 637 Connecticut St., Assemblyman
Rosario Anaya, 240 Dolores St., School Administrator
Sala Burton, 8 Sloat Blvd., Member of Congress '
Thomas J. Cahill, 246 17th Ave., Retired Chief of Police, S.F.
A. Richard Cerbatos, 60 Collins St., Member, Board of Education
George Christopher, 1170 Sacramento St., Former Mayor of San
Francisco
Anne Belisle Daley, 795 Geary St., Executive Director
Lee S. Dolson, 172 Portola Dr., College Professor
. Sam Duca, 16 Wawona St., Assessor of San Francisco
H. Welton Flynn, 76 Venus St., Public Accountant
Dr. Howard S. Gloyd, 555 Noriega St., Pastor
Richard N. Goldman, 3700 Washington St., Insurance Broker
Richard D. Hongisto, 114 Broderick St., County Supervisor
Mattie J. Jackson, 524 Belvedere St., Labor Official
Leroy King, 75 Zampa La., Reg. Dir. I.L.W.U,
Phyllis Lyon, 651 Duncan St., Educator
Ralph J. Maher, 3299 Washington St., Restaurateur
Carole Migden, 561-28th St., Director, Operation Concern
John L. Molinari, 30-16th Ave., Member, Board of Supervisors
Gina Moscone, 45 St. Francis Blvd., Homemaker ‘
Wendy Nelder, 150 Casitas Ave., Supervisor, C.C.S.F.
W.F. O’Keeffe, Sr., 444 Corbett Ave., Pres. S.F. Taxpayers Assoc.
Linda Ann Post, 1846-15th St., S.F. Marketing Representative
Bob Ross, 4200-20th St., Newspaper Publisher
Randy Stallings, 397-30th St., Human Rights Coordinator
Yori Wada, 565-4th Ave., Regent, University of California
Dr. Tom Waddell, 141 Albion St., Physician :
Nancy G. Walker, 355 Green St., Member, Board of Supervisors
Doris M. Ward, 440 Davis Ct., Supervisor
Alan S. Wong, 1280 Ellis St., Social Worker

EVELYN LANTZ

My address is 1801-23rd Avenue, #10
My occupation is Consultant

My qualifications for office are: San Francisco is an in-
ternational center for drug-running, terrorist safehousing
and organized pederasty like that associated with the
North American Man Boy Love Association (NAM-
BLA). As a leader of the Club of Life and former
Northern California Director of the National Anti-Drug
Coalition, I have extensive experience in investigating
and organizing against drugs and terrorism. I represent
international organizations which helped to break up one
of the world’s largest drugs and arms rings in Italy in
1982.

I will clean out organized crime, drugs and terrorism,

including persons “above suspicion”. I ask for your sup-
port to clean up and rebuild San Francisco.

Evelyn Lantz

The Sponsors for Evelyn Lantz are:

Peteris Birznieks, 115 Balceta Ave., Plumber

Richard H. Clancey, 1246 Bush St., Clerical Supervisor
Steven Collins, 1824 Noriega St., Organizer

David J. Faktor, 208 Cardenas St., Cargo Supervisor
Michael Fraijo, 1824 Noriega St., Political Consultant
James K. Graham, 474 Hearst St., Retired

Frederick G. Haworth, 1824 Noriega St., Political Consultant
Michael R. Hodgkiss, 1285-48th Ave., Organizer

Judy L. Huffman, 1285-48th Ave., Consultant

Terry Kay Hugunin, 1285-48th Ave., Consultant

Andrea Ingraham, 1637 Noriega St., Political Consultant
Robert D. Ingraham, 1637 Noriega St., Consultant
David L. Kilber, 1901 Noriega St., Operations Management
Susan E. Kilber, 1901 Noriega St., Organizer

Andrew A. Klein, 1709-16th Ave., Political Organizer
Brian Lantz, 1801 23rd-Ave., Consultant '
James Legare, 254 Oak St., Motor Truck Operator
Cathy C. Leung, 470-21st Ave., Restaurant Owner
Frances Marinos, 1867-27th Ave., Grocery-Clerk

Wilfred F. Morgan, 382 Los Palmos Dr., Retired

Mary Pellegrino, 415 Delano Ave., Retired

Spirito Pellegrino, 415 Delano Ave., Retired

Nancy F. Robinson, 2090 Broadway, Retired

Uudo Sumeri, 600 Rivera St., Retired

April H. Thompson, 884 Duncan St., Student

Jerome G. Wasserkrug, 2670 40th Ave., Retailer

Statements are volunteered by the candldates and have not been checked for accuracy.
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CANDIDATES FOR DISTRICT ATTORNEY

ARLO SMITH

My address is 66 San Fernando Way
My occupation is District Attorney of San Francisco

My qualifications for office are: I have reorganized and
dramatically improved the District Attorney’s office:

— More than doubled the number of felons sent to
State Prison for murder and rape.

—Established a Street Assault Unit, aggressively pro-
secuting every attack.

—Established a Family Violence Unit which has as-
sisted over 5,000 families and developed a model coun-
seling program receiving statewide recognition for excel-
lence.

—Improved programs to assist victims and witnesses
of violent crime, funding CUAV and a witness informa-
tion program.

—Strengthened Consumer Fraud Unit: protecting peo-
ple from towing scams, landlord abuse and unfair retail
refund policies.

—Recruited knowledgeable staff with more women,
gays, Asians, Blacks and Latinos.

Arlo Smith

The Sponsors for Arlo Smith are:

Thomas C. Lynch, 98 Clarendon Av., Retired Attorney General

Dianne Feinstein, 2030 Lyon St., Mayor of San Francisco

Quentin L. Kopp, 68 Country Club Drive, Supervisor and
Attorney )

Willie L. Brown, Jr., 2200 Pacific Av., Member of Assembly/
Lawyer

George Christopher, 1170 Sacramento St., Former Mayor

Sala Burton, 8 Sloat Blvd., Member of Congress

Art Agnos, 637 Connecticut St., State Assemblyman

Wendy Nelder, 150 Casitas Av., President of Board of Supervisors

Harry G. Britt, 783-A Guerrero St., Member, Board of Supervisors

Richard D. Hongisto, 114 Broderick St., Member, Board of
Supervisors

Willie B. Kennedy, 950 Duncan St., Member, Board of Supervisors

Bill Maher, 69 Elsie St., Member, Board of Supervisors

John L. Molinari, 30-16th Ave., Member, Board of Supervisors

Louise H. Renne, 3725 Jackson St., Member, Board of Supervisors

Doris M., Ward, 440 Davis St., Member, Board of Supervisors

Ernest C. Ayala, 4402-20th St., Member, Community College
Board

Tim Wolfred, 91 Sanchez St., Member, Community College Board

Alan S. Wong, 1280 Ellis St., Social Worker

Agripino R, Cerbatos, 60 Collins St., Electrical Engineer

Libby Denebeim, 200 St. Francis Blvd., Member, Board of
Education

Myra G. Kopf, 1940-12th Avenue, Member, Board of Education

Sam Duca, 16 Wawona St., Assessor

Brent M, Abel, 1054 Chestnut St., Attorney

David M. Heilbron, 3999 Clay St., Attorney

Rabt. G. Sproul, Jr., 45 Sixth Av., Attorney

John A, Sutro, 3598 Jackson St., Lawyer

E. Robert (Bob) Wallach, 43 Genoa St., Lawyer

Eduardo Sandoval, 756-27th St., Attorney-at-Law

Cedric C. Chao, 150-21st Av., Attorney

Marjoric M. Childs, 64 Turquoise Wy., Lawyer

QUICK! What's a good way to
- have some fun, help your

neighbors, and make some

extra money?

ANSWER:
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RAPIDO! Cual es una buena manera
de divertirse, ayudar a sus vecinos y ganar
dinero? |

RESPUESTA
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Statements are volunteered by the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy.

17



3 Number of

Recall Signatures

Shall a recall election require a petition
signed by ten percent of the registered vot- NO

PROPOSITION A.

YEs 105 I

106 B

ers of the City and County of San Francisco?

Analysis

By Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The Charter pro-
vides that a petition to recall an elected
official shall be put on the baliot if it 18
signed by ten percent (10%) of the total
vote cast for mayor at the last election.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition A would
provide that a petition to recall an
elected official shall be put on the ballot
|if it is signed by ten percent (10%) of
the total registered voters in San Fran-
cisco at the time the petition is circu-
lated.

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes,
you want a recall petition to be put on
the ballot if it is signed by ten percent
(10%) of the total registered voters in
San Francisco at the time the petition is
circulated.

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vote no,-you
want a recall petition to be put on the
ballot if it is signed by ten percent (10%)
of the total vote cast for mayor at the
last election.

Controll__et’s Statement on “A”

City Controller John C. Farrell has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of
Proposition A: :

“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 applica-
tion, this proposal could require a larger sam-
pling in signature certification, the cost of which
would be negligible.”

How Supervisors Voted on “A’

On August 8 the Board of Supervisors voted 11 to 0
on the question of placing Proposition A on the ballot.
The Supervisors voted as follows:

YES: Supervisors Harry Britt, Richard Hongisto, Willie

. Kennedy, Quentin Kopp, Bill Maher, John Moli-
nari, Wendy Nelder, Louise Renne, Carol Ruth
Silver, Nancy Walker and Doris Ward.

NO: . None of the Supervisors present voted “no.”

TEXT ON PROPOSITION A
APPEARS ON PAGE 83
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Number of Recall Signatures

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION A

This Charter Amendment would make it far more
difficult to place a frivolous recall election on the ballot.

San Francisco is unique in the State in that it requires
the smallest number of voter signatures to place a recall
election on the ballot. As recent history has shown, this
is indeed a dubious distinction. This amendment will
bring San Francisco law into conformance with the State
Elections Code provisions governing other cities and
counties. The present Charter provision states that 10%
of the number of voters who voted for the office of
Mayor in the last mayoral election is sufficient to place
a recall election on the ballot. This Charter Amendment

would require 10% of the number of all registered voters
at the time a declaration of intent to circulate petitions
be required. This figure in all cases would be a much
higher figure. For example in the last recall election the
number of signatures would almost have been doubled

. from 19,357 signatures to 37,707 signatures.

Recall elections are extremely costly to the City. In
fairness to both the public and office holders, let’s not
make it too easy to qualify a recall election for the ballot.
For responsible government and financial savings, vote
yes on Proposition A.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors -

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION A

VOTE YES ON A

Vote “YES” on Proposition “A” and protect San Fran-
cisco against senseless and costly recall elections.

Your “YES” vote will establish for this City the same
standards other California cmes and counties require for
a recall election.

This proposition will assure that small, wilfull groups
can’t force San Francisco into a recall with the smallest
number of signatures required for petitions in any county
in the State.

The recall last April, brought about by a group of only
about 20 members, cost the taxpayers of this City almost
$500,000.

Proposition “A” would curb possible abuse by increas-
ing the number of signatures needed to qualify a recall.
Presently, the City Charter only requires signatures equal

to at least 10% of those who voted in the last Mayor’s
race. This is the smallest signature requirement anywhere
in California. Out of a population of 700,000, less than
3% of the population can force the City and the taxpay
ers to hold a costly recall election.

By voting YES on “A”, you will raise the number of
signatures to 10% of the registered voters, which is ap-
proximately 6% of our population.

The State and every City and County in California
require recall petitions to contain signatures equal to at
least 10% of the registered voters. Some require more!
Your YES on “A” will simply bring San Francisco into
conformity with the minimum standard used throughout
California.

Dianne Feinstein
Mayor

ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION A

While the White Panthers’ frivolous, unwarranted at-
tempt to recall the Mayor was costly to us taxpayers, we
don’t believe their malicious actions justify changing our
Charter.

Proposition “A” makes it far, far more difficult and
extremely costly for disgruntled, angry citizens to recall
ANY miscreant City Official, even in legitimate circum-
stances.

~As matters now stand, it takes 19,358 valid, verified
signatures of San Francisco registered voters to institute
recall of ANY City Official. From experience, we at the
-San Francisco Taxpayears Association can assure you that
it .is extremely difficult to gather 19,358 valid, verified

signatures for ANY proposal, no matter how worthy.
One has to solicit and obtain over 30,000 “gross” signa-
tures to “net” the 19,358 minimum number required.

We are convinced that we should leave matters alone.
That’s just democracy in action! Some fools may occa-
sionally force us taxpayers to pay an inordinately high
price, nevertheless, ALL incumbent politicians should
constantly be wary of POTENTIAL recall if they don’t
conduct themselves appropriately! It’s the only “stick”
we taxpayers have!

We recommend a NO vote!

SAN FRANCISCO TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION.
W. F. O'Keeffe, Sr., President

Arguments printed on this page are the opinlons of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy;by any official agency.
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- Park Land Use

PROPOSITION B.

Shall State law procedures be followed
which usually require a vote of the people, NO
lands of the Recreation and Park De-

if any

YES 108 §

100 B

partment are sold -or disposed of in any manner or used for

non-park purposes?.

Analysis

By Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW When City parks
or squares are no longer needed for park
or recreational purposes, the land may
only be sold or otherwise disposed of ac-
cording to state law. State law requires
public hearings and voter approval.
Other Recreation and Parks Depart-
ment lands, including playgrounds, ath-
letic facilities and open space purchases,
may be sold without voter approval.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition B would
provide that, in addition to parks and
squares, all lands under the control of
the Recreation and Parks Department

could only be sold or otherwise disposed
of according to state law, which requires
voter approval. These lands would in-
clude playgrounds, athletic facilities and
open space purchases.

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes,
you want any sale or other disposition
of Recreation and Parks Department
lands to require voter approval.

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you
“want only the sale or other disposition
- of parks and squares to require voter ap-

proval. |

Controller’s Statement on “B”‘

City Controller John C. Farrell has issued the
following statement on ‘the fiscal impact of
Proposition B:

- “Should the proposed Charter amendment be

adopted, in my opinion, it would not, in and "

of itself, affect the cost of government. How-
ever, as a product of its future application to
possible sales or leases of city land, the overall
cost of government could be increased, the
amount of which is not determinable.”

How Supervisors Voted on “B”

On August 8 the Board of Supervisors voted 8 to 3 on
the question of placing Proposition B on the ballot. '
The Supervisors voted as follows:

YES: Supervisors Harry Britt, Willie Kennedy, Bill
Maher, Wendy Nelder, Louise Renne, Carol Ruth
Silver, Nancy Walker and Doris Ward.

NO: Supervisors Richard Hongisto, Quentin Kopp and
John Molinari. |

TEXT ON PROPOSITION B
APPEARS ON PAGE 83
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Park Land Use

" ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION B

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION B

Recreation and Park facilities help make San Francisco
a truly livable city. A recent legal opinion indicates that
playgrounds, athletic facilities and open space properties
have less protection than parks. The City can’t get rid of
a park without voter approval.

The same protection should apply to all Recreation

and Park facilities. Help close this loophole—it’s an im-
portant protection for future generations.

San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission

Frances McAteer
Joff Mori
G. Samantha Yruegas

Eugene L. Friend
Amy Meyer

Keith Eickman
Tommy Harris

Supervisor Louise Renne
Tom Malloy
Mary Burns

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR 'OFl PROPOSITION B

A farsighted San Francisan, Frank Soule, wrotc in 1854
that, “Parks are the lungs of the City.” So too are play-
grounds, athletic facilities and the recently acquired
Open Space properties. Under the present Charter the
City may not sell or dispose of a park without obtaining
voter approval. It was widely assumed that the protected
status of parks extended to all of the properties managed
by the Recreation and Park Commission. A recently
discovered loophole indicates that this is not so. It is the
strong feeling of the Recreation and Park Commission,
Department and we the undersigned members of the
Board of Supervisors that the public does not make a
fine legal distinction between a playground property, such
as George Moscone, or a park like Alamo Square. In
what for some people is overcrowded and overbuilt San
Francisco, every parcel of recreational space is precious.
There should be no distinction when it comes to pro-
tecting these lands. The time to close a loophole is when
it is found—not when there is a development proposal
on the table. In many respects this amendment is a

technicality to bring the Charter into compliance with
what is believed to be existing law. But this could be a

~ terribly important technicality if your neighborhood play-

ground became the subject of a development proposal.
Quite literally the intent of this proposition is to take
San Francisco’s playgrounds, athletic courts and fields

- and Open Space properties out of the realm of specula-

tion. Not many years ago, most government agencies in
San Francisco supported building a freeway through the
Panhandle, destroying a corner of Golden Gate Park and
obliterating Park Presidio Boulevard. The people rose up
and stopped this folly. No one in City government today
is proposing to take away parks or playgrounds, but we
should end any future threat by voting now to treat
Recreation and Park properties the same—a sacred pub-
lic trust that only you, the electorate, can change.

Vote yes on Proposition B.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION B

VOTE YES ON B

Proposition B would require a vote of the people
before any recreational facilities could be sold to private
developers. Scores of neighborhood serving facilities now
used for recreational purposes but in locations keenly
eyed by developers would be protected.

Most importantly, passage of Proposition B would
mean that any deal for a new downtown sports stadium
which involved the sale of Candlestick Park would have
to be voted on by the people of San Francisco.

Protect your neighborhood facilities. Make sure YOU
have a voice in the sale of recreational facilities.

South of Market Alliance
Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council
Dian Bloomquist

Eugene Coleman
Kathleen Connell

John Elberling

Doug Engmann

Sue Hestor

Kay Pachtner

Jim Queen

Isabel Ugat

Michael Valerio

Calvin Welch

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION B
VOTE YES ON B | | : VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION B
. . L) N ' . k '

The CoallthI.l for San Francisco Ne.l ghb.orhoo.d S has ggggdlgg?l(c?oalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods
supported the rights of voters to determine if public park N. Arden Danekas _ .
land is to be sold. This ballot measure cleans up the f};?‘}gmca,’,‘i},;'a"“'“g' Housing & Development Committce
language to include ALL land owned by the former ng;tg’fvr:%s
‘Recreation Dept and the Park Dept (it is now the Rec- Dorice A. Murphy

Lorraine V. Yeoman

reation and Park Dept).

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION B

Neighborhood parks and playgrounds provide a valu- None of these should be sold or transferred from rec-
able, essential service to our residents. reational use without full consent of the San Francisco
Since the passage of Proposition J, 1974, many of our voters. |
playgrounds have been renovated and new parks ac- San Francisco League of Environmiental Voters
quired in areas not served by existing parks. They serve Sierra Club ’
the recreational needs of all ages. Tony Kilroy

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPO‘SITION‘ B

‘ s " | Arlo Hale Smith
| i Preserve our playgrounds Democratic Committeeman
e Dr. Terence Faulkner, JD ' Donald Donaldson
- Republican Committeeman Republican Committeeman
i Bob Geary : David Sigal
: Democratic Committeeman Todd Roust

~ Republican State Committeeman

* | NO ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION B WAS SUBMITTED

W .

|
1
’ 1
“ ! i}f‘ Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
I
|

Polls are opén from 7 a.m. to 8 p.m. |

|
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Library for Blind & Disabled E

PROPOSITION C.

Shall a library for the blind and physically
disabled be created as a department under NO

the Library Commission?

YES 110

111 B

Analysis

By Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The City has a
Library Department which is under the
management of a Library Commission.
This Commission has seven members

- who are appointed by the Mayor. The
Library Commission appoints the City
Librarian and Secretary. The Librarian
is the Chief Executive Officer of the Li-
brary Department.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition C would
create a new department under the Li-
brary Commission, the Library for the
Blind and Physically Disabled. This new
department would have a Librarian and
Assistant Librarian who are trained to
meet the needs of this department. An

outreach program would be developed
to encourage the use of this department.
A Consumer Advisory Committee
would be established for the Library for
the Blind and Physically Disabled. This
Advisory Committee would consist of
seven members who are appointed by
the Board of Supervisors and would
serve without pay.

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes,
you want to create a Library for the
Blind and Physically Disabled.

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vote no; you
do not want to create a Library for the
Blind and Physically Disabled.

Controller’s Statemént on “C”

City Controller John C. Farrell has issued the follow-
ing statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition C:

“In and of itself, this proposed Charter amendment
would not increase the cost of government, since these
services are already being provided by the Library. How-
ever, the Library has stated that additional staffing of
two full time employees, a Librarian III and a Librarian
I'in lieu of the present staffing of two part-time employ-
ees class Librarian I is contemplated. Additional cost for
the staffing is estimated at $43,000.00.”

How Supervisors Voted on “C”

On August 8 the Board of Supervisors voted 7 to 4 on
the question of placing Proposition C on the ballot.
The Supervisors voted as follows:

YES: Supervisors Harry Britt, Richard Hongisto, Willie
Kennedy, John Molinari, Wendy Nelder, Nancy
Walker and Doris Ward.

NO: Supervisors Quentin Kopp, Bill Maher, Louise
Renne and Carol Ruth Silver.

TEXT OF PROPOSITION C APPEARS ON PAGE 84
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l m Library for Blind & Disabled

fis ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION C
With the passage of this charter amendment the Li-

i .
vkt The Library for the Blind and Physically Disabled is

currently a part of the Audio-Visual Department of the
San Francisco Public Library. This department is a patch-
work of media services thrown together for administra-
tive convenience, serving diverse groups and lacking a
firm focus on services to the disabled. The head of the
Library for the Blind and Physically Disabled is a begin-
ning Librarian who has the responsibility but not the
authority for directing a citywide library service. Blind
and disabled children are served by a part-time children’s
librarian who also has responsibilities for children with
other disabilities. All staff at the Library for the Blind
and Physically Disabled are hired without any prior ex-
perience in serving the blind and disabled; the specialty
nature of the materials, equipment and patrons involved
in this service requires experienced and sensitive staff.
Outreach programs to publicize library services to this
group have been inadequate, even though conservative
estimates place the number of eligible San Franciscans at
18,000. Inadequate efforts have been made to reach eli-
gible borrowers in nursing homes and outreach to learn-
ing disabled children has been especially neglected.

brary for the Blind and Physically Disabled would be-
come a department of the San Francisco Public Library,
with trained, experienced staff who have the authority to
direct a citywide service and an effective outreach pro-
gram. A formal advisory committee of blind and physi-
cally disabled patrons, which is essential for meaningful
communication between the San Francisco Public Library
administration and the users of the Library for the Blind
and Physically Disabled, will be appointed by this Board
of Supervisors.

All' those who are unable to read print—the blind, the
partially sighted, the dyslexic, learning disabled children
and those who are temporarily in traction in hospitals,

" {o name a few—will benefit from an improvement in this

library.

We urge you to vote “yes” on this amendment and
affirm our commitment to a good public library for all
San Franciscans.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION C

Blind and physically disabled citizens have been unable
to secure quality library service in San Francisco through
the public library’s administrative channels. For five years
vital issues such as untrained personnel, the lack of space,
an incomplete book collection and no official vehicle for
patron input, have been raised by patrons and not ad-
dressed by decisionmakers. The standard practice of
sending recorded books by mail to the homes of blind
and physically disabled patrons in no way encourages
their participation in the library or the community and
cannot even approach the level of library service offered
to the general public.

The final draft of Proposition C was presented to the
Board of Supervisors on July 5th and included a provision

for an advisory committee of disabled users to be ap-
pointed by the Board. On August 2nd the Library Com-
mission voted to establish an advisory committee and
approved seven members, four of whom were not dis-
abled and were not users of the library for the blind and
physically disabled. '

Vote Yes on Proposition C and insure that the public
library begins to fulfill its obligation to provide informa-
tion to all San Franciscans. In so doing the library will
realize its potential as our community’s unbiased propo-
nent of literacy and self-education.

Friends of Libraries for the Blind and Print-Handicapped
James McGinnis, President

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION C

Improve library blind services.

Dr. Terence Faulkner, JD

Republican Committeeman
Bob Geary

Democratic Committeeman
Arlo Hale Smith

Democratic Committeeman
Max Woods

Republican Committeeman
Donald Donaldson

Republican Committeeman
David Sigal
Todd Roust

Republican State Committeceman

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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Library for Blind & Disabled m

ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION C

On the surface, it may seem insensitive to argue against
a proposition that establishes a library for the blind and
physically disabled. However, we hope you will take the
time to read and understand why Proposition C does not
help, but rather hurts these handicapped groups.

VOTE “NO” ON C

First, the San Francisco Public Library is already a
national leader in the area of disabled reader services
and talking books for the blind.

Second, it has always been the goal of handicapped
citizens to become part of the mainstream of life. Yet a
small fraction seeks to deny this right by establishing its
own private kingdom to rule and control. Although their
needs are already provided for under the disabled ser-
vices division, this amendment sets up a whole new city

department for the use of the blind. The needs of other
handicapped groups are completely ignored. Even the
ballot title is misleading: the words “physically disabled”
really means only those people who are physically unable
to read. The City Librarian, his staff, Friends of the
Library and the Library Commission are opposed to
Proposition C. They know the $43,000 could be better
and more fairly spent to increase the quality of the
services currently offered. To add a whole new library
doesn’t make good sense.

If you care about what’s best for all handicapped San
Franciscans,

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION C.

Supervisor Quentin L. Kopp Stephen Walter

ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION C

VOTE NO ON “C”

Vote “NO” on Proposition “C”. This proposition is
well intentioned, but needless. It would write into the
City Charter provisions for a special department and staff
and for a citizens advisory committee for the blind and
handicapped in the City Library. This would be redun-
dant. I

The Library already has an outstanding Audio-Visual
Department and staff, and last August the Library Com-
mission created a seven-member advisory committee rep-
resenting the blind and disabled.

There simply is no need for this Charter amendment.
“C” merely would make longer and more complicated
an already burdensome City Charter, and really would
do nothing that would enhance already existing services.

These services have greatly improved in recent years.
In fact, since 1978 the number of blind and disabled

persons using the Library has more than doubled. Pres- .

ently, more than 1200 persons and 315 organizations and
groups are using “talking books”—cassettes that record

the world’s literature and learning.

Just in the past five years, the number of “talking
books” has increased more than four times to a total of
50,000 volumes, one of the largest collections in the
nation, ranging over every possible field of knowledge
and interest.

Space for this collection has been more than tripled,
and arrangements have becn made at the Presidio
Branch, at 3150 Sacramento Street, for specially-trained
librarians, ramps, elevators and other facilities to accom-
modate the blind and disabled.

Actually, more than 80 percent of the “talking books”
are circulated by mail in an enriching flow of the finest
books directly to the home.

The program for the blind and disabled already is
working well, and there is no need to add a new section
to an already complicated City Charter. Vote “NO” on
“C”,

Dianne Feinstein
Mayor

ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION C

Keep Libraries Alive recommends a NO vote on Prop-
osition C. We believe the level of library services should
not be mandated by the City Charter but should be left
to the discretion of the budget process so that all classes
of patrons will receive a fair share of the resources. Blind
patrons now have their own facility and its service con-

stantly is being improved.
Vote NO on Proposition C.

KEEP LIBRARIES ALIVE
1226 40th Avenue, San Francisco 94122
Sally Brunn, President

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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m Library for Blind & Dlsabled

ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION C

The members of the Library Commission are opposed We urge you to vote NO on Proposition C.
:gerl;(l)llx)‘(ésmon C, creating a separate department to serve Edward Bransten Raye G. Richardson
) ) o ) Edward F. Callanan, Jr. Marjorie G. Stern
Any deficiency in public library services should be First Vice President Mary Louise Strong

corrected by administrative action of the Mayor, the Walter G. Jebe
Library Commission and the City Librarian. Existing
library services to the blind are excellent and further
improvements are planned.

It is an abuse of the City Charter to begin legislating
services to special interest groups. '

Lucio C. Raymundo
President

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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Disability Retirements & Transfers

PROPOSITION D.

Shall the Civil Service Commission. have the
authority to transfer a permanent employee, NO
other than police or fire, to another position

YES 113 B

114

in city service with no increase in salary when the employee
cannot perform the duties of his or her position because of

‘disability? |

Analysis

By Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: If a permanent em-
ployee, other than a police officer or fire-
fighter, becomes incapable of performing his
or her duties because of a disability, the em-
ployee may be transferred to another city po-
sition. The employee must have worked in his
or her position for at least three years and the
transfer must be approved by the Civil Service
Commission and the department heads in-
volved. The employee cannot be paid more
than the amount paid before the transfer.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition D would allow
the Civil Service Commission to transfer a dis-
abled employee without the approval of the

department heads involved. The transfer
would require a request from the employee or
the retirement system and the approval of the
Civil Service Commission. The employee
could not be paid more than the amount paid
before the transfer.

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you
want the Civil Service Commission to make
disability transfers without the approval of the
department heads involved.

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you want
the department heads to continue to approve
disability transfers.

Controller’s Statement on “D”

City Controller John C. Farrell has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of
Proposition D:

“Should the proposed Charter amendment be
adopted, in my opinion, it would not, in and
of itself, affect the cost of government. How-
ever, as a product of its future application, there
could be cost savings in an amount not deter-
minable at this time.”

‘How Supervisors Voted on “D”

On August 8 the Board of Supervisors voted 9 to 2 on
the question of placing Proposition D on the ballot.
The Supervisors voted as follows:

YES: Supervisors Richard Hongisto, Willie Kennedy,
Quentin Kopp, Bill Maher, John Molinari, Wendy
Nelder, Louise Renne, Carol Ruth Silver, and
Doris Ward.

NO: Supervisors Harry Britt and Nancy Walker.

TEXT OF PROPOSITION D APPEARS ON PAGE 84
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Disability Retirements & Transfers

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION D

At present, there is no procedure for the City to
transfer partially disabled employees to other positions
as an alternative to disability retirements, without con-
sent of the department head involved. Many City em-
ployees collect disability pensions from the City only to
go to work for other employers. This situation is to the
obvious disadvantage of the City and to those motivated
employees with partial disabilities who need to continue
to work to support themselves and their families and who

are still capable of continuing a career with the City by
transferring to a less arduous assignment.

This measure reduces red tape and allows civil service
to conduct a more modern personnel program.. This mea-
sure will reduce the amount of your tax dollars spent on
disability pensions.

Vote yes on Proposition D.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors

NO ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION D WAS SUBMITTED

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

" OOPS!

Sometimes we make mistakes but whoﬁ we do, we admit it:

With all the items that go into this pamphlet, it's possible we may have missed something
or even made a mistake. If we did, we will publish a correction notice in the three local
papers just before election day. Watch for our ad:

NOVEMBER 5, 6 and 7

$.F. Chronicle, Examiner & Progress

(Look under “‘Official Advertising"
or “‘Legal Notices'’)
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Misc. Safety Employees Retirement '

PROPOSITION E. -

Shali the Board of Supervisors have author- YES 117 B
ity to make probation officers, airport police NO 118 ’
officers, district attorney and public defen- -
der investigators, coroner investigators, juvenile court coun-
selors and institutional police members of the State Public
Employees Retirement System by contract?

