
Date Printed: 06/16/2009 

JTS Box Number: 

Tab Number: 

Document Title: 

Document Date: 

Document Country: 

Document Language: 

IFES ID: 

IFES 75 

37 

City and County of San Francisco Voter 
Information Pamphlet and Sample Ballot -

Nov-98 

United States 
California 
English 

CE02065 

II 
F 

II 
* 



City and County of San Francisco 
Voter Information Pamphlet 

and Sample Ballot 

Consolidated General Election 
November 3, 1998 

Prepared by the Department of 
Elections City and County of 
San Francisco 

I 

r 
I: ,. 
" 



OUTSTANDING POLL WORKERS - JUNE 2. 1998 ELECTION 
Ellen Ables Justin Chuan Linda Janka Trevyn McCoy Julia Shea 
Charlene Alexander Charra Demarco Felicia Johnson Sarah Mineo Dimitrios Slavrakis 
Joan Allen Victory Demartini Richard Johnson Nevona Modica Gregory Sullivan 
Richard Allen Alice Disse Bonnie Jones Richard Morris Lurinze Terrell 
Louis Anzore William Duffey Hermene Joseph David Nelson Rudolph Toman 
Clifford Arnett Bernard Edelheit Almario Julaton Lynn Nelson Bonnie Tyson 
David Ballard Shirley Edelheit Gloria Juric Edythe Newman Charles Vanderpuye 
John Bass Arthur Fernandes Deanna Kastler Morgaine Nidana Leah Wang 
Sandra Bass Lotus Fong Olive Keller Gary Palm Alan Weedy 
Frank Beering Wilbur Ford Clara Kelly Miriam Peterson Tony White 
Barbara Bell Yolanda Franklin Charles Kruger Arthur Peterson Chester Williams 
Pauline Bom Robert Galvin Barbara Lacey Johnnie Phillips Gleda Won 
James Brimmer John Goldberger Julia Langdon Carmen Quinlas Dolores Wong 
Rebekah Brower Sheila Grier Alma Lark Lilias Ramage Jessy Yarbrough 
Glenn Cadwell Adele Guibert Joseph Ledbetter Harding Reede Suk Chong Yu 
Harry Carpenter Angela Guins Terrence Lee Juan Reyes Michelle Zelaya 
Mary Carpenter Patricia Haines Jamie Lin Lois Roberts Dorothea Ziegler 
Agnes Cassidy Helen Hale Edward Mackin Carolina Rosario Paula Zimmermann 
Frances Chan Donald Heckman Mary Mackin Karen Saginor 
Palmer Chan Lional Hill Edward Mall Jose Sarria 
Carol Chicca Maryanne Hoopes Joey Manegold Marcella Satterfield 

The Department of Elections wants to take this opportunity to thank the above-listed poll workers for their 
outstanding community service and personal contribution to the June 2, 1998 Consolidated Primary Election. 
Please join us in acknowledging the hard work that these poll workers have performed for all of us. 

Poll workers are needed in your neighborhood for the upcoming elections. A volunteer poll worker is required to attend 
a two-hour training session before the election. On Election Day, poll workers start at 6:30 a.m. and finish at approxi
mately 9 p.m. The poll worker who is responsible for picking up supplies, delivering the ballot box and acting as supervi
sor of the polling place is reimbursed $93 for the day. Poll workers with less responsibility are reimbursed $72 for the day. 
I urge all of you who can make time to volunteer one or two days each year to be a poll worker on Election Day. 

EQUAL CIVIC DUTY OPPORTUNITY - SIGN Up TODAY IIIIIE3 
c:h- DEMOCRACY NEEDS You E3 

-----------,---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 
DEPARTMENT OF ELECTIONS - POLL WORKER APPLICATION 
I am a resident of San Francisco and a REGISTERED VOTER of San Francisco. I hereby 
request to be a poll worker for the Consolidated General Election to be held on Tuesday, 
November 3, 1998. If I am not currently registered to vote, my registration form is attached. 
BRING THIS FORM IN PERSON TO: Department of Elections, 633 Folsom Street, Room 107. 

I 198 III III 
Teday's Date Date of Birth (MonthlDaylYear) 

u I I I I 
First Name M.1. Last Name 

"--'-_'---'-_'---'----''---'---''---'---'_-'----'-_-"--'-_'--'1 San Francisco, CA .... 1_,--1..._'---'---' 
Address 

I I I I-I I I I I I I I I-I I I I I 
Daytime Phone Evening Phone 

What language do you speak in addition to English? 

Zip Code 

I HAVE a car: B Yes 

No 
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Department Of Elections 633 Folsom Street, Room 109 
San Francisco, CA 94107 
Phone: (415) 554-4375 
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Fax: (415) 554-7344 

Dear Voter, 
September 1998 

NEW VOTE COUNT SYSTEM 
This November, we will move a step closer to selecting a new vote count system for the City and County of San 
Francisco, As a result of a Request for Proposals issued in February 1998, two companies were selected to 
participate in a pilot program consisting of two phases, the first during the June 1998 election, and the second 
during the November 1998 election. Both companies offer what is known as "optical scan" ballots. This type of 
ballot contains candidate names and ballot measures on the ballot. The voter connects two ends of an arrow with a 
line to indicate a vote (compared to our curr~nt system of "punching" a number). After a voter has finished voting, 
s1he feeds the ballot into the vote counter. 

In pilot phase one, the Department of Elections produced a survey ballot which included questions about the 
Department and about the optical scan ballots. Voters who came to either the Department of Elections or the 
temporary City Hall at 401 Van Ness Avenue were asked to vote an optical scan "ballot" after they voted their 
"real" ballot. Approximately 500 people tried the new system. 

For pilot phase two, we have selected 50 precincts in which voters will use the two optical scan systems (twenty-five 
precincts for each company.) Voters who live in these 50 precincts will receive a letter from the Department of 
Elections informing them that they will be using the optical scan system in November and asking for their feedback. 

It is our intention to select a company after the November 1998 election and to use the new system throughout the 
city beginning the November 1999 election. , 

DRIVER'S LICENSE NUMBER 
Last year, we asked voters to voluntarily provide the Department with their driver's license number. The purpose of 
this request was to use the number as verification that we are working with the correct voter file. As you can imagine, 
there are many voters with the same or similar names. Voters often re-register because of an address change, name 
change, party change, etc. Whenever we make a change, we make every effort to verifY that we are accessing the 
correct voter file. Having your driver's license number will help in this process. Please be assured that this 
information is confidential and will not be given to any source, unless the Department is ordered to do so by a court. 

If you have already given us your driver's license number, there will be a notation on the roster to that effect. If 
you have not, but are willing to give us your number, you may do so in a number of ways. One, you can write the 
number on the roster next to your name when you go to the polling place on November 3. Two, we will have 
forms available at the polling place which you may complete and put into the "absentee ballot" box. Three, you 
may take a form with you and mail it to the Department of Elections, 633 Folsom Street, Room 109, San Francisco, 
CA 94107. Four, you may either include your driver's license number on your request for an absentee ballot or 
include a separate note with your driver's license number with your request for absentee ballot. 

Again, providing this information is voluntary, and if provided, will remain confidential. 

DON'T FORGET TO VOTE ON NOVEMBER 3! 

(l) ~ a -<.<)~~. 
Naomi Nishioka 
Acting Director of Elections 



Ballot Simplification Committee 

John M. Odell, Committee Chair 
National Academy of Television Arts and Sciences, 
Northern California Chapter 

Mary Hilton 
League of Women Voters 

Stephen Schwartz 
The Northern California Newspaper Guild 

Dr. Anthony Ramirez 
San Francisco Unified School District 

Betty J. Packard 
Northern California Broadcasters Association 

Thomas J.Owen, Ex officio 
Deputy City Attorney 

Naomi Nishioka, Ex officio 
Acting Director of Elections 

Citizens Advisory Committee on Elections 
Mayoral appointees:· Ed Canapary, Kathleen Grogan, 
Susan Horsfall, -Marcel Kapulica and Albert J. Reen. 

Board of Supervisors appointees: Chris Bowman; Martha 
Knutzen, George Mix, Jr., Gail Morthole, Peter J. Nardoza 
and Samson W. Wong. 

Ex officio members: Thomas J. Owen, Deputy City Attomey 
and Naomi Nishioka, Acting Director of Elections. 

Appointed members represent political organizations, politi
cal parties, labor organizations, neighborhood organiza
tions, business organizations and other citizens groups 
interested in the political process. 

r£!l Mail Delivery of Voter Pamphlets 

The San Francisco Voter Information Pamphlet and Sample 
Ballot is scheduled to be mailed at the end of September. If 
you registered to vote on or before September 4, 1998 you 
should receive your Voter Information Pamphlet by the middle 

T he Ballot Simplification Committee prepares 
summaries. ("The Way It Is Now," "The Proposal," 

"A 'Yes' Vote Means," and "A 'No' Vote Means") of 
measures placed on the ballot each election. The 
Committee also prepares a table of contents, an index 
of candidates and measures, a brief explanation of the 
ballot pamphlet, definitions of terms in the pamphlet, a 
summary of voters' basic rights, and a statement as to 
the term, cOmpensation and -duties of each local 
elective office. 

he Citizens AdviSOry Committee on Elections 

T studies and makes advisory recommendations to 
the officers of the City and County on all matters 

relating to voter registration, elections and the 
administration of the Department of Elections. It 
investigates compliance with the requirements of 
Federal, State and local election and campaign 
reporting, disclosure laws and other statutes relating to 

. the conduct of elections in San Francisco, promotes 
citizen participation in the electoral process, and studies 
and reports on all election matters referred to it by 
various officers of the City and County. 

of October. 
If you registered to vete or changed your registration after 

September 4, your Voter Information Pamphlet will be' 
mailed after October 9. 

If you do not receive your Voter Information Pamphlet in a 
timely manner, please notify your local Post Office. 

0\ PURPOSE OF THE VOTER INFORMATION PAMPHLET 



--------------- - ~-

Your Rights as a Voter 
by the Ballot Simplification Committee 

Q - Who can vote? 
A - U.S. citizens, 18 years or older, who are registered to 
vote in San Francisco on or before October 5, 1998. 

Q - My 18th birthday is after October 5, 1998 but on or 
before November 3. May I vote in the November 3 elec
tion? 
A - Yes, if your 18th birthday is on or before November 3, 
but after October 5, you can register to vote on or before 
October 5 and vote November 3 - even though you were 
not 18 at the time you registered to vote. 

Q - If I was arrested or convicted of a crime can I stili 
vote? 
A - You can vote as long as you are not in prison or on 
parole for a felony conviction. 

Q -I have just become a U.S. citizen. 
Can I vote in the November 3 elec
tion? 

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

Q - Can I take my sample ballot or my own. written /1st 
into the voting booth? 
A - Yes. Deciding your votes before you get to the polls 
will help. You may wish to use the Quick Voters Sheet 
which is on page 151 of this pamphlet. 

Q - Can a worker at the polling place ask me to take 
any tests? 
A-No. 

Q - Is there any way to vote instead of going to the 
polling place on Election Day? 

. A - Yes, you can vote before 
November 3 if you: 

A-If you became a U.S. citizen on or 
before October 5, you may vote in the 
election, but you must register to vote 
by October 5. 

Q - Who can vole? 

Fill out and mail the Absentee 
Ballot application printed on the back 
cover of this book. Within three days 
after we receive your request, a vote
by-mail ballot will be sent to you. Your 
request must be received by the 
Director of Elections no later than 
October 27, 1998; 

OR 
A - U. S. citizens, 

If you became a U.S. citizen after 
October 5, but on or before October 
27, you may register and vote at the 
Department of Elections office with 
proof of citizenship and proof of San 
Francisco residency. 

18 years or older, who OR 

Q - I have moved within the coun
ty but have not re-registered. Can I 
vote in this election? 

are registered to vote 

in San Francisco on 

or before October 5, 

1998. 

Go to th~ Office of the Department 
of Elections at 633 Folsom Street, 
Room 109 from October 5 through 
November 3. The office hours are: 
from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday 
through Friday; from 9 am. to 3 p.m. 
the weekend before the election; and 
from 7 a.m. to 8 p.m. on Election Day, 
November 3. A - Yes, but you must go to your new 

polling place and show proof of current 
residence. 

Q - When do I vote? 
A - Election Day is Tuesday, November 3, 1998. Your 
polling place will be open from 7 a.m. to 8 p.m. 

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

Q - What do I do if my polling place is not open? 
A - Check the label on the back of this book to make sure 
you have gone to the right place. Polling places often 
change. If you are at the right place, call the Department of 
Elections at 554-4375 to let them know the polling place is 
not open. 
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OR 

. Go to the war Memorial Building (temporary City Hall) at 
401 Van Ness from October 27 through November 3. The 
hours are: from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday through 
Friday; from 9 am. to 3 p.m. the weekend before the election; 
and from 7 a.m. to 8 p.m. on Election Day, November 3. 

Q - If I don't use an application form, can I get an 
Absentee Ballot some other way? 
A - You can send a note, preferably a postcard, to the 
Department of Elections asking for a ballot. This note must 
include: your printed home address, the address where you 
want the ballot mailed, your birthdate, your printed name 
and your signature. Your request must be received by the 
Department of Elections no later than October 27, 1998. 



Important Facts about Absentee Voting 
~ (Vote-by-Mail) 

I 
Applying for an Absentee Ballot 

Any registered voter may request an absentee ballot. You no longer need a reason such as Illness or travel. We strongly recommend 
Ihat voters use Ihe application form provided on the back cover of this pamphlet. This form wilh Ihe pre-printed bar code will enablelhe Department 
of Elections to process your request more rapidly. 

If you do not hilVe t~at application form, you may send us anolher application or a post card with your request for an Absentee Ballot. On Ihe 
card, please print your name, birthdate, and residence address, Ihe address to which you want Ihe ballot sent if it is different from your residence 
address, your day and night telephone numbers, your signature and the date you are making the request. You may "fax' your request to this office 
at (415) 554-4372. 

HAVING SOMEONE ELSE DELIVER YOUR ABSeNTEE BALLOT APPLICATION 
Unless you know and trust the person delivering your application for an absentee ·ballot, you should personally deliver or mail it directly to Ihe 

Department of Elections. Political campaigns often request Ihat voters mail their applications to campaign headquarters where Ihe campaigns Ihen 
add Ihe infomnation Ihat voters provide to Iheir files and mailing lists. This will delay your application in getting to our office and may cause you to 
miss Ihe application deadline. We always recommend Ihat voters mail their absentee ballot applications directly to the San Francisco Department of 
Elections, 633 Folsom St., Room 1Q9, San Francisco, CA 94107-3606.. ' 
PERMANENT ABSENTEE VOTERS 

Disabled voters may apply to become pemnanent absentee voters. A pemnanent absentee voter will automatically receive a ballot each elec
tion wilhout having to apply each time. However, when a pemnanent absentee voter moves or re-registers, he/she must reapply for pemnanent sta-• • 

<$ Voting your Absentee Ballot 
NEVER MAKE ANY IDENTIFYING MARKS ON YOUR BALLOT 

Do not sign or initial your ballot card. Your ballot is no longer considered secret if Ihere is such a mark, and Ihus it cannofbe counted. 
CLEANING YOUR BALLOT 

After punching out the holes corresponding to your choices on the ballot, you will notice that Ihere may be little paper chips hanging from the 
back of your card. You need to remove Ihese hanging chips frClf" Ihe ballot card to prevent Ihem from moving back into place and covering Ihe holes, 
making it appear as if you had never punched them, thus causing Ihe vote not to be counted. . 

o ~ Returning your Absentee Ballot 
VOTED BALLOT RETURN DEADLINE 

Your ballot must arrive at the Department of Elections office or any San Francisco polling place by 8 p.m. on November 3, 1998, Election Day. 
Any ballot Ihat arrives in our office after 8 p.m. on Election Day will not be counted. A postrnari< on your absentee ballot retum envelope beiore or 
on Election Day is not acceptable if Ihe ballot arrives in our office after 8 p.m. on Election Day. I . 