“Analysis

By Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: These seven cat-
egories of public safety employees now
belong to the city’s retirement system.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition E would al-
low the Board of Supervisors to contract
with the State of California’s Public Em-
ployees Retirement System (PERS) to
provide benefits for these employees.
The contract would transfer these em-
ployees from the city system to the state
system. The Supervisors could not ap-
prove any contract with the PERS sys-
tem which would end up costing the city

more than the present retirement system
for these employees.

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes,
you want to allow the Supervisors to
contract with the state to have these pub-
lic safety employees covered by the state
retirement system, as long as this results
in no increased cost to the city.

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you
want these employees to continue to be
covered by the city’s retirement system.

Controller’s Statement on “E”

City Controller John C. Farrell has issued the
following statement on. the fiscal impact of
Proposition E: |

“Should the proposed Charter amendment be
adopted, in my opinion, it would not affect the
cost of government.”

TEXT OF PROPOSITION E
APPEARS ON PACGE 85

How Supervisors Voted on “E”

- On August 8 the Bdard of Supervisors voted 9 to 2 on
the question of placing Proposition E on the ballot.
The Supervisors voted as follows:

YES: Supervisors Harry Britt, Richard Hongisto, Willie
Kennedy, Bill Maher, John Molinari, Louise
Renne, Carol Ruth Silver, Nancy Walker and
Doris Ward.

NO: Shpervisors Quentin Kopp and Wendy Nelder.
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Misc. Safety Employees Retirement

Proposition E will not cost the taxpayers any money.
It will provide needed disability and retirement benefits
for city employees engaged in the important work of
protecting the public.

Proposition E would allow the Board of Supervisors

to enter into a contiact with the state Public Employees

Retirement System (PERS) on behalf of seven groups of
city safety employees who are currently covered by the
city’s non-police miscellaneous retirement and disability
plan, provided that the PERS contract incur NO AD-
DITIONAL COST TO THE CITY.

The PERS safety retirement plan is far better suited
for the often hazardous, physically demanding work these

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E

peace officers perform than is their current coverage.
Proposition E would allow the city to enroll the employ-
ees in PERS only if it would create no additional city
costs. .

The District Attorney, Coroner and Public Defender
Investigators, Airport and Institutional Police, Probation
Officers and Juvenile Hall Counselors work hard and risk
injury to protect us and make San Francisco a safer city.
Vote yes on Proposition E to provide appropriate retire-
ment benefits at NO ADDITIONAL COST TO THE
CITY OR ITS TAXPAYERS. 1

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E

VOTE YES ON “E”

Your YES vote for “E” will permit the City, but only
if the costs are not greater, to transfer approximately 500
public safety employees from the City Retirement System
to the State Safety Retirement System.

Airport Police Officers, Probation Officers and others

~ are investigating the benefits of such a transfer. Should

the City and the employees agree to change retirement
plans, this would allow the City to contract with the

State, but only if the new benefits would cost the taxpay-
ers no more than the current plan.

Your YES vote on “E” is good public policy because.
it permits the City to transfer public safety employees
into a retirement plan geared to their special needs at no
additional cost to the City.

Vote YES on “E”.

Dianne Feinstein
Mayor

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E

As Lt. Governor and a resident of San Francisco, 1
am aware of the need for a safe San Francisco with a
swift and efficient criminal justice system. I believe that
passage of Proposition E will correct an inadequacy in

. retirement benefits for certain members of the criminal

justice system of San Francisco, and therefore maintain
a professional and stable workforce.

I applaud these public safety officers for developing a

retirement package which is fair in comparison with their
equals in other jurisdictions at no increased cost to the
taxpayers of San Francisco. I strongly urge a yes vote on
Proposition E.

Leo T. McCarthy

- Lt. Governor

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E .

San Francisco needs a professional and stable work-

force in the criminal justice system. Proposition E seeks

to correct an inadequacy in retirement benefits among
members of the criminal justice system at NO COST TO
THE TAXPAYERS. Vote YES-ON PROPOSITION E.

Milton Marks
State Senator

Art Agnos
Assemblyman

Willie L. Brown

Speaker of the Assembly -
John F. Foran

State Senator
Louis J. Papan

State Senator

Arguménta printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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Misc. Safety Employees Retirement
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION E to improve disa-
bility and retirement benefits for our city’s public safety
officers at no additional taxpayer cost. The San Francisco
deputy sheriffs belong to a PERS safety plan which

insures a vigorous and fit workforce—something very
important when public safety is an issue. VOTE Yes on
E.

Sheriff Michael Hennessey

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E

When I voted against putting this measure on the
ballot, I had a question as to whether our taxpayer
contribution to the Social Security system would result
in a higher cost to the City if this Charter Amendment
was adopted. I have now received a written statement
from the state retirement system that any of these city
employees who transfer to the state plan will have to

withdraw from Social Security. There will, thus, be no
higher cost to local taxpayers. Proposition E is now in
order, as far as I am concerned.

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION E
Supervisor Quentin L. Kopp

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E

I have consistently supported appropriate retirement
plans for safety employees and I voted for this measure
in the Rules Committee. A technical issue was raised
when this measure was brought before the full Board
which required further clarification. That issue has sub-

sequently been clarified to my satisfaction and I now give
this measure my unqualified support and urge a “YES
VOTE ON E”.

Wendy Nelder
President, Board of Supervisors

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E

Proposition E will maintain an efficient and stable
criminal justice system for San Francisco. This amend-
ment would provide AT NO COST TO THE TAXPAY-
ERS a fiscally responsible means of improving the quality
of our public protection force. The employees affected
are subject to high stress and are better served by a
safety requitement plan which is specifically geared to
that type of employment. Moreover, the amendment
requires that such benefits be provided without increased
cost to the taxpayers.

We urge you to VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION E!

Joseph J. Allen Thomas J. Cahill

Anne Belisle Daley Jane McKaskle Murphy

Jo Daly Cornelius Murphy
Michael Dang Joseph Misuraca
J. T. Esteva David Novogrodsky

Anthony J. Fazio

Robert R. Figone

R. Edward Fleishell, Jr.
Eugene L. Gartland

Dr. Zuretti Goosby

Jack Goldberger
Leonard “Lefty” Gordon

W. F. O’Keeffe, Sr.
Claire Pilcher

Cleo Rand

George Romero
Michael Salerno
Richard Schlackman
Stan Smith

James W. Haas Jan Sunoo
Thomas Hayes Paul Varacalli
Ron Huberman Yori Wada

Jean Jacobs
Agar Jaicks

arren T. Jenkins
Margel Kaufman
Gordon Lau

Pansy Ponzio Waller
Rich Waller

Lawrence A. Wilson
Dr. Sodonia M. Wilson
George Wong

Ernest C. Ayala
Henry Berman
Marilyn Borovoy
Aida C. Binaley
Sally Brunn
Stafford Buckley

Revels Cayton

A, Richard Cerbatos
Harding Chin
Dennis Collins
Vincent J, Courtney
Gwenn Craig

Louis Hop Lee
Lim P. Lee
Jeanne Kwong
Beatrice Laws
Dan Linehan
Carole Migden
Jeff Mori

Northern California Asian Peace
Officers Assn,

Latino Police Officers Assn.

Peace Officers Research Assn. of
California

Officers for Justice

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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Misc. Safety Employees Retirement

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E

YES ON PROPOSITION E

As heads of the departments affected by the proposed
transfer of safety employees to the state retirement sys-
tem, we support Proposition E. Such a plan will improve
public protection at no cost to the taxpayer. VOTE YES
ON E.

Joseph J. Botka Jack Damon

Chief Juvenile Probation Chief of Police—Airport
Officer

Arlene M. Sauser

Chief Adult Probation Officer

Arlo Smith

District Attorney

NO ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION E WAS SUBMITTED

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

Register to Vote
BY Mail

Next time you move, phone us:

We’ll mail you the forms
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Housing Authority Police

PROPOSITION F.

Shall Housing Authority Police be trans-
ferred to the City and become City employ- NO

YES 121 B

122 B

ees under the jurisdiction of the Police De-
partment and remain in the State Retirement System but with
the right to be members of the City’s Health System?

i

Analysis

By Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The Housing
Authority is an independent agency
which employs the Housing Police Offi-
cers. The officers are members of the

State Public Employees Retirement Sys- -

tem (PERS). They have a health plan
provided by the Housing Authority. Un-
der a contract effective January 1983,
the City of San Francisco pays the sala-
ries and benefits of the Housing Police.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition F would
make the Housing Police Officers per-
manent city employees under the San
Francisco Police Department. The offi-

cers would continue to be members of
the State Public Employees Retirement
System (PERS). They would have the
right to become members of the City’s
health system. The City would make the
employer contributions to the health and
retirement systems.

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes,
you want the Housing Authority Police
to be city employees.

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you

do not want the Housing Authority Po-
lice to be city employees.

Controller’s Statement on “F”

City Controller John C. Farrell has issued the follow-
ing statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition F:

“Should the proposed Charter amendment be
adopted, in my opinion, the Police Department would
assume responsibility for certain expenditures previously
borne by the Housing Authority. Beginning in fiscal year
1982~83 the City contracted with the Housing Authority
to provide this service. The contract has been extended
in fiscal year 1983-84 and funds for this purpose are
included in the Police Department budget in the amount
of $1.1 million.”

How Supervisors Voted on “F”

On August 8 the Board of Supervisors voted 11 to 0
on the question of placing Proposition F on the ballot.
The Supervisors voted as follows:

YES: Supervisors Harry Britt, Richard Hongisto, Willie
Kennedy, Quentin Kopp, Bill Maher, John Moli-
nari, Wendy Nelder, Louise Renne, Carol Ruth
Silver, Nancy Walker and Doris Ward.

NO: "None of the Supervisors present voted “No.”

TEXT OF PROPOSITION F APPEARS ON PAGE 85
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| m Housing Authority Police

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION F

The Housing Police are a key component of public
protection in our City. We urge your support for PROP-
OSITION F.

Dianne Feinstein, Mayor

Cornelius P. Murphy, Chief of Police
Arlo Smith, District Attorney

Jeff Brown, Public Defender
Michael Hennessey, Sheriff

Police Officers Association

Officers for Justice

Jane Murphy, Police Commission
Burl Toler, Police Commission
David Sanchez, Police Commission
Al Nelder, Police Commission

San Francisco District Attorney’s Investigators Assoc,

| Vote yes on PROPOSITION F.

The San Francisco Housing Police- have the responsi-
! bility of providing protection for thousands of people
living in our public housing and our neighborhoods. Their
job is complex and often dangerous.

Last year the existence of the Housing Police was
threatened, but overwhelming support from San Francis-
. co’s neighborhoods saved this valuable police unit.
. PROPOSITION F will insure the continuation of the San

=t %

&
3
3
|
4
]
i
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Francisco Housing Police. Their expertise, professional-
: ism, and experience insure excellent law enforcement for
v all San Francisco residents.

0o ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION F

Because they provide efficient protection to public
housing neighborhoods, the Housing Police contribute to

R TS TR N T

Vote Yes On Proposition F.
A yes vote on Proposition F will permit our City to

retain the San Francisco Housing Police, who provide
.cost-effective protection for all San Franciscans.

Housing Police are expert at meeting the special se-
curity needs of public housing projects and their neigh-
borhoods. The professional competence and invaluable
assistance to the public of the Housing Police is attested
by the San Francisco police, firefighters, paramedics,
neighborhood merchants, and the many thousands of San
Francisco residents they help each year.

keeping police response time low citywide.

PROPOSITION F allows the City to transfer the pres-
ent experienced and dedicated Housing Police unit to the
jurisdiction of the San Francisco Police Department. Its
passage will insure stability and continuity for this valu-
able service.

We recommend a yes vote on PROPOSITION F so
that San Francisco can keep the experienced and cost-
effective Housing Police. That means better police pro-

Housing Police are cost-effective: it costs only about tection, at less cost, for all San Franciscans.

~ half as much to pay salary and pension costs for each
L Housing Police officer as for each SFPD officer.

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION F

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors

ing police services. Loss of this special police service to
the housing tenants, gravely diminishes police service to
all citizens.

)
;‘ Vote “YES” on Proposition F

B .San Francisco has more than 21,000 public housing
A tenants. During the past 25 years, the San Francisco
! Housing Police have supported the city police in provid- Samuel Craig, President

Officers For Justice

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION F

We urge a YES VOTE ON PROPOSITION F. PROP- Jim McPartlan

Louise Renne

I

] A X Richard Hongisto Sterling Weatherspoon
| OSITION F makes it possible to keep the efficient, Carol Ruth S?,Iver Gordon Lau

., effective Housing Police Force that makes the City safe f;(‘)’r’i%’g;’ ﬁ;gf:‘;g;’ &,’Z}g‘;:s

1{] for all of us. : Betty Brooks Luisa Blue

e Alan Wong Lynn Beeson

i VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION F for better protec-

Luisa Ezquerro Larry Griffin

i tion for all San Francisco neighborhoods. Judith Nitzberg Gwen Craig

i ) ) Sue Bierman Margel Kaufman
i Doris Ward Harry Britt Tim Wolfred Jim Bisio

o Willie Kennedy John Molinari Libby Denebeim Hadie Read

I : Nancy Walker Wendy Nelder Evelyn Wilson Hope Halikius

_ Arguments printed on this page are the oplinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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Housing Authority Police

(Argument in Favor of “F”, continued)

Mary Lou McAllister
George Newkirk
L.T. Bookman
Rodney Williams
Frankie Gates
Sadie Gray
Erma Sander
Edward Tomola
Jewel Green
Veronica Hunnicutt
Byron F. Wong
Paula Young
George Lee
Joalice Johnson
Mike Speiten
Ed Jaber
Homer Miles

* Morothy Miles
Bonita Bennaway
Denise Walsh
Linda Walker
David Terauchi
Weston Schuliz
James Hurley
Desiree Hayes
Julia Turner
Anna Weatherspoon

Carroll Price

Ron Huberman
Shirley Black
Nancy Gin

Orelia Gilliam

Peter Ashe

Joan Dillon

Terry Ryan

Carl McDonald
Margaret McDonald
Concetta Parrish
Grace Williams

Len Gra

Frank Mah

James Jackson
Shannon Devine
Kenneth Keith
Patricia McLaughlin
Robert Chorpanning
Dolores Neuer
Patrick Bonfiglio
Weston Schultz
Donneter Lane

Bill Kraus

Dorotll‘fiv Golden
Joan-Marie Shelley
Lucille Derham

L

e S

Harold Derham
Kay Nakamura
James Walsh
Emily Bour
Josephine Martinoni
Koon Owyeong
Richard O’Regan
Jacqueline Devine
Carol Migden
Helen Delucchi
Mary General
Belle Hernon
Mary Joyce
Margaret Nyhan
Nina Wilson
Sally Braz
Henry Trainor
Edward McTaggart
Dave Golden
Charles Basford
Norman Reed
Lyle Slaughter
ordon Chin
An Phan
Kenneth Joe
Anne Daley
Mary Rogers

NO ARGUMENT WAS SUBMITTED AGAINST PROPOSITION F

Maura Kealey
Thomas Kone
Josephine Conte
Santa Lotti
Evelyn Linalie
Gail O’Grady
Mary Bagala
Lillian Haggerty
Margaret McGowen
Dantel Shelley
Gertrude Shelley
Marie Shelley

- Louella Leon
. Lynne Lewis

Mary Vail

John Mehring
Felecia Williams
Maryann Williams
Joella Barnett
Sala Burton
Milton Marks
Willie L. Brown
Art Agnos
Phillip Sigiins
Alfred Williams
Joseph Kelly

—

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

Is your voting place at the top of a hill ?

Do you have problems getting around ?

Do you work long hours ?




Retirement Cost of Living Adjustment

PROPOSITION G.

Shall the percentage that the yearly cost of living
Increase or decrease in retirement allowances
which exceeds the maximum of two percent be

NO ' 126 B

carried over to the next year and used to compute the cost of living
increase or decrease up to the two percent maximum for that year?

Analysis

By Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: On April 1st of each year, the
Retirement Board determines the percentage of in-
crease or decrease in the cost of living from the Con-
sumer Price Index. If the cost of living increases, the
retirement allowance is increased, not to exceed two
percent. If the cost of living decreases, the retirement
allowance is decreased, not to exceed two percent. The
allowance cannot be reduced below the amount re-
ceived by the employee on the date of retirement.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition G would continue the
present determination of the cost of living and the
amount of increase or decrease in retirement allow-
ances, not to exceed two percent in any one year. When
either the increase or decrease in the cost of living is
greater than two percent, the percentage by which it

exceeds two percent would be carried forward. The ac-
cumulated percentage in cost of living would be used
to determine increases or decreases in following years.
However, the resulting increase or decrease could not
be greater than two percent in any one year.

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want the
excess in the cost of living carried forward and applied
to the maximum two percent allowed for increases or
decreases in retirement allowances in any one year.

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you want the cost
of living determined on a yearly basis only and applied
to the maximum two percent allowed for increases or
decreases in the retirement allowances in any one year.

Controller’s Statement on “G”

City Controller John C. Farrell has issued the follow-
ing statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition G:

“Should the proposed Charter amendment be
adopted, in my opinion, it should not, based on present
‘actuarial funding assumptions and economic conditions,
affect the cost of government. However, it is possible
that certain retirees might receive a cost-of-living adjust-
ment in a future year which would not have occurred
under the present Charter provision. The amount of such
possible future adjustments, if any, should not be sub-
stantial.” -

How Supervisors Voted on “G”

On August 8 the Board of Supervisors voted 10 to 1
on the question of placing Proposition G on the ballot.
The Supervisors voted as follows:

YES: Supervisors Harry Britt, Richard Hongisto, Willie
Kennedy, Quentin Kopp, Bill Maher, John Moli-
nari, Wendy Nelder, Louise Renne, Nancy Walker
and Doris Ward. '

NO: Supervisor Carol Ruth Silver,

m

THE TEXT OF PROPOSITION G APPEARS ON PAGE 85
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Retirement Cost of Living Adjustment

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION G

Vote “Yes” On Proposition G

Proposition G is designed to remedy an obsolete and
confusing provision involved in the granting of cost-of-
living increases to retired employees.

The increase in retired City employee pension benefits
is limited to 2% a year. That is, in a year when the cost-
of-living in the Bay Area increases, for example by 10,
12, 14%, the increase on a retired City employee’s ben-
efits can only be 2%.

Proposition G would permit “banking” percentage
points above 2% in any year in which the cost-of-living

increase in the Bay Area exceeds that figure so that, in .

the event that there is a year when the cost-of-living
increase is less than 2% retired City employees still
receive a 2% increase on their retirement allowances.

Proposition G is necessary because many retired City
employees receive checks far below the poverty level
established by the Federal government. Without the 2%
increase in any year the people who worked so hard to
give us this great City, many of whom struggle to survive
on their current pensions, will fall back even further.

Vote “YES” ON Proposition G.
Submitted by the Board of Supervisors

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR GF PROPOSITION G

YOTE YES ON “G”

Lurge a YES vote on “G”. 1t will guarantee that retired
City employees will continue to receive a minimal (2%)
yearly increase in their pensions. This benefit is essential
to those living on a fixed income, and one they have
received for fourteen years.

Two percent is a modest, prudent increase. It will not
increase cost to the taxpayer, and it will make the future
of our retired employees more secure.

Currently, if the national cost-of-living falls below two
percent, regardless of how expensive things are in the
Bay Area, the employees who served do not receive the
modest two percent increase.

For example, if the cost-of-living increases only one

percent, our retired employees only receive a one percent
pension increase. This would be fair if they had received
a ten percent increase during the years when inflation
Wwas ten percent, but even then they received only two
percent!

Your YES vote on “G” will permit retired employees
to “bank” that portion of the inflation rate which is over
2% and apply it to their cost-of-living increases in years
when inflation is less than 2%.

I ask you to vote YES on “G” to assure a continuation
of the two percent annual cost-of-living increase for our
retired City employees.

Dianne Feinstein
Mayor

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR GF PROPOSITION G

VOTE “YES” ON PROPOSITION G

Since 1969, retired city workers in the “miscellaneous’
employment category (excluding police and firemen)
have received a maximum 2 percent non-compounded

~ cost-of-living adjustment in monthly retirement allow-
ances.

This modest cost-of-living benefit was voted by the
people of San Francisco to lessen the devastating impact
of inflation on retirement allowances in the miscellaneous
group. At the time, a survey showed 62 percent receiving
less than $500. per month, 36 percent receiving less than
$300. Approximately 10 percent of the total had retired
before Social Security was made available to city em-
ployees. '

Proposition “G” establishes a unique formula to assure
that the maximum 2 percent non-compounded cost-of-
living allowances will continue in future years in the event
that the Consumer Price Index, in the Bay Area, mea-

sures the annual cost-of-living increase in an amount less
that 2 percent.

Proposition “G” WILL NOT increase the current non-
compounded 2 percent cost-of-living allowance.

Proposition “G” WILL NOT increase city costs. En-
dorsed by Mayor Dianne Feinstein, the Board of Super-
visors, Retirement System Trustees, Building & Con-
struction Trades Council, Police Officers Association,
Fire Fighters Union Local 798, Retired Police and Fire.-
men organizations (partial list.)

VOTE “YES” ON PROPOSITION “G”

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

John Z. Thompson, Pres.
John J. Simpson, Chairman
Retirement Committee

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

m Board of

per month? ~

PROPOSITION H.

Shall the compensation of each member of
the Board of Education and each member of
the Community College Board be $500.00

YES
NO

Analysis

By Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The San Francisco
Unified School District and the Com-
munity College District each have a
seven-member Board of Education.
Each member is paid $100.00 per
month. ,

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition H would
provide a compensation of $500.00 per
month for each member of the San Fran-

cisco Unified School District Board of

Education and each member of the

Community College District Board of
Education. - ..

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes,

you want each member of these two
Boards of Education to be paid $500.00
per month,

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you

want each member of these two Boards
of Education to be paid $100.00 per
month.

Controller’s Statement on “H”

City Controller John C. Farrell has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of
Proposition H: |

“Should the prdposed Charter amendment be

adopted, in my opinion, it would increase the

~ cost of government by approximately $67,200.”

How Supervisors Voted on “H’

On August 8 the Board of Supervisors voted 11 to 0
on the question of placing Proposition H on the ballot.
The Supervisors voted as follows: '

YES: Supervisors Harry Britt, Richard Hongisto, Willie
Kennedy, Quentin Kopp, Bill Maher, John Moli-
nari, Wendy Nelder, Louise Renne, Carol Ruth
Silver, Nancy Walker and Doris Ward.

NO: None of the Supervisors Present voted “No.”

LOCATION OF YOUR POLLING
'PLACE APPEARS ON THE
ADDRESS LABEL ON THE BACK

\ COVER
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Board of Education Salaries

s

- ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION H

Members of the Board of Education and Community
College Board receive stipends of $100 per month, a
figure which hasn’t been increased since 1952! Such
boards in other major cities receive upwards of $750,
and Los Angeles members receive $1,000. Our board
members have many out of pocket expenses, and this
increase would at least help to relieve some of the pres-
sure on their family budgets. We might not be able to
pay them a salary, but we should not expect them to lose
money by serving their city’s children! One out of every

nine San Franciscans takes classes in the Community
College system. The Unified School District oversees
62,000 students and 7,000 full and part time employees.
This extensive program requires work, dedication, and
time. These hardworking Boards have provided our City
with a public school system which has turned the corner,
and the finest example of a truly COMMUNITY college

- system. They deserve our support.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors

ARGUMENT IN.FAVOR OF PROPOSITION H

Reasonably compensate Board members.

Dr. Terence Faulkner, JD
Republican Committeeman
Bob Geary
Democratic Committeeman
Arlo Hale Smith «‘
Democratic Committeeman

Max Woods

Republican Committeeman
Donald Donaldson

Republican Committeeman
David Sigal
Todd Roust

Republican State Committeeman

NO ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION H WAS SUBMITTED

ANMAAANALTAUALNAHLTLLUL AN NLULULTENRNANRNLNRLHLNLNANNAULUNLURNNATLANALLUAUNSANN NSNS ANNAN N UUNU VNN UAN NN OV AN NN NN Y v N Ny

ARANNN AN NUNANNNNUNSNNNNNNNNNNNNN Y AUNNNN NN AN NN s

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

/4

oy

P I I I I N N T I I I T I T S N I N 0 T T N N N N N T L N N T N N N N N 5 % 0 9090 SC L L N SO ey NNV

v éM OQOOOOUING ?

After you have moved, phone us

We will mail you a registration form to fill out & mail back. ,’\V

NN\ N

i

S

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

‘,?7_)‘

. Yoraee

7

W
O



m Pohce & F|re Salanes

PROPOSITION I.

Shall it be the duty of the Board of Super-
visors to adjust rates of pay for police offi-
cers and firefighters based on rates fixed in

YES 131
NO 132 B

certain California cities where those cities adopt their rates
after August 25th but before June 30th of the following year?

Analysis

By Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: San Francisco’s
rates of pay for police and fire are fixed
each year by averaging the rates of pay
in police and fire departments in Cali-
fornia cities with a population of more
than 350,000. The averages are deter-
mined by a survey made by Civil Ser-
vice. San Francisco’s rates are fixed by
the Board of Supervisors by August 25th
of each year and are not adjusted until
the next fiscal year.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition I would not
change the present method of fixing
rates of pay for police and fire. The
proposition would provide that if any of

the surveyed cities do not adopt their
rates of pay until after August 25th the
rates adopted by those cities before June
30th of the following year would be used
to further adjust rates of pay for San
Francisco police and fire.

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes,
you want rates of pay for police and fire
to be further adjusted by rates adopted
after August 25th.

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you
want rates of pay for police and fire to
be set using those rates which have been
adopted by August 25th.

wContr'oller’s Statement on “I”

City Controller John C. Farrell has issued the follow-
ing statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition I:

“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, Police and Fire salaries may be
increased by an indeterminate amount. The net effect on
the cost of government, should this occur, is not deter-
minable but should be substantial.”

How “J” Got on Ballot

On August 22 Registrar of Voters Jay Patterson certi-
fied that the Firefighters’ Overtime Initiative Petition had
a sufficient number of signatures to be placed on the
ballot.

The Firefighters Union, proponents of the petition,
had gathered 34,129 signatures which they turned in to
the Registrar on August 10,

A random check of the signatures showed that 26,490
of the signatures were valid. This is more than the 22,834
signatures needed to qualify an initiative charter amend-
ment for the ballot.

TEXT OF PROPOSITION | APPEARS ON PAGE 87
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Police & Fire Salaries

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION |

As members of the Board of Supervisors, we are aware
of the functions of our local government. We know when
government works and more importantly, we know when
it fails. .

Proposition I corrects a failure in setting the average
wage for San Francisco firefighters and police officers.
This plan will allow the Board of Supervisors to correct
“a system that has failed seven out of nine years.

Proposition I is not asking for more than the true
average wage provided for public safety officers in cities
like Los Angeles, San Diego, Long Beach and San Jose.

Join with us to support a fair level of compensation
for our public safety officers.

Vote Yes on Proposition I

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION I

In 1975, we co-authored a charter amendment, drafted
by then Supervisor John J. Barbagelata, which set sala-
ries of our police officers and firefighters at the average
of police and fire salaries in all California cities of 350,000
or more.

VOTE YES ON “1”.

By charter, the Board of Supervisors must pass the law
for police officers and firefighters annual salary by August
25th. However, in some years since 1975, one or more
of the California cities of over 350,000 population which
are used to calculate the average pay of police officers
and firefighters have not settled on their salaries before
San Francisco’s deadline of August 25th. Therefore,

Proposition I, which allows the salaries of police officers
and firefighters to be adjusted after August 25th to reflect
any new figures from a city which is late in setting its
police/fire salaries, is absolutely consistent with the intent
of our 1975 Charter amendment. It corrects an unfair
deadline technicality which cheats our police officers and
firefighters, and no matter whether there are additional
costs, it redeems a moral, if not legal, obligation of all
San Franciscans to such police officers and firefighters.

As co-authors of the original law, we urge you to vote

~ “Yes” on Proposition I,

Supervisor Quentin L. Kopp John J. Barbagelata

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION |

YES ON I

The nature of police work means there are few clear-
cut decisions and in my role as chief, they are all hard
ones. Prop. I is a rare, clear choice for me. It only asks
for what is fair, what the voter truly intended when Prop.
“P” passed in 1975. Not an increase but an adjustment
that will produce a fair average for police compensation.

The men and women of the S. F. Police Department are
there when you need them. Be there for them at the
polls. Vote Yes on Prop. I.

Cornelius P. Murphy
Chief of Police
S.F. Police Department

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION |

YES ON I

As members of the San Francisco Police Commission,
we have the awesome responsibility to oversee the ac-
tions of our police officers. As Commissioners, we de-
mand fairness, compassion and a responsible attitude
from our police officers. In return they have a right to
ask from us the same. That’s why we support Proposition
L. '

This measure corrects a flaw in the city charter that
fails to compensate our police officers fairly for the often
dangerous job they perform daily. This flaw has been in

existence for nine years and it has failed seven times.
Police officers do not have the luxury of failure in their
job. As citizens of San Francisco, we cannot let our police
officers down and allow this weak law to continue to fail
them. Join with us and support Proposition I. Vote Yes.

Commissioner David Sanchez Commissioner Al Nelder
President Commissioner Burl Toler
Commissioner Jo Daly
Commissioner Jane McKaskle

Murphy
Vice-President

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION |

YES ON PROP. “I”

As police officers in San Francisco, we have a tremen-
dously difficult job of protecting your personal safety.
Our department works twenty-four hours a day, seven
days a week, to provide you with the best possible pro-
tection. Our work is demanding and often times goes
without notice. We know that our system works best at
protecting you. ~

We now are asking you for your protection from a
system that has failed us seven timies in eight years. In

1975, the voters of San Francisco adopted a formula that

sets the wages for public safety officers. The formula
attempts to provide the average wage to police officers
and firefighters in San Francisco that is given to our
counterparts in California cities that serve a population
of 350,000 or greater. Howéver due to a flaw in the law,
this formula has failed to compensate our officers with
the average wage. '

Proposition “I” will provide the true average wage that
was intended by the voters in 1975. Proposition “I” will
not change the formula but will only close the loophole
that causes this continual failure.

Proposition “I” has broad based support from our
Federal, State and local elected officials. More impor-
tantly Proposition “I” has the support of the original
author, former Supervisor John Barbagelata, and its co-
authors Supervisors John Molinari, Quentin Kopp and
former Supervisor, present Police Commissioner Al
Nelder.

Proposition “I” will close forever the loophole that has
stopped the will of the voters eight years ago. We urge
you to follow the guidance of our informed elected offi-
cials—past and present—and vote Yes on Proposition “I”.

Croce “Al” Casciato, President
San Francisco Police Officers Assn.