YOU MUST SIGN YOUR NAME ON THE ABSENTEE VOTER RETURN ENVELOPE 
You must personally sign Ihe envelope in the space provided. No one else, including persons wilh the power of attorney, is pemnitted to sign for 

you. If your signature is not on the envelope, it will not be opened and your ballot will not be counted. Please do not damage the bar code on your 
return envelope as it aids us in processing your ballot more quickly. . 
HAVING SOMEONE ELSE RETURN YOUR ENVELOPE 

If you do not mail your Absentee Ballot and are unable to deliver it to a San Francisco polling place or Ihe Department of Elections, only your 
spouse, child, parent, grandparent, grandchild, sister or brolher can return your Absentee Ballot for you. Also, you and the person· returning Ihe bal
lot must complete and sign the appropriate sections on Ihe absentee ballot return envelope. Your ballot. will not be counted unless Ihose sections 
have been filled out. t" 

R Emergency Voting 

If you become ill or disabled wilhin seven days of an election and are unable to go to your polling place, you may request in a written statement, 
signed under penalty of pe~ury, that a ballot can be delivered to your authorized representative. He/she will receive your ballot after presenting Ihe 
signed statement at Ihe Department of Elections. Mo~t hospitals and nursing homes provide assistance for their patients. You or your authorized 
representative may return the ballot to Ihe Department of Elections or to a polling place. If your aulhorized representative returns Ihe ballot, Ihe 
appropriate sections of the absentee ballot return envelope must be completed. These ballots may not·be mailed. 

5 



Permanent Absentee Voter Qualifications 
(Permanent Vote-by-Mail Qualifications) 

• If you are physically disabled, you may apply to be a permanent absentee voter. Once you are on 
;/ ~ our permanent absentee voter mailing lists, we will mail you an absentee ballot automatically for every 
/ election until you move, re-register, or do not vote. If you do not vote in a statewide election, you will no 

longer be a permanent absentee voter; however, you will remain on the voter roll, unless this office has been 
informed that you no loriger live at the address at which you are registered. 

To qualify as a "Permanent Absentee Voter," you must meet at least one of the following conditions: 

• Lost use of one or more limbs; 
• Lost use of both hands; 
• Unable to move about without the aid of an assistance device (e.g. cane, crutches, walker, wheelchair); 
• Suffering from lung disease, blindness, or cardiovascular disease; 

• Significant limitation in the use of the lower extremities; or 

• Suffering from a diagnosed disease o~ disorder which substantially impairs or interferes with mobility; 
or 

• Is a spouse or family member who resides with and is the primary caregiver to a voter with any of the 
conditions described above. 

To become a permanent absentee voter, complete the Absentee Ballot application form on the 'back cover of this pam
phlet and return it to the Department of Elections, 633 Folsom Street, Room 109, San Francisco, CA 94107. Be sure to 
check the box that says, "I apply to become a PERMANENT ABSENTEE VOTER" and sign your name where it says "Sign 
Here. " 

If you move, re-register, or do not vote, you will need to re-apply for permanent absentee voter status. In all other 
cases, you do not need to re-apply. 

IMPORTANT NOTICE TO PERMANENT ABSENTEE VOTERS 
If you have already registered as a permanent absentee voter, 1bur ballot will be mailed by October 9. To find out if 

you are registered as a permanent absentee voter, please look at the eight-digit number printed below your polling place 
address. If the number starts with a "P" then you are a permanent absentee voter (see below). If you have not received 
your absentee ballotby October 16, please call 554-4375. 

IBack cover of this pamphlet (Io~er left corner): I 

NOTE: 
Your polling place address is 
located In the lower left-hand 
corner of the back cover of this 
pamphlet. Please make a note of it. 
Even if you send in for an absentee 
ballot, you may still wish to turn in 
your ballot at your polling place on 
Election Day. 

r affidavit number. 
InulmlJer is preceded by the letter 'P' 

.you are a permanent absentee 
and will receive your 

100 Collingwood Street 
Eureka Valley Playground 
P12345678 NP 
PCT-3623 



On behalf of ihe San Francisco Department of Elections, it is our 
pleasure to extend our appreciation to the Sponso.rs listed below for 

their support and generous contribution to the High School Poll 
Worker Recruitment Program. 

Restaurants: 

SPONSORS 

Hard Rock Cafe 
The Mansions Ho~el Restaurant 
Ben & Jerry's Ice Cream on Wheels 

Radio Stations: KSJL 
KMEL 106.1 
KYLD WILD 94.9 

Recreation: Classic Bowl 

Other City 
Departments: 

New Marine World Theme Park 
San Francisco GIANTS 
S. F. Mayor's Office 
S.F. Recreation and Park Department 
Sea Horse Ranch, Inc. 

S. F. Administrative Services . 
S.F. Public Transportation Department 



HOW TO VOTE ON THE VOTOMAnC VOTE RECORDER 
SPECIAL NOTE: ~.IIlI1l.~ 

IF YOU MAKE A MISTAKE, RETURN 
YOUR CARO AND GET ANOTHER . 

_.iJIJi£:€ 
~~.~'M~MR.~~~~ 

. STEP(j) 
Nota: Si hocs olgvn error. devuelvo 
IU tori eta de votor y ob.engo otro . 

..... IOTMIWIH 
MElT THE lAUOT CAID AU THE 
WAY INfO THE VOfOMATIC. 
U.ondo las dOl manOl, meta 10 
'orleta d. '1otar campl.tament. 
den.ro d.1 "Vo.amot1c:' 

lfJ-tJ; 
M~m~I1I~~~~~A. 

BE SURE THE TWO SLOTS IN THE 
STUB Of YOUR CARD Fit DOWN 
OVER THE TWO RED PINS, 

POlO' 2. Ase9~res. d. que 101 dOl 

orificial que hoy at final de 10 toristo 
coincide" con 101 do. cob.elta. rolal. 

#!::tF 
lfiItI1J~iB~tiliAIfIj , m.lilZ=:fL ,~ ---...;:::qL1 
-€l"1f<'::f.I:IliZJ:· 

HOLD PUNCH VERTICAL (STRAUSHT 
UP). PUNCH STRAIGHT DOWN 
THROUGH THE BALLOT CARD TO 
INDICATE YOUR CHOICE. DO NOT 
USI PIN OR PINCIL 

Para votor, sos.ango .11"strumeoto 
de Yotar y perfor. con .1 10 'ofieto de 
votor en ellugor de 101 candldatos de 
IU prefer.ocia. No use plumo "11.{,Ir.. 

1I::::tJ; 
ftIImlHziB6 , 1tJ!J-:fLP"J*UltIA 
mLn· 

TU .... OWU .. fGf .... 

vOft ......... 

After voting, remove the ballot from the Votomatic, fold the ballot at 

STEP 4 Despu6s de votar, saque la tarjeta del Votomatic, uzfl 'teilmlllW , @ the perforation and return it to the precinct official. #!lI!ltJ; 

doble la balota a 10 largo de las perloraciones y lll"!fUiltmi!:iBJltY:*i\i'AlJ!~!li;'i'AJ!l.o 
entr~guela en 91 lugar oficial de votacion. 



'SAMPLE BALLOT 
Consolidated General Election, November 3, 1998 

City and County of San FranCisco 

OFFICIAL BALLOT 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

BALLOT 9801 
12TH ASSEMBLY DISTRICT 

8TH SENATE DISTRICT 
8TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT 

INSTRUCTIONS TO VOTERS: 

To vote for a CANDIDATE whose name appears on the ballot, use the blue stylus to punch the hole 
opposite'the name of the candidate preferred. 

To vote for a qualified WRITE-IN CANDIDATE, write the person's name and office in the blank 
space provided for that purpose on the long stub of that ballot card; if you do not know how to do this, ask 
a poll worker for help. 

To vote for a SUPREME COURT JUSTICE or COURT OF APPEALS JUSTICE use the 
punching device to punch the hole at the point of the arrow next to the number which corresponds to the 
word "YES" or "NO." . ' 

To vote for any MEASURE, use the blue stylus to punch the hole opposite the "YES" or "NO" for 
that measure. 

All distinguishing marks or erasures are forbidden and make the ballot void. 
If you wrongly vote, tear, or deface the ballot, return it to the poll worker to obtain' another. 
After you have completed voting, remove the numbered stub. This is your receipt for voting. Clean 

the hanging paper chips from the back of the ballot and place it in the ballot box. 

Pueden encontrarse instrucciones en espanol en el 
reverso de la ultima pagina de la balota. 

PARA COMENZAR A VOTAR, PASE A LA 
. PAGINA SIGUIENTE 

TO START VOTING, 

GO ON TO NEXT PAGE. 

9 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 
Consolidated General Election, November 3, 1998 

City and County of San Francisco 

Publico I ~~ijF'lOft 

CondadolRanchero I Bl9!lJ' tl~~ 

ISEi:RcTARID DE ESTADD 

of State 

de Estado I fHl*!<> 

li'Iili-« 
Vote por Uno 

Vote for One 

2 

3 • 
4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
ii'iill-« 

Vote por Uno 
Vote for One 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 
ii'iill-« 

Vote por Uno 
Vote for One 

20 

21 

22 -.~-
23 

24 

25 
26 



\ 

SAMPLE BALLOT 
Consolidated General Election, Noverflber3, 1998 

City and County of San Francisco 

VOTE ALL p,AGES. 

TO CONTINUE VOTING, 

GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE. 

1. ~ 

~iIU~-J{ • .. ~., 
.• "r-J{. 

VOTE EN TODAS LAS PAGINAS. 

PARA SEGUIR VOTANDO, 

PASE A LA PAGINA SIGUIENTE 

11 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 
Consolidated General Election, November 3, 1998 

City and County of San Francisco 

I ~~~BI1fQ 

ilt3'. 

AnalistalDirector Sindica11 ft.f1TJlI Ifi.%.£E 

Oerente i iliil!!l!IlJ! 

Privada Acreditada I f"~HL.AII!i~ 

lUlU 

Oerente Financiero I . I r.riA/jttS!fl1l 

. I tIf!L}Z:#/~J.. 

GENERAL 

General 

Uz.;z:it//t1kJ 

Defensor Criminalista I Ifnrm!lttMi 

I Viceproturador General 

m'iill-,g 
Vote por Uno 

Vote for One 

28 

29 

30 
31 • 32 • 33 • 34 

iiliill-,g 
Vote por Uno 

Vote for One 

37 
38 • 39 • 40 • 41 • 42 

lli1il1-,g 
Vote por Uno 

Vote for One 

45 
46 
47 
48 

49 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 
Consolidated General Election, November 3, 1998 

City and County of San Francisco 

DE SEGUROS 

Commissioner 

del Estado de California I iJDffl!l;i!it 

Privado I ~l.AjtlBii: 

Estaso de 

Politica Sindical! a~6I"1i!..I1nt 

de Escuelal ~Sii/!9-!~~:!l 

!1lI.illl 

Comerciall itIi~ur~' 

filliII-i'; 
Vote par Uno 

Vote for One 

54 
55 
56 
57 
58 • 59 

filliII-i'; 
Vote por Uno 

Vote for One 

62 
63 

liRiII-i'; 
Vote par Uno 

Vote for One 

66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 

filliII-i'; 
Vote par Uno 

Vote for One 

75 
76 
77 

13 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 
Consolidated General Election, November 3, 1998 

City and County of San Francisco 

HI •••• I~1!l lIfill-,g 
SENADOR ESTATAL, DISTRITO 8 Vote por Uno 
State Senator, District 8 Vote for One 
JIM R. TOMLIN "fill'! REPU .. ~ICAN 

81 * Account Executiv~ I Contador Ejecutivo I -gP!!!l! REPUBLICANO 
JACKIE SPEIER f\';3':I: DEMOCRATIC 
Vice-President, Software Company I Vice-Presidente, C0f!!p'~ia de Software I *a~lflillSla DEMOCRATA 82 * HI •• IIll.+=1Il li'IilI-,g 
MIEMBRO, ASAMBLEA ESTATAL, DISTRITO 12 Vote por Uno 
Member, State Assembly, District 12 Vote for One 
MIKE FITZGERALD 'Ilifll;;; ~EPU 85 • Human Resources Manager I Gerenet, Recursos Humanos I At.llUj{.~jf REPUBLICANO 
KEVIN SHELLEY f\';3':I: DEMOCKATIC 

86 • Assemblyman I Asamblefsta I ffl!UIA DEMOCRATA 

III •• i1i1lJ'! i1itl li'!llIfitOO11i'IIlIlt!!Ii\\;;IG&ltll\'i 
JUECES DEL TRIBUNAL SUPREMO ESTATAL Vote Si 0 No Para Cada Oficina 
State Supreme Court Justices Vote Yes or No for Each Office 
For Chief Justice of the Supreme Court 
Shall RONALD M. GEORGE be elected to the office for the tenn provided by law? 

LOebem RONALD M. GEORGE eJegirse aI cargo de acucrdo con las disposiciones de la ley? _.lit 51 YES 90 • RONALD M. GEORGE l!l'!1~l!ilEffWlillff$1l'.' 
&rt N091 • For Associate Justice of the Supreme Court 

Shall MING WILLIAM CHIN be eleeted to the office for the tenn provided by law? 

l.Debera MING WILLIAM CHIN eJegirse a1 cargo de acuerdo con las disposiciones de la ley? tl.litSI YES 93 ••• MING WILLIAM CHIN 11I'!1~l!ilEffWlillff$1l'.' 
&rt NO 94 * For Associate Justice of the Supreme Court 

Shall JANICE R. BROWN be elected to the office for the tenn provided by law? 

=.~ l.Deber6 JANICE R. BROWN elegirse aJ cargo de acuerdo con las disposiciones de la ley? _.lit 51 YES 96 
JANICE R. BROWN l!lW~l!ilEffWlillff$1l'.' 

&rt NO 97 ... 
For Associate Justice of the Supreme Court 
ShaJl STANLEY MOSK be elected to the office for the term provided by law? 

=.: l,Deber6 STANLEY MOSK elegirse aJ cargo de acuerdo con las disposiciones de la ley? _.lit 51 YES 99 
STANLEY MOSK l!l'!1~l!ilEffWlillff$g., 

&rt N0100 * 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 
Consolidated General Election, November 3, 1998 

City and County of San Francisco 

: 
III J:1Ii i1Hlt lUi" 1II1Mii'iI!I g IIltlt'!!litllltli;:!M il'! 
JUECES DEL TRIBUNAL DE APELACIONES ESTATAL Vote 5i 0 No Para Cada Oficina 
State Appeals Court Justices Vote Yes or No for Each Office 
For Associate Justice, District 1, Division 1 
Shall DOUGLAS E. SWAGER be elected to the office for the term provided by law? 

* ,U'lit SI YES 10S l,Deben'l DOUGLAS E. SWAGER elegirse aJ cargo de acuerdo con las disposiciones de la ley? 