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION |

The existing pay formula for San Francisco Police and
Fire Fighters provides that they shall be paid the average
of the salaries paid to Police and Fire Fighters in five
California cities (San Francisco, Los Angeles, San Diego,
Long Beach, San Jose). The survey of salaries to estab-
lish equity is made on salaries paid prior to August 25th,
the final date for the salary survey.

Often some of these cities setttle their salaries for the
current fiscal year after the August 25th deadline, retro-
active to July 1st. The result is that the San Francisco
Fire Fighters and Police Officers are deprived of the
salary increase until the following fiscal year.

This is contrary to the intent of the voters who ap-
proved the present pay formula. The proposed change
would rectify this inequity and assure that San Francisco

Fire Fighters and Police Officers would be paid the av-
erage pay received by other California jurisdictions.

The San Francisco Fire Fighters believe it is unfair for
the entire Police and Fire Departments to be penalized
because of the actions of one city or two.

Vote YES on PROPOSITION I

James T. Ferguson, President
SAN FRANCISCO FIRE FIGHTERS

ENDORSED BY:

 Emmen_D. Condon, Chief of Department

Henry E. Berman, President Fire Commission
Curtis McClain, Vice President, Fire Commission
Anne S. Howden, Member, Fire Commission
Robert Nicco, Member, Fire Commission

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION |

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION “1”

As an elected official who has served at all levels of
state and municipal government, I have had the oppor-
tunity to make government more efficient for everyone.
Proposition “I” is another opportunity to correct a seri-
ous inequity in local government. Proposition “I” is an
adjustment to make the wage formula for firefighters and

police officers work, where it has failed seven out of
eight years. In the interest of justice, I strongly support
this measure and urge you to join with me and vote yes
on Proposition “I”. | ‘

Leo T. McCarthy
Lieutenant Governor

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION |

I am in support of Proposition I because I believe in
equity for our Police Officers and Firefighters. The men
and women who work in public safety are asking us to
correct the wage formula we gave them in 1975. They
are not demanding an increase but a correction of the

present law. I support Prop. I; fairness demands you do
too!

Sala Burton
Member of Congress
5th Congressional District

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION 1

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION “1”

As your elected representatives from San Francisco,
we are critically aware of the peoples’ need for justice
and equity under the law. Propositon “I” will give fire-
fighters and police officers the fair and equitable salary
formula that the voters intended when they approved the
wage formula in 1975. ,

We believe that it was the voters intent, in 1975, to
pay our police officers and firefighters the “true” average
of other California cities, but the fact is the true average
is not being paid. -

We must correct this injustice that has existed for the

past eight years. Proposition “I” will accomplish this.
Proposition “I” is an equity measure, not an increase in
benefits.

Those who protect our lives and property deserve our
support. We are strongly urging you to vote yes on
Proposition “I”.

Honorable Willie L. Brown, Honorable John Foran

Jr.

Speaker of the Assembly
Honorable Art Agnos
Member of the Assembly

“Member of the Senate
Honorable Lou Papan
Member of the Assembly

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION |

YES ON I

Proposition “I” will end the unfairness in the way that
the city sets the wages for police officers and firefighters.

I am often times critical of these departments, as I
demand that they serve the interests of all the people of
San Francisco. I am also aware that they have one of the
most difficult and often times dangerous jobs in society.

They need our guidance and our support. If we ask

fairness from them, they have a right to demand the

same from us. That is why I support Proposition “I”.
Please join with me and my friends and vote Yes on

Proposition “I”.

Carol Ruth Silver

Member, Board of Supervisors

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION I

YES ON 1
As President of the Board of Supervisors, I have al-
ways fought for fairness both for you and for the people
who serve you—our city employees.

"Eight years ago, the voters adopted a formula to set
the wages of police officers and firefighters. The authors
of that measure told the voters, “This will provide a fair
average wage to our uniform services.” However, because
of an unforseen flaw in the law the “fair average wage”
has often not been given.

Proposition “I” will not change the formula but only
correct the law to allow the city to carry out the inten-
tions you stated eight years ago.

Proposition “I” is fair. Please join with me and support
fairness for our uniform services.

Vote Yes on Proposition “I”.

Wendy Nelder
President, Board of Supervisors

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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When an inequity is discovered, it must be corrected.
As a State Senator, I have worked very hard to assure
all our citizens fair and equitable treatment.

Please join me in voting for Proposition I which cor-
rects the inequity that currently exists in the formula

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION |

which sets our police and firefighter salaries.

Senator Milton Marks
Senate District 5
State of California

| ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION |

VOTE NO ON “I”

Vote “NO” on Proposition “I”. This proposition would
throw the City’s budget process into chaos. It would
replace the careful management of City revenues with
guesses and unexpected salary increases.

Certainly, San Francisco’s police officers and fire fight-
ers deserve to be paid at a rate commensurate with those
in other large cities in California. Presently, the Charter
requires the City to pay police officers and fire fighters
salaries equal to the average paid in the five largest cities
in the state. The Board of Supervisors must approve the
salaries by a specific date—August 25 of each year.

This reasonable and prudent system has worked well
for years, and there is no reason to change it. Vote “NO”
0'1 “IJi

The proposition would eliminate the specific date and
destroy the possibility of budgeting with certainty and
confidence. Increases simply would become open ended
and could occur any time during the year.

. Consequently, the budget would have to be like a

sponge to be squeezed for additional millions of dollars

at any time.
The police union itself estimates that if the proposition

had been enacted six years ago the cost to the City would
be $6 million. _ ,

By careful budgeting, this City has been able to main-
tain and improve vital services. While other cities are
cutting back drastically, this City has added 300 officers
and sustained a level of fire fighting unsurpassed in the
nation.

But if this unsound and unwarranted proposition
should pass, it simply would open the floodgates to de-
mands by all other City employees to get raises any time
during the year.

Balanced, prudent budgeting, based on careful analysis
of needs and services, would be overwhelmed, and this
City no longer would be able to plan for the future.

Police and fire salaries have increased steadily, ranging
from 5.4% to 14.4% in the last four years. A rookie:

police officer or fireman, now receives $26,178 a year

under the present, orderly system.
There is simply no valid reason to change this system.

Vote “NO” on Proposition I.

Dianne Feinstein
Mayor

Arguments printed on this p'age are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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- Firefighter Overtime

PROPOSITION J.

Shall firefighters be compensated at the rate
of time-and-one-half for working overtime or NO

working on a holiday?

-

‘Analysis

By Baliot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: Firefighters who work
on their days off or on city holidays are paid
at their normal rates of pay, or given another
day off. The fire commission decides whether
to pay the firefighters for overtime or to give
them extra time off.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition J would provide
that firefighters who work on their days off
would be paid at the rate of time and one-half
their regular rates of pay, or given another one
and one-half days off. Firefighters would de-
cide whether to be paid for overtime, or to
take extra time off. Firefighters who work on
city holidays would be paid at the rate of time

and one-half their regular rates of pay.

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you
‘want firefighters who work on their days off
to be paid at the rate of time and one-half
their regular rates of pay, or to be given an-
other one and one-half days off. You also
want firefighters who work on city holidays to
be paid at the rate of time and one-half their
regular rates of pay.

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you want
firefighters who work on their days off or on
city holidays to be paid at their normal rates
of pay, or to be given another day off.

Controller’s Statement on “J”

City Controller John C. Farrell has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of
Proposition J:

“Should the proposed initiative Charter
amendment be adopted, in my opinion, based
on current staffing patterns of the San Francisco
Fire Department and 1983-84 salary rates, the
cost of government would increase by approx-
imately $1,500,000.”

How “J” Got on Ballot

On August 22 Registrar of Voters Jay Patterson certi-
fied that the Firefighters’ Overtime Initiative Petition had
a sufficient number of signatures to be placed on the
ballot.

The Firefighters Union, proponents of the petition,
had gathered 34,129 signatures which they turned in to
the Registrar on August 10.

A random check of the signatures showed that 26,490
of the signatures were valid. This is more than the 22,834
signatures needed to qualify an initiative charter amend-
ment for the ballot.

L

THE TEXT OF PROPOSITION J APPEARS ON PAGE 90
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION J

- Proposition “J” is a simple matter of fairness,

Currently, the San Francisco Police Department,
MUNI, and 19 major northern California city Fire Fight-
ers already are receiving time and one-half for overtime

. pay.

San Francisco Fire Fighters are not receiving time and
one-half for their overtime while performing in the line
of duty. They are not receiving this benefit while working
overtime to face serious personal injury or possible death
while fighting fires under all kinds of conditions.

These highly trained professionals must be treated in
a fair and equitable fashion.

Time and one-half is a common and accepted rate of
pay for many Fire Fighters including Berkeley, Burlin-
game, Contra Costa County, Daly City, Fremont, Liver-
more, Milpitas, Mountain View, Palo Alto, Petaluma,
Newark, Oakland, Piedmont, Pleasanton, Richmond,

Sacramento, San Jose, Santa Rosa, Santa Clara, and -

Vallejo. ' o
By establishing this overtime provision, our San Fran-

cisco Fire Fighters will become equal with other city

employees. :

Last year, the San Francisco Police Department was

granted time and one-half for their overtime.

This year, the logical answer is to allow the San Fran-
cisco Fire Fighters the same benefit.

Make the difference and vote YES on PROPOSITION
“J”.

Mayor Dianne Feinstein

Fire Chief Emmet D. Condon ,

Fire Commission President Henry E, Berman
Fire Commission Vice-President Curtis McClain
Fire Commissioner Anne Saito Howden

Fire Commissioner Robert Nicco

Supervisor Wendy Nelder, Pres. BD.

Supervisor Harry G, Britt

Supervisor Richard Hongisto

‘Supervisor Willie B. Kennedy

Supervisor Quentin L. Kopp
Supervisor Bill Maher
Supervisor John L. Molinari
Supervisor Louise H. Renne
Supervisor Carol Ruth Silver
Supervisor Nancy G. Walker
Supervisor Doris M. Ward

NO ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION J WAS SUBMITTED

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions ot the authors and have not beeﬁ checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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Street Artist Fees

— —————— — - s i s b st | et

PROPOSITION K.

Shall street artists be allowed to purchase a
one-year certificate for $80.00 in order to sell
their wares and shall the Board of Supervi-

YES 137 B
NO 138 B

sors be allowed to increase the cost of the certificate to pay

for the street artist program?

Analysis

By Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: A person wishing to sell
his or her wares as a street artist must buy a
three-month certificate from the City at a
fixed cost of twenty dollars ($20.00). The vot-
ers must approve any change in the cost of
this certificate.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition K would give a
street artist the option of buying a one-year
certificate from the City at a cost of eighty
dollars ($80.00). In the future, the board of
supervisors would not need voter approval to
increase the cost of the certificate to pay for
running the street artist program.

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you
want a street artist to be able to buy a one-
year certificate from the City at a cost of
eighty dollars ($80.00), and you want the
board of supervisors to be able to increase the
cost of the certificate without voter approval.

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you want
a street artist to continue to buy a three-
month certificate from the City at a fixed cost
of twenty dollars ($20.00), and you want the

~ voters to continue to approve any changes in
the cost of the certificate.

Controller’s Statement on “K”

City Controller John C. Farrell has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of
Proposition K:

“Should the proposed Charter amendment be
adopted, in my opinion, in and of itself, it
would not affect the cost of government. How-
ever, as a product of its application, fees may
be increased to cover increased costs of street
~ artist certifications.” :

How Supervisors Voted on “K”

On August 8 the Board of Supervisors voted 11 to 0

on the question of placing Proposition K on the ballot.
The Supervisors voted as follows:

YES: Supervisors Harry Britt, Richard Hongisto, Willie
Kennedy, Quentin Kopp, Bill Maher, John Moli-
nari, Wendy Nelder, Louise Renne, Carol Ruth
Silver, Nancy Walker and Doris Ward.

NO: None of the Supervisors present voted “No.”

THE TEXT OF PROPOSITION K APPEARS ON PAGE 91
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'ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION K

This proposition will not cost the City a cent. There
are approximately 600 street artists who pay the Art
Commission for certificate-permits to sell their arts and

~ crafts throughout the city in spaces designated by the

Board of Supervisors.. The duty of enforcing the street
artist regulations is shared by the Police Department and
the Art Commission. Generally, the Police enforce the

-rules relating to display size and location. The Art Com-

mission uses its expertise in inspecting and verifying that
the items being sold are of the artist’s own creation.
Cases of violation are heard in both the Court and in
permit-revocation procedures conducted by the Art Com-
mission. In administering and enforcing its Streets Artists
Program, the Art Commission receives no City financial
support. It runs the Program entirely out of the the
collection of street artists permit fees, which amounts to
$48,000 a year. .
The permit fee has never been raised since the begin-
ning of the Program in 1972. The fee is $20 per quarter,

amounting to $80 per year for the artist.

The present law precludes any fee increase. The pro-
posed measure will give the Board of Supervisors the
authority to raise the fee when necessary to finance the °
costs of the Art Commission in administering and en-
forcing the street artist ordinance.

Without a provision to increase the fee, the Art Com-
mission is unable to effectively administer and enforce
its Program.

This measure received no opposition in hearings before
the Board of Supervisors. It was passed unanimously by
the Board.

Ths measure also provides street artists with the option
to pay for their permits on a quarterly or yearly basis, a
provision which was requested by the artists themselves.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION K

The Downtown Association has carefully monitored
and adjudged-the Street Artist Program since it’s incep-
tion, We strongly believe that the key to a successful
Program is to have proper administration and enforce-
ment. To accomplish this, it is necessary at times to raise
the certificate fee. We believe this power should be

granted to the Board of Supervisoré. We urge you to |
vote Yes on Proposition “K”.

The Downtown Association of San Francisco

Lloyd A. Pflueger
General Manager

NO ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION K WAS SUBMITTED

Arguments printed on this page are the opinlons of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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Painters’ Salary Demands

PROPOSITION L.

Shall a schedule of compensation based
upon the last demand of employees repre- NO

YES 140 B

141 B

sented by Painters Union Local No. 4, be

approve‘d?

Analysis

By Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: Painters émployed
by the City are paid on a scale from one
to five—the first step is the beginning
rate of pay; the fifth step is the highest
rate of pay. During negotiations, repre-
sentatives of the painters asked that
painters be hired at the fifth step of the
pay scale instead of the first step. This
last demand was refused by the City.
The Charter requires that this last de-
mand be placed before the voters.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition L would

‘amend a City ordinance to provide that
painters be hired at the fifth salary step
instead of the first step.

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes,

you want to approve the last demand of
the painters to be hired at the fifth salary
step instead of the first step.

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you

want to disapprove the last demand of
the painters.

Controller’s Statement on “L”

City Controller John C. Farrell has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of
Proposition L: | )

“Should the proposed proposition be
adopted, in my opinion, the cost of government
would be increased by approximately $433,300,
based on current salary schedules.”

How “L’ Got on Ballot

Proposition L is the result of a provision in the City
Charter which was adopted by the voters in 1976. This
provision requires that unsettled contract disputes be-
tween with City and employee groups be put before the
voters to decide.

In this proposition the voters will grant or reject the
last demands of city workers represented by Painters
Union Local 4.

THE TEXT OF PROPOSITION L APPEARS ON PAGE 91
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~ Painters’ Salary Demands :

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION

SHOULD CITY EMPLOYED PAINTERS BE PAID
EQUAL TO OTHER CITY CRAFT WORKERS?

In 1975 the Charter of the City and County of San
Francisco was changed by the voters in that a survey of
the public bodies and private industry to be conducted

to establish an average wage rate for skilled employees
of the City. ‘

All City employed skilled workers, except the painters,
are hired at the rate established by the survey. The
Painters are hired at 80% of the survey rate. This is very
unfair as our painters, men and women, serve a 3 year
apprenticeship, attending John O’Connell School for 2
nights a week, on their own time, for 3 years, plus on

the job training. -

Painters have the largest number of minority workers
of all crafts employed by the City of San Francisco.

To stop this discrimination against the painters vote
yes on Prop. L. '

John S. Davidson
Recording Secretary, Printers Local 4
Stanley Smith
Secretary, S.F. Building Trades Council
Milton Marks
State Senator
Willie B. Kennedy
Member, Board of Supervisor
Harry Britt o
Member, Board of Supervisor
Sala Burton
Member of Congress

NO ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION L WAS SUBMITTED

M—r

—

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

Polls are open from 7 a.m. to 8 p.m.

50



Planning Initiative

PROPOSITION M.

Shall the City’s Master Plan for development be
revised to set certain priorities and shall the Plan-
ning Code be amended to conform to the revised

YES 144
NO 145

Master Plan and to require developers to pay for increased demands for
Muni service and housing and provide for job training programs?

Analysis

By Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The City’s Master Plan guides the
comprehensive, long-term development of the City.
The Master Plan contains broad policies and goals on
land use, transportation, open space, housing and other

matters. The Master Plan is amended from time to time .

to meet changing needs. The City Planning Code con-
tains the specific requirements for putting these broad
policies and goals into effect.

Under the City Planning Code, all building permits
must be approved by the Department of City Planning.
The City Planning Commission may hold public hear-
ings before acting on building permits. The Commission
may approve a proposed development with conditions
or deny the application.

The Planning Commission considers the effects of a
proposed development on the physical environment
and the quality of life. In recent years, the Commission
has imposed open space, transportation, employment,
housing, energy and other conditions on certain devel-
opments. The Commission is currently revising zoning
controls related to downtown areas.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition M sets ten priorities which
would govern the revision of the City’s Master Plan.
The priorities deal with preserving the historic character
of the City, controlling commercial office development,

maintaining diversity of the City’s neighborhoods, and
other issues.

The proposal would require the City Planning Com-
mission and the Board of Supervisors to amend City
zoning to conform to all aspects of the revised Master
Plan. It would require commercial office developers to
pay for the effect of their developments on affordable
housing and Municipal Railway services, and would set
up an employment training program for City residents.
All additional costs for carrying out the proposal would
be covered by fees paid by commercial office devel-
opers.

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want the
City’s Master Plan and Planning Code to be amended
to conform to the proposed priorities, and you want
commercial office developers to be required to pay for
the effects of their developments on affordable housing
and Muni services.

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you want to keep
the City’s current Master Plan and Planning Code, and
you want to leave it up to the City to decide whether
commercial office developers must pay for the effects
of their developments on affordable housing and Muni
services. '

Controller’s Statement on “M”

City Controller John C. Farrell has issued the follow-
ing statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition M.

“The proposed initiative ordinance requires the City
Planning Department and Board of Supervisors to revise
the citywide Master Plan and all zoning ordinances to
conform to the 10 priorities specified in the initiative
measure by November 1, 1984, All developers would be
required to pay a fee for and participate in employment
programs for San Francisco residents. Commercial Office

Developers would be required, in addition, to pay for
costs of additional Muni capacity, housing and for the
cost of administering the measure.

In my opinion, the initiative ordinance would substan-
tially increase the cost of government; though, to the
extent fees are levied upon and collected from devel-
opers, the increased costs, over a reasonable period of
time, may be met from proceeds of the development
fee”

THE TEXT OF PROPOSITION M APPEARS ON PAGE 91
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Planning Initiative

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION M

The growth and expansion of the Downtown highrise
district has changed the face of San Francisco. This
change has not been just architectural, it has also put
new strains on vital city services like MUNI and the
sewer system, and it has led to traffic and parking prob-

~ lems which disrupt our city’s neighborhoods.

- Proposition M, the'SAN FRANCISCO PLAN, ad-
dresses the problems caused by overdevelopment by
mandating a new BALANCED development policy
which will protect San Francisco’s neighborhoods, open
spaces, blue collar industries, small businesses and retail
areas—in short, all the features which make San Fran-
cisco liveable and loveable.

Proposition M ensures that you, the voters, will deter-
mine the priorities that will govern future growth and
development in this city.

Proposition M also requires office developers: (1) to
pay their fair share of costs for MUNI services, thus
ending the rapid fare increases and overcrowding on
buses their new projects create; (2) to contribute their
fair share to house workers in the new office buildings,

thus easing the critical shortage of affordable housing in
the city; and (3) to share with the city the responsibility
of training and placement of RESIDENTS in jobs that
now go to commuters. ,

Proposition M was written by your neighbors and
friends—members of churches, neighborhood and com-
munity organizations, business people and trade union-
ists, who like you, care deeply about the future of our
city. Look closely at the following list of supporters. Then
look at who opposes Proposition M. We think you’ll
agree—if WE are to have a future in San Francisco, we
must vote YES on PROPOSITION M.

Yori Wada, President

University of California Board of Regents
Ina Dearman, Former Member

City Planning Commission

Douglas Engmann, Member

Board of Permit Appeals

Yvonne Golden, Principal

Alamo Park High School

Christopher Martin, Manager

The Cannery

David Jones, Chairman

San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION M

Women, elderly and young, both with and without

. children, are being displaced from San Francisco. The

burdens and costs of highrise office development fall most
heavily and unfairly on their shoulders. Proposition M,
The San Francisco Plan, aims to halt that displacement.
A one-crop economy of highrise offices has trapped
women in low-paying service and clerical positions.
Women in San Francisco earn 49cents for every dollar
earned by men—10% below the national average.

~ Highrise office development creates an influx of em-

- ployees seeking housing. Housing costs have been pushed

beyond the reach of all but the most advantageously
employed. Women in general, and particularly the
women who head over half the City’s poverty-line fami-
lies, can no longer afford to live here.

Highrise office development creates demands on the
City budget to provide MUNI service, police, fire pro-
tection, and sewer and water services. Nine out of ten
recipients of social service money are women, but City

budget priorities providé for downtown, not for social
services. '

Proposition M calls for the maintenance of “a diverse
economic base,” instead of a one-crop economy, offering
women opportunities in many professions and trades.

Proposition M calls for “conserving and expanding
affordable housing,” and mandates an ordinance requir-

~ ing developers to create more affordable housing.

Proposition M requires that developers contribute to
the City budget a more fair share of the costs and burdens
their buildings create.

A vote for Proposition M is a vote for the future of
women in San Francisco.

Democratic Women’s Forum

San Francisco Feminist Democrats

Harvey Milk Gay Democratic Club—Lesbian Caucus
San Francisco National Women’s Organization

Alice B. Toklas—Women’s Caucus

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION M

MUNI riders suffer from ovércrowding, breakdowns,
and traffic congestion produced by current city “plan-
ning”. Ensure that new highrises pay to ease tomorrow’s

overcrowding. 'Vote YES so MUNI can grow to meet
. your needs.

San Francisco Muni Coalition
Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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Planning Initiative

ARGUMENT IN FAVOH OF PROPOSITION M

,y

for new development. Proposition M will provide them.
Our City’s residents must benefit more directly from
new development. Proposition M will ensure that.
Your elected officials must be given more say in setting
the policies and passing the legislation increasing resident

Our City must have rational and balanced prlontxes*"
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benefit from new development. Proposition M will give

them that voice.

Vote YES on Proposition M.

Supervisor Richard Hongisto
Supervisor Nancy Walker
Supervisor Harry Britt

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION M

The beauty and diversity of San Francisco’s environ-
ment is threatened by lopsided growth. Will downtown
highrises jam our streets and busses with commuters,
overwhelm our housing supply, raise rents, and blot our
skyline? Only mandated increases in Muni, affordable

housing and parks can balance downtown’s growth. As-

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION M

In the midst of San Francisco’s construction boom, The
City has neglected the housing needs of our elders, who
disproportionately rely on low income housing. While
many senior citizens live on fixed limited incomes, hous-

ing costs continue to soar. Condominium conversions and. . -

the loss of low income rentals to tourist and office .com:
plexes have led to countless elders being moved out. of

their homes—often forcing them to relocate in distant.

communities away from family and friends. Proposition

M'’s requirement that developers contribute to affordable -

housing will mitigate a crisis they are partially responsible

for. We feel Proposition M is a healthy safeguard for the :-

future of our elders and-their children.

. Gra

sure that balance! .
Vote Environment
Vote YES

San Francisco League of Environmental Voters
Sierra Club

Clarissa Ward
S.F. Legislative Forum

of Older Americans
Winfred Cottrell

Housing Committee
Panthers
Kathleen Lammers, Director

- Gray Panthers

Rev. Dr. Norman Leach

- 8,F, Council of Churches

Ernest Ayala

- Los Majores de Centro Latino

Mary Lou Goeke, President
Coalition of Agencies Serving
the Elderly

Jack McKay

Support Servxces for Elders, Inc.

(Organizations listed for identification only)

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION M

In the past ten years, over 10,000 black people were

forced out of San Francisco. Blue collar jobs were de-
stroyed to make room for highrise office buildings. No .

training was offered to provide black people the skills

new office jobs require. Instead, thousands of new white .

collar workers were attracted to San Francisco, filling
those new jobs and driving up the cost of housing.

If the black community is to survive and have a future
in this City, new job and housing opportunities must be

made available. City policy must ensure that San Fran-
ciscans, not commuters, benefit from new development.

The SAN FRANCISCO PLAN is the first step towards
assuring that future. Proposition M will protect remaining

blue collar jobs. It will require highrise office developers -

to build new housing that is affordable to working people.

And it will require developers to train San Francisco

residents for the new jobs their projects create.
On November 8th, vote for your future. Vote YES on

* Proposition M.

San Francisco Black Political Caucus
Coalition of Black Trade Unionists
Jule Anderson

Geraldine Johnson !
Robert Jordan :
Prof. Julianne Malveaux

Don Bryant Enola Maxwell
Eugene Coleman Joel Mitchell
Darryl Cox ' Glenn Nance
Ina Dearman Lawanna Potts

William Reed
Hiram Smith

Ida Strickland

Rev. Cecil Williams

Paulette Faison

Ostenia Fleming

Rev. Dr. Howard Gloyd
Yvonne Golden

Dr. Madrid Hamilton
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PBOPOSITION M

City government has not fulfilled its responsibility to
plan for orderly, reasonable growth. As a result, San
Francisco’s environment grows a little less healthy each
day. Each new highrise the Planning Commission ap-
proves -diminishes the quahty of life by overtaxing our

transit and housing resources. Developers reap profits
while San Francisco residents suffer. Citizens must act
when their leaders won’t. Vote Yes on M.

San Francisco Tomorrow

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION M

~ Four years ago San Francxscans_placed an initiative on
the ballot to control downtown sprawl. City officials
claimed it was unnecessary. They promised to solve the

problems created by uncontrolled downtown growth -

themselves.
Instead, the downtown growth rate TRIPLED

e MUNI is jammed beyond capacity, overwhelmed
and underfinanced.

® Growing commuter, traffic and parkmg ploblems
stab deeper into our neighborhoods.

® Housing costs have skyrocketed because of new

office workers.

® Downtown_ sprawl is dr1vmg blue-collar jobs from
the City.

These problems can be solved—but not by City Hall
“plans” and promlses which vaporize after electxon day.
Commitment is required.

Proposition M will mandate that City government act
to balance future downtown growth with San Francisco’s
human needs, and require that downtown development
pay its fair share. VOTE YES ON M.

San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION M

SAN FRANCISCO PLAN IMPORTAN-T FOR CHINA-
.TOWN

Chinatown is one of the most important neighborhoods

in San Francisco. Its businesses, residents and workers -

play a vital role in San annc1scos economy.

The loss of existing housing units, the absence of new
affordable housing, the lack of open space, the scarcity
of blue-collar jobs, traffic congestion and the displace-
ment of neighborhood-serving businesses are all at crisis
levels in Chinatown.

The San Francisco Plan addresses these problems so
important to the future of our community and the City.
We urge a yes vote on the San Francisco Plan.

Stella Chan

Howard Gong
Gordon Chin

Joan Kubota

Philip Choy Edwin Lee

Rev. Harry Chuck Patricia Lee

Henry Der Susan Lee

Landy Dong Enid Ng Lim
Rev. Norman Fong Lorraine A, Lowe
Patty Fong Margaret Muyco
Will Leong

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION M

The SAN FRANCISCO PLAN is the opportumty for
residents of San Francisco to determine the future of
their communities. S
" The SAN FRANCISCO PLAN requires the City Plan-
ning Commission to -give priority to protecting neighbor-

| ‘hoods from development that is grossly out of scale with
- neighborhood character. It protects neighborhood. shop-

ping districts from the pressures of franchises, chain
stores and office conversion, so that small businesses and
merchants can continue serving neighborhood needs.
The SAN FRANCISCO PLAN is a positive step to-
ward maintaining the scale and liveability of our neigh-
borhoods. It establishes the new planning guidelines our

City desperately needs to sustain economic growth while

preserving the quality of life in our residential commu-
nities.

Our City must come to grips with the effects of the

‘highest commercial growth rate in the country before we

lose the urban qualities we love. The SAN FRANCISCO
PLAN is the vital first step in that process. The Coalition
for San Francisco Neighborhoods, representing 37 con-
cerned, responsible neighborhood associations through-

out the City, strongly urges a YES vote on Proposition
M.

Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods

/
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION M

In the last decade, San Francisco lost hundreds of blue
collar jobs in the printing industry. Many firms in the
South of Market were forced out -of the City, in part
because speculative commercial office buildings sent rents
skyrocketing.

San Francisco—Downtown San Francisco—needs the
printing industry and other service industries that have

traditionally been located in the South of Market. The
SAN FRANCISCO PLAN will help protect those indus-
tries and jobs vital to the City’s future. Help us preserve
our San Francisco jobs. Vote YES on Proposition M.

Ray Pappert, President
Graphic Communications Union
Local 280

ARGUMENT IN FAVORIOF PROPOSITION M

Ten years of booming development in downtown San-

Francisco has cost far too many people their jobs, driven
whole industries out of the City, and left too many of
our children without hope of finding work in their home-
town. There is no reason for these losses to continue.

Proposition M, the San Francisco Plan, establishes the
basic City policy that commercial development in San
Francisco will provide jobs needed by San Franciscans.
Proposition M will commit our City Government to pro-
tect our small businesses and their employees, and to

encourage service and industrial uses of our City’s land,

protecting those uses from displacement due to office
development. Proposition M directs that by November,
1984, our City officials will implement these policies with

specific programs, including a jobs training and placement

program.

With or without the guidance of our City’s law-makers
and all our citizens, San Francisco will continue to attract
investors and developers from all over the world. San
Francisco has a responsibility to make these resources
work for women in low paying jobs, miinorities with
limited job prospects, and young people entering the
labor market.

Proposition M commits our City to support a diversi-
fied and healthy economy, benefiting all San Franciscans.

Henry Der
David Bracker, Chair, Mission Community Hiring Hall .
Jerry Levine

Raymond Pappert, Pres.,
Union, Local 280

Coalition of Black Trade Unionists

Graphic Communications

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION M

It’s not too late to save San Francisco. There are
projects that would add thousands of new commuters in
the wings. Projects that would wreak havoc in the South
of Market and in our neighborhoods.