DOUGLAS E. SWAGER l!I'!ill<ilDElfJlllillf!!I<1'lQ? ' . ... Iif:! NO 109 
For Associate Justice, District 1, Division 2 
Shall JAMES R. LAMBDEN be elected to the office for the term provided by law? 

-~, LDebera JAMES R. LAMBDEN elegirse a1 cargo de acuerdo con las disposic!ones de la ley? !tnt SI YES 111 
JAMES R. LAMBDEN !Ii'!iIl<I£)Ef!JIIlillf!IIn'IQ? 

Iif:! NO 112 ... 
For Associate Justice, District 1, Division 2 
shaulGNAZIO JOHN RUVOLO be elected to the office for the term provided by law? 

-.' l,Debera IGNA~IO JOHN RUVOLO elegirse al cargo de acuerdo con las disposiciones de la ley? U'lit SI YES 114 
IGNAZIO JOHN RUVOLO !Ii'!iIl<I£)Ef!JIIlillf!!I<1l'Q? 

Iif:! NO 115 ... 
For Presiding Justice, District 1, Division 3 
ShaH MICHAEL J. PHELAN be elected to the office for the term provided by law? -. i,Debera MICHAEL J. PHELAN elegirse al cargo de acuerdo con las disposiciones de la ley? ftnt SI YES 117 
MICHAEL J. PHELAN !Ii~iI<l£)ElfJlll;Bf!!I<1'IQ? 

iif:! NO 11S ...... · 
For Associate Justice, District 1, Division 3 . 
Shall WES WALKER be elected to the office for the tenn provided by law? 

. U'J;t SPiES 120 -~, . ;.Debera WES WALKER elegirse al cargo de acuerdo can las disposiciones de la ley? 
WES WALKER !Ii'!iIl<I£)ElfJlll;Bf!~1'!Q? 

Iif:! NO 121 • For Associate Justice, District 1, Division 3 
Shall JOANNE C. PARRILLI be elected to. the office for the tenn provided by !aw? 

• !tJ;t SIYES 123 ;.Debera JOANNE C. PARRILLI elegirse al cargo de acuerdo coon las disposiciones de la ley? 
JOANNE C. PARRILLI !Ii'!iIl<I£)Ef!JIIl;Bf!!I<1'fQ? 

Iif:! NO 124 • For Associate Justice, District 1, Division 3 
Shall CAROL A. CORRIGAN be elected to the office for the tenn provided by law? • ;.Debera CAROL A. CORRIGAN elegirse al cargo de acuerdo con las disposiciones de la ley? U'lit SI YES 126 
CAROL A. CORRIGAN l!I'!iIl<I£)Ef!JIIlillf!!I<1'fQ? 

Iif:! NO 127 * For Presiding Justice, District 1, Division 4 
Shall DANIEL M. 'MIKE' HANLON be elected to the office for the term provi"ded by law?-

• ftJ;t SI YES 129 l,Debera"DANIEL M. 'MIKE' HANLON elegirse al cargo de acuerdo con las disposiciones de la ley? 
DANIEL M. 'MIKE' HANLON !!l'!iIl<I£)ElfJlll;BfE!I<1'fIl.? 

Iif:! NO 130 • 

15 
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·SAMPLE BALLOT 
Consolidated General Election, November 3, 1998 

City and County of San Francisco 

/II L1IJi i1"~ i1i 8" lII.1l\lij:il!Il'f1li1t\1:ftllt"&lI!l'.'I 
JlJECES DEL TRIBUNAL DE APELACIONES ESTATAL Vote 5i 0 No Para Cada Oficina 
State Appeals Court Justices Vote Yes or No for Each Office 
For Associate Justice, District 1, Division 4 
Shall TIMOTHY A. REARDON be elected to the office for the term provided by law? 

i,DeberaTIMOTHY A. REARDON elegirse a1 cargo de acuerdo con las disposiciones de la ley? ttllt SIYES 134 .... 
TIMOTHY A. REARDON lII'1l*I!iJi:ffJtll;BffJa1'lQ? 

&1'1 NO 135 ... 
For Associate Justice, District 1" Division 4 
Shall WILL.IAM R. MCGUINESS be elected to the office for the tenn provided by law? 

t!llt SIYES 137 • l,OcherA WILLIAM R. MCGUINESS eJegirse a1 cargo de acuerdo con las disposiciones de la ley? 
WILLIAM R. MCGUINESS lII'1l*IiJi:ffJtll;BfH!i1'fQ? 

&lI! NO 138 • For Associate Justice, District 1, Division 5 
Shall LAWRENCE T. STEVENS be elected to the office for the tern: provided by law? :.: .ttllt SIYES 140 lDebera LAWRENCE T. STEVENS elegirse al cargo de acuerdo con las disposiciones de la ley? 
LAWRENCE T. STEVENS lII'1l*I!iJi:ffJtll;BffJa1l'Q? 

Jill! NO 141 • 
,;, MJ:)!II!II j;\ Cii'lilI-4\ 
SUPERINTENDENTE ESTATAL DE INSTRUCCION PUBLICA Vote por Uno 
State Superintendent of Public Instruction Vote for One 
DELAINE EASTIN • 144 Superintendent of Public Instruction / Superintendente de Instrucci6n PUblica / i:.Rf1_I!B!l 

GLORIA MATTA TUCHMAN 145 • Parent/School Teacher / Madre/Maestra / ;t:-B:I §jI!~ft~ 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 
Consolidated General Election, November 3, 1998 

City and County of San Francisco 

rn~IU • iWl!~lIlA 5 A 
MIEMBRO, CONSEJO DE SUPERVISORES Vote por no mas de 5 
Member, Board of Supervisors Vote for no more than 5 
t,DENI§E D'A~NE ItJeWi -I\t'l<tti. 

esource onservaUon Manager I Gerente de Conservaci6n de Recursos I ~iW,i¥5filflJ!! - 157 * +GAVIN NEWSO~ ImX -mil 
Appointed Member, Boar of Supervisors I Miemhm Nombrado, Consejo de Supervisores I ~ffa<JiPf$.ijtu. 158 -J.. 
+T2M AM~IANO s:!9<:lt1l! - 111 
Mem er, Board 0 Supervisors I Miembm, Consejo de Supervisores I lJl.1HIi8U::n 159_ -J.. 
LEN PETTIGREW iii!!! - 1Ill'il3& 160 • Teacher I Maestra I rlBJli 

+CARLO~ PET~ONI -f'IlIJ1li - 1iIt.'iIU 
Newspaper E itor I E itor Periodlstico I *Itif;,ffilUJtG. 161 • +DONNA CASEY fHIJ -111\8 
Non~profit, Business Consultant I Asesora Comercial, Agendas Sin Fines de Luera I t~.lf.fJJifljmi'JI:M 162 ... 
TAHNEE STAIR 11ft\! - JIli:t1ll 163 * Temporary Office Worker I Oficinista Temporal! alij;tn 

+ROSE T~AI J1!i\!1lI11! 
Radio Host I onductora de Radio I trtaftP§::t:.r.tA 164 * +M~BELTENG 
Mem er, Board of Supervisors I Miembro, Consejo de Supervisores I JJlfH!i$-lln 165 * +SAM LUCAS nil! - iJli'Wi 166 * +MARK LEN~§!~1<0 
Appointed Member ard of Supervisors I Miembro Nombrado del Consejo de Supervisores I ~ff:I¥:nfift.m!1 167 * SHAWN O'HEARN ~.I!! -lJ!M.1!! 
HIV Prevention Educator I Educador de Prevenci6n del VIH I r:mlJ1~laAAi.tt1fI1'F# 168 * + FREDERICK HOBSON ftlll!5.!1li'l: -l!l;n 169 * t.JIM REID'" - -illlll 

ntreprenuer/Computer Consultant I Empresario/Consultor Infornu'ltico / ii::.tt1t /lIn1Ura' 170 * + AMOS BROWN I"ll1!JIli - ;(jiM 
Appointed Incumbent I Titular Nombrado / ~ifa-e:JI.\lff*#~.n 171 * + LUCRECIA BERMUDE~ iJlJ<lIli!!isz - JU,mWi 
Immigrant Rights Organizer I OrganlZadora de Derechos de los Inmigrantes / n !.tt1l:&:ittl!f.~ 172 ... 
~VICTOR MARg,UEZ -

ivil Rights Lawyer / A ogooo de Derechos Civiles I f\';tlf*8ili 173 -J.. 
W!I;;, !j! IIIll1 iWl!'f'lIio!I 3 A 
MEIMBRO, CONSEJO DEL COLEGIO COMUNITARIO Vote por no mas de 3 
Member, Community College Board Vote for no more than 3 
t,LAWRENCE WONG j({j;}1t ,,~"_,-

an Francisco Community College Board Member I Miembro del Consejo del Colegio Comunitario de San Francisco 176 • t. ANIT" GRIER 
ducator Educador / $Uf1~ 177 • +ANDREA D_ ~HORTER'I<1il!r.m - IlIIl' 

Appointed Trustee / Indlco Nombrado / ~f:HfJmlJl 178 '.' !TOM LACEY Illl'l - llii!!i 
ffice Worker / Oficinista / X.a. 179 • CHRIS FINN J<lI!Wi - If .,. 180 Train Operator / Operador de Trenes / :kllIiilta 

+ROBE~J' BURTON lIIi~1l' - l1I:iJi 
Incumbent Titular en el Puesto / mlf 181 • MOISES MONTOYA J:!il'!lWi - illIg, 182 ... Architectural Assistant I Asistente Arquitect6nico / H!:m:WJJl 

17 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 
Consolidated General Election, November 3, 1998 

City and County of San Francisco 

iUI'I'lIlli 3 A ftlf~1l 
MIEMBRO, CONSEJO OE EDUCACION Vote por no mas de 3 
Member Board of Education Vote for no more than 3 
+RUFUS N. WATtftlNS 0;11:Wi . l;!;*¥Ji);Wi 
Newspaper Support Sta I Personal de Apoyo Periodfstico ImtitxmUI 184 ... 
+ KEVIN B. WILLIAMS Wl~ . litlllWi 
Human Rights Officer I Funcionario de Derechos Humanos I AmOU 185 • +DAN KELLY n.'Jllljo 
S.F. Board of Education Member I Miembro del Consejo de Educaci6n de S.F.f '::'lirtfn:rr~n 186 • +CARLOT~ DE~ PORTILLO 
Incumbent I Titu ar en e Puesto I fJHf 187 • +MA~R1CIO E. VELA 'Illlli!!i!l! . fit< 
Non-pro It Executive Director I Director Ejecutivo de Agencia Sin Fines de Luero I ~~.$fIJfTi&.-:t.ff 188 .,. 
+PAMELA COXSQNrolfit<· "tJ'liil 
Math Specia1ist I Especlahsta de Matematicas 10~* 189 * + EDDIE CHIN M/1!;:O 
P~entlEducator I PadrelEducador I * f.J: /:f.Hf I 11:15- 190 ... 
• FRANK CHONG Jlf1I!!1:. ComlslOnado NombradO del Consejo de EducacI6n ae San FrancIsco 
Appointed San Francisco Board of Education Commissioner I ~H:Oj=:ii5i1i.tt ~~U 191 • ADAM SPARKS;::;tt . WiroJ'lWi 192 • Educator I Educador I ~tn~: 

+JULIAN P. LAGOS 
Teacher I Maestra I t,l&1 193 • MARIA DOLORES RINALDI 194 .,. 
Immigrant Rights Organizer I Organizadora de Derechos de los Inmigrantes I fi ~m~ttl!:i:tf 
ASH BHATT .,. 195 SmaJl Business Owner I Propietario de una Pequena Empresa I IN:t~ 

+A diamond means the candidate has agreed to voluntarily.limit campain spendin~. I Un diamante sigmfica ,que el candidato ha estado de 
acuerdo voluntariamente a limitar los gastos de su campana polltica. If£. il!!AIIIA;zJl1r!t'li "I/!u"l'l'lII, ~P*",ll!ifljlil!!AEfilJ,g § lIli~iIi'JIIJ!il!!ji;H'l. 

MEASURES SUBMITTED TO VOTE OF VOTERS - STATE PROPOSITIONS 
1A CLASS SIZE REDUCTION KINDERGARTEN-UNIVERSITY PUBLIC EDUCATION YES 198 :.~ 

FACILITIES BOND ACT OF 1998. This nine billion two hundred million dollar -•. ($9,200,000,000) bond issue will provide funding for necessary education fucilities for at least NO 199 
four years for class size reduction, to relieve overcrowding and accommodate student enrollment 
growth and to repair older schools and for wiring and cabling for education technology. Funds 
will also be used to upgrade and build new classrooms in community colleges, the California 
State University, and the University of California These bonds may be used only for eligible 
construction projects. Fiscal Impact: State cost of about $15.2 billion to payoff both the 
principal ($9.2 billion) and interest ($6 billion) on the bonds. The average payment for principal 
and interest over 25 years would be about $600 million per year. State cost of$160 million to 
offset all or part of school-related development fees borne by certain homebuyers and renters. 

PROPERTY TAXES: CONTAMINATED PROPERTY LEGISLATNE CONSTITUTIONAL YES 205 _ •. 1 
AMENDMENT. Amends article XIII A of the Constitution, added by Proposition 13 to allow __ 
repair or replacement of environmentally-contaminated property or structures without increasing NO 206 • 
the tax valuation of original or replacement property. Fiscal Impact: Property tax revenue losses 
probably less than $1 million annually in the near tenn to schools, counties, cities, and special 
districts. School revenue losses (about half of total) would be made up by the state. 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 
Consolidated General Election, November 3, 1998 

City and County of San Francisco 

CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO '=:iirlnp, !\i\ Jlfl-'1!fiI!1-:iL:iLA:¥+-J1 - S 
ELECCIONES GENERALES CONSOLIDADAS 3 DE NOVIEMBRE DE 1998 mx~IjM-ll:m~*ft,)iiN m~ 

MEDIDAS SOMETIDAS AL VOTO DE LOS ELECTORES - PROPOSICIONES ESTATLES 

r - - --

• 

LEY DE 1996 DE BONOS PARA INSTALACIONES EDUCATIVAS CON EL 1'1.8~i;I]U-·k.UArdl8'.~~tf 
OBJETIVO DE REDUCIR EL NUMERO DE ALUMNOS EN LAS CLASES DESDE EL IUf!fflI>IH'. !l:fiJltJ!i1t 1·=tIl;o,; 

• 19851 ll'Jit 
J~DIN DE NI~OS HASTA LA UNIVERSIDAD. Es1a emisoo de booos de nueve rril (S9.lOO,OOO.OOO) flllIl'It\£'l!AHI ~lI!lI. 
dosdentas miltones de d61ares ($9,200,000,000) proveera fondos para finandar tlfltH·IlI'I'Il'lI!II, !IIlftllItILA.ItIllIl, 

• instalaciones educativas necesarias durante aI menos cuatro anos para reduc:ir eI .;~~ •• ~~&«S~~A~AItIl'l~ 
199 NO&ti n.mere de aJurmos en las cIases, para aIiviar eI hacinarriento y para <XlIl!ar con ll,fJJ!IIIl'lN1W&AIUlltlli_ 

suficientes plazas para eI creciente numero de estudiantes, para reparar \os ediOCkls ~.~~.~~~II4MffiIftU~.~,m 

escoIares viejos Y para modemizar los sistemas eIecIr'cos para penni1ir eI uso de ~ fflffl~*~&mffl*.ft~Il'l~.a~~. 
tecnologia educaliva. Los fondos _ sa empfearen para rnejo<ar y cons1ruir Ufifll~~fflmnmlft~%.mll'l~lI!J!i 

nuevQS salones de cIase en universidades coroonitarias, en la Univefsidad del Estado tl.IlIiUW. ffllllJllMltll*I'JS!I2!1m 

de Califom~ y en ~ Univelsidad de CaIifom~. Estas bqnos sOlo so podran emplear 8!(llIfII~Il'l"';t (192!1) u:tm.e. ("" 
!I) .i£"'I'lVIl'I, 'l'JljfilHI.tHIl'l"''''& para los proyectos de coostrucci6n que cumplan con dertos requisites, Impaclo FscaJ: ~1.!Jt\*I'lI6I1!. fflllllfll'lltll'1116 r-./II Costas esJatales de unos $15, 200 millooes para pas ar el capital ($9,200 millones) y kls IftIl!IAtiJJI&ttliillllft & 1Il1f"1I1l'l"~ intereses ($6 rril ",llooes) de los booos. EI paso promedio del capitaJ y de los intereses NffMIl'l~VllffiZ~$~-$m. 

a 10 largo de 25 alios seria de unos $600 mnJones anuales. Costas esJatales de unos 
$160 rrillooes para contranresiar todas 0 partes de las cootas de COOSbucd6n para 
fines escoJares que paga11 ciertos propielatios e inqtJlinos de viviendas . 

• 20551 ll'Jit IMPUESTOS SOBRE LA PROPIEOAD: PROPIEDAD CDNTAMINADA. ENMIENDA 
CONSTITUCIONAL LEGISLATIVA. Enrrienda eI ArtIculo XIII A de ~ ConstiIuci6n, 

• 206 NO&ti anadido par ~ Propuesta 13, para pennffir~ reparaci6n 0 eI reem~azo de pro~ededes 'Jltl1'fJJ!"'Hll:JlI'I! 
o esbucturas arn_ contarrinadas sin aurnentar ~ tasaci6n imposiliva de ~ Nm~~~,OO~~~~w.~ 
propiedad aiginal 0 de reen"jliazo, Impaclo fiscal: PI!rdIdas de irrjlUOSlos sobre ~ 1!!lI!!!t1l'l1!!~f~ilI.IlIil:Il.: "lX.lJ. 
propieded probabJernente de menos de $1 mnJ6n enuales a corto ~azo para /as W~~~~~lVI~.~Il'l~I!!~A~ 
escueIas, <Xlo"dados, ciudades y distritos espeOOles. Las pI!rdidas de recaudaciones de !tll;'·~;i'JSI s/(. "!l!Jljil:~A~!lI 
las escuelas (aproximadarnente Ja mitad del totaQ serian """eslas par eJ Estado. !Ii. (1'J~!eIJ(~-'i'1 i/lJIllfflil:lI'llllil. 

. , 

9 

1A 

1 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 
Consolidated General Election, November 3, 1998 

City and County of San Francisco 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CONSOLIDATED GENERAL ELECTION, NOVEMBER 3, 1998 

MEASURES SUBMITTED TO VOTE OF VOTERS - CITY AND COUNTY PROPOSITIONS 

TRANSPORTATION: FUNDING. LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT . 
. Imposes repayment conditions on loans of transportation revenues to the General Fund and 
local entities. Designates local transportation funds as trust funds and requires a 
transportation purpose for their use. Fiscal Impact: Not likely to have any fiscal impact on 
state and local governments. 

PARTISAN PRESIDENTIAL PRIMARY ELECTIONS. LEGISLATIVE INIATIVE 
AMENDMENT. Changes existing open primary law to require closed, partisan primary 
for purposes of selecting delegates to national political party presidential nominating 
conventions. Limits voting for such delegates to voters registered by political party. 
Provides partisan ballots to be voted only by members of the particular party. Fiscal 
Impact: Minor costs to state and county governments statewide. 

TRAPPING PRACTICES. BANS USE OF SPECIFIED TRAPS AND ANIMAL 
POISONS. INITIATIVE STATUTE. Prohibits trapping fur-bearing or nongame mammals 
with specified traps. Prohibits commerce in fur of animals so trapped. Generally prohibits 
steel-jawed leghold traps on mammals. Prohibits use of specified poisons on aniinals. 
Fiscal Impact: Unknown state and local costs of several hundred thousand to in the range 
or a couple of million dollars annually, depending on workload and effectiveness of 
alternative trapping methods. 

TRIBAL-STATE GAMING COMPACTS. TRIBAL CASINOS. INITIATIVE STATUTE. 
Specifies terms and conditions of mandatory compact between state·and Indian tribes for 
gambling on tribal land. Allows slot machines and banked card games at tribal casinos. 
Fiscal Impact: Uncertain impact on state and local revenues, depending on growth in 
gambling on Indian lands in California. Effect could range from little impact to significant 
annual revenue increases. . 

CRIMINAL LAW. PROHIBITION ON SLAUGHTER OF HORSES AND SALE OF 
HORSEMEAT FOR HUMAN CONSUMPTION. INITIATIVE STATUTE. Makes 
possession, transfer, or receipt of horses for slaughter for human consumption a felony. 
Makes sale of horse meat for human consumption a misdemeanor. Fiscal Impact: Probably 
minor, if any, law enforcement and incarceration costs. 

YES 210 

NO 211 

YES 215 

N0216 

YES 220 

NO 221 

YES 225 

NO 226 

YES 230 

NO 231 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 



SAMPLE BALLOT 
Consolidated General Election, November 3, 1998 

City and County of San Francisco 

CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO =TllfflirIJ, 11\ J@Fil-'\lIf~ -:fL:tU\ 1f+-Jl'=: B 
ELECCIONES GENERALES CONSOLIDADAS 3 DE NOVIEMBRE DE 1998 l1ExiX~j)l:m~~£I'.J?Jli m~ 

MEDIDAS SOMETIDAS AL VOTO DE LOS ELECTORES - PROPOSICIONES ESTATLES 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

210 SI ftlit 

211 NO&ti 

TRANSPORTE: FINANCIAMIENTO. ENMIENDA CONSTITUCIONAL LfGISLATIVA. i1I!lII: I'IJ1t!llIJ!. ;l:IHU!/li1J IE 
Impone condiciones de pago'los pd!stamos de recaudaciones dellransporte al -'.. ttll'l;SIll<II<ARJj) AililJltN.l1I! 
Fondo General y a entidadas locales. Des~na fondos locales de llansporte como HIlIllIII>i!flIillflt. lI'Ill!!:nIl'H1!1I! 
fidelcomisos y requiere un prop6sito de llansporte para su uso. Impaclo fiscal !liJltr.;"'AI.I<1'~ifll!"'Il1l;JltIll 
Probablemenle no habra ningun impacto fiscal sobre los go~emos estatal y local<!s. ~;!l!1II1l'J 13 ~J. 1lIi&1i.: 'l'IIIlHI' 

215 SI itlit 

216 NO&ti 

ELECCIONES PRESIDENCIALES PRIMARIAS PARTIDARIAS. ENMIENDA 
LEGISLATIVA POR INICIATIVA. Cambia Ia ley vigenle de eleedones primarias 
ablertas a fin de requerir elecciones primarias cerradas partldarias para la elecci6n 
de delegados para las asambleas nacionales de los partidos politicos convocadas 
'con el prop6sito de designar candidates a la presidencia. Limita el voto por esos 
delegados a los votantes inscritos par partido politico. Requiere que s610 los 
mlembros de un partido politico espec;fico volen las baIotas partidarias. Impacto 
fIScal: Costos menores para el Estado y los gobiemos de los condados en todo el 
Estado . 

220 SI ftlit . EMPLfO DE TRAMPAS. PROHIBICION DEL usa DE TRAMPAS ESPECIFICAS 
Y DE VENENOS PARA LOS ANIMALES. LEY POR INICIATIVA. Prohibe allapar 

221 NO &ti mamlferos productores de piel 0 no de caza con trampas especificadas. Prohibe el 
comeldo de pielos sin curtir de animales allapados con dlchas llampas. Prohibe 
en general el uso de trampas con dientes de acero para atrapar las patas de 
mamlferos. Prohibe el empleo de venenos especiflcos en animales. Impacto fiscal: 

225 SI .Iit 
226 NO&ti 

230 SI itlit 

231 NO&ti 

Costas estatales y ~Ies desconocidos de varios dentos de miles hasta unos des 
millones de d6lare, .nualos. dependiendo de la carga de llabajo y de la efectividad 

. de los metodos sustltutivos para atrapar animales. 

CONVENIOS DE JUEGO ENTRE EL ESTADO Y LAS TRIBUS. CASINOS 
TRIBALES. LEY POR INICIATIVA. Espec;fica lenninos y condiciones para los 
convenios obligatorios entre eI Estado y las mbus de indlgenas para el juego en 
los terrenos de las tribus. Perm~e las mt!quinas tragamonedas y los juegos de 
naipes con banca en los casinos tribales. Impacto fiscal: Impacto incerto sobre las 
recaudaciones del Estado y locales. dependiendo de la expansi6n del juego en 10, 
lenrenos de los indlgena, de California. EI efeclo podrla osdlar entre poco irnpacto 
sobre las recaudaciones hasta aumentos anuales significativos. 

DERECHO PENAL. PROHIBICION DE LA MATANZA DE CABALLOS Y DE LA 
VENTA DE CARNE DE CABALLO PARA EL CONSUMO HUMANO. LEY POR 
INICIATIVA. Causa que la posesi6n.llansferencia u oblend6n de caballos para la 
matanza para el consumo humano sean un delito mayor. Gausa que Ia venta de 
came de caballo para el consumo humano sea un del~o menor. Impacto fiscal: Si 
los hublere, costas probable mente menores de acatamiento de la ley y de 
encart:elamiento. . 

!lffl !lJll!!:ni&Jf.f)'! If(o) III i& Ii •. 