Citizens need to tell City Hall that residents’ needs for
jobs, housing, decent transit and a quality environment
are more important than developers’ desires to make a
few million bucks.

Proposition M would require San Francisco—for the
first time ever—to have an internally consistent Master
Plan and zoning which conforms to that plan. Just like

every other city in California.

The Planning Department recently released a plan for
Downtown. Proposition M is a plan for ALL of San
Francisco. A plan to ensure that businesses are not forced
out of South of Market. To put neighborhood liveability
ahead of commuter traffic. To ensure that development
approved pays its fair share and doesn’t harm existing
businesses or residents.

There is still a lot we could lose. Give yourself a future
in San Franc1sc0 Vote Yes on M.

Sue Hestor

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION M

Concerned about Mission Bay"

The SAN FRANCISCO PLAN will ensure that future
development preserves and protects housing, views, and
blue collar jobs. It will throw a road block before SP’s

current proposal to build “a city within a city.”

Vote YES.

Joan Tricamo
Bob Bradford
Joe Passen
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION M

Families are leaving San Francisco because of sky-
rocketing rents and housing-costs and because of a lack
of job opportunities for San Franciscans. Schools must
be closed and teachers and programs are constantly re-
shuffled. As a mother, I have watched my daughter lose

- friends because they had to move out of the City. I, with
many other single parents in San Francisco, have had to
struggle to find quality childcare and other children’s

services. The priorities of the City should be directed
toward those of us who live and work in San Francisco
and who love this City. Vote YES on M.

Suzanne J. Radcliffe

 Russian Hill

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION M

100,000 more downtown commuters by the year 2000?
MUNI Metro up Geary Bivd.?

~ Second deck on the Golden Gate bridge?

BART through the Outer Mission to the Airport?
Who's going to pay for all these projects?

What impact will it have on our neighborhoods?

We PLAN to control our destiny.

The SAN FRANCISCO PLAN gives us, the citizens,
the power to govern the future growth of our City.

The SAN FRANCISCO PLAN requires developers to
provide funds to meet transit, housing and job retraining
needs created by development.

VOTE YES on Proposition M.
Arden Danekas

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION M

Fredericksen Hardware on Fillmore Street is closing.
Johnny’s Barber Shop in North Beach was forced out of
business. O’Brien, Sportorno & Mitchell’s Food Process-
ing Plant at Fisherman’s Wharf shut its doors for good.

West Portal is deluged with savings and loans, Clement
Street is becoming a one-crop economy of restaurants,
and the printing industry is disappearing from the South
of Market.

These are the signs of a city in danger of losing its
commercial vitality. The small businesses and merchants
that give San Francisco its character and texture are
under extraordinary pressures. Higher profit businesses
too often replace long-estabhshed neighborhood mer-
chants. Downtown development is spreading into areas
formerly dominated by blue collar industries, driving up
land values and forcing needed jobs out of the City.

Small businesses and merchants. need the protections
of the SAN FRANCISCO PLAN. Sound, reasonable
planning policies can establish and maintain stable mar-
kets that allow all kinds and sizes of businesses to survive
and prosper in our City. We need healthy neighborhood
shopping districts. We need an economic base that is
diverse and balanced. The SAN FRANCISCO PLAN is
a responsible beginning towards assuring that we all have
a stake in the City’s future.

Vote YES on PROPOSITION M.

Walter Jebe, Past President

Council of District Merchants

Jebe Camera

Patrick Flanagan, Presndent
Fisherman’s Wharf Merchants Assoc.
Standard Fisheries

Rochelle Gotilieb, President

Noe Valle Merchants Assoc.,

Taste of Honey Bakery

Frank Naccarato, President

Haight Ashbury Improvement Assoc.
Held Over

John Ricci, President

North Beach Merchants Assoc.

Chris Martin, Manager

The Cannery

Morris Krantz

Union Offset

- Harold Hoogasian Flowers

Jawad Jaber

Hillview Market

Lone Blakey

Made In U.S.A.

Michelle Coxon

Quiche & Carry

Stephen Thomas

Thomas Fine Arts

Elmer Tosta '
Galletti Bros. Shoe Service
Margaret Wosser

Towne Tub Laundromat

John Behanna

Wolfe & Associates
Red Victorian Movie House
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION M
Yote YES on Proposition M.

Don’t you miss the Fox Theater and the Crystal Palace
Market?

. _ . Dorice Murphy
Let’s 'save San Francisco before it’s too late.

Eureka Valley
ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION M
We support the SAN FRANCISCO PLAN.

Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods
Democratic County Central Committee
Sierra Club

Noe Valley Merchants Association

Council of Community Housing Organizations
Democratic Socialists of America

Haight Ashbury Improvement Association
District One Political Action

San Francicans for Reasonable Growth

San Franciscan Democratic Club

Richmond Environmental Action

San Francisco Black Political Caucus
Grey Panthers )

Diamond Heights Community Association

Pacific Heights Residents Association Hon. Art Agnos Al Borvic
Harvey Milk Gay Democratic Club Hon. Emest Ayala RosemaryeBrandon
La Raza En Accion Locale gon. Cl}arl%tte Berk Gordon Chin
Sunset-Parkside Education Action Committee (SPEAK) HO“' Dian éognqmst Eugene Coleman
San Francisco National Organization for Women on. Harry Britt Anne B. Daley
Telegraph Hill Dwellers Hon. Douglas Engmann Henry D

Norﬁm of Market Planning Coalition Hon. Rg»{ereéxd Dr. Howard Gloyd Paeul}2¥te E‘;ison
Alice B. Toklas Memorial Gay Democratic Club Executive Committee Hon. Richard Hongisto Patrick Flanagan
San Francisco Consumer Action Hon. Walter Jebe Ann Fogelb
North Beach Neighbors gon. }DorisKKahn Lé]: B?%:ru?m;g
Citizens for Representative Government on. Jean Or“(‘i‘.“ Sue Hestor

San Francisco League of Environmental Voters IP{Ion. gette_Laxi s Denise Hinckle
Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council st e Victor Honig
San Francisco Feminist Democrats gon. glavlll' [oonan Tony Kilroy
West of Twin Peaks Democratic Club on. ruylis Lyon Carole Migden
Tenderloin Housing Clinic Hon. Del Martin Dorice Murph
Affordable Housing Alliance Hon. Enola Maxwell Bradford Paul”
San Francisco MUNI Coalition Fion. Jack Morrison Gina Pennestri
North Mission Association Hon. Jane McKaskle Murphy Linda Post
San Francisco Tomorrow Hon. Esta Soler Alan Raznick
South of Market Alliance Hon. Yori Wada William Matson Roth
Coalition of Black Trade Unionists gon. ilzmcy Wal\llcve_{ Richard Sklar
California League of Conservation Voters Tule A nigg‘;’g;e fison Randy Stallings

Democratic League of San Francisco
Ecumenical Ministry in the Haight Ashbury

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION M

We support the SAN FRANCISCO PLAN.

Eileen Adams Marie Cleasby
Richard Allman Dennis Collins
Jean Amos Marsha Cowen
Marjorie & Dennis Antenore  Darryl Cox

Bob Armstrong Molly Coye, MD
Eddie Baca Greg Day
Robert Barnes Noel Day
Raobert Berner Louis Dematteis
Art Bierman Eames Demetrios

Jim Hobbs

John Hooper

Barbara Holman
John Holtzclaw

Rev. Glenda Hope
Ron Huberman
Wade Hudson
Geraldine Johnson
Rodney Johnson

Ruth Asawa

John Mehring
Craig Merrilees
Giuliana Milanese
JoAnne Miller
Louise Minnick
Glenn Nance

Pat Norman
Mark Northcross
Margie O’Driscoll

Rev. Cecil Williams

Arlo Hale Smith
David Smith, MD
Carl Smith

Hiram Smith

Kathi Smith

Marion & Fred Smith
Marilyn Smulyan
Regina Sneed

Peter Stern -

Lucy Blake Nancy Destefanis David Jones Mitchell Omerberg Sylvia Stevens
Miriam Blaustein Jerome Dodson Jeff Jones Kay & John Pachtner lda Strickland
Christopher Boas Babette Drefke Tom Jones Lawanna Potts Nanci Strum
Gray B‘;echin John Elberling Robert Jordan Prof. Sandra Powell Denise Szabo
David Brigode Dolores & Jim Elliot Herbert Kosovitz David Prowler ‘ Isabel Ugat
Allan Bri Terrence Faulkner Morris Krantz Michael Reardon Richard Valdez

Sally Brunn
Bob Bustamonte
Eileen Caplan
Dale Carlson
Nancy Cave

Rene & Sylvie Cazenave

Rafael Cedillos
Allan Chalmers
Linda Chapman
Susan Chelone
Lenore Chinn
Heidi Chipp

&

Donal Fecser
Ostenia Fleming
Robert Friese

Tony Garcia

Gabe Gesmer
Molly & Sam Gold
Jared Goldfine
Sadja Greenwood, MD
Bobbie Griffith
Dick Grosboll
Barbara Halliday

Dr. Madrid Hamilton

Steven Krefting

Joan Kubota

Kathleen Lammers
Edwin Lee

Yvonne Lee

Arnold Lerner

Gregg Linde

Reverend James Lowder
Charlotte Maeck

Prof. Julianne Malveaux

Debbie & Francisco Marcal

Albert Meakin

William Reed
Reba Robinson,
Norman Rolfe
Jean Ross

E. Robert Scrofani
Frances Shaskan
Randy Shaw

Bob Sheppard
Stanley Ilz’:'elds

Jim Shoch

Susan & Thomas Silk
Arthur Simon

Michael Valerio

Joel Ventresca

Claudia Viek

e. robert wallach

Rich Waller

Michelle & Calvin Welch

" Robert White

Jane Winslow
Michael Wong
Caran Wyland
Lorraine Yeoman
Doug Young
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ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION M

We urge a no vote on this initiative because:

. 1—The initiative is not necessary. The Master Plan is
continuously updated through the public hearing process.
Most recently the sections on Housing, Energy, Trans-
portation, Open Space, the Central and Northeastern
Waterfront have been revised in the last three years.
Master Plan revnslons and zonmg studies are currently
being circulated for citizen review for North of Market

- (Tenderloin), Van Ness Avenue, Rincon Hill, Mission

Bay, the Neighborhood Commercial Districts and Fish-
ermans Wharf; Planning Department studies are under-
way for.the South of Market, Chinatown, the Eastside
industrial areas and North Beach.

~ The new Downtown Plan, released in August, is the
subject of current Commission hearings; and it addresses
the issues of employment growth, office development,

‘transportation congestion, urban design, open space and

preservation of retail and 51gn1ﬁcant buildings. The City
already has programs requiring of office developers both
transit development fees and the creation of new housing.

2—The initiative would prevent implementation of
many of the proposals in these plans. The incentives for
affordable housing and for preservation of significant
buildings would not be allowed

3—Creating Master Plan revisions and planning ordi-
nances by initiative forecloses the orderly and informed
process of public hearings and environmental review. The
mandated zoning and ordinance provisions can only be
changed by another initiative.

4—The initiative can be defined as so complex that
interpretation might be resolved only through litigation.
Planning for our City would then be done by the attor-
neys and Courts, not the public.

5—Sections D and F of the initiative create an effective
moratorium on office development throughout the City
for a year or more,

6—The ten priorities could restrict development wher-
ever there currently exists housing, service or industrial
uses, small businesses and retail, l]andmarks and distin-
guished buildings—collectively leaving no place in the
city for new development.

City Planning Commissioners

Toby Rosenblatt, President

Dr. Yoshio Nakashima, Vice President
Jerome H. Klein

C. Mackey Salazar

ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION M

By penalizing commercial development, Proposition M
jeopardizes San Francisco as an attractive location for
companies who employ large numbers of people.

Major companies and the smaller ones that support
them, provide San Francisco residents with job oppor-
tunities that we cannot afford to lose. Retail business,
hotels, corporate headquarters and service and profes-
sional firms need space for their employees. Proposition
M will double city transit and housing fees for new office
space to a total of $848 per employee per year. This will
make the cost of doing business in San Francisco prohib-
itedly expensive and these employers will go elsewhere.

To those who argue that San Francisco jobs are held
by managers who live outside the city, we say look at
the facts. Nearly 40 percent of jobs in the financial district

are clerical. Many people will be surprised to learn that

57 percent of downtown workers live in San Francisco
according to independent research.

The initiative makes a major point of job training. But
there will be no new training programs if the businesses,
which under the initiative would provide them, are dis-
couraged from locating here. In fact there are already 41

job training programs administered by the city and still
others under the guidance of the Private Industry Coun-
cil. The problem we face is not simply more training
programs, but the real need for more jobs.

If M passes, future job opportunities will shrink as
small and large employers alike expand outside the city
and potential employers locate their businesses else-
where.

Those of us who are now employed in San Francisco,
and those of us who want to be employed here in the
future, MUST vote NO on Proposition M.

George Ando, Secretary-Treasurer
Laborers’ International Union, Local 261
Mzc/zael E. Hardeman, Business Representative
u};n, Display & Allied Crafts, Local 510
lter L. Johnson, President

Department Store Employees, Local 1100

Rod MacKenzie, Business chlescntatlve
Machinists Automotlve Trades, Local 1305
Robert Morales, Secretary-Treasurer
Teamsters Union, Local 350
H. Michael O’ Rezll
Stanley M. Smith, Secretary -Treasurer and
Business Representaltvc
San Francisco Building and Constructlon Trades Council
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ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION M

Proposition M could more accurately be titled the

“Attorney’s Relief Act of 1983”! If passed, no one will

be able to prudently drive a nail into a board in San
Francisco without consulting a staff of attorneys!

While initially generating mountains of legal work, it's
long-term implementation will inevitably close down the
commercial construction industry in San Francisco. Thou-
sands of highly skilled, high pay jobs will end and the
projected 100,000 new clerical and administrative jobs

anticipated for downtown San Francisco by the year 2,000

will NEVER materialize. Of course, dozens of new tax-
payer paid “enforcement staff” bureaucrats will surely be
needed at City Hall!

This proposed ordinance is NOT the product of com-
petent, experienced members of our City’s Planning
Commission or it’s trained, professional staff; individuals

who have the expertise, knowledge, and judgement to .

recommend practical, rational solutions to the City’s de-

sire for ongoing ORDERLY growth. In fact, the City’s
planning staff has just submitted their new “DOWN-
TOWN PLAN” to the Planning Commission, along with
proposed zoning changes to the Mayor and Supervisors
for review and approval.

Instead, Proposition “M” is the totally unnecessary,
half-baked, punitive plan of a wild-eyed group of anti-
highrise, anti-growth, anti-business obstructionists who

- seemingly will never be content until they have returned

the Bay back up to Montgomery Street! They are deter-
mined to solve San Francisco’s density and traffic prob-
lems by simply driving San Francisco’s business firms and
JOBS out to the surrounding communities, or better yet,
out of this area entirely!

We strongly urge a NO vote!.

SAN FRANCISCO TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION
W. F. O’Keeffe, Sr. President.

ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION M

San Francisco is an exceptional city known to people
in every country of the world as a place of great beauty,
diversity and excitement. We who live in San Francisco
love it and take seriously our special responsibility to
protect it.

The San Francisco Plan Initiative, Proposition M on
the ballot, appears to provide that protection, but does
not. A careful reading convinced me to strongly oppose
Proposition M because of the adverse effects it would
have on our city.

San Francisco’s challenges are complicated, too com-
plicated for a simple initiative. The proposition is likely
to cause a spurt of lawsuits as a result of the doubts and
ambiguities raised by the measure’s vague and poorly
defined wording,.

Proposition M is misleading. It reitirates policies found
in the city’s Master Plan, thereby implying that such
“priority policies” do not now guide San Francisco. It
solves no problems that are not being addressed right
now through citizen hearings and other existing govern-
mental and public processes. And its legal deficiencies

will have to be corrected by another vote of the people..

In my 84 years as a resident of this city, I have grown
increasingly proud of our community’s ability to coop-
eratively resolve policy conflicts and establish sound so-
lutions. Proposition M would undermine this tradition,
lock in ill-conceived and arbitrary planning regulations
and diminish our city’s ability to change with our needs
and the times.

Too many cities across the country have become empty
shells surrounded by prosperous suburbs. San Francisco
enjoys financial health, a commitment to diversity and
tolerance, and an unparalleled environment that en-
hances our well being and our lively spirit.

We need careful protective planning to preserve our
city’s unique character and way of.life, its worldwide
preeminence, and its social and economic vitality. ‘These
attributes benefit all San Franciscans.

Please join me in protecting our very special city. Vote
NO on Proposition M.

Cyril Magnin

ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION M

Once again the citizens of San Francisco are being
- asked to pass a measure that purports to solve our city’s
development problems. We are being presented with a
“wolf in sheep’s clothing.”

This new proposal will not give us better MUNI service -

or more jobs or housing for our neighborhoods or even

protect residential .areas. It will make affordable housing
more difficult to find, assure that jobs will be fewer and
lay another burden on the Planning Commission by forc-
ing them to go back and redo months of work which has
been recently completed.

By assuring a curtailment of a broader tax base for

Arguments printed on this page are the opinlons of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any otficlal agency.
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our city thls measure will certainly have impact on the Bob llsiarry Ig?uclel Lliliemhal
social programs which assist many of our citizens. o fﬁ’:“eﬂﬁ:}}g” | ' Gary E. x;;‘;’mough

Who does this new proposal threaten? Not the major .~ Preston Cook Cleo Rand

. . - . Del Dawson Kevin Starr
builders, they can go elsewhere to build. It does threaten . .Mario De La Torre George Suncin .
those of us who live and need employment close to home i Mortimer Fleishhacker, IH Sandra E. Taylor

Miriam Goodman Marguerite A. Warren

We cannot go elsewhere. Dr. Zuzetti L, Goosby, D.D. s, Dave Wharton

We urge you to vote NO on this 1ll-adv1sed and mis- - ﬁ:ﬂ:’dr Lefty” Gordon Wade %‘L‘;‘?

guided attempt to solve our city’s problems. il % Gordon']. Lau
ARGUMENT AOAIN"I' PROPOSITION M
Proposmon M is not the right way to go about planning - " .. réwritten all at once, within a year’s time, Proposition M
the future of San Francisco. If enacted, it will cast aside vill add only confusion and make it less possible for San
the careful work of concerned individuals, neighborhood " ;:Francisco’s diverse communities to be heard, and their
organizations, architects and planners. It will not produce’ ' views evaluated and incorporated in the new document.

a more livable city. ~ 'We are forced to conclude that Proposition M is a dan-

Literally thousands of hours have been spent and con- . gerous and overly simplistic view of the planning process.
tinue to be spent by all of these people through long ) By doubling fees for transit and housing, the initiative
series of studies and public hearings to prepare, revise may have a negative impact on the attractiveness of our
and update the city’s Master Plan. The result is a volu- city. To make buildings affordable after the initiative
minous document that reflects the current thinking of all - passes, developers may cut corners to save money. The
elements within the city on what the future of San Fran- ';; . result will be less attractive office buildings than are going

cisco should be. The new Downtown Plan is a current-
illustration of the Master Plan’s attempt to meet com-. " The altematwe is higher rents which will force many
munity concerns. ..* "businesses and their jobs for San Franciscans out of the
While architects and planners don’t always agree on ety We urge you to vote NO on Proposition M.

©up now..

what i is a good building or a good plan. we do agree that_ e . Joseph Esherick, FA.LA.
there is a process and a way of making decisions that =~ - M. Arthur Gensler, Jr. FA.LA.
gives the best opportunity for public input and comment '_"f‘{{v’z’rzdl’%m ston. ALC.P.
and allows particular designs to be evaluated and modi- - Jokn 0. Merill, FA.LA.
fied to meet objections that arise through open, public f;ﬁc‘,f;’e", 1},2’{,"3‘2"“ LA,
discussion. By mandating that the entire Master Plan be . Piero Pami, A.LA.
ARGUMENT AGAINST.PROPOSITION M

As people who do business in San Francisco, we are . “cisco already supported by the business community on a
deeply troubled about Proposition M and what it will - .voluntary basis. Proposition M forces all employers in
mean for our city’s future. It will adversely affect all of =~ new or rehabilitated buildings to participate in a new
us. Ironically it will hurt most the minorities, the unem-- * 'program. Support for the present voluntary programs will
ployed and the small business people—those whom gov- . probably wither if Proposition M passes.
ernment should be protecting. ~ Last year businesses contributed a total of $231 million

Proposition M doubles fees for transit and housing to - .in real property, personal property, gross receipts and
a whopping $848 per employee per year, thereby dis- - payroll taxes. Business tax revenue has been increasing
couraging employers from locating or expanding in San - in recent years, helping to offset cuts in state and federal
Francisco and hiring new employees here. Already 10,000 -~ funds—but Proposition M would j jeopardize this revenue.
jobs have been lost to the surrounding area and another Pl'OpOSlthﬂ Mis a Slmp]lSth answer to a complex
20 000 located there lﬂltla“y because of the hlgh COSt and problem P]ease ]0"] us in say"]g NO to this measure.
uncertain climate in San Francisco. This means San Fran- - Richard Allen
cisco residents must commute to work elsewhere or move - - Wine & Cheese Center and Small Business Committee Chairman

. . - James R. Bronkema

out of the city. This also means small businesses from “Embarcadero Center Haig G, Mardikian
janitors to restaurants to office supply companies to Jokn H. Jacobs ?"g;‘;,;‘{;}gggmys Restaurant
professional firms are finding that their customers are Frank E. ZE,W;’;‘,‘,f“ﬁﬁ‘;,dem Shaklee Corporation
moving away. The initiative will only increase this prob- Lawson Roofing Company gﬁ;‘g{f&r’ Metals
lem. o Cnhformﬁ ‘Realty Company gregge\% eftmws’{h"lé'r'; ncis

~ There is a host of job training programs in San Fran-

Arguments printed on this page are the opinlons of the authors and have not haen checked for accuracy by any official agency.

60



El Salvador

PROPOSITION N.

Shall it be the policy of the people of San YES
Francisco to call on the Federal Government NO
to end all military aid to El Salvador and

withdraw all U.S. military personnel from El Salvador?

Analysis

By Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The people of San Fran-
cisco have no policy on military aid'to El Sal-
vador or the presence of U.S. military per-
sonnel in El Salvador.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition N is a declaration
of policy stating that the people of San Fran-
cisco call upon the Federal Government to im-
mediately end all military aid to the govern-
ment of El Salvador and to withdraw all
United States military personnel from that
country. The declaration directs the Board of
Supervisors to communicate the policy to the
President, Vice-President, Secretary of State,
Sen- -

ators and members of Congress and to pub-
licize the vote by other appropriate means.

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you
want it to be the policy of the people of San
Francisco to call on the Federal Government
to immediately end all aid to the government
of El Salvador and to withdraw all U.S. mili-
tary personnel from that country.

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you want
the people of San Francisco to have no policy
on El Salvador. '

Controller’s Statement on “N”

City Controller John C. Farrell has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of
Proposition N: |

“Should the proposed initiative measure be
adopted, in my opinion, it would not affect the
cost of government.”

NOTE: YOUR POLLING PLACE
MAY HAVE CHANGED.
PLEASE REFER TO MAILING
LABEL ON BACK COVER.

How “N” Got on Ballot

On August 15, Registrar of Voters Jay Patterson cer-
tified that the El Salvador Initiative had a sufficient
number of signatures to be placed on the November
ballot.

The proponents of the initiative had gathered 24,500
signatures which they turned in to the Registrar on Au-
gust 1st.

A random check of the signatures showed that 16,066
of the signatures were valid. This is more than the 9,679
signatures needed to qualify an initiative declaration of
policy for the ballot
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION N

- Everyday the headlines threaten increased United
States military involvement in the Salvadoran war. Those
same headlines draw haunting parallels to the U.S. in-

volvement in Vietnam of more than a decade ago.

If we, as American citizens, allow our government to
involve us further in the affairs of El Salvador, we wil!
soon find ourselves deeply mired in another fruitless and
immoral war. We are at a crucial turning point. It was
the actions of the American people which finally forced
the U.S. government to withdraw from Vietnam, and it
is the actions that we, as citizens of San Francisco, as
citizens of this country, take which will make the differ-

which effect the quality of our daily lives. If Proposition
N passes, San Francisco will become the largest city in
the country to pass such a measure. Our success will set
a nation-wide precedent and will send this message to
the Reagan Administration: that the people of this city
will not allow our tax dollars to be used to fund terror
and oppression abroad while our own domestic resources
are so. terribly diminished.

Proposition N is just the beginning and it is an impor-
tant beginning. Let us make our voice heard before our
military investment in Central America costs us not only
our tax dollars but our very lives.

!
i
i
i
l
|
|
]
{

. - ence this time around. VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION N

San Francisco is a City -which has been historically EL SALVADOR INITIATIVE CAMPAIGN OF SAN
known for its strong commitment to understanding (and FRANCISCO,

"

i N ‘1

W . . . . . , _

:1‘; taking positions on) national and international issues Gayle Justice, Treasurer

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION N

JOIN US IN VOTING YES on BALLOT Elected Public Offcals Ur ing A Yes Vote on N
PROPOSITION N Congresswoman Sala Burton

[ El Salvador Initiative Campaign Assemblyman Art Agnos

B Community Honorary Co-Chairs

Supervisor Harry. Britt
Supervisor Willie B. Kennedy
Jule C. Anderson
Ruth Asawa

Rabbi Joseph Asher
Susan J. Bierman

John Burton

Margaret Cafferty PBVM
Fernando Cosio

Jack Crowley

Carlton B. Goodlett M.D.

Vivian Hallinan
James Herman
Donna J. Hitchens
Agar Jaicks

Vincent Hallinan
Paul Harris
Yvette Hash
John Holtzclaw
Victor Honig
Ron Huberman
Scott Imler
Edith & David Jenkins
Gunter Just
Michael Kazin
Tony Kilroy

_ Bill Kraus

Kathleen Lammers

Supervisor Bill Maher
Supervisor John L. Molinari
Supervisor Louise Renee
Supervisor Carol Ruth Silver
Supervisor Nancy Walker
Supervisor Doris Ward
Shergf Michael Hennessey
Dr. Sodonia M, Wilson
Ernest “Chuck” Ayala

Dr. Timothy Wolfred

Other Concerned San Franciscans Voting Yes on N
Beverly Anderson Rich Waller

Carl Anderson Caran Wyland

Charles Lamb Gloria E. La Riva Francisco Aragon Nat Yanish
Enola Maxwell Will Leong Gale Armslrogg Sue Zemel
Eileen Purcell Phyllis Lyon Valentina Avila
. Randy Stallirté's Del Martin Eddie Baca
Rev. Stanley Stefancic Michael McCloskey Maureen S. Barry
Ida Strickland Edward P. McGovern Leona M. Bayer M.D
Peggy Tuxen Michae] C. McKinley Judith Bell ~ .
Timothy J. Twomey David Meggyes) ' Richard Edward Bell
Carmen Vasquez Peter Patrick Mendelsohn Lia Triff Belli
Calvin Welc _ Carole Migden Melvin'M. Belli Sr.
Kay Wilet{, ‘ Leland S. Meyerzove Andrew Cole Benson
Alan S. Wong Giuliana Milanese . Sally R. Binford
lvy Cohen Jack D. Morrison Lucy Blake
Elizabeth & Michael Cronbach Paul Muller Miriam Blaustein
Sonja Dale Jane McKaskle Murphy Barbara Blinick
Anne Belisle Daley Michael D. Nolan Paul M. Boneberg
Greg Day Pat Norman . Al Borvice
Patt Denning Margaret M. O’Driscoll Judith A, Brecka
Rita C. Devine - Kay Pachiner Bob Bustamonte
‘ Marianne Ditton John Parducci Matthew Rothchild
EE Mary C. Dunla Ruth & Joe Passen Miriam Rothschild
T Paul Freeman M.D. Nancy Pelosi Arlo Hale Smith
L . Mollie Gold Gina Pennestri John D. Trasvi
? Dick Grosball Arthur Perley chk Thy _mgsvma
Hazel Grossman Linda Post 4

Isabel Ugat

Arline & Jim Prigoff Howard Wallace

Benjamin Guzman
Mary Hagius

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agonc'y.
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El Salvador

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION N

We are the sons and daughters who returned from the
Viet Nam War. We are the veterans of that war, where
we saw too many of your young sons die, and we watched
our friends lose their dreams, their hopes and their lives.

A YES vote on Proposition N gives us San Franciscans
the opportunity to try and prevent another immoral war
in our name, it gives us a chance to say no to United
States gifts of guns, bullets, grenades and hate.

Support our hope that no other American youth will

have to start their adult life through the scope of an M-.

16 rifle or worse the darkness of a body bag.

JOIN US IN VOTING YES ON PROPOSITION N.

John P. McCloskey
Bob Mertz

Jim O’Loughlin
Richard J. Ou
Ron Perez

Phil Reser

Donald L. Rice
Russ Scheidler

Lee Thorn

Peggy Tuxen R.N.

Stephen Antczak
Michael A. Blecker
Rob J. Boudewijn
David F. Brown
Ernesto Cardenas
Yoshim Chee
Robert Cowan
Norm Ellsworth
Michael Howard
Phillip B. Josselyn
Gerard E. McCarthy

'ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITIONN

Students don’t want a war in El Salvador; we don’t
want to be the ones who would be drafted to fight and
die for a government that oppresses its own people. The
government of El Salvador has shut down universities
and is responsible for the torture and murder of thou-
sands of Salvadorean citizens: high school and college
students, teachers, trade unionists and peasants. The
money being sent to support this war should be used for
education, jobs and human needs here. And, the people
of El Salvador should have the right to determine their
own future.

Douglas W. Remington, University of California at San
Francisco ,

Katherine Ann Warner, Hastings College of Law

Iris Al-Ugdah, University of San Francisco

CITY COLLEGE OF SAN FRANCISCO
Piera Lisa Colombana

Zarita Farotto

Corazon Garcia

Catharine Lofroos

Regina Mendoza

Anne Seeman

Pearl Bonnie Werfel

Vicki L. Wunderman

Jim Wunderman

SAN FRANCISCO STATE UNIVERSITY

Hlda T. Montoya, Treasurer, Associated Students
Desiree Mouran

Julio Sierra, Jr.

Janette Umemoto

Karen Umemoto

Eric Bogan

Henry Clark

Jane Cutter

Linda Doami

Derek L. Gilliam, President, Associated Students
Paul Greenbelrf

Stephanie J. Hedgecoke

Mary C. Mclilroy

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION N

We members of the black community urge voters to
support the EL SALVADOR INITIATIVE by voting
“YES” on Proposition N.

The United States government has spent a billion or
more dollars in the Central American region at a time
when monies are desperately needed at home. Black
unemployment exceeds 18 percent; the monies spent in
Central America would buy up to 72,000 jobs.