llIilllll'll flllJlll. 
llIilli'll'JI'llllll'JlIi:"JI!:!!. lH'J:~JJ: 
fl!1lI1f11JJ\lItlllllli II BllIilli'PiI fl.llJl!l. 
~JJ:fl!IlI~.Il'J$.$nllJl!l.Mi& 
1i.:~~~H~ttlllilli':n/liIl'Jfl!m 
_!i!IJ!I<>l!. ffl!IJll!!HaKlflI'¥ll'Jftlll 
'l'IIIlI£1I+ llli'lll! alii iCz lUI • 

~~~~. !lffl!IJll!!:n<II<A 
~JIi.!i!/Ii"",.IIIl~~tJofflfllll!!'I< 
A±ll!!J:M~~Il'J~*m&.~IlIi& 
1i.~g.'l'IIIltt<II<A.~&nli •. 
t!!. ilJ'Ii1iIJ>l:flI "'~A!III#!ft!! • 

~J/Ii. lilJJ:IiI$!li I!I !lJlIll'l!!l rIllll A 
~1lI.I'la/li~.m"'6~,~3· 
!i~!!II!WItI!l*tIIIJ!A ~ III All! 
U.II!"'1Il1'l!lirllIJ!A~IlIAnU. 
1lIi&1i.:.~!IJ§lilUmH~mn 
It Ill. IF'l'IIIlIH1H. 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 
Consolidated General Election, November 3, 1998 

City and County of San Francisco 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CONSOLIDATED GENERAL ELECTION, NOVEMBER 3, 1998 

MEASURES SUBMITTED TO VOTE OF VOTERS - CITY AND COUNTY PROPOSITIONS 

AIR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT. TAX CREDITS. INITIATIVE STATUTE. 
Authorizes $218 million in state tax credits annually, until January 2111, to encourage air
emissions reductions through t!le acquisition, conversion, and retrofitting of vehicles and 
equipment. Fiscal Impact: Annual state revenue loss averaging tens of millions to over a 
hundred million dollars, to beyond 20 I O. Annually, through 2010-11: state cost of about 
$4.7 million; additional local revenues, potentially in the millions of dollars. Potential 
unknown long-term savings. 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS. PERMANENT CLASS SIZE REDUCTION. PARENT-TEACHER 
COUNCILS. TEACHER CREDENTlALING. PUPIL SUSPENSION FOR DRUG 
PO.SSESSION. CHIEF INSPECTOR'S OFFICE. INITIATIVE STATUTE. Permanent 
class size reduction funding for districts establishing parent-teacher councils. Requires 
testing for teacher credentialing; pupil suspension for drug possession. Fiscal Impact: 
Creates up to $60 million in new state programs, offset in part by existing funds and fees. 
Local school districts' costs potentially in the high tens of millions of dollars annually. 

ELECTRJC UTILITIES. ASSESSMENTS. BONDS. INITIATIVE STATUTE. Prohibits 
assessment of taxes, bonds, surcharges to pay costs of nuclear power plants. Limits 
recovery by electric companies for costs of non-nuclear power plants. Prohibits issuance 
of rate reduction bonds. Fiscal Impact: State government net revenue reductions 
potentially in the high tens of millions of dollars annually through 2001-02. Local 
government net revenue reductions potentially in the tens of millions of dollars annually 
through 2001-02. 

STATE AND COUNTY EARLY CHILDHOOD DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS. 
ADDITIONAL TOBACCO SURTAX. INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT 
AND STATUTE. Creates state and county commissions to establish early childhood 
development and smoking prevention programs. Imposes additional taxes on cigarettes and 
tobacco products. Fiscal Impact: New revenues and expenditures of$4oo million in \998-99 and 
$750 million annually. Reduced revenues for Proposition 99 programs of$18 million in 1998-99 
and $7 million annually. Other minor revenue increases and potential unknown savings. 

LOCAL SALES AND USE TAXES--REVENVE SHARJNG. This measure would 
authorize local governments to voluntarily enter into sales tax revenue sharing agreements 
by a two-thirds vote of the local city council or board of supervisors of each participating 
jurisdiction. Fiscal Impact: No net change in total sales tax revenues going to cities and 
counties. Potential shift of sales tax revenues among cities and counties. 

YES 236 

NO 237 

YES 241 

NO 242 

YES 246 

NO 247 

YES 251 

NO 252 

YES 256 

NO 257 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• • 



SAMPLE BALLOT 
Consolidated General Election, November 3, 1998 

City and County of San Francisco 

CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO - ilIPlnil,· I,\l\ ll9Fitll1fjjJl-nnA:¥+-fl - B 
ELECCIONES GENERALES CONSOLIDADAS 3 DE NOVIEMBRE DE 1998 jfB:CiX~:fj!:m~lJ<!(t.J ii+l tJi\~ 
MEDIDAS SOMETIDAS AL VOTO DE LOS ELECTORES - PROPOSICIONES ESTATLES 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• 

• • 

236 Sl .1£ 
237 NOliI'! 

241 SI .1£ 
242 NOliI'! 

246 SI RAt 

247 NOliI'! 

251 SI .1£ 
252 NOliI'! 

25651 RI£ 

257 NOliI'! 

MEJORAMIENTO DE LA CAUDAD DEL AIRE. CREDITOS IMPOSITIVOS. LEY 
POR INICIATIVA. Autoriza $218 millones anuales en creditos impositivos 
estatales, hasta enero del ana 2011, para estimular la reducci6n de las emisiones 
al aire mediante la, adquisici6n, conversiOn y modificaci6n de vehlcutos y equipos. 
Impacto fiscal: Perdlda anual de recaudaclones estatales en un promedio que 
oscilarla entre decenas de millones de d6lares a mM de cien millones de d6lares, 
hasta despu~ del ano 2010. Anualmente. hesta el ano 2010-11: coslos al Estado 
de unos $4.7 m1l1ones; reca,udaciones locales adlcionales. potencialmente de 
milton .. de d61ares. Ahorros potenciales desconocidos. a largo plazo. 

ESCUELAS PU8LlcAs. REDUCCION PERMANENTE DEL NUMERO DE ALUMNOS 
EN LAS CLASES. CONSEJOS DE PADRES Y MAESTROS. CREDENCIALES DE LOS 
MAESTROS. SUSPENSION DE LOS AWMNOS POR POSESION DE DROGAS . 
CARGO DE INSPECTOR PRINCIPAL LEY POR INICIATIVA. Foodc6 penmnentes 
para Ia redlXX:i6n del numero de ~umnos en las cIases para los dis_ que estable2tan 
coosejos de padres y maes1ros. Requiere que los maestros se saretan a exftmenes 
para obtener sus aederdaIes; suspensiln de los alumros pet posesi6o de drogas. 
ImpacID 1iscaJ: Crea hasta $60 rruUones en nueva! programas esfatales, oonIraJrestados 
en paJte pet fondos Y aJOIas existentes. Costoo para los _ es<XlIares kx:aIes 
potend~mente de muchas decenas de ITiDores de d61ares anuaes. 

SERVICIO DE ELECTRICIDAD. IMPOSICION DE IMPUESTOS. BONOS. LEY 
POR INICIATIVA. Prohibe Ia Imposici6n de impuestos. los bonos y recargos para 
pagar los costos de las plantas nucleares. Limita eI poder de las companlas de 
electricidad de recuperar los costas de las· plantas de energla no nucleares. 
Prohibe Ia emisi6n de bonos para redudr las taritas. Impacto fISCal: Reducd6n de 
las recaudaciones netas del gobiemo estatal potencialmente de muchas decenas 
de. millones de d61ares anuales hasta el ana 2001-02, Reducx:l6n de las 
recaudaciones netas de los gobiemos locales potencialmente de decenas de 
miltones de d6lares anuales hasta el ano 2001-02. 

PROGRAMAS ESTATALES Y DE CONDADO DE DESARROLLO DE LA NI~EZ 
TEMPRANA. IMPUESTO ADiCIONAL SOBRE EL TABACO. ENMIENDA 
CONSTITUCIONAL Y LEY POR INICIATIVA. Crea comisiones a nlvel estatal y de 
condados para establecer programas de desarrollo de Ia ninez temprana y de 
prevenci6n del consumo de tabaco. Impone impuestos adicionales sobre los 
cigarrillos y los productos de tabaco. Impacto fISCal: Nuevas recaudaciones y 
gaslos de $400 rrullones en el ano 1998-99 y de $750 millon .. enuales. Reduce 
las recaudaciones de los programas de la Propuesta 99 en $18 millones en el ano 
1998·99 y en $7 millones anuales. Otros aumentos menores de las recaudaciones 
y ahon'os potenciates desoonocidos. 

IMPUESTOS LOCALES SOBRE LAS VENTAS Y EL USO - ACUERDOS PARA 
COMPARTIR LAS RECAUDACIONES. Esta medida autorizaria a los gobiemos 
locales a que participen voluntariamente en acuerdos para compartir las 
recaudaciones del impuesto sabre las ventas autorizados par las dos tercelas 
partes de los votos del concejo municipal local 0 de Ia junta de supervisores de 
cada jurisdicci6n participante. Impacto Fiscal: No habrta ningun cambio neto en las 
recaudaciones totales del impuesto sabre las ventas adjudicadas a las ciudades y 
a los condados. Posible transferencia de las recaudaciones provenientes del 
impuesto sobre las ventas entre ciudades y condados. 

• 

"1l'l!l./JI:jIJ.II!Il!.lIJiIIl!;~.12 
fl:1I}if.llUF.SlU!lftsS .... ~J1t1ftUll, 
m";;201l'l'11l. t;.(UJIIJ;m;aO&DI. 
.~mHfi/JI:~ •• m&m*.~_ 
l1!!1ItiI:. lIIali.: J<j20IO'l'Wiill 
-M~. &'I'fflO&Am~~~~ftT 
.i'J-fl!$;;:Z~. {;t!J!(U»2010-
II'1'M~. fi'l'fflaJ(jIl'JItJll~"i3 
70.; It!!1J'IIiIllIl'JO&AO)'t;I!ftt;.(i3. 
;;:~.O)'t;I!~ft~~~II'JM~~~. 

P.ttfJUll.~ftliltUt~I!I'~. ",lEi1r;t; 
oI:·jj'jil!!T"JIWlI!ntl!; !I!'t~I~~ 
IIOlIJI'IliHlIl\!1!!.lIIal)., aJl:lIill'Jiti 
IJI~ .II!Jt9AiI!l6-fll;;:. w!J!fl'II'J'II 
~mo&Jt*"~M~.lt!!1J'~~.~O)' 
Jl<lI!ltltli 'f IIU~ -fl!;cz1\ll1l'J \l!J/t • 

~n~~$M.o&lt.m#.lIJal!; 
~J. l:1:JJ:~flIMlIilUI/IIlIllIl'J\l!iI< 
~~*~o&~~JlI$.Il!. flI~~~ 
L/l<lt"~IIJoII!. RlNJ1Jln~jjjIIDL/I<i, 
lIi~.~*II'J.RI.¥JJ:V!TIt*~ 
f~fIBf. lIIiltli., {;t!J!IU'l2001-
02~. fi'l'itlaJ(jItL/l<AO)'ftt;IOl~'!i 
'fIOJ-fl!;;:. {;t!J!!,H'!2001-02 
'1'. fi'l'lt!!1J'aJ(jItL/l<AO)'JI<.~ft 
Till;;:. 

§.mltiP1JI\\lHIJI8. JHi!!; 
mH~iI<~~*MIl!.lIIa~., ~ 
1998-99 ~!!til< 't S4 fllI'J fi o&Am IJ/I 
-i:/UJlilij'l'S7.Sfl!. ~ 1998-99'1' 
Jlt lit ~1II99 !ltIll;l!1JI § lI'Jo&As 1 'f 8 
i3.!l.~JfJt.'I'S7l'i •• ~I!.~.II'J 
o&AlIIlJomft §~~II'JO)'fI!eil' • 

J1t1ll 

"'lila. w IijIl!l#ilIl311iIl'J1!;lt!!ina 
9"~$~A9t;.(=~Z=~.ft;m 
~.lIIa~., m!l.uaJ(j~lI'Jmm 

Il!O&A~~*.~.m!l.UII'JMmll! 
o&A O)'JI<9 'If"'lJ. 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 
Consolidated General Election, November 3, 1998 

City and County of San Francisco 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CONSOLIDATED GENERAL ELECTION, NOVEMBER 3, 1998 

MEASURES SUBMITIED TO VOTE OF VOTERS - CITY AND COUNTY PROPOSITIONS 

Shall the City increase pension benefits for police officers hired after 
1976? 

Shall City departments be required to prepare an annual Customer Service 
Plan? 

Shall the City count the time that paramedics worked for the Department 
of Public Health towards their Fire Department pensions? 

• 

YES 262 

NO 263 

YES 267 

NO 268 

YES 272 

NO 273 

Shall the City create a Taxi Commission to regulate taxicabs? YES 277 

NO 278 

Shall the City repeal 1997's Proposition H and authorize Caltrans to YES 282 
replace the Central Freeway with an elevated structure to Market Street and NO 283 
a ground-level boulevard from Market along Octavia Street? 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 



SAMPLE BALLOT 
Consolidated General Election, November 3, 1998 

City and County of San Francisco 

CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO =lllff1f$, Jil\ 
ELECCIONES GENERALES CONSOLIDADAS 3 DE NOVIEMBRE DE 1998 

J1-fr-jl1f~-:fL:fLJ\..if:+-fl'=:l3 
tIBC~.B!;=Il!:m~ liI!(t,np~ lt~ 

/' , 

15 

MEDIDAS SOMETIDAS AL VOTO DE LOS ELECTORES - PROPOSICIONES DE LA CIUDAD Y CON DADO 

• 262 51 Jllit 

• 263 NO&!M 

• 267 Sl Jllit 

• 268 NO&1t 

• 27251 Rlit 

- ..... -. 273 NO&!M 

277 SI Jllit 

278 NO&1t 

28251 Rlit 

283 NO&1t 

.Desea que la Cludad aumente los beneficia. de jubUad6n para los ofieiales de 1976'1'ZI!tIlil~Il'IW~, ifflllll'f 
poliela contralados despues de 1976? 11/:';;'J\'! hol'ti!ll*'lr? , 

1 

(,Desea requerir que los departamentos muntcipales preparen un Plan Anual de I1/: Nil! >E ilfill ~f ;.;gm I/;UI.I:-III 
Servicio al Cliente? . lFJl!''8' p nRfI}1Itfl? 

.Desea quela Ciudad lenga en cuenla el tiempo que los paramedieos trabajaron iffillJffI!!!';;'iltnll~A.ftA0Jt 
para el Departamento de Salud I'Iiblica, computandolo como parta de sus 1fi1'hllII~Il'IBI;I!IlI'Ft\lt!>.iI"Ill'IiA 
beneflcios lubUalonos del Departamento de Bomberos? . 

• Desea que I. Chidad cree una Comisl6n de Taxis para regular diches vehlculos? ilfilrJffI!!!';;'iIlti/:-fl!ItlHl!i'l.l!!';; 
lJ. 1!Il'l1l1f ~:fj fl!i'\l11 ? 

,Desea quela Ciudad revoquela Proposici6n H de 1997 y autonce a Caltran. a 
reemplazar la Autopista Central con una estructuia elevada haOO Ia Galle Market 
y un bulevar a nlvel del suela desde Mal1<el a 10 largo dela Calle Odavla? 

ilfillR1 111:';;' 1D~ 1997lFa<J H III 
"., tit I1Ihulli j( i!i IlIIft U! -11Tt j\lj 
9Il0 III i!l1!1ir1ll iii #li1 iff II iliill 
Jl! 1'I:!1I!II: G'i iii lit It -1tJ.!tl! jfij * 
ill, ',Aft I!' '" !I! j\lj i!l01l1 ? 

A 

B 

c-

o 

E 

pIS - ALL 
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J 

p16 - All 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 
Consolidated General Election, November 3, 1998 

City and County of San Francisco 

. CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CONSOLIDATED GENERAL ELECTION, NOVEMBER 3, 1998 

MEASURES SUBMITTED TO VOTE OF VOTERS - CITY AND COUNTY PROPOSITIONS 

Shall the City continue to collect the stadium admission tax and make the YES 288 
supplemental admission tax penlJanent? NO 289 

Shall th~ City impose new restrictions on owner move-in evictions and YES 293 
make pennanent the existing moratorium on owner move-in evictions of NO 294 
long-tenn senior, disabled, or catastrophically ill tenants? 

Shall the City continue to collect the 2% hotel tax surcharge? YES 298 

NO 299 

Shall it be City policy to ask the State to include passenger rail service in YES 303 
the redesign of the Bay Bridge?· NO 304 

Shall it be City policy to create a voluntary health care purchasing program YES 308 
to help make affordable health care coverage available to uninsUred City NO 309 
residents? 

• • 



SAMPLE BALLOT 
Consolidated General Election, November 3, 1998 

City and County of San Francisco 

CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO '::=:lilf!prP, ll\ 
ELECCIONES GENERALES CONSOUDADAS 3 DE NOVIEMBRE DE 1998 

'Ht1l1f~ -iLiLJ\.:¥+-fl =- B 
tMClBa;=&~~~&9rP~Ht~ 

17 

MEDIDAS SOMETIDAS AL VOTO DE LOS ELECTORES - PROPOSICIONES DE LA CIUDAD Y CON DADO 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

288 SI .lit 

289 NO&f:I 

293 SI I!tlit 

294 NO&Jl 

298 SI Rlit 

299 NO&Jl 

303 SI Jl'lit 

304 NO&Jl 

308 Sl Jtllt 

309 NO&Jl 

LOesea que I. Ciudad continue recaudando 'el impuesto de ingreso al estadio y ifjiljl:llHH,'!l!!lIIr.iLJll:ljtIllAIll!J/. 
haeer que sea pennanente el impuesto suplemental de ingreso? 11'f!AIll~(j hO!J/./il(11\ ;j(?-.11 ? 

l.Desea que Ia Ciudad imponga nuevas restricciones en los desalojos por 
mudanza de los propielarios al ediflCio y hacer permanente la moratoria existente 
con respecto a esta tipo de desalojo cuando se trata de inquilinos de largo plaza 
que sean ancianos, esten incapacitados 0 esten catastrOficamente eQfermos? 

iDesea que Ia Ciudad continue recaudando el sobrecargo del impuesto hotelero 
deI2%? 

"Desea convertir en una polltlca de la eludad pedir al Estado que incluya un 
serviao de riel de pasajeros como parte del redisei'lo del Bay Bridge? 

l.Oesea convertir en una politica de la Cludad la creaci6n de un programa 
voluntario de adquisici6n de cuiqados de la salud para ayudar a que los residentes 
no asegurados de ta Ciudad puedan disponer de cobertura econi>mica de cuidados 
de ta salud? 

ifj JlJI: Iff 11! '6 III !UIi fI'J ~ $I!. I!Ii 
ll: fj! 3": f!j IHE im ill ill tt ~. 11' 
Ji'!IIHffI'Jl!Ii ll:1313": Il'l FI ttim ill 
ilIi':1FA. ~R:lA .. tI!!H~li'iO 
fI'J "/I}j (Hf fI'J Wi I'¥ 11; $H·!lIt j;\ 
;i<?-.l1tUJ~ ? 

ifj JlJI:Iff l'!J '6!MlIIWLJll:2 % Mltll~j 
IJnIJ!? 

l'!J '6'IM( fli JlJI: Iff tEili:flf iiiift-ifi 1ft 
:kl!i I'¥ no i6:l1t 1f fI'J@IIt!lll!f'Fl1\ 
*mfI'J-lIiJlJl:lll? 

1!!Ii'l$'J~-!J\t3l11il1t1'J. JlIIRU 
I!:!fJO~fl'Jotl'J. IiIlIIJn~'1!;il!lf!1lf 

W.f¥~fl'JifjR:. rJ;Jft!!l1'IjJHJ\iiJ~)' 

Jl. !l.!l~;gfI'J HW.f.\\~f'Fll\*ifjfI'J 
-!J\JlJI:IlI ? 

F 

G 

H 

I 

J 

p17. All 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 
Consolidated General Election, November 3, 1998 

City and County of San Francisco 

INSTRUCCIONES A LOS VOTANTES: 
Para votar por un candidato cuyo nombre aparece en la balota, utlice el punz6n azul para perforar el 

orofiCio que se encuentra allado del nombre del candidato elegido. 
Para votar por un candidato calificado que no aparece en la lista, escriba el nombre de la persona y 

el puesto en el espacio en blanco provisto para este proposito en el talon largo de la tarjeta de la balota. Si 
no sabe como hacer esto, pida que un trabajador dellugar de votacion Ie ayude. 

Para votar por un JUEZ DEL TRIBUNAL SUPREMO ESTATAL 0 un JUEZ DEL TRIBUNAL DE 
APELACIONES ESTATAL, perf ore la tarjeta de balota en el lugar sefialado por la flecha enfrente del 
nillnero que corresponda a las palabras "SI" 0 "NO." 

Para votar por qualquier medida, utlice el punzon azul para perforar el oroficio que se encuentra al 
lade de "SI" 0 "NO" para dicha medida. 

Se prohibe todo tipo de marca y borradura; esto anulani la balota. 
Si usted se equivoca al votar, 0 si rompe 0 dana la balota, devuelvala al mienbro del consejo dellugar 

de votacion y obtenga otra. 
Despues que usted haya terrninado de votar, quite el talon nillnerado, este es su recibo de haber vota

do. Despues coloque la balota en la uma electoral. 

iI~~1.II: 
ti~iI.(£iI~...tPJT~J a<.JfJtilA, Ifi'i.m JH~.rHLit(£ f>t-PJTiI. a<.J~ilA~~ ~lI1i=fL. 
ti~iI.~~.AfJtilA,~(£iI~~a<.Jft~~~a<.J~~...t~...t~~ilAa<.J~~~.M;~~~ 

IjJJ zAl, • fi;J J!/Jil A ~J!/J • 
tijIUffaJ-ljitl*~, • .mJ.HMHLit(£~m~a<.J 'YES' (!!flit) et ~NO' (lift) ~lI1HL. 
iI~...t:iF f'!}~ f.EfaJ ~P.tet.iif, ~;fj' iI~ IlP fF}fl. 
~:mf>t-ti~~¥~.~. iI~~itUOji!lletHH., ~1EiI~i/!@IMti~1&a<.JiI.~A •. ~JIl(§}-m 

iI~. 
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~~~ •• ~~~~w~~~~~~w.~mn~ 
fttE 'Yes' ~ 'No' 1IIJ".iJi1fiUiJilTtlililtHL. 

PARA COMENZAR A VOTAR. VUELVA A 
LA PRIMERA PAGINA • 

Instructions In English 
are on the first ballot page. 

TO START VOTING, 

TURN BACK TO THE 

FIRST PAGE. 



, 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN ,FRANCISCO 

OFFICES TO BE VOTED ON THIS ELECTION 

MEMBER, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
The Board of Supervisors is the governing body for the City and County of San Francisco, Its members make laws and 

establish the annual budget for City departments, ' 
The term of office for members of the Board of Supervisors for this election is two years, District elections will begin in 

November, 2000, Supervisors are paid $37,585 a year, There are eleven members of the Board of Supervisors, Voters 
will select five members this election, 

MEMBER, BOARD OF EDUCATION ' 
The Board of Education is the governing body for the San Francisco Unified School District. It directs kindergarten 

through grade twelve, . . 
The term of office for members of the Board of Education is four years, They are paid $6,000 a year, There are seven 

members of the Board of Education, Voters will select' three members this election, 

MEMBER, COMMUNITY COLLEGE BOARD 
The Community College Board is the governing body for the Sari Francisco Community College District. It directs City 

College and other adult learning, centers, 
The term of office for members of the Community College Board is four years, They are paid $6,000 a year, There are 

seven members of the Community College Board, Voters will select three members this election, 

STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS 
LOCAL CANDIDATES 

On the following pages are statements of qualifications from local candidates, They have been printed as submitted, 
Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected, 

The statements are submitted by the candidates, They have not been checked for accuracy by any City official or 
agency, 
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Candidates for Board of Supervisors 
DENISE D'ANNE 

My occupation is Manager Resource Conservation Program. 

My qualifications are: For the greater part of my adult life I 
have worked with diverse communities that were committed to 
improving the quality of life for all San Franciscans. When avail
able, I have used radio, tv, and the print media to champion issues 
and causes that speak to the needs and'aspirations of the citizens 
of this great City. 

Using the knowledge I have gained working 28 years in City 
government, I intend to make positive changes. Changes in areas 
dealing with fiscal matters, the environment and labor. My 28 
years with the City have been fraught with frusttations shared by 
all San Franci§cans - unresponsive and uncaring bureaucrats. 
Reduction of waste and wasteful practices are my forte. The envi
ronment and labor relations are my lifetime devotion. Enhancing 
vital services and providing employment opportunities without 
increasing costs are my immediate goals. To this end I have a 
proven record saving hundreds of thousand dollars for the City. 
Vour participation and support can help create a prosperous and 
environmentally sustainable San Francisco. 

Denise D 'Anne 

GAVIN NEWSOM 

My occupation is Appointed Member, Board of Supervisors. 

My qualifications are: If there is one thing I'd like citizens to 
think about my tenure on the Board of Supervisors it's that I work 
to get things done. Being a Supervisor is about service and 
results. 

I've taken on the toughest issues and brought people together 
and we've gotten results for San Francisco. 

• We've helped seniors, people with AIDS and renters by 
increasing penalties for housing code violations. We made 
slumlords who are convicted of code violations live in their 
buildings. 

• We've helped our children by using the city's budget surplus on 
emergency talklines for troubled kids and after school programs. 
We also banned tobacco advertising aimed at our children. 

• We've made our streets safer by cracking down on red-light 
runners. By installing cameras at major intersections we have 
seen a 40 percent decrease. 

• We authored the initiative to require MUNl to prepare a cus
tomer service plan - and answer to us for a change. 

Among my supporters are: 

Congresswoman Nancy Pelosi 
Mayor Willie Brown 
Senator John Burton 
Assmblywoman Carole Migden 
Assmblyman Kevin Shelley 
Supervisor Barbara Kaufinan. 
Supervisor Sue Bierman 
Supervisor Jose Medina 
Supervisor Leland Vee 
Supervisor Leslie Katz 
Supervisor Michael Yaki 

I hope you'll vote to keep me working for you. 

Gavin Newsom 

Statements are volunteered by the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected. • 
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Candidates for Board of Supervisors 
TOMAMMIANO 

My occupation is Supervisor. 

My qualifications are: I am a 35 ye!'l' resident, teacher, and 
past School· Board President. As Sup~rvisor, I: . 

• Ride Muni regularly to City Hall; 
• Voted for neighborhood control ov~r. Sutro Tower, antenna 

placement, and zoning; 
• 'Authored measure to expand Moscone Center; 
• Supported the water rate freeze and public oversight of 

Treasure Island; . 
• Co-authored equal health benefits measure for gay & straight 

domestic partners; 
• Safeguarded affordable housing for seniors and the disabled; 
• Secured a' family discount at the Zoo; 
• Passed propositions on ethics for campaign consultants and 

improved oversight of police conduct. 

If re-elected, I will advocate for stronger neighborhood repre
sentation on city boards, focus on implementing district elections, 
remain independent, and work to ensure San Franciscans don't 
foot the bill unless we get the benefits. 

Endorsers: 
Nancy Pelosi 
Willie Brown 
Art Agnos 
John Burton 
Carole Migden 
Kevin Shelley 
Sue Bierman 
Leslie Katz 
Mark Leno 
Jose Medina 
Michael Yaki 
Leland Yee 
Terence Hallinan 
Susan Leal 
Michael Hennessey 
Jeff Brown 
Doris Ward 

Natalie Berg 
Dan Kelly 
Lawrence Wong . 
Tom Radulovich 
Jim Mayo 
Roberta Achtenberg 
RomaGuy 
Jane Morrison 
Eva Royale 
Dave Snyder 
Cecil Williams 
Stan Smith 
Ruth Asawa 
SF League of Conservation Voters 
SF Tenants Union . 
SF Labor Council 
Deputy Sheriff's Association 

Campaign: 415-646-0731 www.supammiano.com 

Tom Am'miano 

LEN PETTIGREW 

My occupation is Teacher. 

My qualifications are: Len Pettigrew was formaliy educated 
as a teacher of children with speci.al needs. He works for the San 
Francisco Unified school district as a teacher. Before this, He 
worked for the East Palo alto Rav'enswood school district .He was 
th.e author oa pilot program for incarcerated offenders. He has 
worked two major United Nations conferences and maintains an 
active calendar of related events. 

Len came into the public affection as an athlete. He was draft- . 
ed by the Philadelphia Eagles Football team as a linebacker. This 
was the beginning of an extensive education and background in 
sports and sports marketing and more importantly sports and 
sports public responsibility. This will aid the city's sports profile. 

He is a member of the San francisco NFL Alumni whose char
terto raise funds for child related charities in northern California 
and southern Oregon. Len has worked on a state wide gender 
equity project and is committed to creating opportunities for 
under represented populations. 

Len Pettigrew 

Statements are volunteered'by the candidates and have not been check~~ for accuracy by any official agency. 
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected. 
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Candidates for Board of Supervisors 
CARLOS PETRONI 

My occupation is Newspaper Editor. 

My qualifications are: I'm running as part of the Progressive 
Left Slate that includes Lucrecia Bermudez and myself for the 
Board of Supervisors, Maria Dolores Rinaldi for the School 
Board, Tom Lacey and Chris Finn for College Board. Our plat
form includes progressive taxation, civil rights for all, environ
mental justice, political and campaign reform, participatory 
democracy and concrete proposals about health, housing, trans
portation and education for all. For a copy of our platform, call 
(415) 452-9992. 

As Editor of Frontlines newspaper I proposed concrete solu
tions for the homeless, youth crime, police brutality, free and effi
cient mass transportation, economic development of the neigh
borhoods, political representation of immigrants and for tenants' 
and workers' rights. I have exposed the corrupt patronage, lack 
of economic planning and voting fraud patterns of the local polit
ical machine controlled by big business. As an urban planner and 
economist by training, as a community and labor activist, I'm pre
pared to represent those willing to work for social change. This 
campaign is to build a new progressive majority in the City, not a 
political career. More than 200 organizations and prominent indi
viduals endorsed my candidacy, including environmentalist, 
immigrant rights, progressive and labor activists. I am a member 
of the Immigrant Rights Movement (MOl). 

Carlos Petroni 

DONNA CASEY 

My occupation is Non-ProfitlBusiness Consultant. 

My qualifications are: For over 28 years, I have served the 
Community as a successful businesswoman, founder of the Bank 
of San Francisco; environmentalist· Executive Director of San 
Francisco Beautiful and Member of the League to Save Lake 
Tahoe; patron of the arts, USF Trustee, United Way Chair, and 
Library Commissioner. As a fifth generation San Franciscan and 
mother of two sons, I want to apply my diverse experience and 
organizational and people skills to improve the performance of 
our Board of Supervisors. 

Together, let's create a Board that's independent, proactive, and 
finds humane and cost-effective solutions to our problems. 

My supporters include: 

The Honorable Leo McCarthy, Quentin Kopp, Frank Jordan, 
George Christopher, Annemarie Conroy, Rodel Rodis and Jill 
Wynns; Denise McCarthy, President, Port Commission; Andrew 
Sun, Transportation Commissioner; Steve Coulter, Library 
Commissioner; Naomi Gray, former Health Commissioner· 
Manny Rosales, former Redevelopment Commissioner; Sharo~ 
Bretz, former Fire Commissioner; Virginia Gee, former Ethics 
Commissioner; Sonia Meiara, Executive Director, Commission 
on Status of Women; James Gilleran, Banker; Glen Ramiskey, 
former union official; Sarah Lave, Hi-Tech Industry CEO; Rita 
Semel, Interfaith Executive; Fr. John LoSchiavo, former USF 
President; Kelly Cullen, Non-Profit Housing Director; Roselyne 
Swig, Philanthropist; Ruth Asawa, Artist; Ruth Dewson, 
Businesswoman, Earl White, President, Black Chamber of 
Commerce. 

Donna Casey 

Statements are volunteered by the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected. 
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Candidates for Board of Supervisors 
TAHNEE STAIR 

My occupation is Temponuy Office Worker. 

My qualifications are: A twenty-three-year-old activist, 
have organized in the youth mo~ement and community, against 
racism, attacks on affirnuitive action, the uCont:J:act on America," 
sexism and anti gay/lesbian/biltrans bigotry. As a woman work
er, tenant and socialist, I support truly affordable housing, ban
ning evictions, and expanding subsidized housing. Racist, !illti
worker, class war is being waged against the majority of San 
Franciscans by a powerful ruling few. They aim to drive out 
African-Americans, other communities of color, poor people, 
low-income workers, immigrants and youth, and turn San 
Francisco into a city for the rich. Let's fight back! Stop police 
brutality; jobs not jails. Environmental justice now! We need 
equal education: stop privatizing schools, defend bilingualism, 
end college tuition. Childcare, MONI, healthcare, youth/senior 
centers and environmental clean-up should be paid for by the cor
porations. Work to end blockades of Cuba and Iraq. I call for 
$lOlbour minimum wage, the right to a job and union. Join our 
campaign! Phone: 415-826-4828, email:npcsf@igc.org. 

Endorsers include: Mario Obledo, Civil rights leader; Gloria La 
Riva, Gubernatorial candidate; Leslie Feinberg, Transgender 
author, Editor, Workers World; Malik Rahim, Public housing 
organizer; Amy Ng, Youth activist; Richard Becker, International 
Action Center; California Coalition for Women Prisoners 

Tahnee Stair 

ROSE rSAI 

My occupation is Radio.host, community leader. 

My qualifications are: as a concerned parent, graduate of 
Hastings Law School and a vocal political outsider, I have worked 
diligently to ensure that the neighborhoods' interests are known to 
City Hall. I will speak out on behalf of the under-represented ele
ments of San Francisco such as: 

" hardworking taxpayers who are not gelling decent municipal 
services 

" families who are finding it more and more difficult to raise 
their children here 

." small property owners who've become scapegoats in the cur
rent housing crisis 

" neighborhoods whose interests are ignored because they have 
no political operatives lobbying for them 

• people who care about having an honest, fair, responsive city 
government which can deliver basic services without constant-
ly having to raise taxes . 

" Voters who gets no respect from City Hall 

The sponsors for Rose Tsai are: 
Former Supervisor Angela Alioto 
State Senator Quentin Kopp 
State Treasurer Mall Fong 
Supervisor Leland Yee 
John Riordan 
Bart Director James Fang 
Roger Boas, Former San Francisco Chief Administrative Officer 
Rebecca Silverberg 
Sharon Bretz 
Douglas Comstock 
Christopher Bowman 
May Louie 
Terry Brennan 
Elbert (Bud) Wilson 
John Barry 
Joel Ventresca 
Donna Casey 
Jean-Paul Samaha 
Rayman Mah 

Rose Tsai 

Statements are volunteered by the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy by any off)cial agency: 
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected. 
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Candidates for Board of Supervisors 
MASEL TENG 

My occupation is Member, Board of Supervisors. 

My qualifications are: I work every day to improve the qual
ity of life for all San Franciscans. Since I was elected in 1994, I 
have concentrated my efforts on economic growth, fiscal respon
sibility, social justice, family and neighborhood issues. 

• As Supervisor, I am the chief sponsor of the Universal 
Childcare Policy. I put funds in this year's budget to provide 
quality, affordable, accessible childcare for all San Francisco 
families. . 

• As Finance Committee Chair, I demand fiscal accountability 
and social responsibility from City government. 

• As a fighter for social justice, I ensure that the civil rights of 
all San Franciscans are protected. 

• As a mother of two young children and a lifelong educator, I 
work hard to improve our schools, neighborhood parks, com-
munity centers and libraries. . 

• I have a strong record of consensus and coalition building. I 
count Supervisors Barbara Kaufman, Sue Bierman, Amos 
Brown, Leslie Katz, Mark Leno, Jose Medina, Gavin Newsom, 
and Michael Yaki are amongst my strong supporters. 

Please join Dianne Feinstein, Nancy Pelosi, Willie Brown, John 
Burton, Carole Migden, Kevin Shelley, Cecil Williams, Susan 
Leal, Art Agnos, George Christopher, and Anni Chung in voting 
for my re-election to the Board of Supervisors. 

Mabel Teng 

SAM LUCAS 

My occupation is Delivery Driver. 

My qualifications are: Presently as a delivery driver I see 
many different areas of this city, all in less than six hours in a day. 
I know what parts of the city have severe hom~less people prob
lems. I don't feel. that being homeless is a Crime, more than any
thing, it's a crying shame. I will do whatever I can to never lose 
sight of that and try my best to push this city to provide hundreds 
of increased shelter beds. As a working-man that need only be 
my qualification to want to help put a person in a bed, and not on 