If our involvement in El Salvador escalates to war,
who will fight that war? Young black men and women
plagued with 50% unemployment rates, face an economic
draft that makes military service an attractive alternative
to poverty and unemployment. If we continue to spend
monies in El Salvador and the rest of Central America,
we risk plunging young Third World men and women in
a war against their peers in other countries.

We want monies for jobs and not for war. Our military

involvement in El Salvador is a mistake, not only because
of our unnecessary intervention in another country, but
also because this involvement means we rank military
aggression above the human needs of the American poor,
and especially the black American poor.

Hon. Willie Kennedy
Hon. Doris Ward

Dr. Sodonia M. Wilson
Jule Anderson

Lulu M. Carter
Eugene P. Coleman
Darryl Cox

Ina Dearman

Rev. Howard Gloyd
Yvonne Golden

Roy Harrison

Dr. Julianne Malveaux
Rev. Enola Maxwell
Joe Rudolph

Johnnie Stevens

lda Strickland

Doris R. Thomas
Arnold Townsend

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION N

As Latinos in San Francisco, we request you to vote
YES on Proposition N. Many of us have family members
who live in El Salvador who ask us “Why does the U.S.
send guns and soldiers to our country? Why does the
U.S. support the killings, rapes and burning of their
homes? and Who are the businessmen getting rich from
selling guns?”

The undersigned women add our voices in support of
Proposition N. While millions of our tax dollars are being
squandered in propping up a repressive, murderous, and
unpopular government in El Salvador, funds are cut here
at home for jobs, child care, health, education, and
housing, cuts that harm women and children the most.

We haven’t forgotten the tragedy of Vietnam. Never
again must we allow young Americans to die needlessly
in an unjust war. '

FUND HUMAN NEEDS, NOT WAR! U.S. OUT OF
EL SALVADOR!

Join us in voting YES on Proposition N.

Sara Alexander, counselor

Patricia Anderson, member, parent participation nursery school
Bette Anton, librarian

Asociacion De Mujeres De El Salvador

Martha Avery, member, Women’s Party For Survival*

Jaklyn Brookman, counselor

Joy Caldwell, house cleaner

Chery! Chester, artist

Jessica Collett

Win Cottrell, board member, North of Market Planning Coalition*
Molly Dachtelberg -
Bertha Dertz

Nancy Destefanis, attorney

Beatrice Duncan

Mary Dunn-Bury :

Pat Durham, coordinator, Options For Women Over Forty*

Jan Dushkes, counselor

Dorothy Ehrlich

Nancy Elnor, President, University Council, AFT*
Hazel Escontrias - ‘

Conny Ford, member, OPEIU, Local 3* -

- Help the Salvadorian people work out their own polit-
ical problems. '

Yolanda Alcantar Roberto Hernandez

Al Borvice Adela Marquez
Ramiro Castro Araceli Matus
Rafael Cedillos Herbert Siguenza
Peter Gallegos Dan Silva

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION N

Marcia Gallo

Penn Garvin, musician

Laurie Gitlin, stock clerk

Katharine Harer

Ruth Harer, retired office worker

Virginia Irvin

Jean'Ishibashi, peace associate

Cherie James, President, SF' NOW*

Nell Kosmides, advertising secretary

Lesbian/Gay Task Force, El Salvador Initiative Campaign
Ann Menasche, attorney '
Katherine Michiels, day care center director

Kathleen O'Brien, social worker

Helen Paulson, child care provider

Ann Robertson, professor

Sandra Robins, student

Carol Rowan, SF Women Against Rape*

Beverley Rutzick '

Gayle Sakowski, Bay Area Lawyers Committee On Central America*
Suzanne Sampson, physical therapist ' '

San Francisco Feminist Democrats

Ruth Schein, copy editor

Isabella Schirado, graduate student

Carole Seligman, parent -

Kathy Setian, member, Society of Women Engineers*

Ellen Shaf{er, President, AFSCME 1650*

Joyce Stoller, Co-chair, SF Peace and Freedom Party*

Brenda Sunoo, Korea Sulpgort Committee*

Sandra Swan, public health activist

Carolyn Tripp, consultant

Anne Vanderslice

Christine Vaughn, clerk

Cleo Wallace

Sylvia Weinstein, grandmother, socialist

Allif'e thlfson, coordinator, Committee To Defend Reproductive

1giits

Womgen’s Committee On Central America
June Woo, engineer

Michelle Wood

*Organization listed for identification only

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION N

As an organization devoted to lesbian and gay rights
and women’s rights we deplore the abuse of human rights
in El Salvador and our government’s support of those
abuses through continued military aid. United States mil-
itary aid and advisors are being used to support an
unpopular and unjust government in El Salvador. Mili-
tary intervention cannot provide a solution to the great
social and economic inequities perpetuated by the current

Salvadorian government. This costly and destructive in-
tervention happens at the expense of funding for basic
human needs in this country such as healthcare, housing,
education, job training and AIDS research. We oppose
another Vietnam War in Central America. We strongly
support a YES vote on Proposition N, - |

Alice B. Toklas Memorial Democratic Club

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION N

We, Health Care Professionals of San Francisco, de-
mand an end to military aid to the government of El
Salvador and the withdrawal of all U.S. military advisers.

Our committment is to the integrity of human life.
Therefore, we view with alarm the cutbacks in Health
Care services for the people of this country while at the
same time millions of our tax dollars support a govern-
ment whose existence is based on the mass murder and
intimidation of its own impoverished people.

The risk of war involving U.S. troops is very great‘.‘

We oppose supporting further bloodshed in El Salvador
and sending Americans to die in another Vietnam.

Join us in voting YES Proposition N.

Robert Harrison, M. D.

Mary Ewert, D.M.H.

Janet Bearer, R.N.

JoAnn Strang, R.N.

Michael Bogner, M.D.

Nelia Berko, D.M.H.

Vivian Molyneaux, R.N.

Bonnie Fluke, Health Care Worker
Norman Reider, M.D.

Denise Flaherty, M.D.

Shirley Cooper, Social Worker
Deborah Dillway, R.N.

Janice Clark, R.N.

Robert Steinbrook, M.D.

Jan Cehn, Social Worker

Daniel Brewer, R.N.

Pat Normor, Health Care Worker
Eliseo Perez-Stable, M.D.

Linda Moore, R.N.

Robert Naumann, Physical Therapy
James Dilley, M.D.

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION N

More health care professionals for Proposition N:

Marlene Sockol, M.D, Leonard Fieber, M.D.
Marsha Balian, R.N. Laura Goldbaum
Robin Cooper, M.D. Lawrence Mintz, M.D.

Elizabeth Jordan, P.H.N. ﬁ[f Draisn

Lawrence Feigenbaum, M.D. itchell Savitsky, M.D.
Margea; Vangerslice, R.N. Margaret Tuxen

Mary Wheat, M.D. Howard Brodie, M.D.

Joseph Engelman, M.D. Susan Englander, R.N.

Robert Baron, M.D.
Luisa Blue, R.N.,

Pres. SEIU Local 390/400
Paul Feigenbaum, M.D.
Matthew Larsen, Paramedic
Mary Cooke, M.D.

Cathy Tashiro, FN.P,, M.P.H.
Paul Volberding, M. D.
Michael Drennan, M.D.
Doug Bauer, M.D.

Greg Goddard, D.D.S.

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION N

We who live on Potrero Hill urge the people of San
Francisco to vote Yes on Proposition N. We need jobs,
education and affordable housing. We don’t need heli-

copters and we don’t want another Vietnam,

Goat Hill

Mary Price Flower Service

Good Life Grocery

Connecticut St. Plant Supplies -

New Potrero Market

Ganim’s Mkt

R & T Mkt

Ken Edward

Jean-Luc Szpakowski, M.D.
Potrero Hill Medical Group

Fitzgerald Electric

St. Teresa’s Parish Staff

S. Asimakopoulos Cafe

Comiskey & Leff, Attorneys at Law

Milton I\yewman, Studio

The Daily Scoop

Jamie Summers D.C.

Alfred Leo Tanz, Attorney at Law

Chiotras Grocery

Devon Warner

Lisa Clark

Edmund Lennihan

Mrs. Freda Tanz

Helen Vandevere

Max Christensen

Janet Christensen
Daniel Ostrow
lda Lewis

Charles Win

Peter Linenthal
Judith Guerriero
Craig Merrilees
Walt Stack
Maureen Oddone
Richard T. Clinton
Robert Conover
Robin Roth
Fernando Barreiro
Ruth Passen

Joe Passen

Elayne Janiak
Sharon M. Beals
Sharon Gold
Alison Wood
Lynn Klein
Daniel Ben-Horin
Patricig Jaundzems
Gregory Kelly
Kathy Down
Chert Pierce

Willard P. Johnson M.D.
Kathleen Ramos
Lester Cole

Laurie B. Hauer
Mercedes Grace Laurencin
Wendolynn Rossman
Jeremy Blodgett
Robert Sheﬁ‘g

Harry E. Orr, Esq.
Barbara M. Anderson
Marshall Douglas
Grace St. Amand
Dean Echenberg
Stephen H. Woellmer
Howard Finkle

Judith Baer, Attorney
Judith Ann Warnock
Wendy Thieler
Assemblyman Art Agnos
Suzanne Simmons
Harlow Wildman
Helen M. Wildman
Joseph Millard

David Korfhage

Lyle Roberts

Sarah Royce

David Theis

Jeanna Gollihur
Wendy Gomilla
Alyce N. Duart
Carol Marie Siudy

Donna Schlarb, R.N.

Sharon Abramowitz, M.D.

Dennis Farrell, M.D.

Paul McCosh, R.N.

Lukia Schwartz, Social Worker

Alan Lifson, M.D.

Leya Stieber, R.N.

Margaret Walker, R.N., Clinical
Specialist

Samuel Tucker, M.D., M.P.H.

Laurie Chaprack, R.N.

Barbara Williamson, R.N.

Terry Becker, M.D.

Eileen Glutzer, R.N.

Ruth Erben, R.N.

Henry Markman, M.D.

David Humes, R.N.

Theresa Cahill, R.N.

John Sorbo, M.D.

Minnie Walker, L.V.N.

William Tuynman, R.N.

Judith Kemeny, M.D.
Shoshana Silberman, R.N.
Max Schieimer, D.D.S.
Lynn Mcintire, R.N,
Daniel Todes,

Assist. Professor, U.C.S.F.
Linda Ray, R.N.
Barouk Oéolden, R.N.
Susan Amdur, R.N.
Andy Wong, Acupuncturist

Karyn Noel Cap
Michael Joseph Cap
Bedford Boston
Thomas Thompson
Karen Thompson
Alison Moe
Michael J. Richards
Jonathan C. Garrett
John S. Cooper
Simone Fleming
Ralph Carpenter
Jim DeNoon
Dolores DeNoon
Brian K. Williams
Jean Loura

Patricia Sands
Robert Boileau

Rita Giglio

Sandra Huezo
Mari-Alyce laconi
Forrest W. Cummings
Patricia Mae Devine
John A. Davis
James P. Queen
Alice Smith

Frank Nelson
Stephanie Potter
Clare Senchyna
Paula Kristovich
Bill Carpenter
Virginia Padover

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION N

As people from the Sunset and Richmond Districts of
San Francisco, we join with other San Franciscans in
support of Proposition N. U.S. military intervention in
El Salvador and Central America affects the lives of
every one of us. Since 1979, 1 billion dollars have been
spent on military aid to El Salvador. This creates far
féewer jobs than the same amount of money spent on
education, housing, health ‘care, or many other areas.

We in the Sunset and Richmond Districts take pride
in Golden Gate Park, the beaches, and the friendly
community feeling of this area. But every day, we see
more unemployed, homeless people in our city, many of
whom have been forced to take up residence in the Park,
on the beach, and even in our laundromats. How can we
Americans remain silent knowing that instead of provid-
ing human services, our tax dollars are supporting mur-
derous dictatorships and wolatmg the autonomy of other
nations?

U.S. FOREIGN POLICY IS OUR CONCERN. We
as San Franciscans have the right to make our voices
heard on an issue that affects us deeply. On November

~ 8, join us in casting a vote that will be heard in Wash-

ington.

VOTE ‘;YES” ON PROPOSITION N—END MILITARY
AID TO EL SALVADOR!

Michael Chadwick
Mark Coby

Shelly Compton
Karen Elcaness Judith Nemzoff

Raymundo Enriquez Other Avenues Community Food
Fred Harder Store

Steven Hiatt Michael Ponaman

Leslie Klein Hunt Susan Regan

Inner Sunset Community Rae Romanowski

Deborah Lim
Gail Myers
Ramiro Moncibais

Food Store Sherwin Shayne
Peter Kools S.0. Shell
Judy Koon Sanford Siegel
Jeffrey Larson Kathryn Setian
R. Michael LeVesque M.E. Tala

Michael Yohn Thompson

Jerri Levy
Robin Woodland

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION N

As concerned San Francisco residents and taxpayers,
we urge you to help STOP U.S. MILITARY AID TO EL
SALVADOR by voting YES on Proposition N.

We will no longer passively watch as each day, $1
million of our money is wasted on a savage regime that
has no respect for human rights. We will not sacrifice our
sons, brothers, or loved ones in defense of a. government
that murders 10,000 of its own citizens yearly.

In El Salvador, more than one-quarter of the children
die before the age of five due to malnutrition and lack
of medical care. The real battle there is against brutal
poverty and an unjust social system in which 2% of the
population controls 60% of the wealth.

According to former Ambassador Murat Williams,
80% of the people of El Salvador oppose their govern-
ment. Why, then, should we support it?

It is our right to call on our government to spend tax
dollars in productive ways and it is our responsibility to

see that our money does not support brutality. We must
take a unified stand against intervention in El Salvador
NOW lest our silence ‘be mistaken for approval.

Join the followmg residents and workers of Noe and
Eureka Valleys in voting .

YES on Proposition N
STOP MILITARY AID TO EL SALVADOR

Jon Anderholm Courtland Miller
Mona Bernstein Leah Nordson
Martin Bigos Danette Pachtner
Mary Cassell John Pachtner
Susan Chelone Consuelo Perez
Gale Connor Brandy Pound

Michael Cranbach John Pound
Arley Dann Anna Redigonda
Robert Feinglass Michael Rosenthal

Barbara Rothkrug

Kay Saunders-Lamming
Kathy Schwerin

Karen Scott

Sharon Silva

Lauren Vanett

Frank Wallis

Alex Forman
George Fouke
Bruce, Gladstone
Jerry Horovitz
Nancy Husari
Beth Hutchinson
Jacquelyn Kiernan
Elizabeth Meredith

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION N

Once again American taxpayers are supporting a gov-
ernment which lacks popular support from its people,
which has failed to protect the lives of its citizens, and
which has failed in bringing about even the most rudi-
mentary economic, social, or civil rights reforms.

Supporting such a govenment is contrary to everything
America stands for and is not in the strategic interests
of the United States. Speak up for American principles.

Vote Yes on “N”
Supervisor Bill Maher

Arguments printed on this page are the opinlons of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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- ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION N

MISSION DISTRICT SUPPORTERS OF PROPOSITION
N

Why should San Franciscans vote on the escalating
United States involvement in El Salvador and the rest of
Central America? Because our money is being spent to
prop up an unpopular and murderous regime that brings
agony to the Salvadoran people. We feel our tax dollars
should be used for programs such as health care for
children and elderly, education, social services and job
training, not to fund another Vietnam war. San Francis-
cans have a RESPONSIBILITY to speak out. Join with
us in voting YES on Proposition N.

RESTORE FUNDING FOR HUMAN SERVICES HERE!
NOT A PENNY FOR MILITARY SPENDING IN

CENTRAL AMERICA!

Nick Allen

Anatole Anton
Blanche Bebb

Al Borvice

Roger Borgenicht
Lindie Bosniak
Teresa Bright
Rafael A. Cedillos
Joyce A. Chapman
Sando Counts
Robert J. Donovan
Beatrice Eisman

Dr. William Eisman DDS
Jim Faye

Asher Harer
Georgiana Hernandez
Roberto Hernandez
Vaughn Hovanessian
Jim Kennedy
Seymour Kramer
Gloria E. LaRiva

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION N

We, as members of the interfaith community of San
Francisco, uphold the words of slain Salvadoran Arch-
bishop Romero: “I urge you, if you really want to defend
human rights, to prohibit the giving of military assistance
to the Salvadoran government and to guarantee that your
government will not intervene directly or indirectly . . .
to determine the fate of the Salvadoran people™.

PLEASE JOIN US IN VOTING YES ON PROPOSITION
N.
ALL CONGREGATIONS FOR IDENTIFICATION PURPOSES ONLY

Rabbi Joseph Asher
Vivi Blanquie
Margaret Cafferty PBUM
Commission on Social Justice, Catholic Archdiocese
-Tom Ambrogi, Director
-Monica Moore
-Pia Moriarty
-Jo Tucker
-Bob Williams
-Martha Wood
Barbara Brannon

Tim Lennon
Emily Levy
Jenny Maida
Kim Malcheski
Tessa Martinez
Michael Mason
Liz Milazzo
Jean Miller
Enrigue Ramirez
Phyllis Schneider
Stephanie Schneider
Phylece Snyder
Stan Shiel

Jim Shoch
Herbert Siguenza
Leslie Simon
Robert Smith
Irma Tuominen
Julie Twichell
Meg Weber
Patricia Wynne

Odis Cook, Hamilton Methodist Church

Martin Delulia
Deborah Dunlop
Episcopal Peace Fellowshi

Reverend George Foxworth, Grace Cathedral
Reverend John Frykman, First United Lutheran Church
Reverend Roland ‘Grumm, St. Paulus Lutheran Church

Donald Hayashi
Sister Kathleen Healy

Reverend Glenda Hope, Seventh Ave, Presbyterian Church
Reverend Michael Rollie Jones, Church of the Advent

Fran Lombaer, O.P.

Reverend Jim Lowder, Dolores Street Baptist Church
Richard Mansfield, Church of the Brethren
Reverend Bruce McSpadden, Park Presidio Methodist Church

Leticia Medina

Reverend Gary Oba, Pine United Methodist Church
Father Robert Pfisterer, O.F.M., St. Boniface Church

Eileen Purcell

Reverend David Rohrer, Church of Christ
Rabbi John Rosove, Temple Sherith Israel

Sister Teresita Saavedra

Father Sammon, St. Teresa Church

Ben & Madge Seaver, Friends Social Concerns Committee
Reverend Carl Smith, Noe Valley Ministry
Reverend Stanley Stefancic, First Unitarian Church

Susan Wood

Velma Yemoto, Pine United Methodist Church

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION N

STATEMENT ,
We residents of the Haight-Ashbury support the El
Salvador Initiative. Vote for peace and self determina-

tion.
No More Vietnams. Yes On N.

Gary Aaronson

Oskar Eustis
Peter Good

Martha Hoffman

Shelby Morgan
Barbara Moulton

Gloria Najar

"Leslie Ayad Janel Holland Diana Rabenold
Richard Ayad Lorri Holt Red Victorian Movie
Sara Bartholomew Becky Jenkins House Collective
Robert Castillo Toni King Beth Roy

Mildred Dubitzky Lisa Lloyd Wendyll Smith

Joel Ventresca
Mark Weston

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION N

The working people of San Francisco do not need
another Vietnam-style war in El Salvador. Workers and
workers’ children fought a long, unpopular and brutal
war in Vietnam which brought us nothing. Now the
Reagan Administration is further wasting American re-
sources to support an.anti-union military regime in El
‘Salvador.

U.S. Government resources are better used to fight

unemployment here at home, and to provide for the

needs of our children, the elderly and the unemployed
for health care, educatlon, etc.

Working people don’t need another Vietnam War in
El Salvador.

YOTE YES ON PROPOSITION N!

. OFFIC

C’if"lesl 2Lamb——Hotel Restaurant Employees & Bartenders Union
oca

Leon Olson—Bay Area Typographical Union Local 21

SERVICE EMPLOYEES INTERNATIONAL UNION

Timothy J. Twomey

Eric M. Hall

Lucille Flato

Pat Hendricks

Ed chhley

Mike Ri
AMER AN FEDERATION OF TEACHERS Local 2121

. Steve Levinson

Lauri Fried Lee

Joe Berry -

-& PROFESSIONAL EMPLOYEES Local 3
Susan Atwood

Lorna G. Johnson
Reeva Olson
Elizabeth J. Benhardt
LABORERS 261
Bob McDonnell
Gary Tutunjian
Paterson Wiman
Joseph Byrnes

Diana J. Oswald
Lucinda Lynch

San Francisco’s self appointed Secretary of State, Su-
pervisor Carol Ruth Silver, the tireless champion of the
“progressive policies” of the U. S. S. R., Cuba, Granada,
Nicaragua, et. al., wold find it far more constructive to
write to Chairman Andropov requesting that HE end
Russia’s aggressive “involvement” in Afghanastan, An-
gola, Syria, Cuba, Granada, Nicaragua, etc.!

It is increasingly evident that some Supervisors have

ARGUMENT AGAINST PHOPOSITION N

far too much free time available for “meddling” and
“mischief making” in matters totally unrelated to munic-
1pal government. Perhaps we have just too many Super-
visors on hand at City Hall!

Vote NO!

SAN FRANCISCO TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION.
W. F. O’Keeffe, Sr. President.

Atguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.

\',:_1

68

bt




Opposing Bilingual Ballots [ 0]

PROPOSITION O.

Shall the Board of Supervisors adopt and the
mayor sign a resolution urging the Congress and
President of the United States to amend federal law

YES 152 B
NO 153 B

so that henceforth the City and County of San Francisco need print
ballots, voters handbooks and other official voting materials only in

English?

Analysis

By Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: Federal law establishes
certain ‘conditions under which cities are re-
quired to print ballots, voters handbooks and
other official voting materials in languages
other than English. Under federal law, San
Francisco must print voter materials in Span-
ish and Chinese.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition O is a declara-
tion of policy which would require the Board
of Supervisors to adopt and the Mayor to sign
a resolution urging the Congress and the Pres-
ident of the United States to change federal
law so that in the future the City and County
of San Francisco would print ballots, voter
handbooks and other official voting materials

in English only.

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you
want the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor
to urge Congress and the President to change

~ federal law so that San Francisco would print
ballots, voter handbooks and other official
voting materials in-English only.

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do
not want the Board of Supervisors and the
Mayor to urge Congress and the President to
change federal law that now requires San
Francisco to print ballots, voter handbooks
and other official voting matenals in Enghsh
Spanish and Chinese.

Controlier’s Statement on “O”

City Controller John C. Farrell has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of
Proposition O:

“Should the proposed declalatlon of policy
be adopted and federal law amended accord-
ingly, in my opinion, there would be a reduction
in the cost of conducting elections, the amount
of which cannot be estimated but should not be

substantial.”

How “QO” Got on Ballot

On August 18, Registrar of Voters Jay Patterson cer-
tified that the initiative petition relating to bilingual bal-
lots had a sufficient number of sngnatureq to be placed
on the ballot.

 Quentin Kopp, the proponent of the petition, had

gathered 14,440 signatures which he turned in to the
Registrar on August 10.

A random check of the signatures showed that 12,400
of the signatures were valid. This is more than the 9,679
signatures needed to qualify an initiative declaration of
policy for the ballot.
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION O

VOTE “YES” ON O

This is an opportunity to express yourself in the foreign
language ballot with which San Francisco has been af-

flicted, since 1976, at a tremendous cost in local taxpayers

money.

The foreign language ballot is illogical and inconsistent
with the American electoral process. In order to vote,
one must be a citizen. Citizenship is either by birth, in
which case the citizen is subject to compulsory education
until 16 years of age, or by naturalization, for which a
prospective citizen must demonstrate an ability to read,
write, speak and understand English.

What good is served by translating election material
into a foreign language if a person is unable to compre-
hend the discussion of issues and candidates occurring in
the English speaking campaign arena.

There is no reason why a citizen should not be requxred
to learn English as a requirement for voting . To require
less is self-defeating and a detriment to those who have
adopted the United States as their country.

VOTE “YES” ONO .

Harry Aleo
Member, Citizens Advisory Commitee on Elections

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION O

We believe that the signers of this letter of support for
Proposition O represent the majority opinion of the
Chinese community in San Francisco. We believe it is the
responsibility of all citizens to become proficient in En-
glish, the language of this Country. Our experience in
the Chinese community is that the bilingual ballot gives
the impression that it is possible to function in our society
without English. The bilingual ballot prevents our
Chinese immigrants, and there are many, from imme-
diately making every effort to learn English.

With respect to our Chinese language, culture, the
important Chinese contributions to the world’s civiliza-

tion, we are proud of these contributions and our heri-
tage. We wish these to be preserved through our families
and in our private schools.

We do not approve of being singled out for a separate’
ballot.

We ask the support of all San Francisco voters and for
a huge vote in support of Proposition O. Vote YES. Let’s

- do away with this discriminatory ballot.

Thomas Wu, D.D.S.
Camille Leong
Mary Chong
Arnold Lum

William Wong

Victor Wong

Phyllis M. Chan
Collin H. Dong, M.D.

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION O

VOTE YES ON O

I think almost everyone is tired of special interest
politics in America. That’s what voting in foreign lan-
guages (and only some foreign languages) represents.

Let’s take the first small, (but vital) step to stop it.

VOTE YES ON “O”
As the San Francisco Chronicle observed: “We have

lived with this ballot-box albatross for too many years
‘now. It is heartening to know that the citizens of the city
will be able to speak out on it soon.”

- I quite agree.
Speak out loud and clear. . .
VOTE YES ON “0”.

John J. Barbagelata

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION O

“Ours is a nation of immigrants held together by the
glue of common language—English.

Bilingual ballots engender the fallacy that the knowl-

edge of English is unnecessary for participation in the
American . political system. To invite people to remain
functionally illiterate in English and to further assert
illiteracy as a right is farcical! :

We must avoid letting Ameucas rich collage of na-

tionalities be reduced to a Tower of Babel and part-time
citizens.

Preserve English as the language of our political and
electoral process!

VOTE YES ON O

. WE THE UNDERSIGNED SUPPORT PROPOSITION

0)

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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Thomas Hayes 120 Stonecrest Dr, S.F,

FPatricia H. Hayes 120 Stonecrest Dr. S.F.

Joanne M. Hayes 120 Stonecrest Drive S.F.

Patricia G. Hayes 120 Stonecrest Drive S.F.

Jose LaCrosby 1417 Divisadero SF 94115

Patrick Kelly 2443 18th Ave. SF 94116

Ann M. Kelly 2443 18th Ave. SF 94116

Martin Ruane 158 Stonecrest Dr. SF 94132

Patrick J. Dowling 173 Cerritos Ave San Francisco 94127
Maureen Dowling 173 Cerritos Ave San Francisco 94127

Franklin R. Geraty
Leland G. Guth
Stephen N. Saribalis
Sheila Bowen

Eleanor Rossi Crabtree
Allison M. Crabtree
Gloria Vollmayer

Betty F. Crawford
Babette Drefke

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION O

!

The bilingual ballot requirements should be rescinded
because they are:

R acist: They single out four groups—Asian Ameri-
cans, Hispanics, American Indians and Alaskan na-
tives—as being incapable of conforming to the same
English-only requirement for voting applicable to all
other foreign language minorities.

I neffective: They have generated neither substantial
numbers of new voters nor a sufficient demand for
bilingual materials to warrant their tremendous social
and financial costs.

D iscriminatory: Members of other foreign language
groups (Italians, Jews, Greeks, etc.) might also find
it more convenient to vote in their native tongue but
the bilingual provisions afford them no “equal op-
portunity” or “protection,”

I mpediments to social integration: In discouraging
proficiency in English these provisions impose the
ultimate form of denigration by dooming non-English
speaking citizens to forever be strangers, rather than
full participants in their adopted land.

C ontradictory to other federal laws and goals: Allow-
ing citizens to vote in foreign languages makes a
sham of our naturalization laws requiring English for
citizenship. It also undermines our social aim to in-
sure that all Americans are conversant in English.

U nfair to the “protected” language minorities: The
provisions prolong English-illiteracy and bar the
“protected” from the full advantages of information
and opportunities available to English-speaking citi-
zens.

L ogically defective: Provisions enshrine the faulty as-
sumption that if voters don’t vote it must be because
of some governmental “wrong” which must be cor-
rected at the City’s expense. Clearly, there are rea-
sons other than discrimination for not voting,.

O verly costly in social, political and financial terms:
Few benefits and many new problems were purchased
by San Francisco’s expenditure of $1,250,000 for the
bilingual ballot program. Such massive public expen-
ditures would reap better rewards if they were in-
vested in increasing the number of classes in English
for citizens and aliens alike.

U njust to all English-speaking citizens who bear the
wasteful financial burdens of trilingual ballots and
registration drives while receiving nothing in return.

S illy—what more can be said except—

The Bilingual provisions are RIDICULOUS and
merit '
Repeal!

VOTE “YES” ON O

Supervisor Quentin L. Kopp

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION O

The bilingual provisions of federal law place undue

burdens on local election officials in the name of the

right to vote but place no corresponding responsibility
on non-English speaking voters to learn English so as to

"be able independently to excercise that right. The bilin-

gual provisions are self-defeating and should be rescinded
by Congress.

VOTE YES ON O

Alice C. Mettalia Charles A. Mettalia

Joseph A. DeMartini
Margaret R. Mullins
Denzil Weir

Lena Aleo

Valerie Rodgers
Erich Karl Eberle
Stefan Pietraszek
Zita Pietraszek
Arthur R. Cressey
Harriet R. Cressey
Beldean L. Bartlett
Armando Bolanos
William E. Murphy
Marian Murphy
Mary L. Uland

Martin Economou
Richard L. Norvelle
Gus Back

Martin A. Fellhauer
Elizabeth H. Fellhauer
Norma Kaufman
Frank Mainzer

Vicky Mainzer
Rosemary McFadden
Samuel D. McFadden
Maria Renee Link
Guy Cherne

Michael Y. Pyun
Christina M Pyun
Clara T. Pyun

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION O

The whole thrust of current government action, based
on Federal and court decisions, is not to unify and bring
people together as part of an English-speaking American

* tradition. Rather by its pattern of separate ballots and

voters handbooks and election interpreters there seems

to be an effort to build new walls of separation within -

American communities. I con31der that to be a real trag-
edy.

VOTE YES ON “0”
Rabbi Martin Weiner

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION O

I am West Coast Director of U.S. English and a resi-
dent of San Francisco. U.S. English is a national, non-
profit, non-partisan organization. Most of our Board are
bi-or-multi-lingual. Over one half are immigrants. Our
co-founder is former Senator S. I. Hayakawa.

We believe that ANY country. is best governed with a
single, common tongue. This facilitates communication
among its residents and eases problem solving. We

- strongly advocate the study of foreign languages for per-
sonal growth for international understanding and for,

careers 'in foreign trade and diplomacy.
Bi- or multi-lingual ballots are unwise because:
: They falsely imply that a full economic, social and

- political life can be achieved in the United States without

learning English.