the concrete. 

Muni has severe problems and by that statement alone, the list 
can go on forever with that department. I can only tell you this. 
That Muni will be one of the biggest tasks I tackle and undertake 
as a supervisor if Elected. This is because I am a Muni rider. I 
ride Muni several times a day, seven days a week. I can offer no 
better qualification than that for wanting to rescue Muni, or help 
fix it. 

Sam'Lucas 

• Statements. are volunteered by the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected. 
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Candidates for Board of Supervisors 
MARK LENO 

My occupation is Member Board of Supervisors. 

My qualifications are: As the owner of a sign company in San 
Francisco for 20 years, I appreciate what it takes to run a small 

I business, the frustrations of city hall's red tape and how hard we 
all work to live here. 

That's why I've used .my office to address concerns of working 
San Franciscans: 

• organizing a city-wide small business forum to increase city 
hall efficiency and responsiveness; 

• challenging Bank of AmericalNationsBank to 'maintain local 
lending commitments; 

• promoting the earned income tax credit to assure that San 
Francisco's working poor receive federal rebates; 

• establishing an anti-gun and safety education program for city 
schools; 

• ensuring MUNI adhere to schedules, make passes and maps 
more readily available; 

• increasing community healthcare outreach and prevention; 

• designing a "greening of San Francisco" plan including thou
sands of new trees for nei~borhood and merchant districts. 

My public service is dedicated to consistent, concrete improve
ments in city operations and restoring responsibility and respect 
to public debate. 

My supporters include US Senators Feinstein and Boxer, 
Congresswoman Pelosi, Mayor Brown, State Senator Burton, 
Assemblymembers Migden and Shelley, Treasurer Leal, District 
Attorney Hallinan, College Board Member Shorter, and all my 
colleagues on the Board of Supervisors. 

I respectfully request your support. 

MarkLeno 

SHAWN O'HEARN 

My occupation is Educator. 

My qualifications are: As Supervisor, I'll be an independent 
advocate committed to improving the quality of life for all San 
Franciscans. As taxpayers and residents we deserve leadership. 
We deserve a MUNI that works. We deserve real solutions to help 
the homeless. We deserve safer neighborhoods. and cleaner 
streets. Our children deserve a quality education and safe parks. 
We deserve accessible health care, affordable housing and 
improved neighborhood services. We deserve a clean environ
ment. We must demand that our elected officials reduce govern
ment waste and prioritize financial resources for these quality of 
life issues. We pay our hard earned tax dollars and trust our elect
ed officials to provide these basic city services. I seek a fair and 
humane sharing of this city's wealth so that those in need do not 
want. 

It takes a leader, a consensus builder and problem solver to get 
things done-that's me-Shawn O'Hearn. 

I will bring integrity, experience, compassion, energy and bal
ance to the Board. I humbly ask for one of your five votes and 
promise to be the leader that San Franciscans expect and deserve. 

If you have other questions or concerns you can reach me at 
(415) 252-7624. 

Shawn 0 'Hearn 

Statements are volunteered by the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
Arguments are printed is submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected. 
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Candidates for Board of Supervisors 
FREDERICK HOBSON 

My occupation is Health Policy Advisor. 

My qualifications are: I serve on the boards of San Francisco 
Tomorrow, Health Help Group, and the San Francisco Health 
Authority where I co-chair its beneficiary advisory committee. 
As a longtime resident, I have been sad witness to the deteriora
tion of neighborhoods, parks, schools, streets, transit, health ser
vices, and a local government that reacts rather than acts. I have 
been an active volunteer with many service organiza~ions such as 
Project Open Hand, Catholic Charities, Housing Rights 
Committee, and Family Support Center. I have seen th~ problems 

. firsthand. For San Francisco to reach a resolution of the problems 
we face, we must have a Board of Supervisors that is responsive, 
effective, not controlled by lobbyists, bureaucrats, and power
mongers. I will do a good job. You will get good results. 

My supporters include Sister Bernie Galvin, Gavin Newsom, 
Andrea Shorter, Tom Radulovich, Ron Albers; Lawrence Wong, 
Eileen Hansen, Hank Wilson, Tom Calvanese, Roma Guy, Ron 
Hill, Sandy Ouye Mori, Arlo Smith, Pat Norman, Connie Perry, 
June Keller, Marylouise Lovett, David Spero, Jon Rainwater, 
Ruth Gravanis, Marjorie Ann Williams, Tony Kilroy, Marie 
Ciepiela, Eric Mar, Steve Collier, Rebecca Prozan, Marguerite 
Rubbenstein, Margarete Connolly, Criss Romero, Martina Gillis, 
Mark Dunlop, Shirley Bierly, Karen Talbot, Riva Enteen, Denise 
D'Anne. 

Frederick Hobson 

JIM REID 

My occupation is Entrepeneur/Computer Consultant. 

My qualifications are: ... that I have been a Voter and Citizen 
of San Francisco since 1975. I am not a politician and believe 
that politicians do not always serve the interests of the City 
because our political system is set-up for them to go begging for 
contributions. I am a strong believer. in the initiative process and 
believe that the voters can lead the politicians with this process. I 
authored the Outdoor Advertising Control Act which you will see 
on the next ballot. Full teXt on the initiative is on my web. site 
www.SFSupervisor.com. I am working with a group of citizens 
on an initiative calling for an independent San Francisco Transit 
Authority, with a voter elected Board of Directors, to take over 
MUNI and take it out of the political hands of the Mayor and the 
Supervisors. The Qew system would start with a clean slate, like 
the successful Sacramento, San Jose and San Diego Transit 
Authorities. . 

I will be a full time supervisor and be available each morning 
to talk with you about your concerns for San Francisco. You will 
see me on street comers collection signatnres and opinions. I will 
use www.sfsupervisor.com as a public forum to initiate change. 

Jim Reid 
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Candidates for Board of Supervisors 
REV. AMOS BROWN 

My occupation is Pastor 3,d Baptist Church. 

My qualifications are: Appointed Supervisor by Mayor 
Brown, 1996, Chair - Parks and Recreation Committee 
Community College Board, 1981·1984 

I care deeply about our City. As a voice for all its people, I am 
dedicated to: 

Jobs: 
• StadiumJMall jobs for Hunters Point, 
• Maritime/Shipyard development, 
• Effective job programs. 
Parks: 
• Increased park funding, 
• Clean, safe parks for all neighborhoods, 
• Quick removal of garbage and unattended shopping carts, 
• Preserved Sharon Art Studio, Golden Gate Park. 
Housing: 
• Affordable housing districts, 
• Housing bonds, 
• Mortgage credits, 
• Transitional housing, 
• Housing rehabilitation. 
Public Safety: 
• Zero gun tolerance, 
• Zero hate crime tolerance, 
• Responsible, accountable, community law enforcement. 
Health Care: 
• Neighborhood care programs; 
• Superior senior health facilities, 
• Care for indigents and people on general assistance, 
• Increased mental health caTe funding, 
• Treatment on demand for substance abusers 

Endorsers: 
Mayor Willie Brown 
Congresswoman Nancy Pelosi 
Senator John Burton 
Assemblymembers - Carole Migden, Kevin Shelley 
Jackie Speier 
Sheriff Michael Hennessey 
Supervisors - Jose Medina, Mabel Teng, Leslie Katz, Mark Leno, 
Michael Yaki, Sue Bierman, Barbara Kaufman, Gavin Newsom. 
School Board: Carlotta Del Portillo 
POA - Chris Cunnie, Health Care Workers #250 - Sal Roselli, 
Building Trades - Stan Smith, 
ILWU - Leroy King 
Natalie Berg, Jane Morrison, Greg Day, Michael Colbruno, Alex 
Wong, Henry Louie 
NAACP - Lulann McGriff, Alex Pitcher 

Rev. Amos Brown 

LUCRECIA BERMUDEZ 

My occupation is Immigrant Rights Organizer. 

My qualifications are: I'm running as part of the Progressive 
Left Slate that includes Carlos Petroni and myself for the Board 
of Supervisors, Maria Dolores Rinaldi for the School Board, Tom 
Lacey and Chris Finn for College Board. We are running on a 
progressive platform that includes progressive taxation, civil 
rights for al1; environmental justice, political and campaign 
reform, participatory democracy and concrete proposals about 
health, housing, transportation and education for all. For a copy 
of our platform, call (415) 452-9992. 

I support concrete and progressive solutions for the homeless 
population, youth crime, police brutality, free and efficient mass 
transportation, economic development of the neighborhoods, 
political representation of immigrants and full tenants' rights. I 
support the withdrawal of al1 City funds from Bank of America 
and Wel1s Fargo and the creation of a Bank of the City of San 
Francisco, owned and run by City residents. !\.S a Latina lesbian 
and as an immigrant rights organizer, I am' committed to represent 
and expand all civil and human rights for everyone. I'm 
endorsed, among others, by Diane Felix; Linda Hyder, Don 
Geiger, July Dorf, Ted Gullicksen, Anne VanDerslice, Jennifer 
Taylor, Rich Soenksen, Ricardo Bermudez and Carlita Martinez. 

Lucrecia Bermudez 

• 
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Candidates for Board of Supervisors 
VICTOR MARQUEZ 

My occupation is Civil Rights Lawyer. 

My qualifications are: With the support of a strong family, 
devoted teachers, and a dedicated community, I worked hard, put 
myself through college and lawschool, and avoided the pitfalls of 
gangs and drugs. I went from the barrio to the boardroom - I 
know what it takes to tum communities around. 

That's why I'll fight for: 
• Job training for youth. 
• After school programs, preserving our parks, and an LGBT 

Community Center. 
• Smart crime and violence prevention and safe neighborhoods. 
• Making our schools safer. 
• Preserving San Francisco's environment. 
• Increased health care for women, children and persons living 

with HIV / AIDS. 
• Affordable housing and childcare for working families. 
• Liveable wages and jobs . 

As Supervisor, I'll be an independent advocate for a better 
MUNI, redouble the fight against HlV/AIDS and breast cancer, 
combat domestic violence, and bring hope to our neighborhoods. 

I believe :in building bridges between diverse communities. I 
will bring "checks & balances" to city government by meeting 
with neighborhood groups to hear what San Franciscan's need. 

Jo.in Roberta Achtenberg, Sheriff Michael Hennessey, District 
attorney Terence Hallinan, Public Defender Jeff Brown, School 
Board Trustees Carlota del Portillo and Dan Kelly, College Board 
Trustees Andrea Shorter and Lawrence Wong, and Arlo Smith in 
supporting me. , 

Vic/or Marquez 
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Candidates for Board of Education 
.RUFUS N. WATKINS 

My occupation is Support Staff. 

My qualifications are: I was educated in public schools 
before transferring to Baylor University, where I earned a degree 
in Speech. Several members of my family also graduated from 
public schools in the city, and three of my nieces are currently 
enrolled in the SFUSD. 

I am a product of public schools. They taught me fundamental 
skills that laid the foundation for future success. Now it is my 
tum to give your children the same opportunity. 

For the past 14 years, I have been affiliated with city govern
ment: 

• President, Junior Chamber of Commerce (1992-1993) 
• Team Counselor, Mayor's Summer Youth Jobs Program (1984-

1987) 
• Committee Member: San Francisco Jobs for Youth Advisory 

Committee (1996-Present) 
• Committee Member: San Fran~isco Human Rights Commission· 

Youth and Education Committee (1996-Present) 

If I am elected to the SFUSD Board of Education, my first and 
foremost objective would be to increase parental involvement in 
the schools. Children need to be prepared for the changes that 
will come with the 21 st Century: parents, administrators, and stu
dents need to work together to create an environment that is both 
cutting edge and safe. San Franciscans need to take pride in their 

. public schools. If elected I will lead the way. 

www.RufusWatkins.com 

Rufus NWatkins 

KEVIN B. WILLIAMS 

My occupation is Human Rights Officer. 

My qualifications are: I am a fourth generation forty-four year . 
old resident and native son of San Francisco, California. A cum 
laude graduate of San Francisco State University possessing· a 
Bachelors. degree in Political Science. All of my education from 
kindergarten to college has been in San Francisco, including pro
fessional employment experience. I am currently a Human Rights 
Compliance Officer, with over 20 years experience enforcing anti
discrimination laws and ordinances. ~s Chainnan of the Governing 
Board of Directors of Senator's Incorporated, a not-for-profit 
.,.geney for over 12 years has contracted with the San Francisco 
Unified School District to provide peer tutoring assistance to at-risk 
students in reading, writing, mathematics, languages, and science. 
Other accomplishments include the following: 

• Named the 1990 Outstanding Young Man of America conferred 
by the National Academy of Distinguished Americans for 
civic-minded leadership, improving communities, and perpetu
ating the highest standards of community action and service. 

• Received commendation for drafting the City College Board's 
Minority and Business Utilization plan in connection with its 
multi-million dollar education library. 

• Appointed and served two terms as advisor to the State of 
California Senate Select Committee on Small Business and 
labor. 

Kevin B. Williams 
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Candidates for Board of Education 
DAN KELLY 

My occupation is Pediatrician. 

My qualifications are: School Board Vice President; Member 
S.F. Child Abuse Council; public school parent 

In my two terms on this board, I have worked to ensure that the 
SFUSD prepares every child for success with a rich and chal
lenging education. Towards this goal, I: 

Proposed our early grades class size of 20 students which was 
later copied statewide. 

Chaired hearings that led to the adoption of the strongest high 
school graduation requirements in the state. 

Supported reconstitution of failed schools and the establish
ment of innovative new schools. 

Wrote the resolution restoring elementary arts programs and 
establishing an arts-focused middle school. 

Supported the opening of parent centers, and parents' relations 
office. 

Supported challenging bilingual programs which give children 
true fluency in two languages. 

Our district is now known as' a national leader in school reform 
and student achievement, but we must move far beyond the 
"national norm" to have the kind of schools our children deserve. 

My endorsers include: Congresswoman Pelosi, Senator John 
Burton, Assemblymembers Shelley and Migden, Mayor Brown, 
Supervisors Ammiano, Bierman, Brown, Leno, Katz, Kaufman, 
Medina, Newsom, Teng, and Yaki, and a broad range of commu
nity leaders. 

I would welcome your support on November third. 

Dan Kelly 

CARLOTA DEL PORTILLO 

My occupation is Incumbent. 

My qualifications are: Partnership and Commitment. From 
my first days on our School Board, these have been the most 
important words to remember. It's about parents, teachers and 

. students working together to create the very best schools. 
Four years ago we built on this commitment, promising our 

children to make the diploma mean something again.As a team 
we strengthened programs to meet rigorous standards, reduced 
class size, built new schools, expanded technology, offered more 
parent conferences, and watched reading and math scores grow 
five years in a row. 

Pretty impressive, but still more remains. We must continue to 
build on our achievements and to recognize the challenges that lie 
ahead. This includes ensuring that the State funds education at 
higher levels and working to lift our at-risk students o~t of the 
lowest quartile. 

I am grateful to have the support of many friends i!lcluding 
Senator Dianne Feinstein, Congresswoman Nancy Pelosi, 
California Senators John Burton and Quentin Kopp, Assembly , 
members Carole Migden and Kevin Shelley, Mayor Willie 