: To vote intelligently, citizens need a knowledge of
Enghsh Information on issues is in English language
media.

: All immigrants must demonstrate proficiency in En-
glish to become citizens and to vote. Citizens should have
no need for non-English ballots.

: Any Citizen who cannot vote in English is entitled
to take an interpreter into the voting booth to provide
assistance.

; Providing multi-lingual workers at pollmg places is

impractical because some languages have many dialects.

: Singling out people for special treatment based on
skin color, surname or language group is inherently racist.
It demeans others of the same group who have learned
English.

: Bilingual ballots waste scarce tax dollars.

Bilingual ballots accentuate the differences that divide
us. We should emphasize similarities that unite us. Lan-
guage differences have and continue to fuel social strife.
Examples are Canada, Belgium, Sri Lanka (Ceylon) and
India.

A common tongue promotes national unity and re-
duces social clashes and tensions. The bilingual ballot is
a disservice to our Chinese and Hispanic friends and
neighbors and to our Country. :

A victory for Proposition O in San Francisco will
launch a national campaign to end multilingual ballots.

Please vote YES on Proposition O.

Stanley Diamond

West Coast Director

U. S. English

PO Box 27144

San Francisco, CA. 94127
415-584-6864

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION O

You will see in this handbook an argument for foreign
language balloting submitted as a Board of Supervisors
argument. Only Supervisors Kopp and Maher had the
decency and the guts to vote against it. Here’s what
burns us up: The argument was sneaked through a special
committee hearing by Supervisors Nelder and Britt and
set at an unusual time and day, without proper notice or
realistic opportunity for the public to object or be heard
at all. Even Supervisor Walker admitted that there was
a lack of public notice. '

Moreover, while citizens have to pay for ballot argu-

ments, that one was at taxpayer expense and free for
supervisors who had nothing to do with this measure
being on the ballot. We expended our own time and
energy collecting nearly 15,000 signatures in 34 days for.
this measure. We resent use of our tax money to defeat
citizen initiatives. This typifies the catering to special
interest groups which has foisted on us foreign language
balloting. Please VOTE “YES” on PROPOSITION O,
to help restore ballots in English only.

Anna Guth
COMMITTEE FOR BALLOTS IN ENGLISH

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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Opposing Bilingual Ballots

ARGUMENT iN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION o

The Board of Supervisorssers argument against Prop-
~osition O is intentionally designed to disiort the mea-
sure’s real purpose.

* O does NOT attack the Voting Rights Act as a
whole. It is confined to those 1975 amendments which
require the provision of bilingual voting materials and
which expressly prohibit English-only elections in cer-
tain jurisdictions.

* O does NOT eliminate any protection designed to
remove unfair and discriminatory qualifications for vot-
ing. O’ insistence that elections be held in English
does NOT impose an unfair and discriminatory impe-
diment to voting: Knowledge of English is already
required for citizenship, which is a prerequisite to vote.
Likewise, English is already the recognized and ac-
cepted language of the United States.

* O recognizes that many English speaking Americans
seek assistance in understanding ballot complexities.
But O denies that government is the sole or appropri-
ate institution to provide such help.

Private assistance has been traditionally afforded by
family members, friends, political parties and various
associations. The bilingual provisions, however, require
that, under given conditions, governmental assistance
be provided to a select group of language minorities:
Asians, Hispanics, American Indians and Alaskan na-

tives. No equal right is afforded other language
minorities, i.e., Italians, Armenians, Jews, Greeks,
Russians, Portugese, French, Arabic, etc. The discrim-
inatory nature of these provisions has invited broad-
based objection and the growing movement for their
repeal. '

* O would NOT prevent citizens from exercising the
right to vote. It only requests elections to be conducted
in the language of our political process. An informed
vote assumes an understanding of the English-only
debate waged in this arena on issues and candidates.
To assume less reduces the very value of the indepen-
dent vote and renders the voter easy prey for ward-
type manipulators.

* O does NOT regard the $1,250,000 spent in San

Francisco since 1975 on the bilingual provisions as

“small”. This money would be better spent in providing

classes in English than in promoting foreign language

ballots

RESTORE REASON TO OUR ELECTORAL PRO-
CESS!

VOTE “YES” ON O

Cheryl Arenson
Committee for Ballots in English

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION O

OUR CITY OF SAINT FRANCIS is changing in ways
which lead to lessening of tolerance and appreciation
held for one another through history. New citizen im-
migrants ARE NOT INTEGRATING WELL! An im-
portant reason is our bilingual ballot which tells them it
is UNNECESSARY to learn English. “You can live your
life in your own language,” that’s the message of the
bilingual ballot! MANY HAVING EMPLOYMENT IN
CITY GOVERNMENT CANNOT PROPERLY UN-
DERSTAND OR BE UNDERSTOOD BY THOSE
CITIZENS THEY ARE HIRED TO ASSIST!!

Immigrants in the past felt it a duty and privilege to

learn ENGLISH, PROUDLY making the necessary sac-
rifices! '

Bilingual ballots represent disgraceful waste of hard
earned taxpayer dollars, making ethnic differences a
source of resentment rather than enrichment!

THE “PROP. O MESSAGE” must reach WASHING-
TON!! Our city, a favorite nation wide, must crusade to
tear down the “TOWER OF BABEL” currently being
created by “BILINGUALISM”

Ramona
TWIN PEAKS COUNCIL

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION O

False “leaders” insist on giving crutches to people who
. don’t need them. :
Non-English ballots keep people dependent on trans-
lators. ‘
In 34 days nearly 13,000 valid signatures were col-

lected. We resent tax dollars being used by Supervisors
to defeat citizens’ initiatives. Citizens pay $1.50 per word
for ballot arguments.

Betty Crawford
Anna Guth

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency,
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION O

We take pride in San Francisco’s rich blend of cultures,

but we are also proud to be Americans. English is the
language of this great country and we believe that if you
are an American citizen, you should vote in English.

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION O.

Balbino Del.con Daniel A. Flanagan
Amado Gonzalez Stanley Diamon

Nuallie Tamzin Remmerde
Beulah E. Nelson
Virginia J. Ahuna
John L. Ahuna
Dolores P. Lombardi
Frank C. Lombardi
Milo J. Nelson

Peter J. Fatooh
Matthew A. Ryan
Anita R: Ryan
David J. O’Connell
Vincent J. Callan

Carla Diamond
Joseph A. Mroz
Cheryl Arenson
Robert Arenson
Judith Thorson
Mary L. Mayer
Maria E. Diamond
George W. Buffington
Corinne W. Benard
Martha M. Gillham
Angela Barbagelata

" ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION O

VOTE NO ON “O”

The essence of democracy is the right to vote. And
the essence of Proposition O is to limit that right.

I strongly urge a “NO” vote on “O”.

San Francisco takes pride in its human diversity. As a
City, we urge the participation of the major language
minorities at the ballot box as a means of strengthening
the democratic process.

Proposition “O” would require the City to ask Con-
gress and the President to change Federal law so that
ballots, voter handbooks, and other official election ma-

terials would be printed only in English. In effect, this
would hinder many new citizens from fully understanding
the complex and legalistic language in many propositions
and ballot arguments. It would make informed judge-
ments more difficult. Nothing should be allowed to
impede a voter in the right of casting his ballot.

I believe Proposition O would diminish democracy in
our City. It deserves to be defeated. Vote NO on “O”.

Dianne Feinstein
Mayor

ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION O

The Chinese American Democratic Club unanimously’

opposes this mean-spirited initiative which seeks to ex-
clude large segments of the San Francisco community
from the electoral process, just as poll taxes, literacy
tests, and the like were used at other times and places
in this country. While there is no disagreement with the
general principle that American citizens should speak

. English, nevertheless, it is obvious that large numbers of

the San Francisco citizen community do not possess En-
glish language skills proficient enough to participate

meaningfully in the electoral process if it is conducted
only in English. This has been recognized by the U.S.
Congress, the U.S. President, and California Legislature,
and the Governor of California, who have all passed laws
to provide the very protections which this initiative is
attempting to discredit and take away. We encourage the
fair minded citizens of San Francisco to vote NO on O.

Louis Hop Lee, President
CHINESE AMERICAN DEMOCRATIC CLUB

ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION O

Vote No on Proposition O. San Franciscans have a
proud tradition of protecting the rights of all citizens to
cast their ballots.

Bilingual ballot information is useful to new American
citizens whose English is strong enough to pass citizen-
ship tests but who feel the ballot choices facing them
deserve careful study in the language they know best.

In 1982, Congress extended the Voting Rights Act and
its provisions for a bilingual ballot. Conservatives like
Senator Barry Goldwater and liberals like Senator Ed-
ward Kennedy voted for it. President Reagan signed it
into law.

United States citizens pay taxes and have the right to
vote. Bilingual ballots are worth the small cost.

Don’t deny these citizens the Right to cast an informed
vote. Vote No on Proposition O.

Ernest Chuck Ayala
Juan Pifarre
Adele L. Marquez
Lee Soto

Rosario Anaza
Rafael Centino

Al Borvice

Diana Marin
George Suncin
S.F. Lulac

Roger Cardenas

David Pacheco
Willie B. Kennedy
Fred Ross

Jaime Estrada

Jim Gonzales
Edwardo Sandoval
Marin Dominguez
Darland Puchea
Roger Canlen
Thomas McCarth
Citizens for the Bilingual Ballot

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official dgency.
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ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION O

We Urge You To Vote No On Proposition O.

This initiative is an attack on one of America’s most
basic pieces of civil rights legislation—the Voting Rights
Act—which requires that all citizens are able to exercise
their most FUNDAMENTAL RIGHT IN A DEMOC-
RACY—THE RIGHT TO VOTE.

Before the Voting Rights Act was passed, the absence
of any protections was used in many parts of the country
to prevent voting by whole groups of minority citizens.
San Francisco should not lead the way in changing a
national law which is working to protect the right to vote
for hundreds of thousands of citizens throughout the coun-
try.

Federal laws only require a fifth grade reading level to
become a citizen of the United States. Because the issues
on our ballots ar¢ very complex, Federal laws also say
that citizens needing a better understanding of voting
issues can have assistance in their native language. Amer-
ican born citizens who can’t read English are also entitled
to assistance when they vote.

- Allowing Proposition O to pass would clear the way

for severe discrimination—preventing many citizens from
exercising their most fundamental rights under the con-
stitution. It will leave thousands of San Franciscans with-
out any say in the many decisions that affect their lives.

The cost of bilingual ballots is very small. The cost to
California counties has been between 1.5 and 1.9 percent
of the total cost of elections. The result of this small
expense for bilingual ballots is better informed participa-
tion in the democratic process by thousands of San Fran-
ciscans.

Critics of bilingual ballots argue that this protection
prevents foreign citizens from learning English. But the
facts show that San Francisco’s English language classes
can’t keep up with the numbers of people who want to
learn English.

San Francisco is a city in which all people can live and
participate in city government free from discrimination.
A NO vote on Proposition O will help keep it that way.

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION O.
Submitted by the Board of Supervisors

ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION O

San Francisco can be proud to be a city in which all
people—including minority citizens, lesbians and gay
men—can participate actively in government decisions
affecting their lives.

San Francisco should honor its commitment to this
constitutional right by defeating Proposition O. The peo-
ple behind this proposition oppose full involvement in
the political process by thousands of Spanish and Chinese
speaking citizens—in San Francisco and across the coun-
try. San Franciscans shouldn’t let THEM decide who may
participate in government.

Issues on our ballots are complex. Every voter should
be able to understand them before voting. Bilingual bal-
lots, guaranteed by the Federal Voting Rights Act, assure
all citizens assistance in understanding their ballots. THE
LAW MAKES SENSE.

The Harvey Milk Gay Democratic Club urges San
Franciscans to support the constitutional right to vote,

Vote no on Proposition O.

Submitted by Harvey Milk Gay Democratic Club
Carole Migden, President

ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION O

President Reagan has already approved extension of
bilingual voting until 1992. An overwhelming, bipartisan
majority of Congress concurred. Proposition O is too late
to be even advisory.

Voting is a fundamental, constitutional right, not to be
left to popularity contests. Not even in the deep south
have local officials thrown the voting rights of minorities
to a plebiscite.

We must not let Proposition O deny taxpaying, law

N

abiding Latino and Asian American citizens their right to
vote.

Eddie Baca Patricia M. Fong

Eileen Caplan Paul Fong

Vivian Chiang Stephen Fong

Gordon Chin Roberto Hernandez

John Yehall Chin Thomas Hsieh

_Philip Choy Isabel Huie

Rev. Harry Chuck Lemuel Jen

Anni Chung Edward Jew

Henry Der Kenneth Joe

Dr. Terence Faulkner, 1.D., Joe Jung
Republican County Committee- Gordon Lau
man Frances Lee

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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Alan Lubliner
Louis Hop Lec
Mel Lee

Pius Lee

Will Leong
Norman Lew

Maurice Miller
Peter Nardoza
Gina Pennestri
Joseph Quan
Robert Silvestri,

Republican County Committee-

man

Opposing Bilingual Ballots

Moira So
Benjamin Tom
Alicia Villagomez
Linda Wang
Ling-Chi Wang
Alan S. Wong

ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION O

- The Voting. Rights Act has enfranchised millions of
Americans since 1965. In San Francisco, it protects the
right of all citizens to vote at little cost. The average San
Francisco homeowner pays less than three cents annually

for bilingual voting.

The Voting Rights Act encourages greater civic partic-
ipation and provides all citizens with unbiased reliable

. election information from the registrar of voters.

VOTING IS OUR MOST BASIC RIGHT. PROTECT
IT. VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION “0”, - '

Congresswoman Sala Burton

Assembly Speaker Willie Brown

Senator John Foran

Supervisor Louise Renne

Ernest “Chuck” Ayala

Rev. Amos Brown

Robert Burton

Julie Tan

Tim Wolfred

Alan Wong

Commissioners, Community
College Board

Congresswoman Barbara Boxer

Assemblyman Art Agnos

Sheriff Michael Hennessey

Rosario Anaya

Richard Cerbatos

Libby Denebeim

Sodonia Wilson

Commissioners, Board of
Education

Linda Post, Chair,
Democratic County Committee

Susan Bierman

Lulu Carter

Laureen Chew

Gwenn Craig

Anne Belisle Daley

Ron Huberman -

Agar Jaicks

Steven Kreftin '

Albert Valere iannon

Louise Minnick

Pansy Ponzio Waller

Arlo Hale Smith

Randy Stallings

Jack Trujillo

Mary Vail

Members, Democratic County
Central Committee

Ena Aguirre

Leonel Uriarte Monterey

Jack Morrison

Joseph -Olmedo

David Sanchez

Richard Sevilla

Esta Soler

George Suncin

Carmen Trasvina

John Trasvina

Lawrence Wilson

Commissioners, City/County,
San Francisco

Terence Faulkner

Robert Silvestri

Members, Republican County
Committee

John Burton

Richard Abrams

George Ando .

Maureen Barry

Michael Bernick

Paul Boneberg

Stafford Buckley

Ricardo Callejo,
Spanish Speaking/Surname
Political Association

Michael Chamberlain

Mark Cloutier

Catherine Cusic

- Greg Day

Dorothy Ehrlich,
ACLU of Northern California

Dick Wong
George Wong
Po S. Wong
Christine §. Yee
Harold Yee
Wayne Y. Yu

Frank Eppich
Luisa Ezquerro
Eulalio Frausto
Patsy Fulcher
Marcia Gallo
Rotea Gilford
Aileen Hernandez
Ricardo Hernandez
Sue Hestor
Ralph Hurtado
Margel Kaufiman
Bill Kraus
Naomi Lauter
Margaret Lee
Judith Maclean
David Mathieson
John Mehring
Paul Melbostad
Naomi Nishioka
Vivian Nodol
Daniel O’Connor
Margaret O'Driscoll
Stan Palomares-Criollos
Tish Pearlman
George Raya
Thomas Romero
Doris Thomas
Juan Trasvina
Dana VanGorder
Harold Verdun
Marc Virga
Chandler Vischer,
President, ACLU(SF)
Richard Waller
Hillary Williams

Arguments printed on this-page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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Smoking in the Workplace (P,

PROPOSITION P.

Shall the ordinance regulating smoking in
the office workplace be adopted? NO

Analysis

By Ballot Simplification Committee

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The Board of Supervi-
sors passed and the Mayor signed Ordinance
No. 298-83 which regulates smoking in the
office workplace. Before the ordinance be-
came effective a referendum petition was
filed. The referendum requires that the ordi-
nance be submitted to the voters. The ordi-
nance does not go into effect unless and until
a majority of voters vote in favor of it.

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition P is an ordinance
which regulates smoking in the office work-
place. The ordinance requires the employer
to adopt a written policy to accommodate both

smokers and non-smokers. If a satisfactory ac-
commodation cannot be reached the prefer-
ence of non-smoking employees shall prevail
and smoking shall be prohibited. The em-
ployer may be fined for violating the ordi-
nance.

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you
want the ordinance regulating smoking in the
office workplace to go into effect.

A NO YOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you want
the ordinance regulating smoking in the office
workplace to be rejected.

Controller’s Statement on “P”

City Controller John C. Farrell has issued the
following statement on the fiscal impact of
Proposition P:

“Should the proposed measure be adopted, -

in my opinion, in and of itself, it would not
increase the cost of government. However, as
a result of its possible future application, should
any enforcement costs become necessary, the
amount of such costs should be minimal.”

TEXT OF PROPOSITION P

ARS ON PAGE 93.
APPEAR 1

How “P” Got on Ballot

On July 14 Registrar of Voters Jay Patterson certified
that the referendum’ petition on the ordinance regulating
smoking in the workplace had a sufficient number of
signatures to qualify for the ballot.

The referendum had been filed with the Registrar on
July 1, just a month after the Supervisors passed and the
Mayor signed the ordinance.

Once a referendum is filed and certified to have suffi-
cient signatures the law cannot go into effect unless and
until a majority of the voters approve it.

The referendum had 30,860 valid signatures. 19,357
signatures are needed to qualify a referendum for the
ballot.
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION P

The San Francisco Board of Supervrsors has passed an
ordinance regulating smoking in the office workplace.
The tobacco industry immediately funded a high-cost
campaign to repeal that legislation, The Board adopted
the legislation because medical evidence now indicates—
1) non-smokers can suffer lung disease and heart disease
as a result of breathing second-hand smoke (smoke com-
ing from the burning end of a cigarette, a pipe, or a
cigar, or smoke exhaled by a smoker) and 2) an em-
ployee is a captive audience to the air in the workplace
because of the difficulty in ﬁndmg and keepmg and pro-
gressing in a job.

The ordinance simply dlrects an employer to accom-
modate both smokers and non-smokers. If the available
ventilation in the workplace does not make such accom-
modation possible, some employers will have to prohibit
smokmg in certain areas. Employers are not hesitant to

prohibit smoking around delicate or expensive machinery
. people deserve more consideration than machines.

The tobacco industry doesn’t want to lose a single
penny of its annual twenty seven billion dollar profit.
The industry wants you to ignore the 300,000 deaths a
year that occur in the United States as a direct result of
diseases caused by inhaling tobacco smoke. The tobacco
industry intends to come into San Francisco and dictate |
what Jaws can be passed to protect your health and safety. -

Tobacco means BIG BUCKS, BIG CANCER RATES,
BIG HEART DISEASE RATES. San Francisco means
care, concern, courtesy and consideration. VOTE YES
ON PROPOSITION P—protect the health of workers of
San Francisco who choose not to smoke.

Submitted by: Wendy Nelder, President
San Francisco Board of Supervisors

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION P

A paraphrase of Proposition P is: Should San Francisco
adopt an ordinance protecting the right of every office
worker to breathe air without poisons in it? SAY YES
TO PROPOSITION P.

The smoking ordinance passed by the Board of Super-
visors in May, 1983 protects employees at their work-
place, where there is no choice but to breathe the avail-
able air. The referendum drive in opposition to this

ordinance is funded almost entirely by money from the

tobacco industry.

"Air in an office where people are smoking contains
thousands of chemical substances you should have a
choice about inhaling—for example, formaldehyde, am-
monia, tar, nicotine and carbon monoxide. The concen-
tration of those chemicals in secondhand smoke is greater
than that directly inhaled by the smoker.

Secondhand smoke contains twice as much nicotine as
smoke inhaled by the smoker. Nicotine was a widely-
used pesticide until the federal government determmed
it was too deadly to be used.

Secondhand smoke contains five times as much carbon
monoxide as smoke inhaled from a cigarette. Carbon
monoxide is so deadly that, if there are nine parts per
million in outside air, the government issues a smog alert
to warn the 15% of the population with heart problems
and the 40% of the population with lung problems to
stay inside. In a smoky office, there may be 90 parts per
million carbon monoxide, but the nonsmoking worker
can’t get away because everyone needs to work. A
healthy nonsmoker should not have to breathe carbon
monoxide either—who wants to stand behind a bus and
take a deep whiff of exhaust fumes before going to work?

The Surgeon General of the United States says that
the best medicine which can be advised today is for
nonsmokers to' stay out of secondhand smoke. The to-
bacco industry will be spending millions of dollars to
defeat this ordinance. Please VOTE YES ON PROPO-
SITION P and allow captive nonsmokers in the office
workplace to decide for themselves whether to inhale the
poisons contained in secondhand smoke.

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION P

We smokers and nonsmokers afe incensed when the
Tobacco Industry deceptively spends big bucks:

- to impose their will on the people of San Francisco,

- to destroy our Occupational Health laws.

Hiding behind the name CAGI (“oagey”), they spent
40 grand on signatures! How much will they spend to
win the election? We'll never know until it’s too late . . .

after the election.
Vote YES for Environmental Health
Get Tough with the Tobacco Industry

San Francisco League of Environmental Voters
Sierra Club
Tony Kilroy

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION P

VOTE YES ON “p»

Vote “YES” for Proposition P in support of the City’s
ordinance on smoking in the workplace. There are two
vital reasons for your “YES” vote:

THE FIRST IS YOUR HEALTH.

THE SECOND IS THE PRINCIPLE OF LOCAL
CONTROL OVER LOCAL AFFAIRS.

The health dangers of smoking—or breathing the
smoke of others—are well established. The American
Medical Association estimates that at least 34 million
Americans are sensitive to cigarette smoke, including 9
million with asthma.

There is solid evidence that more than half of non-
smokers suffer eye irritation from smoke, and that 25 to
30 percent of non-allergic non-smokers suffer headaches,
coughs and nose irritation from smoke.

This local ordinance provides for reasonable restraint
. on smoking in the work place only.

“Yet, the tobacco tycoons of Winston Salem and Ra-
leigh are now trying to dictate to San Francisco. With a
huge campaign war chest, they are trying to keep San
Francisco from carrying out local legislation. Local con-
trol over local affairs is a basic principle of our democ-

racy. It shouldn’t be swept away on a selfish tide of
special interest dollars.

This ordinance does not necessarily ban smoking in
workplaces. In fact, if no employees complain, there is
no problem.

The ordinance does insist that employers accommodate
BOTH smokers and non-smokers. Employers are given
three months to adopt a smoking policy. During that
period they may use separation, ventilation, partitions or
air cleansing devices to relieve any smoking complaints,
Employers are not required to spend money for construc-
tion. Only if he or she is unable to satisfy non-smoking
workers must smoking be prohibited in the particular
office workplace area. Employees can still smoke outside
the area on their breaks.

The ordinance upholds the personal right of all of us
for reasonable safeguards for our heaith, and it upholds
the principle that San Franciscans should legislate for
themselves without intrusion by the barons of special
interests.

Vote YES on “P”,

Dianne Feinstein
Mayor

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION P

Scientific evidence of a relationship between chronic
exposure to secondhand tobacco smoke and the risk of
lung cancer is sufficient for serious concern. The Amer-
ican Cancer Society believes further research is needed,
and that this need is urgent. Our current Cancer Preven-
tion Study II, a six-year project involving more than one
million Americans, includes a careful assessment of the
risk of cancers among passive smokers. We also are
supporting a $1 million, 5-year study at the Harvard
School of Public Heaith and Massachusetts Institute of
Technology that uses innovative techniques to hunt for
biological markers in human cells whicih could show when
and how the start of cancer is triggered by something in
the environment.

Meanwhile, there is substantial scientific evidence that
nonsmokers suffer physical harm from working or living
in a smoke-filled atmosphere. Aside from actual damage
to the body, many people also develop burning eyes,
cough, stuffy nose, headache and fatigue.

The San Francisco American Cancer Society fully sup-
ports the ordinance regulating smoking in the workplace.
We believe it is the duty of employers to provide a
healthy atmosphere for their workers.

Vote Yes on Proposition P.

Submitted by: George Yamasaki, Jr.
President
San Francisco Unit of the American Cancer Society

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION P

Proposition P is a reasonable, common sense law de-
signed to protect office workers from the health hazards
of second hand tobacco smoke. It is similar to laws passed
by the State of California, numerous cities in California,
and legislative bodies throughout the country. Proposi-
tion P is consistent with the warning in the latest Surgeon

General’s Report: “For the purpose of preventive medi-
cine, prudence dictates that nonsmokers avoid exposure to
second hand tobacco smoke to the extent possible.”
Proposition P, supported by the City Health Depart-
ment, was passed by the Board of Supervisors 10-1 and
enthusiastically signed by Mayor Feinstein. It should al-

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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ready be in effect and working to protect the public
health. But at a cost to taxpayers, out of state tobacco
companies, concerned only about their profits, have
forced San Franciscans to vote on this referendum.

Not a single person in charge of the opposition cam-
paign ever testified against the ordinance even though
there were public hearings. Their lack of concern during
the legislative process indicates that they are conducting
their campaign solely on behalf of the tobacco compa-
nies. In fact, not a single San Franciscan or San Francisco
business contributed even one penny to put this refer-
endum on the ballot! All the money—$40,000-—came
from tobacco companies. ,

If you believe the Health Department knows more
about public health than the tobacco companies,
VOTE YES ON P.

If you believe public health is more important than
tobacco company profits, VOTE YES ON P.

If you believe big, out of state businesses should not

control San Francisco’s health and environmental
laws, VOTE YES ON P.

Proposition P is supported by a broad coalition of
health and environmental organizations and almost every
elected official in San Francisco. Resist the tobacco com-
panies’ lies and distortions. VOTE YES ON P.

Signed,

Rosario Anaya

President, San Francisco Unified School District
Barbara Squires

Co-Chair, San Francisco Commission on the Status of
Women

Ben Tom

Vice-President, San Francisco Board of Education
Raymond Weisberg, M.D.

Chairman, San Franciscans for Local Control

Dr. Tim Wolfred

Member, Board of Governors, San Francnsco Community
College District

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION P

‘As health professionals we strongly support the ordi-
nance to provide nonsmoking areas in San Francisco
workplaces. Two-thirds of adults are nonsmokers, but
many office workers are reluctant to insist on a smoke-
free environment for fear of risking disapproval from
supervisors or offending co-workers. This ordinance
would insure that nonsmokers won’t have to smoke in-
voluntarily at work. Smokers trying to quit would find
support in a nonsmoking environment. We are particu-
larly concerned about the epidemic of smoking-related
diseases among women and the targeting of women in
cigarette advertising. The ordinance is important for

pregnant employees; fetal exposures are detectable when
mothers breathe second-hand smoke. Don’t let tobacco
industry money destroy an ordinance that is so significant
for the health of our community. Vote Yes on Proposition
P.

Virginia Ernster, Ph D.
Linda Morse, M.D.
Suzanne Gilbert

Sadja Greenwood, M.D.
Cathy Coleman, R.N.
Marion Nestle, Ph.D.
Patricia Winder, R.N.
Sandra Gove, M.D.
Judith Guerriero, R.N.
Merri Weinger, M.P.H.
Nicholas Petrakis, M.D.

Susan Sacks, Ph.D.
Sally Shankland

Alan Margolis, M.D.
Diane Carr

Lucy Crain, M.D.

Gail Grynbaum, R.N.
Gretchen Kunitz, M.D.
Teresa Henry, R.N.
Barbara Holman, Ph.D.
Leslie Ray, R.N.

June Fisher, M.D.

ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION P

DEMOCRATS AND REPUBLICANS AGREE
. “YOTE NO ON P”
Proposition P is a bad law from any political viewpoint.
We recommend a “No” vote.

If Republicans and Democrats can live and work to-
gether harmoniously, why not smokers and non-smokers?
We certainly don’t need government regulators to teach
proper manners Or COmmon Sense.

We may not always agree on how to spend taxpayer
money—but we do agree how not to spend it. We
shouldn’t waste precious funds on nuisance laws like
Proposition P.

Please vote “No” on Proposition P.

Robert R. Bacci

President

Concerned Republicans For Individual Rights
John D. Monaghan

Democratic Activist

David Looman

President

West of Twin Peaks Democratic Club
George H. Pfau

Member

Lincoln Club

Randy Stallings

President

Alice B. Toklas Democratic Club

(Titles for Identification Purposes Only)
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ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION P

Please vote “No” on Proposition P, to stop government
control of personal behavior in San Francisco.

$500 Per Day Fines

Proposition P authorizes the City Attorney and Health
Department to seek fines of $500 Per Day for violating
the Ordinance.

The City Attorney should pursue real problems like
housing discrimination and rent control violations, and
protect honmest citizens—not spend time and taxpayer
money on nuisance laws like Proposition P.

Discrimination

Executives with private offices are not controlled by
this law. Yet secretaries, bookkeepers, key-punch oper-
ators—and every other office worker who shares a work-
place—must comply with the law. Why should manage-
ment receive special privileges?

Proposition P doesn’t cover about 80% of government
offices, while it does regulate every private company.
Why should employees of private businesses have
tougher work rules than State or Federal employees?

Proposition P is unfair and discriminatory.

One Man Rule

If even one person objects to smoking policies, the .

entire office workplace must be declared nonsmoking for
everyone. Smokers have no right to any smoking areas

or additional work breaks. Proposition P does not autho-

, rize any appeal process.

Employees have no bargaining rights under Proposi-
tion P. Decisions by an employer to outlaw smoking are
final. Management is not required to even consult with

labor representatives. Both the Chamber of Commerce. .
and the Central Labor Council, AFL-CIO ask you to " .-

vote “No on P”.
A Law To Force People Apart Ry

San Franciscans usually find ways to solve their per- -
sonal differences without the heavy hand of government.

This law is overkill. It goes too far into controlling ‘
personal behavior and private working relationships. It
creates conflict and bad feelings among people in our
city.

Please join us in voting “No” on Proposition P.

Del Martin

Former Chair

San Francisco Commission on the Status of Women
Ernest Ayala

Member

San Francisco Community College Board
Bob Edwards

Human Rights Commissioner

Gordon Lau

Former San Francisco Supervisor

Fred Furth

Attorncy

James Bronkema

President

Embarcadero Center

ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION P

VOTE NO ON PROP. “P”
TO STOP DISCRIMINATION,
PROTECT CIVIL RIGHTS

Discrimination is always wrong. That is why we ask
you to vote “No” on P.

Proposition P would legalize job discrimination in San
Francisco. It is a bad precedent and will create human
conflict and strife.

Proposition P gives special privileges to some, while
removing rights from others. It is totally contrary to the
movement to end workplace discrimination and ensure
civil rights for all.

If you believe good laws should bring us together—
not force us apart—please vote “No” on Proposition P.

Jess Esteva

Publisher

The Mabuhay Republic

Pius Lee

Businessman and Chinese Community Leader
Blanche G. Streeter .
Former Director

California Association of Realtors
Tom Fleming

Executive Editor

The Sun Reporter

Jim Foster

Founder

Alice B. Toklas Democratic Club
Phyllis Lyon

Chair

San Francisco Human Rights Commission
Bob Ross

Publisher

Bay Area Reporter

Richard Cerbatos

Board Member

San Francisco Unified School District

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officlal agency.
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ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION P

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OPPOSES
- PROPOSITION P

The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce asks for
your “No” vote on Proposition P because:

® Our government is already over extended and our
lives cluttered with unnecessary government regula-
tion. To channel our tax dollars away from vital
services and into government programs to segregate
smokers from non-smokers is a gross waste -of lim-
ited resources.

® Ordinances like Proposition P, which can’t be en-
forced, breed disrespect for the law.
® Proposition P intrudes into a person-to-person
matter which is being resolved through cooperation
and common sense.
Please join the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce
in opposing Proposition P.

John Jacobs
Executive Director :
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce

ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION P

LABOR OPPOSES PROP. “P”

Organized labor asks that you vote “No” on Proposi-
tion P. Here’s why:

® Proposition P is a bad idea that will create conflict
and intrude into personal behavior and internal
office procedures.
® Proposition P is overkill. It creates more govern-
ment than we need—or want.
® Proposition P undermines labor-management re-
lations, and presents opportunities for job discrimi-
nation and mischief.

The San Francisco Labor Council AFL-CIO officially
urges a “No” vote on Proposition P.

John E. Crowley

Secretary-Treasurer

San Francisco Labor Council

John Anderson

Labor Attorney

Michael Hardeman

Business Representative

Sign, Display and Allied Crafts, Local Union No. 510

ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION P

LEGAL AUTHORITIES SAY “NO” ON “P”
We urge you to vote “No” on Proposition P.

Should our City Attorney be investigating cigarette
smoking instead of processing the heavy legal workload
of the City?

Proposition P is a dangerously heavy-handed way of
dealing with an issue better resolved privately among
reasonable people and $500 per day is an unreasonable
fine for such a law.

We want a city that respects law and order. Proposition
P breeds disrespect for law, and will create chaos instead

~of harmony.

It’s a bad law and we ask you to join us in voting “No”
on Proposition P.

Jo Daly

Police Commissioner
Larry Griffin
Investigator

District Attorney’s Office
Joe Freitas

Former District Attorney

Titles for identification purposes.
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Polls are open from 7 a.m. to 8 p.m. |
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TEXT OF PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENT
* PROPOSITION A

NOTE: Additions or substitutions are indicated by bold-
face; deletions are indicated by strike-out-type.
Sec. 9.111. Time of Election.

If the petition accompanying a proposed initiative mea-
sure, or declaration of policy, er—reeall be signed by
registered voters equal in number to 10 percent of the
entire vote cast for mayor at the last preceding general
municipal election, or if the petition accompanying a
proposed recall be signed by registered voters equal in
number to 10 percent of the registered voters of the City
and County of San Francisco at the time of the filing of
the notice of intention to circulate the recall petition and
contains a reql!llest that said measure, policy or recall be
submitted forthwith to a vote of the electorate at a special
election, then the registrar shall forthwith call a special
election, which shall be held at a date not less than 60
nor more than 75 days from the date of calling the same,

at which said measure or policy, without alteration, or

said recall shall be submitted to a vote of the electorate,
unless within sixty days of a general or primary election,
in which event it shall be submitted at such general or
primary election.

If the petition accompanying a proposed initiative mea-
sure or declaration of policy be signed by registered
voters equal in number to five percent but Jess than 10
percent of the said entire vote, then such measure or
measures, without alteration, shall be submitted by the
registrar to a vote of_the electorate at the next general
state or municipal election that shall occur at any time

after 30 days from the date of the certificate of sufficiency

attached to the petition accompanying such measure
unless the board of supervisors, by ordinance, direct that
the measure or policy be voted on at a special election
prior thereto.

TEXT OF PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENT
PROPOSITION B

NOTE: Additions or substitutions are indicated by bold
face type; deletions are indicated by strike—out
type.

7.403 Sale or Lease of Park Land; Use of Certain Park
Land for the Construction of Water Quality and

Sewerage Facilities

(a) Notwithstanding any other provisions of this char-
ter, whenever lands which are or shall be used or intend-
ed for use for parks or squares are no longer needed for
park or recreational %Jurposes, such lands may be sold or
otherwise disposed of, or their use for park purposes may
be abandoned or discontinued; provided that nothing
herein shall be construed to authorize the discontinuance
or abandonment of the use of such lands, or any change
in the use thereof which will cause the reversion of such
lands to private ownership, or cause the forfeiture of the
" ownership thereof in fee by the City and County of San
Francisco, or as authorizing the discontinuance of the use
of park lands acquired in any proceeding wherein a local
assessment based on benefits was or shall be levied to
provide funds for such acquisition; and provided further
that the general laws of the State of California author-
izing municipal corporations to abandon or to discontinue
the use of land for park purposes, authorizing the sale
or other disposition of such lands, and providing proce-
dures therefor and for matters relating thereto, shall be
applicable to the City and County of San Francisco and
to all lands held or used by it for park purposes and shall
govern and control exclusively in respect thereto. For the
purposes of this subsection, al_l lanqs.,.mcludmg, but not
limited to, playgrounds, athletic facilities, and lands pur-
chased with open space acquisition and park renovation
funds, but excluding the Great Highway, the land
described in subsection (d) below, and lands administered
by the Recreation and Park Department pursuant to
agreements with other City departments or entities,
placed under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park
Department shall be deemed used or intended for use for

park purposes.

(b) Except as provided in subsection (c) the recreation
and park commission shall not lease any part of the lands
under its control nor permit the building or maintenance
or use of any structure on any park, square, avenue or
ground, except for recreation purposes, and each letting
or permit shall be subject to approval of the board of
supervisors by ordinance. The commission may lease to
the highest responsible bidder for a term of not to exceed
fifty years and upon such other terms and conditions as
it may determine, subsurface space under any public park
or square and the right and privilege to conduct and
operate therein a public automobile garking station, pro-
vided that the said conmstruction, when completed, and
the operation will not be, in any material respect or
degree, detrimental to the original purpose for which
said park or square was dedicated or in contravention of
the conditions of any grant under which said park or
square might have been received. The revenues derived
from any such lease shall be credited to the recreation

-and park department funds.

(c) The recreation and park commission shall have the
power to lease or rent any stadium or recreation field
under its jurisdiction for athletic contests, exhibitions and
other special events and may permit the lessee to charge
an admission fee.

(d) Upon approval by the recreation and park com-
mission, that parcel of land south of the Zoo and between
the Great Highway Extension and Skyline Boulevard set
forth and described in parcel map entitled “Parcel Map
Showing Certain Park Land Proposed to be Used Joint-
ly,” recorded August 12, 1975 in Parcel Map Book Num-
ber One at page 96 in the office of the recorder of the
City and County of San Francisco, may be used for the
construction of water quality and sewerage facilities, and
any facilities so constructed shall be under the control,
management, and direction of the department of public_
works. Any recreation or zoo facilities constructed on
said parcel shall remain under the control, management,
and direction of the recreation and park commission.
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TEXT OF PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENT
PROPOSITION C

NOTE: Additions are in bold face type; all sections are
entirely additional.

3.562. Library for the Blind and Physically Disabled

The Library for the Blind and Physically Disabled shall
be designated as a department under the Library Com-
mission. The Department shall serve those blind and phys-
ically disabled persons who, either because of blindness
or other physical disability, are unable to read normal
printed material as a result of physical limitations and
therefore are eligible for recorded books, braille and other
materials as provided for by the Library of Congress.

The head of the department shall be a fulltime librarian
of equivalent experience and classification as heads of
other departments within the library. The department
shall also have an assistant librarian for blind and phys-
ically disabled children, The librarian and assistant librar-
ian shall demonstrate such additional training and

experience sufficient to meet the unique needs of the
specialized library services of this department.

The department shall also develop and maintain an

‘outreach program to inform children and adults as to the

availability of the services of the department and to

encourage the use of the services of the department.

A Consumer Advisory Committee to the City Librarian
and the Library Commission shall be established and shall
consist of seven (7) patrons of the Library for the Blind
and Physically Disabled. The Board of Supervisors shall
appoint the members of the committee. The committee
shall be given those rights and powers granted by Charter
Section 3.500. Each member of the Advisory Committee
shall serve for a term of two (2) years and may be
reappointed at the expiration of his or her term. The
members of the committee shall serve without remuner-
ation.

TEXT OF PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENT
PROPOSITION D

NOTE: Additions or substitutions are indicated by bold
face type; deletions are indicated by strike-eut
8.350 Disability Transfers

(a) When a permanent civil service employee, other

than a member of the fire department and police depart- .

ment, who has served not less than three years in his or
her position, has become incapable through advanced
age, accident or other disability, of performing the duties
of his or her position, the civil service commission may,

. : ting-officer-or-appointing
officers-invelved; upon request from the emnloyee or upon
request from the retirement system when a disability pen-
sion application is pending, transfer him the employee to
a position within his or her capacities to perform, wheth-
er or not within the classification for which he or she

‘qualified for appointment, but such position shall not be

in a classification having a higher compensation schedule

‘than the one from which ke the employee is transferred,

and his or her compensation shall not thereafter be
increased beKond the maximum salary for the classifica-
tion to which such employee is transferred, nor in any
event shall his or her salary be increased to equal the

‘salary such employee would have received had he the

employee remained in his or her former position; provid-
ed, however, that a permanent employee, including any
permanent member of the fire department and police
department, who has become incapable of resuming his
former position through disability incurred while on
active service with the armed forces while on military
leave may upon application after his or her discharge
from military service be transferred under the provisions
of this section, regardless of his or her length of service.

(b) Employees transferred under the provisions of this
section may, upon recovery from the disability, and with
the consent of the civil service comrission, return to a
vacancy in their former classification.

(c? Positions filled under the provisions of this section
shall not be subject to salary standardization, but the
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salaries thereafter shall be fixed by the civil service com-
mission within the limitations herein set forth, provided,
however, that salaries of such employees who were trans-
ferred from or to positions the compensations for which
are subject to Section 8.403 hereof may be revised as of
July 1st within the limitations herein set forth to reflect
rates of pay adopted under the provisions of Section
8.403 for the then ensuing fiscal year by appropriate
amendment to the annual appropriation ordinance and
annual salary ordinance but without reference or amend-
ment to the annual budget. The civil service commission
shall make rules to carry out the intent of this section
and such rules shall govern all transfers made under the
provisions of this section.

(d} Whenever any employee is transferred under the
rovisions of this section and has held such position for
ive years, he or she shall be eligible to participate in any
promotional examination in which his classification is
designated as the next lower rank from which promotion
will be made; provided that the disability of said employ-
ee is not of such nature as to interfere with the perfor-
mance of the duties required in the promotive
classification. The civil service commission shall make
such determination after examination of the employee by
a civil service examining physician.

(e) The salary of an employee who is promoted as the
result of participation in a promotional examination
under the provisions of this section shall be fixed in
accordance with the salary standardization provisions of

1

this charter.

(f) Notwithstanding any of the provisions of subsec-
tions (a), (b), and (c% of this section cr any other pro-
visions of this charter, whenever any employee is
transferred under the provisions of subsections (a), (b)
or (c) of this section and has held such position for ten
(10) years, the limitations imposed on his or her salary
by those subsections shall terminate and his or her salary
shall thereafter be fixed in accordance with the salary
standardization provisions of this charter.



TEXT OF PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENT
PROPOSITION E

NOTE: Additions are in bold face type; all sections are
entirely additional.

8.506-2 Miscellaneous Safety Employees

Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Charter,
the board.of supervisors or the community college board
shall have the power to contract with the Board of Admin-
istration of the Public Employees’ Retirement System of
the State of California to provide that the probation offi-
cers, airport police officers, district attorney and public
" defender investigators, coroner investigators, juvenile
court counselors and institutional police shall be members
of the public employees’ retirement system, and the board
of supervisors, the community college board and the

retirement board shall have the power to perform all acts
necessary to carry out the terms and purposes of such
contract.

The power to contract created herein shall be limited
to a contract with no net increase in cost to the City and
County or the community college district.

Any person who shall become a member of the public
employees’ retirement system pursuant to such contract
shall have the right to be a member of the health service
system and the health service board shall make provision
for participation in the benefits of the health service sys-
tem by such persons. :

TEXT OF PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENT
PROPOSITION F

- NOTE: Additions are in bold face type; all sections are
entirely additional.

3.530-3 Transfer of Housing Authority Police to the City
and County

The board of supervisors of the City and County of
San Francisco shall have and is hereby granted power to
enter into any agreement with the State of California, or
any officer, agency or commission of the State of Califor-
nia, and to pass all necessary legislation and to do or
perform any other act or acts deemed necessary to effect
the transfer of the employment, jurisdiction and control
of the Housing Police Officers of the San Francisco Hous-
ing Authority to the city and county. The board of super-
visors shall make every reasonable effort to consummate
such an agreement no later than July 1, 1984.

Pursuant to said agreement, the city and county shall
accept the transfer of all Housing Police Officers of the
San Francisco Housing Authority from said Authority. All
said Housing Police Officers who are transferred to the
city and county shall become employees of the City and
County of San Francisco under the jurisdiction of the San
Francisco Police Department.

8.506-3 Housing Authority Police

All Housing Police Officers of the Housing Authority
who, on July 1, 1984, are members of the Public Employ-
ees’ Retirement System of the State of California shall
continue to be members of said Public Employees’ Retire-
ment System, and they shall not be members of the San
Francisco City and County Employees’ Retirement Sys-
tem. Notwithstanding any other provisions of this charter,
the city and county shall perform all acts necessary to
continue the membership of such employees in said Public
Employees’ Retirement System.

Notwithstanding any other provisions of this charter,
the board of supervisors shall have the power to contract
with the Board of Administration of the Public Employees’
Retirement System of the State of California to provide
that Housing Authority Police hired after July 1, 1984,
shall be members of the Public Employees’ Retirement
System, and the board of supervisors and the retirement
board shall have the power to perform all acts necessary
to carry out the terms and purposes of such contract.

Any person who shall become a member of the Public

"Employees’ Retirement System pursuant to such contract

shall have the right to be a member of the health service
system and the health service board shall make provision
for participation in the benefits of the health service sys-
tem by such persons. ‘

TEXT OF PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENT
PROPOSITION G

NOTE: Additibns or substitutions are indicated by bold
face type; deletions are indicated by strike-out
type.

8.526 Cost of Living Adjustment in Allowances

(a) Each retirement or death allowance which is not
subject to change when the salary rate of any member is
changed and which is payable to or on account of any
member who has retired or died prior to July 1, 1967,
except such allowances payable to or on account of per-
sons who retired or died prior to July 1, 1947, as mem-

bers under Section 8.507, but including death allowances
payable under Section 8.561 which are not subject to
change when the salary rate of any member is changed,
shall be increased for time on and after July 1, 1968, by
the percentage set forth in the following table opposite
the fiscal year in which said allowance became effective,
said percentage to be applied to the allowance payable
to the individual who was receiving the allowance on July
1, 1968, (a) exclusive of the annuity provided by addi-
tional contributions and (b) prior to reduction pursuant
to Subsection (a) of Section 8.514:
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~ment (a

Fiscal year in which
~allowance became effective

Percentage

All years prior to July 1, 1959 - 16%
July 1, 1959 to June 30, 1960 ' 14%
July 1, 1960 to June 30, 1961 : 12%

* July 1, 1961 to June 30, 1962 , 10%
July 1, 1962 to June 30, 1963 8%
July 1, 1963 to June 30, 1964 o 6%
July 1, 1964 to June 30, 1965 - 4%
July 1, 1965 to June 30, 1966 . 2%
July 1, 1966 to June. 30, 1967 1%

(1? Funds necessary for the payment of such increases
in allowances (;')ayable to, or on account of, members who
retired or died as members under charter Sections 8.507
or 8.509 shall be provided from the city’s accumulated

contributions held by the system on account of miscel-

laneous members under Section 8.509.

(2) Funds, necessary for the. payment of such increases
in allowances to, or on account of, members who retired
or died as members under charter Sections 8.543 or 8.544
shall be provided from the city’s accumulated contribu-
tions held by the system on account of police members

-under Section 8.544.

(3) Funds, necessary for the payment of such increases
in allowances to, or on account of, members who retired
or died as members under charter Section 8.567 or 8.568,
shall be provided from the city’s accumulated contribu-
tions held by the system on account of fire members
under Section 8.568. ‘

The necessary funds shall be transferred on the effec-
tive date of this section from said accumulated contri-
butions to the accumulated contributions held by the
system to meet the obligations of the city and county on

-account of benefits that have been granted and which are

based or services rendered as members. The contribution
being required- of the city and county currently, as per-
centages of salaries of persons who are members under
Sections 8.509, 8.544 and 8.568, shall be increased to
percentages determined by the actuary as necessary to
replace the accumulated contributions so transferred.

(b) (1) The retirement board shall determine, prior to
April 1" of each year, the percentage of increase or

decrease in the cost of living during the preceding cal-

endar year or years, as shown by the then current Con-

sumer Price Index, All Items, San Francisco (1957-59 =

100), issued b% the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics and

published in t

publication. The cost of living adjustments as hereinafter
rovided shall be based on the percentage of such

increase or decrease.

(2) Notwithstandinf any other charter or ordinance
provision governing the

ment or death allowance payable to, or on account of,
any member who retires or dies as a member of the
system or who has retired or died as such a member,

except allowances subject to change when the salary rate

of any member is changed, shall be increased or
decreased as of July 1, 1969 and on July 1, of each
succeeding year, subject to the Frovisions of this subsec-
tion ﬁ ), by a percentage of the allowance established
on July 1, 1968, after any increase under Subsection (A)
of this section or on the effective date of such allowance,
whichever is later, as payable to the individual who is
receiving the allowance on the date of any such adjust-

%exclusive of the annuity provided by additional
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. - determined by the retirement boar
. the nearest one percent of increase or decrease in the

¢ Monthly Labor Review or a successor -

retirement system, every retire- °

. be-applied—to-reduce-the—contri
currently-p

" contributions, and prior to modification pursuant to Sub-

section (f) of Section 8.514. On July 1, 1969, the per-
centage of increase in each such allowance shall be the
percentage which is determined by the retirement board
to approximate to the nearest one percent, the percent-
age of increase in the cost of livirig during the preceding
calendar year. On July 1, 1970, and on July of each
succeeding ﬁ'ear, the percentage of increase or decrease
in each such allowance shall be the dperce:ntage which is

to approximate to

cost of living in the calendar fyear or years since January
1, 1969 or since January 1 of the year in which the last
such cost of living adjustment in allowances was made,
whichever is later. Such adjustment in any year shall not
exceed two percent of such allowance; provided, how-
ever, that no allowance shall be reduced below the
amount being received by the member or his beneficiary
on July 1, 1968, or on the effective date he began to

- receive the allowance, whichever is later.

3y A B o al ball 1 »
f;em-fg;;ds—wmeh—s}mwe-aﬂee{ﬁed-fpr—%ha%p&fpeserby
the-retirement-board-from-such-earnings-on—investments
Rot-otherwise- alleleatedi -aﬂé—.laﬁe' £-erediting—6 f-—fegulafg
mﬂpefeem-ef-&he:asseﬁs-ef—ﬂmemememyﬁem-at—ﬁhe
close-of-each-fiseal-year-

(3) Commencing with the calendar year 1982, if the
percentage of increase or decrease in the cost of living in
any calendar year, as determined to the nearest one per-
cent by the retirement board, were to exceed two percent
as compared with the cost of living in the next preceding
calendar year, the percentage of increase or decrease in
the cost of living in excess of two percent, shall be accu-
mulated to provide increases or decreases in the cost of
living in each succeeding calendar year.

(4) Any such increase in allowances which are not

funded by such allocations of such earnings, shall be

funded by contributions of members under Sections
8.507, 8.509, 8.544, 8.568, 8.584, 8.586 and 8.588, and
by contributions of the city, which shall be at rates which
are in addition to the rates of contribution otherwise
grovided by charter or ordinance, provided that a mem-
er’s rate of contribution shall not exceed one-half of
one percent of his monthly compensation. The contri- -
butions made under this section by any member shall be
credited together with regular interest thereon to his
individual account and shall be subject to the same char-
ter and ordinance provisions relating to accumulated con-
tributions of the member, including withdrawal and death
benefits other than death allowances, provided, however,
that upon his retirement or death, such accumulated
contributions and interest shall not be applied to provide
a part of the retirement benefits payable to him.or the
death allowance benefits payable on account of his death
otherwise provided by charter or ordinance, but instead
shall be held, together with the accumulated contribu-
tions made by the city pursuant to this Subsection (b),
with interest thereon, to provide the benefits under this
Subsection (b). ‘ '

ayable-under-this-section—l-a-member-upen



(5) The rates of contribution of members and the city,

as provided herein, shall be fixed by the retirement board
from time to time as it determines necessary.

TEXT OF PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENT
PROPOSITION H

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

5.100 Board of Education

_All of the public schools of the school district of the
city and county shall be under the control and manage-
ment of a board of education, composed of seven com-
misstoners, who, commencing with a special municipal
election to be consolidated with the direct primary in
1972, shall be elected at large by the voters of the city
and county and who shall be subject to recall, and to
suspensions and removal in the same manner as elective
officers, as provided by this charter. The compensation
of each member shall be $180 $500 per month. Vacancies
occurring on said board shall be filled by the mayor for
the unexpired terms.

5.104 Board of Education-Community College Dis-
trict

Nothwithstanding the provisions of Section 5.100 or of
any other provisions of this charter, on and after August
8, 1972, tge community college district of the city and
county shall be under the control and management of a
board of education, hereinafter referred to as the gov-
erning board of said district, composed of seven members
who are not members of the board of education of the
unified school district of the city and county and who
shall be elected at large by vote of the electors as in this

section provided and who shall be subject to recall, and

to suspensions or removal in the same manner as elective

officers, as provided by this charter. The compensation -

of each member shall be $100 $500 per month.

At a special municipal election io be consolidated with
the direct primary in 19/2 there shall be elected seven

members of the governing board of the ’community col-
lege district of the city and county. The term of each

member shall be four years; Frovided, however, that the

respective terms of office of the members first elected.

shall commence at 12:00 o’clock noon on the eighth day =

of August 1972, and shall expire as follows: the respective
terms of office of the four members receiving the highest
number of votes respectively, at said election, shall expire
at 12:00 o’clock noon on the eighth day of January, 1977,
the respective terms of office of the three members
receiving the next highest number of votes respectively,
shall expire at 12:00 o’clock noon on the eighth day of
January, 1975. '

At the genenl election in 1974 there shall be elected
three members of the governing board of the community

college district of the city and county to succeed those
members thereof whose respective terms of office expire
on the eighth day of January, 1975, and at the general
election in each fourth year after 1974, the successors to
said three members of the governing board of the com-
munity college district shall be elected, and at the general
election in 1976 there shall be elected four members of
the governing board of the community college district of
the city and county to succeed those members thereof
whose respective terms of office expire on the eighth da

of January, 1977, and at the general election in eacl

fourth year after 1976, the successors to said four mem-

‘bers of the governing board of the community college
district of the city and county shall be elected. Except-as -
set forth herein, all terms of office of members of-the-
governing board of the community college district of the

city and county shall commence at 12:00 o’clock noon

" on the eighth day of January following the date of their-

election.

TEXT OF PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENT
PROPOSITION |

NOTE: Additions or substitutions are indicated by bold
face type; deletions are indicated by strike—eut

type.
Salaries of Uniformed Forces in the Police and
Fire Departments

(a) Not later than the first day of August of each year,
the civil service commission shall survey and certify to
the board of supervisors rates of compensation paid
police officers or patrolmen employed in the respective
police departments in all cities of 350,000 population or
over in the State of California, based upon the latest
federal decennial census. For the purpose of the civil
service commission’s survey and certification, the rates
contained in said certification shall be the average of the
maximum rates paid to each police officer or patrolman
classification performing the same or essentially the same

8.405

duties as police officers or patrolmen in the City and

County of San Francisco.

Thereupon the board of supervisors shall have the
power, and it shall be its duty, by ordinance, to fix rates
of comﬁensation for the members of the police depart-

ment w
3.531 of this charter and said rates shall be in lieu of said

annual compensations and shall be effective from the first

day of July of the current fiscal year.
The rates of compensation 5 fixed in said ordinance 5

(1) for the fourth year of service and thereafter, for

police officers, police patrol drivers and women protec-
tive officers, the-compensation shall be fixed at a rate
which is the average maximum wage paid to the police
officers or patrolmen classifications in regular service in
the cities included in the certified report of the civil
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ose annual compensations are set forth in section -



service commission. “Average wage” as used in this par-
agraph shall mean the sum of the maximum averages
certified by the civil service commission divided by the

number of police officer classifications in cities in said

_certification; o
SZ) for the first, second and third year of service, for

police officers, police patrol drivers and women protec-

tive officers, shall be established in accordance with the

%enera_l percentage differential between seniority steps
ound in the salary ranges included in the cities certified
by the civil service commission for the same class;

(3) for said members of the police department other
than police officers, police atrol drivers and women
protective officers, shall include the same percent of

| adjustment as_that established by said ordinance for
- police officers in the fourth year of service; and

(4) shall be set at the dollar amount nearest the frac-
tional amount which may result from percentage adjust-
ment specified in this section, half dollars being taken to
the next higher dollar amount. o

The rates of compensation set forth in the budget
estimates, the budget and the annual salary ordinance
shall be those fixed by the board of supervisors as in this
section provided and appropriations therefor shall be
based thereon.

The expression “rates of compensation”, as used in this
section in relation to said survey, is hereby declared to
apply only to a basic amount of wages, with included
range scales, and does not include such working benefits
as might be set up by any other city by way of holidays,
vacations, other permitted absences of any type whatso-
ever, overtime, night or split shift, or pay for specialized
services within a classification or rank, or other premium
pay differentials of any type whatsoever. The foregoing
enumeration is not exclusive, but it is the intent of this
section that nothing other than a basic amount of wages,
with included range scales, is to be included within the
meaning of “rates of compensation”.

Working benefits and premium pay differentials of any
?pe shall be allowed or paid to members of the police

epartment referred to herein only as is otherwise: pro-
vided in this charter. -

For all purposes of the retirement system, the expres-

sion “rates of compensation” as used in this section 5 -

shall mean “salary attached to the rank” as used in
section 166 of the charter of 1932, as amended, and, with
the addition of $15 per month now provided in subsection
(b) with respect to members assigned to two-wheel
motorcycle traffic duty, shall also mean “compensation
earnable” as used in section 8.549."

The term “police officers or patrolmen” as used in this
section shall mean the persons emgloyed in the police
departments of said cities of 350,000 population or over
of the City and County of San Francisco 5 to perform
substantially the duties being erformed on the effective
date of this section by police officers, police patrol drivers
and women protective officers in the San Francisco Police
Department. -

In determining years of service necessary for a police
officer, woman protective officer and police patrol driver

to receive the annual compensation as provided for

herein, service rendered prior to the g:ffective date of
this amendment shall be given full credit and allowed.

The absence of any police officer, woman protective
officer, or police patrol driver on military leave, as

defined by section 8.361 of this charter, shall be reckoned
a part of his service under the city and county, for the
purpose of computing years of service in gaining added
compensation as provided for herein. .

On the recommendation of the chief of police, the
police commission may reward any member of the depart-
ment for heroic or meritorious conduct, the form or
amount of said reward to be discretionary with the com-
mission, but not to exceed one month’s salary in any one
instance.

If any member of the department appointed as an
assistant inspector is a sergeant at the time of the
agpointmqnt or is appointed a sergeant thereafter, he
shall receive the rate of compensation attached to the
rank of sergeant.

(b) Not later than the first day of August of each year,
the civil service commission. shall survey 5 and certify to
the board of supervisors 5 additional rates of pay aid to
members assigned to two-wheel motorcycle traffic duty
in the respective police departments of all cities of
350,000 population or over in the State of California,
based upon the latest decennial census. For the purpose
of the civil service commission’s survey and certification,
the additional rates for two-wheel motorcycle traffic duty
shall include the average additional amount paid to mem-
bers assigned to two-wheel motorcycle traffic duty in the
cities surveyed.

Thereupon the board of supervisors shall have the
power, and it shall be its duty, by ordinance, to fix the
additional rate of pay for the members of the police
department who are assigned two-wheel motorcycle traf-
fic duty. The additional rate of pay will be determined
b{l the “average additional wage paid to members in reg-
ular service in the cities included in the certified report
of the civil service commission who are assigned to two-
wheel motorcycle traffic duty. “Average wage” as used
in this paragraph shall mean the sum of the additional
rates of pay certified by the civil service commission
divided by the number of cities in said certification. Said
additional rates shall be in lieu of said annual compen-
sations and shall be effective from the first day of July
of the current fiscal year. :

Said rate of pay shall be in addition to the rate of
compensation provided for in subsection (a).

In no event shall the additional rate so fixed be less
than $15 per month.

(c) Not later than the first day of August of each year,
the civil service commission shall survey and certity to
the board of supervisors rates of compensation paid fire-
men employed in the respective fire departments of all
cities of 350,000 population or over in tlple State of Cal-
ifornia, based upon the latest federal decennial census.
For the purpose of the civil service commission’s survey
and certification, the rates contained in said certification
shall be the average of the maximum rates paid to each
fireman classification performing the same or essentially
the same duties as firemen in the City and County of

San Francisco.

Thereupon, the board of supervisors shall have the
power, and it shall be its duty, by ordinance, to fix rates
of compensation for the members of the fire department
whose annual compensations are set forth or otherwise
provided in section 3.542 of this charter, and said rates
shall be in lieu of said annual compensations and shall
be effective from the first day of July of the current fiscal
year.

!



The rates of compensation; fixed in said ordinances

(1) for the fourth year of service and thereafter, the
fete—ef-eem'ﬁensaﬂen shall be fixed at a rate which is the
average of the maximum compensation paid firemen clas-
sifications in regular service in the cities included in the
certified report of the civil service commission. “Average
wage” as used in this paragraph shall mean the sum of
the maximum averages certified by the civil service com-

mission divided by the number of firemen classifications
in cities in said certification;

(2) for the first, second and third year of service, for
firemen, shall be established in accordance with the gen-
eral percentage differential between seniority steps found
in the salary ranges included in the cities certified by the
civil service commission for the same class;

(3) for said members of the fire department other than
firemen, shall include the same percent of adjustment as
that established by said ordinance for firemen in the

-fourth year of service; and

(4) shall be set at the dollar amount nearest the frac-
tional amount which may result from percentage adjust-
ment specified in this section, half dollars being taken to
the next higher dollar amount.

The expression “rates of compensation”, as used in
this sections in relation to said survey, is hereby declared
to apply only to a basic amount of wages, with included
range scales, and does not include such working benefits
as might be set up by any other city by way of holidays,
vacations, other permitted absences fer of any type what-
soever, overtime, night or split shift, or pay for special-
ized services within a classification or rank, or other

remium pay differentials of any type whatsoever. The
oregoing enumeration is not exclusive, but it is the intent
of this section that nothing other than a basic amount of
wages, with included range scales, is to be included within
the meaning of “rates of compensation”.

Working benefits and premium pay differentials of any
gfpe shall be allowed or paid to members of the fire

epartment referred to herein only as is otherwise pro-
vided in this charter.

For all purposes of the retirement system, the expres-
sion “rates of compensation”, as used in subsections (c)
and (d) of this section shall mean “salary attached to the
rank” as used in section 169 of the charter of 1932, as
amended, and “compensation earnable” as used in sec-
tion 8.549. '

The term “firemen” as used in this section shall mean
the persons employed; in the fire departments of said
cities of 350,000 population or over or of the City and
County of San Francisco; to perform substantially the
duties” being performed on the effective date of -this
section by drivers, stokers, tillermen, truckmen, or hose-
men, in the San Francisco Fire Department.

The expression “members of the fire department” does
not include members of the fire commission.

The absence of any officer or member of the fire
department on military leave of absence, as defined by
section 8.361 of this charter shall be reckoned a part of
his service under the city and county, for the purpose of
computing years of service in gaining added compensa-
tion as provided in-this-charter for herein.

On the recommendation of the chief of the depart-
ment, the fire commission may reward any efficer—or
member of the department for heroic or meritorious
conduct, the form of amount of said award to be discre-

tionary with the fire commission, but not to exceed one
month’s salary in any one instance.

The rates of compensation for the ranks of captain,
bureau of fire prevention and public safety, and licuten-
ant, bureau o? fire investigation, shall be 13—percent
thirteen percent (13%) above the compensation estab-
lished for the ranks of captain and lieutenant as provided
for in this section. The rates of compensation for the
ranks of inspector, bureau of fire prevention and public
safety, and investigator, bureau of fire investigation, shall
be l-g-pefeem ten percent (10%) above the compensation
established for the rank of chief’s operator as provided
for in this section. The rate of compensation shall be set
at the dollar amount nearest the fractional amount which
may result from percentage adjustment specified in this
subsection, half dollars being taken to tge next higher
dollar amount. '

(d) The rates of compensation fixed pursuant to the
provisions of subsections (a) (1), (2) and (3) and the
rates of compensation fixed pursuant to the provisions of

- subsections (c) (1), (2) and (3) shall be the same. Such

rates shall not exceed the highest average rate of com-
pensation fixed pursuant to subsections %a) (1), (2) and
(3) and (c) (1), (2) and (3) above, whether it be paid to
police officers, patrolmen, or firemen; provided, further,
that the minimum rate of compensation attached to the
rank of sergeant in the police department shall be equal

"to the rate of compensation attached to the rank of

lieutenant in the fire department.

(e) Not later than the 25th day of August the board
of supervisors shall have the power, and it shall be its
duty, subject to the fiscal provisions of the charter, but;
without reference or amendment to the annual budget,
to amend the annual appropriation ordinance and the
annual salary ordinance as necessary to include the pro-
visions of paying the rates of compensation fixed by the
board of supervisors as in this section provided for uni-
formed members of the police and fire departments for
the then current fiscal year.

Notwithstanding any other charter prbvision, the rates
of compensation for police officers and firefighters shall
be annually further increased as follows:

(1) In the event that any city of 350,000 population or
over in the State of California as defined in subsection (a)
and (c) of this section has not finalized, fixed, or reached
agreement as to the rate(s) of compensation prior to the
25th day of August, the date for further and additional
fixing of the rates of compensation and for further and
additional amending of the annual appropriation ordi-
nance and annual salary ordinance to provide for the
paying of additional rates of compensation to police offi-
cers and firefighters shall extend to the 30th day of June
of the following year.

(2) Shouid any city as defined in subsections (a) and (c)
of this section finalize, fix or reach agreement as to the
rate(s) of compensation after the 25th day of August but
prior to the 30th day of June of the following year, the
board of supervisors shall have the power, and it shall be
its duty, by ordinance, within 30 calendar days of said
finalizing, fixing, or reaching agreement, further to fix
the rates of compensation for the uniformed members of
the police and fire departments and to further amend the
annual appropriation ordinance and the annual salary
ordinance to include provisions for paying the rates of
compensation as so further fixed pursuant to subsections
(a) and (c) of this section, and said rates of compensation
shall be effective retroactive for the period provided for
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s ili"_"t'h'e'agreement or legislation of the city designated in

- subsections (a) or (c). ‘

(f) Not later than the first day of August of each year,

‘the civil service commission shall determine and certify
‘to the board of supervisors the percentage of increase or

" decrease in the cost of living during the 12-month period

ending March 31st of that same year as shown by the
Consumer Price Index, All Items San Francisco, and the
- percentage of increase or decrease in the cost of living
---during the same period as shown by the Consumer Price

" Index, All Items, in the cities included in the certified
g .;.‘rej?‘ort- of ‘'said commission. The Consumer Price Index
re

ferred to herein is defined as that certain index issued

| by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics and published in

-+ the ‘Monthly Labor Review or a Successor publication.

In the event the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics discon-
- tinues the compilation and publication of said indexes,
“the board of supervisors shall have the ]laower, and it
shall be its duty, to appoint a statistical fact finding
commiittee to determine the same data pursuant to the

methods theretofore used by the U.S. Bureau of Labor

- Statistics. The cost of living adjustments as hereinafter

rovided shall be based upon the percentage of such
increases or decreases. The board of supervisors may, in
addition to the rates of compensation as established
" herein, and at the same time said rates of compensation

»

.“are, established, increase said rates of compensation by

an amount equal to the difference between the average
cost of living increase of the cities included in the certified
report of the civil service commission and the actual cost
of living increase for San Francisco. In the event the
~ board of supervisors elects not to grant such cost of living

“increase in any year in which any such inicrease might be

granted, the board of supervisors shall, upon a written

request filed with the clerk of the board of supervisors
not later than the 10th day of September of said year by
representatives of the uniformed members of the police

‘and fire departments, as designated by the police and

fire commissions, respectively, submit the question of said
cost of living increase to the qualified electors of the city
and county at the next succeeding citywide election. In
the event said cost of living increase is approved by a
majoritr of the qualified electors voting thereon, said
cost of living increase shall be effective as of the first day
of the then current fiscal year.

(g) Notwithstanding any of the provisions contained in

~ this section, no uniformed member of the police or fire

department employed before July 1, 1976, whose com-

ensation is fixed pursuant ‘to the formula contained

erein, shall suffer a salary reduction by the application
of any new compensation schedules, and the rates for
fiscal year 1975-76 shall continue until such time as the
new schedules equal or exceed the current salary incre-
ment schedules, provided, however, that such time shall
not be extended beyond June 30, 1982, and provided
further that this prohibition against reduction of compen-
sation for the designated employees shall not be deemed
to supersede the provisions of section 8.406 of this char-
ter. =

(h) Notwithstanding any of the Erovisions contained
in this section, no uniformed member of the police or
fire department, whose compensation is fixed pursuant
to the formula contained herein, shall suffer a salar
reduction by the application of the compensation sched)I
ules provided for herein. Provided, however, that this
prohibition against reduction of compensation for the
designated employees shall not be deemed to supersede
the provisions of section 8.406 of this charter.

TEXT OF PROPOSED INITIATIVE CHARTER AMENDMENT
PROPOSITION J

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

8.452 Fire Department

The chief of department shall recommend and the fire
commission shall provide by rule for work schedules or
tours of duty for the officers and members occupying the
several ranks of the fire department; provided, however,

- “that the normal work week determined on an annual

‘basis for such officers and members shall not exceed 48.7

“hours. All tours of duty established for officers and mem-
" bers assigned to the fire fighting companies and fire

fighting units excepting the arson investigation unit, shall
start at eight o’clock A.M. No such officer or member
shall be required to work more than twenty-four consec-
utive hours except in a case of conflagration, disaster, or
sudden and unexpected emergency of a temporary nature
reguiring the services of more than the available on duty
officers and members of the uniformed force of the
- department. Officers and members may exchange watch-
es with permission of the chief of the department and
time worked on such exchange of watches shall not be
construed as time in violation of the limitation of 48.7
hours in any normal work week nor twenty-four consec-
‘utive hours. Each such officer and each such member
shall be -entitled to at least one (1) day off during each
week.,

When in the judgment of the chief of department, it
is in the public interest that any such officer or member
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shall work on his day off and said officer or member
consents to so work, he may at the direction of the chief
of department work on said day off, and in addition to
the regular compensation provided for said officer or
member as set forth in the Charter, said officer or mem-
ber shall, as requested by the officer or member, be
entitled to be compensated at his-regular—rate-of-pay the
rate of time and one-half his regular rate of pay as

rovided for herein for extra time served, or he shall be
allowed the equivalent time off- at the rate of time and

one-half. :

In any computation in the administration of the San
Francisco City and County Employees’ Retirement Sys-
tem in which the compensation, as defined in any pro-
visions relating to the retirement system, is 2 factor,
compensation for overtime provided for in this section
shall be excluded, and no such overtime compensation
shall be deemed as compensation for any purpose relating

to such retirement provisions.

Officers and members of the uniformed force shall be
entitled to the days declared to be holidays for employees
whose compensations are fixed on a monthly basis in the

‘schedule of compensation adopted by the board of super-

visors, pursuant to the provisions o section 8.401 of the
charter, as additional days off with pay. Officers-or-mem-
i rform-service—in-said-departinent-on
ipensated Officers or members shall

be compensated for said days on the basis of straight-time
time and one-half as herein computed or shall be granted



equivalent time off duty with pay at the rate of time and
one-half i } 554
requested by the officer or member. :

For payroll purposes, that portion of each tour of duty

which falls within each calendar day shall constitute a
~single tour of duty. The rate of compensation fer—the

n-a-heliday

f-the—fire—commission: as

i rformed-on-an-assigned-day—off—as—in
this-charter—provided; or equivalent time off as provided
for in this section, shall be calculated by dividing the
annual rates of pay for each fiscal year by two-thirds
(¥3’s) of the number of single tours of duty as scheduled
for the several ranks in the fire fighting companies in said

fiscal year.

TEXT OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE
" PROPOSITION K

.
NOTE; Additions or substitutions are indicated by beld
face type; deletions are indicated by strike-out

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

Section 1. Section 6 of the ordinance cited in the title
hereof is amended to read as follows:

Section 6. Certificate Fee; Period. The fee for any
certificate issued pursuant to the provisions of this ordi-

nance shall be $20.00 and said certificate shall be valid
for a period of three months from the date of issuance;
except that any person certified pursuant to the provisions
of this ordinance shall have the option of purchasing for
$80.00 a certificate valid for a period of one year from
the date of issuance. The Board of Supervisors may
increase the certificate fee when necessary in order to
finance the costs of the Art Comimission in administering
and enforcing the provisions of this ordinance.

TEXT OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE
PROPOSITION L

AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 402-83, SALARY STANDAR-
DIZATION ORDINANCE, FISCAL YEAR 1983-84, CHARTER
SECTIONS 8.400, 8.401, AND 8.407, MISCELLANEOUS EMPLOY-
EES, PURSUANT TO CHARTER SECTION 9.108(b), TO
REFLECT ADDITIONAL RATES AND WORKING CONDITIONS
FOR EMPLOYEES REPRESENTED BY PAINTERS UNION
LOCAL NO. 4, BASED UPON LAST DEMANDS OF SAID
EMPLOYEES.

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

SECTION 1. Pursuant to the provisions of Charter
Section 9.108(b), Ordinance No. 402-83, Salary Standar-
dization Ordinance, Fiscal Year 1983-1984, Charter Sec-
tions 8.400, 8.401 and 8.407, Miscellaneous Employees,
ifs llllereby amended by amending Section XIII to read as
ollows:

Section XIII, Schedules of Compensation.
7346 Painter ENTRANCE AT STEP 5

TEXT OF PROPOSED INITIATIVE ORDINANCE
PROPOSITION M

Be it ordained by the people of the City and County of
San Francisco that Part II, Chapter II, of the San Fran-
cisco Municipal Code (City Planning Code) is hereby
amended by adding Article 9, to read as foliows:

It is the policy of the People of San Francisco that the
Master Plan which guides the future of the City shall be
effective and comprehensive. This Master Plan shall pro-
tect and foster the diversity of San Francisco, its Neigh-
borhoods, Economy and Communities. It shall protect
and enhance the quality of our Human and Urban Envi-
ronment. It shall establish a Balanced Development Pol-
icy. It shall ensure that development occurs only when
the just needs of San Franciscans for employment, afford-
able housing, adequate MUNI service. local business
services and a liveable environment are furthered by that
development. In order to achieve this policy the People
direct the following actions:

A. ADOPTION OF A CONSISTENT MASTER PLAN

By September 1, 1984 the City Planning Commission
shalf,, after extensive public participation and hearings,
adopt in one action a revised and complete Master Plan.
The Preamble, Elements, Objectives and Policies of the
Master Plan shall comprise an integrated, internally con-
sistent and compatible statement of policy. The following
Priority Policies shall govern revision of the Master Plan,
and are hereby adopted as the preamble to the Master
Plan.

PRIORITY POLICIES FOR
SAN FRANCISCO’S FUTURE

It is the principal purpose of the Master Plan of the
City and County of San Francisco to protect and foster
the economic, neighborhood and community diversity of
our City, to protect and enhance the quality of its human
and urban environment, and to maintain its special char-
acter. In order to accomplish this purpose, these Priorities
shall govern the Elements of the Master Plan, including
Objectives, Policies and maps:

1. Protecting the dphysical and historic character, the
landmarks and distinguished buildings, and the
beauty of our City, given to us in trust by prior
generations of San Franciscans.

2. Securing the greatest possible proportion of new
employment in San Francisco for our residents,
especially those in economic need.

3. Protecting existing small businesses and their
employees from forced relocation out of their
neighborhoods.

4, Conserving and expanding affordable housing and
maintaining existing housing to protect the diverse
communities of our City.

5. Maintaining a balance between the capacities of
public services, transit and transportation systems,
and the demands placed upon them by commercial
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development so that commuter traffic does not

overburden our streets or neighborhood parking -

or impede MUNI transit service.
6. Maintaining a diverse economic base for San Fran-

cisco by encouraging existing and potential service -

and industrial uses in our City and protecting
those uses from displacement due to office devel-
opment. '

7. Maintaining the diversity of our City’s neighbor-

- hoods, their cultural and ethnic communities, their

physical character, and their neighborhood ser-
vices and institutions. .

8. Requiring for future developrﬁent the gfeatest'

preparedness against injury, loss of life, and prop-
erty damage during a major earthquake or disas-
ter. :

9. Preserving and enhancing the liveability of our
City, our parks and open spaces, and their sunlight
and public vistas.

10. Protecting from market imbalances caused by

overdevelopment those existing businesses and

~ activities vital to the health of the City's retail
trade industry.

B. CONFORMANCE TO THE MASTER PLAN

By November 1, 1984 the City Planning Commission
and the Board of Supervisors shall take all necessary
actions to revise the City’s zoning so that is consistent
with all aspects of the City’s Master Plan, provided that
the City Planning Commission shall amend where nec-
essary the Master Plan adopted by September 1, 1984 to
conform to existing or less intensive zoning of residential
neighborhoods and neighborhood shopping districts.

Thereafter, changes to the Master Plan and zoning may
be adopted as provided by the City Charter, the Planning
Code and other relevant law. ' '

C. SAN FRANCISCO BALANCED DEVELOPMENT |

." POLICY

' By March 1, 1984 the Board of Supervisors shall enact
all necessary ordinances and other measures to:

1. Require that new commercial office development

permit holders will cause to be built or rehabilitated

additional affordable housing within San Francisco
to accommodate the demand generated by the proj-
ect.

2. Require that new commercial office development

ermit holders will pay for the costs of additional

~MUNI capacity to accommodate the demand gen-
erated by the project.

By November 1, 1984 the Board of Supervisors shall
- enact all necessary ordinances and other measures to:

3. Establish a comprehensive employment and train-

* ing program for San Francisco residents so that the
greatest feasible number of new jobs accommodat-
ed by new commercial development goes to City
residents, especially the long-term unemployed and
underemployed.

D. PROJECT CONFORMANCE

Effective immediately, prior to approving a commercial
office development as defined herein, any City agency
must certify: '

1. The permit holder will pay for the costs of addi-

92

' tional MUNI capacity to accommodate the demand
generated by the project. »

2. The permit holder will cause to be built or reha-
bilitated additional affordable housing within San
Francisco.

3. The project is consistent with the City’s Master Plan
and in particular with the Priority Policies estab-
lished by this Initiative.

All commitments made by a project sponsor to fulfill
these certification requirements shall be made condi-
tions precedent to the issuance of any permit for that
project.

E. COSTS OF IMPLEMENTING INITIATIVE
The Board of Supervisors shall determine the addi-

tional costs of implementing this Initiative above the

usual cost for Planning Department functions. It shall

adopt all necessary legislation to impose a special fee.

upon persons seeking approval for commercial office
development projects. The amount of the fees shall be
established so that, over a reasonable period of time, in

the aggregate they defray, but as estimated do not -

exceed, all such legally applicable administrative costs to
the City of implementing this Initiative. As nearly as may
be estimated the fee charged shall be a prorated amount.

F. DEFINITIONS

1. “Commercial office development” means any new
office building and any commercial office portion
of a mixed-use development and any conversion of
an existing building to office use, which exceeds
15,000 square feet in gross floor area, “Service and
industrial uses” specifically do not include any com-
mercial office development as defined herein.

2. “Cost of additional MUNI capacity” means the cost
without City subsidy of the additional MUNI vehi-
cles and other capital, operating, maintenance and

- overhead expenses required to service the MUNI
passenger triglg, generated by commercial office
development. The costs shall be calculated so as to
-avoid continued overcrowding of MUNI vehicles
and without any presumption of future fare increas-
es. o

3. “Cause to be built or rehabilitated” means that the
project sponsor has a binding legal commitment to
either (15) directly construct, or acquire and reha-
bilitate, or provide the equity financing for addi-
tional affordable housing as defined herein; or (2)
an in to a fund established by ordinance to provide

nancing for additional affordable housing an
amount per unit no less than 50% of the average
downpayment for a newly built home as derived
from data J)ublished in the Federal Home Loan
Bank Board Journal and updated annually.

4. “Additional affordable housing” means the number
of housing units proportional to the gross floor area
of the development as determined by the “Formula
for Computing Housing Requirements” contained
in the Department of City Planning’s “Office Hous-
ing Production Program Guidelines,” dated January
22, 1982, page 5, or greater number of housing
units as supported by. subsequent studies done by
or for the Department of City Planning, and as
defined as “affordable housing” in the Guidelines,

age 7. Multiple credits shall be allowed only for
amily housing. Such credits shall be calculated on
the basis of one credit per bedroom..
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5. “Pay” means that project permit holder shall make
direct monetary payment to the City through a
binding contract with the City or through an appro-
Friate and legally enforceable mechanism estab-
ished by ordinance.

6. “Comprehensive employment and training pro-
gram” means an ordinance requiring, as a mini-
mum, that (1) to the extent permitted by law, San
Francisco residents shall be hired to fill at least
40% of the jobs accommodated by new commercial
development assisted by City, State, or Federal
funding; and (2) all new commercial development
sponsors and tenants will participate in a job place-
ment and training program for City residents.

7. “Residential neighborhoods and neighborhood

shopping districts” means those zoning districts -

defined in Article 2, Sections 206.1, 206.2, 206.3,
210.1 ‘and 210.2 of the City Planning Code as
amended in 1978.

8. “Existing zoning” means zoning in existence as of
the date of adoption of this Initiative. “Less inten-
sive zoning” means any rezoning which would less-
en density, or height, and require a more specific
land use. ‘ : ’

G. SEVERABILITY CLAUSE

If any part of this ordinance is held invalid by a court
of law, or the application thereof to any person or cir-
cumstance is held invalid, such invalidity shall not affect
the other parts of the ordinance or applications of this
ordinance which can be given effect without the invalid
part or application, and to this end the sections of this
ordinance are separable.

TEXT OF PROPOSED REFERENDUM
PROPOSITION P

NOTE: The entire article is new.

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

Section 1. Part II, Chapter V, of the San Fréncisco
Municipal Code (Health Code) is hereby amended by
adding Article 19 thereto, reading as follows:

ARTICLE 19

SMOKING POLLUTION CONTROL

Sec. 1000. Title. This Article shall be known as the
Smoking Pollution Control Ordinance.

Sec. 1001. Purpose. Because the smoking of tobacco
or any other weed or plant is a danger to health and is
a cause of material annoyance and discomfort to those
who are present in confined places, the Board of Super-
visors hereby declares that the purposes of this article
are (1) to protect the public health and welfare by reg-

- ulating smoking in the office workplace and (2) to mini-
mize the toxic effects of smoking in the office workplace
by requiring an employer to adopt- a policy that will
accommodate, insofar as possible, the preferences of
nonsmokers and smokers and, if a satisfactory accom-
modation cannot be reached, to prohibit smoking in the
office workplace.

This ordinance is not intended to create any right to
smoke.or to impair or alter an employer’s prerogative to
prohibit smoking in the workplace. Rather, if an employ-
er allows employees to smoke in the workplace, then this
ordinance requires (1) that the employer make accom-
modations for the preferences of both nonsmoking and
smoking employees, and (2) if a satisfactory accommo-
dation to all affected nonsmoking employees cannot be
reached, that the employer prohibit smoking in the office

workplace.

Sec. 1002. Definitions. For the purposes of this Arti-
cle:

(1) “City” means the City and County of San Francis-

Co;

(2) “Board of Supervisors” means the Board of Super-
visors of the City and County of San Francisco;

3) “Person” means any individual person, firm, part-

nership, association, corporation, company, organization,
or legal entity of any kind; -

(4) “Employer” means any person who employs the
services of an individual person; ‘

(5) “Employee” means any person who is employed
by any employer in consideration for direct or indirect
monetary wages or profit;

(6) “Office Workplace” means any enclosed area of a
structure or portion thereof intended for occupancy by
business entities which will provide primarily clerical,
professional or business services of the business entity,
or which will provide primarily clerical, professional or

- business services to other business entities or to the

public, at that location. Office workplace includes, but is
not limited to, office spaces in office buildings, medical
office waiting rooms, libraries, museums, hospitals and
nursing homes;

(7) “Smoking” or “to smoke” means and includes
inhaling, exhaling, burning or carrying any lighted smok-
ing equipment for tobacco or any other weed or plant;
and

(8) “Enclosed” means closed in by a roof and four
walls with appropriate openings for ingress and egress
and is not intended to mean areas commonly described
as public lobbies.

Sec. 1003. Regulation of Smoking in the Office Work{
place.

(1) Each employer who operates an office or offices in
the city shall within three (3) months of adoption of this
ordinance, adopt, implement and maintain a written
Smoking Policy which shall contain, at a minimum, the
following provisions and requirements:

(a) Any nonsmoking employee may object to his or
her employer about smoke in his or her workplace. Using
already available means of ventilation or separation or
partition of office space, the employer shall attempt to
reach a reasonable accommodation, insofar as possible,
between the preferences of nonsmoking and smoking
emdployees. However, an employer is not required by this
ordinance to make any expenditures or structural changes
to accommodate the preferences of nonsmoking or smok-
ing employees.

(b) If an accommodation which is satisfactory to all

93



affected nonsmoking employees cannot be reached inany

given office workplace, the preferences of nonsmoking
employees shall prevail and the em\g}loyer shall prohibit
smoking in that office workplace. Where the employer
prohibits smoking in an office workplace, the area in
which smoking is prohibited shall be clearly marked with
signs. :

(2) The Smoking Policy shall be announced within
three (3) weeks of adoption to all employees working in

office workplaces in the city and posted conspicuously in

all workplaces under the employer’s jurisdiction.
Sec. 1004. . Where Smoking Not Regulated.

This Article is not intended to regulate smoking in the
following places and under the following conditions with-
in the city: . .

(1) A private home which may serve as an office work-
place;

(2) Any property owned or leased by state or federal

government entities;

(32 Any office space leased or rented by a soleinde-
pendent contractor; :

(4) A private enclosed office workplace occupied
exclusively by smokers, even though such an office work-
place may be visted b nonsmokers, excepting places in
which smoking is prohibited by the fire marshal or by
other law, ordinance or regulation;

Sec. 1005.  Penalties and Enforcement.
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‘81') The Director of Public Health shall enforce Section
1003 hereof against violations by either of the following -

‘actions: ! ’

(a) Serving notice requiring the correction of any vio-
lation of this Article: ' o

~(b) Calling upon the City Attorney to maintain an
action for injunction to enforce the provisions of this
Article, to cause the correction of any such violation,
and for assessment and recovery of a civil penalty for

such violation;

(2) Any employer who violates Section 1003 hereof
may be liable for a civil penalty, not to exceed $500,
which Eenalty shall be assessed and recovered in a civil
action brought in the name of the People of the City and
County of San Francisco in any court of competent juris-
diction. Each day such violation is committed or permit-
ted to continue shall constitute a separate offense and
shall be qunishable as such. Any penalty assessed and

in an action brought pursuant to this garagraph
shall be paid to the Treasurer of the City and County of

San Francisco.

(3) In undertaking the enforcement of this ordinance,
the City and County of San Francisco is assumin% an
undertaking only to promote the general welfare. It is
not assuming, nor is it imposing on its officers and
employees, an obligation for breach of which it is liable
in money damages to any person who claims that such
breach proximately caused injury.
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APPLICATION FOR ABSENT VOTER'S BALLOT FOR REGISTRAR'S USE ONLY

APLIQACégN P;RA BALOTA DE VOTANTE AUSENTE ST ZM

fﬁkf#:‘ lgm q3 Ap) %&

| | ] Prec No.

BALLOT TO BE MAILED TO ME AT: Ballot No

ENVIEME LA BALOTA A Ballot Mailed

5 *#‘ ‘g!' I ‘. °

AR TR AT AL : Inspector's Notice

( N Veriied s Comect "
PRINTED NAME  LETRAS DE IMPRENTA ENRRES Date Deputy Registrar
ADDRESS-CALLE MAIL TO: ABSENT VOTING SECTION

ENVIAR A:  REGISTRAR OF VOTERS OFFICE
fi#%%: ROOM 158, CITY HALL
LC'TY'C’UDAD STATE-ESTADO 7iF GODE A%, J SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

X

| hereby apply for an absent voter's ballot: for the election on November 8, 1983.
Por la presente, solicitio una balota de votante ausente: MIF—HEE BN AN » LIS M LASTRZ B

SIGNATURE-FIRMA
RIEAE A

Registered San Francisco Address of Applicant (if ditferent)
Diraccién del solictante registrada en San Francisco

PN SRR it

DATE-FECHA
BM

APPLICATION MUST . BE RECEIVED
IN REGISTRAR'S OFFICE BY 5:00
P.M., TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 1, 7

DAYS BEFORE ELECTION DAY. DE LA ELECCION.

Lost use of one or more limbs.
Lost use of both hands.

Unable to move about without the aid of an assistant device
(e.g. canes, crutches, walker, wheelchair). :

Suffering from lung disease, blindness or cardiovascular disease.
Significant limitation in the use of the lower extremities.

Other (Please see explanatory lelter attached)
One of the above (it's none of your business which one)

| hereby apply for "Permanent Absent Voter” status in San Francisco.

Printed Name

LA SOLICITUD DEBE RECIBIRSE EN

LA OFICINA DEL REGISTRAR ANTES

DE LAS CINCO EN PUNTO DE LA

TARDE, MARTES, 1 DE NOVIEMBRE,
_ EL SEPTIMO DIA ANTERIOR AL DIA

B T OB e AR 212
y BptmANE B = F A FREK
MR EEAESNSIRBCTI: 6 AR o

APPLICATION FOR PERMANENT ABSENTEE VOTER STATUS

Persons meeting one or more of the criterion below are eligible for permanent absentee voter status and
will automatically be mailed an absentee ballot for each election. If you wish to apply for permanent ab-
sent voter status for future elections, please complete and return the form below. It is not necessary to
complete this half of the form if you want a ballot for this election only.

Suffering from a diagnosed disease or disorder which substantially impairs or interferes with mobility.

| certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct.

Residence Address

Mailing Address (if different)

Signature
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. JAY PATTERSON

REGISTRAR OF VOTERS ,

- 1656 CITY HALL

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-4691

558-3061

LOCATION OF YOUR

DISTRICT 16

POLLING PLACE
PRI T

BULK RATE
U.S. POSTAGE
PAID
San Francisco -

Calif. .
Permit No. 4

Third Class

ACCESSIBLE
TO HANDICAPPED
YES OR NO

MAILING
ADDRESS

/

appeam on Page 95

ApllcaC|on para papeleta de votante
ausente aparece en la Pagina 95

R B o AR TIAESS 95 H

VOTER SELECTION COUPON

CANDIDATES

CITY & COUNTY

PROPOSITIONS
MAYOR YES NO
A 105 106
# 8 108 109
C 110 111
- SHERIFF D 113 114
E 117 118
# F 121 122
G 125 126
DlSTHICT ATTORNEY H 129 130
I 131 132
# J 134 135
, K 137 138
Write the names and numbers of your choices L 140 4
.| -on this coupon and bring it with you into the voting M 144 145
booth. It will make voting easier for. you and will N 148 149
reduce the time others have to wait. : 0 152 153
-In the case of propositions, circle the number p 155 156
| ‘corresponding to “yes” or “no." This number wil
appear on your ballot.

WHEELCHAIR ACCESSIBILITY:

The “yes” or *no” on the second line of your
address label indicates whether or not your poll-

'ing place is wheelchair accessible.

This evaluation takes into account architec-
tural barriers only. Geographical barriers you
may encounter enroute to the polls have not
been considered.
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