Brown; Supervisors Barbara Kaufman, Mabel Teng, Jose 
Medina, Mark Lena and Gavin Newsom. 

As a parent and educator, I pledge to continue this partnership: 
worl<ing together to equip our children with a world-class education. 

Car/ola del Portillo 
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Candidates for Board of Education 
MAURICIO VELA 

My occupation is Non-profit Executive Director. 

My qualifications are: I am a parent of two public school stu
dents and have worked with youth at the Bernal Heights 
Neighborhood Center for nine years. 

We need an independent School Board and more rigorous fis
cal oversight. School safety, academic standards, parent involve
ment and teacher training must be improved. 

The Board of Education must be held accountable. For-profit 
corporations should not manage our public schools. Immigrant 
children need special attention - Newcomer High School must 
survive . . 

I will work with parents, teachers, and students to create strong 
education communities at every school. 

I will be your voice on the School Board. 

Supervisor Tom Ammiano 
Supervisor Gavin Newsom 
Supervisor Mark Leno 
Supervisor Leslie Katz 
Terence Hallinan, DA 
Jeff Brown, Public Defender 

. Mike Henessey, Sheriff 
Louis Garrett, President, Black Educators Alliance' 
Tony Kilroy 
Rama Guy, Women '5 activist 
Kent Mitchell, President, United Educators' 
Jill Wynns, School Board 
Jane Morrison 
Enola MaXwell, Potrero Hill Neighborhood House' 
Greg Day 
JeffMori, former Director, Mayor's Office for Children' 
Victor Marquez 
Ella Miyamoto, Parent Advocate 
Eric Mar, Coalition for Immigrant Rights' 
Marjorie Ann Williams 
Jim Salinas, President, Carpenters' Union· 
Andrea Shorter, Community College Board 

, identification only .' 

Mauricio Vela 

PAMELA COXSON 

My occupation is Math Specialist. 

My qualifications are: I have a history of service to public 
education - as a middle/high school teacher, a college teacher and 
researcher, a teacher of teachers, and a volunteer. I am the moth

. er of a preschooler who will attend public school. I volunteered 
at Edison Elementary for the past two years: helping to teach 
mathematics, raising money, and helping with outreach. 

As a Board member I will make neighborhood public schools 
my highest priority. Our School District is only as strong as its 
weakest school. I favor giving parents and teachers real power to 
help determine how their school is run, strengthening and enforc
ing existing requirements. 

Our Superintendent and School Board are bent on a course that 
threatens the future of public education in San Francisco. They 
have hired expensive consulting firms that operate with little pub
lic oversight or accountability. They have brought in the Edison 
Project with our tax dollars to manage our neighborhood school 
Edison Elementary for corporate profit. They have ignored Board 
rules with impunity. Distant corporations have no place running 
our schools. San Francisco is a community rich in educators and 
thinkers! 

Endorsers include Bart Director. Tom Radulovich, Betty 
Traynor (SF Green Community), and former KQED Board 
Member Henry Kroll. 

Pamela Coxson 
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Candidates for Board of Education 
EDDIE CHIN 

My occupation is ParentlEducator. 

My qualifications are: I am the most qualified candidate for 
the SF Board of Education. I graduated from Polytechnic High, 
received a graduate degree in Education at USF, and a law degree 
from UC Hastings. I have taught at City College for over 20 
years. I also have two children attending SF public schools. As 
a parent and educator, I want the most challenging education for 
our children. They deserve a rigorous curriculum, a safe and nur
turing school environment. I will work with all education stake
holders to achieve those goals. 

Vote for Eddie Chin on November 3rd - a parent and educator. 
My supporters include: 

State Senator John Burton 
Assemblyman Kevin Shelley 
Supervisors Tom Ammiano, Jose Medina, Mabel Teng, Lel.and Yee 
Bart Board President James Fang 
School Board Member Jill Wynns 
College Trustees Robert Burton, James Mayo, Radel Rodis, 
Lawrence Wong 
Former College Trustee Chuck Ayala 
Former School Board MeJOber Ben Tom 
Commissioner Leroy King 
Transit Worker International Vice President Lawrence Martin 
SEIU 790 Vice President Vernon Duncan 
Balboa Alumni Officer Victoria Hackett 
Teachers Joan -Marie Shelley, Marlene Tran 
Businessman Rolf Mueller 
Neighborhood Activist Sharon Bretz 
GaylLesbian Culture Center Board Member Greg Day 
College Dean Rebecca Delgado 
College Dean Joanne Low 

Eddie Chin 

FRANK CHONG 

My occupation is Commissioner, San Francisco Board of 
Education. 

My qualifications are: As a recently appointed School Board 
member, I am working to continue my commitment to public edu
cation. 

My commitment to education comes from enjoying the benefiis 
of attending public schools, studying at UC Berkeley, and earning 
a post-graduate degree at Harvard's Kennedy School. . Every 
youth must have access to these educational opportunities. Our 
youngest students must be prepared for early success and our 
graduates must be ready to compete in a global economy. To 
achieve these goals, learning methods must be expanded and 
unprecedented levels of creativity should fill our schools. I want 
this for your children as well as for my own two young daughters. 

I currently serve as Dean of Student Affairs at City College, 
and recently stepped down from ri,y position as Chair of the 
Human Rights Commission. 

I ask for your vote on November 3. 

Endorsers: .. 
Mayor Willie Brown 
Assemblyman Kevin Shelley 
Assemblywoman Carole Migden 
Supervisor Leslie R. Katz 
Supervisor Barbara Kaufman 
Supervisor Mark Lena. 
Supervisor Mabel Teng 
Trustee Natalie Berg 
Commissioner Mary Hernandei 
Director James Fang 
Director Tom Radulovich 
City Attorney Louise Renne 
Chancellor Del Anderson 

Frank Chong 

Dean Jake Perea 
Reverend Arnold Townsend 
Bill Maher 
Henry Der 
Brad Duggan 
Gina Moscone 

Visii www.frankchong.org 
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Candidates for Board of Education 
ADAM SPARKS 

My occupation is Educator. 

My qualifications are: San Francisco Schools are burning! 
Not by fire, but by neglect. 
A recent statewide examination shows that San Francisco 

schools are failing. They are so bad, many elementary schools 
had students scoring 'in the 5th percentile in reading and math! 
95% of America's children did better! Outrageous! 

The School Board should not only resign; they should be pros
ecuted for child abuse, neglect, abandonment and endangerment. 
If I did to my child, what they are doing to our children, I'd be 
arrested! 

I'm a concerned father and parent to two children. Both of my 
children attend schools in the S.F. Unified School District- unlike 
the other candidates; most of whom are neither parents, or have 
no kids in our school district. 

I would: 
• Encourage parental involvement. 
• Develop meaningful academic standards. 
• Stop "Social Promotion". Kids who get all F's will not get pro

moted to the next grade. They will receive extra tutoring and 
support. 

• Hire and retrain teachers that are qualified! Many existing 
teachers can't pass a standardized 9th grade level reading and 
math test (called CBEST), yet they're teaching our kids. 

• Offer one on one tutors to slow learners. 

Support parents! Put Sparks oil the Sc?ool Board. 

Adam Sparks 

JULIAN P. LAGOS 

My occupation is Teacher. 

My qualifications are: For the past 10 years, I have ~orked as 
a credentialed public school teacher in San Francisco, Oakl,u;d, 
Daly City, and Pacifica. I possess the classroom experience and 
insights needed to make our schools competitive! I am' an inde
pendent thinker who believes in a strong work ethic. I am deeply 
concerned about the declining achievement levels of our schools, 
as evidenced in the recent state test scores. In my first term, I will 
work hard to reverse this trend! Here is part of my battle plan: 

• Hire a new Superintendent who is lawful and democratic. 

• Employ credentialed teachers at a starting pay of $50K per 
year! 

• Establish strict literacy and math proficiency standards that are 
measured yearly through standardized grade level skills tests. 

• Make bilingual education a choice for parents. 

• Return Shakespeare and the classics to the required reading 
lists! 

• Build smaller schools that are environmentally-friendly, safe to 
attend, and equipped with state-of-the-art technology. 

• Develop after-school child care programs ~d youth job training. 

• Make student discipline a priority through: parental account-
ability. / 

• Add self-defense' classes to the P.E. curriculum! 

Visit my web site at: sf-Iagos.com. 

Julian P. Lagos 
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Candidates for Board of Education 
MARIA DOLORES RINALDI 

My occupation is Education Director. 

My qualifications are: I'm running as part of the Progressive 
Left Slate that includes Lucrecia Bermudez and Carlos Petroni for 
the Board of Supervisors, Tom Lacey and Chris Finn for College 
Board. We are running on a progressive platform that includes 
progressive taxation, civil rights for all, environmental justice, 
political and campaign reform, participatory democracy and con
crete proposals about health, housing, transportation and educa
tion for all. For a copy of our platform, call (415)452-9992. 

I'm running to defend public education against privatization. If 
elected, I will oppose for-profit corporations such as the Edison 
Project taking over our schools. I will be an advocate for the right 
of immigrant parents to participate in the decision making process 
and the election of School Board members. I will defend the 
expansion of affirmative action, bilingual education and multicul
tural programs at every school site. I support sexual education, 
gay and lesbian rights and AIDS education and prevention pro
grams. The Superintendent of Schools should be an elected office. 
I will oppose reconstitution of schools. I will work closely with 
teachers, unions, parents and children to make our school system 
the best in the country by mobilizing the creative energy of all 
those participating in it. 

Maria Dolores Rinaldi 

ASH BHAn 

My Occupation is Small Business Owner. 

My qualifications are: As a family man with two children in 
San Francisco public school system I am thrilled to provide sup
port and vision to our leadership team. I have invested enormous 
amount of resources to strengthen our educational systems. As a 
community activist I have first hand experience in alliviating 
hunger, poverty and homelessness. Training up our youth in suc
cessful community values is essential. I am strongly committed 
to expanding more children~s programs and activities for 
teenagers. As a member of Delinquency prevention Commission, 
I will work with Community groups in developing work, cultural 
and study programs for teenagers. 

I believe in advanced technology and compute~ for the chil
dren to equip them for the future and global economy. I will work 
with the private sector to access donations and generate funds for 
additional computers and children's after school program. Our 
schools should be efficient facilities, healthy structures and cen
ters oflearning. 

Ash Bhatt 
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Candidates for Community College Board 
LAWRENCE WONG 

My occupation is S.F. Community College Board Member. 

My qualificatio\ls are: I am proud to have earned the reputa
tion as one of the hardest working Community College Board 
members in the history of the college. 

Some of my accomplishments include establishing new cam
puses in the Mission District, and the Chinatown / North Beach 
community. Programs for our homeless and welfare students. 
Funding for a HIV Testing Program, a Women's Resource Center. 
Creation of a City College Environmental Policy. Building a 
working relationship between City College, corporations and 
labor. 

As the director of a national civil rights organization I am 
familiar with the plight of immigrant students and have expanded 
English and citizenship programs. I have earned the support of 
every community in San Francisco. 
Endorsers: 

. Congresswoman Nancy Pelosi 
Mayor Willie Brown 
State Senator John Burton 
Assemblymembers Carole Migden, Kevin Shelley 
Supervisors Barbara Kaufinan, Mabel Teng, Tom Ammiano, 

Jose Medina Sue Bierman, Amos Brown, Mark Leno 
Community C~llege Members, Rodel Rodis, Jim Mayo, Natalie 

Berg, Robert Burton, Andrea Shorter, !,tobert Varni 
School Board Members, Carlota del PortIllo, Dan Kelly 
District Attorney Terence Hallinan, Public Defender Jeff Brown 
City Attorney Louise Renne, Sheriff Michael Hennessey 
George Wong, Union Leader, Anni Chung, Self-Help for Elderly 
Joan Marie-Shelley, Past President, United Educators 

Lawrence Wong 

ANITA GRIER 

My occupation is San Francisco Educator. 

My qualifications are: Elect an educational professional to 
the College Board. " 

I have spent my professional life working in our schools as an 
Administrator, Vice Principal, and teacher of special need stu
dents. I attended City College and received my B.A .. and M.A. in 
Psychology from San Francisco State University. I earned an 
Ed.D. from USF. 

I believe my extensive experience will be invaluable to the 
Board. If we are to establish a College system to meet the chal
lenges of San Francisco's diverse population beyond the year 
2000, we need to plan for the future now. 

Together we will give our students, -faculty, and our City a 
College system we deserve. 

My supporters include: 
Former Presidents of the Board of Education - th~ Honorable 

Daniel Kelly, M.D., Lee S. Dolson, Ph.D.,and Leland Yee, Ph.D.; 
Former President of the Board of Supervisors Wendy Neider; and 
former BART Board President Wil Ussery; 

Educators: Kimt Mitchell, Joan Marie Shelley, Peggy Gash, and 
James M. Taylor, Jr.; 

Labor Leaders: Stan Smith, Robert Boileau, Howard Wallace, 
and Richard Waller; 

and Community Leaders: Rev. James McCray, Jr., Donald A. 
Casper, Lefty Gordon, Mauricio Vela, Reg Smith, Donna Casey, 
Craig Martin, Albert Chang, Les Payne, and Officers Marion 
Jackson and Deborah Waterfield. 

Anita Grier 
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Candidates for Community College Board 
ANDREA D. SHORTER 

My occupation is Trustee, City College of San Francisco. 

My qualifications are: I have served on the College Board for 
two years and am Chair of the Board's Education and Curriculum 
Committee. I see my role as an "advocate-trustee", creating new 
ways to tie the College to developing needs and opportunities for 
the City's diverse communities. I will continue to expand oppor
tunities for welfare recipients moving to work, enrolling at-risk 
youth into college, meeting recent immigrants needs, and adapt
ing the curriculum to prepare students for jobs in 10001 growth 
industries. 

I am an active board member of the local National Organization 
for Women. I have served as a Director at the nationally recog
nized Center on Juvenile and Criminal Justice. I am now Deputy 
Director with the Names Project Foundation. 

We can make CCSF a truly 21st Century educational institu
tion. 

Vote for me on November 3. 

Endorsers: 
Mayor Willie Brown 
Congresswoman Nancy Pelosi 
Assemblyman Kevin Shelley 
Assemblywoman Carole Migden 
Supervisor Tom Ammiano 
Supervisor Mark Leno 
Supervisor Jose Medina 
Supervisor Gavin Newsome 
Supervisor Mabel Teng 
Treasurer Susan Leal 
City Attorney Louise Renne 

Andrea D. Shorter 

Trustee Natalie Berg 
Trustee Rodel Rodis 
Trustee Robert Burton 
Trustee James Mayo, II 
Trustee Robert Vami 
Trustee Lawrence Wong 
Anne Cervantes 
RomaGuy 
Janice Mirikitani 

Visit www.andreashorter.org 

TOM LACEY 

My occupation is office worker. 

My qualifications are: I'm an office worker and union mem
ber (OPEIU, Local 3) with a degree in education (graduate, Kent 
State University). I'm running as part of the progressive left slate 
that includes Carlos Petroni and Lucrecia Bermudez for the board 
of supervisors, Maria Dolores Rinaldi for the school board and 
Chris Finn and myself for college board. We are all running on a 
progressive platform that includes progressive taxation, civil 
rights for all, political and campaign reform, participatory democ
racy and concrete proposals about quality health care, affordable 
housing, transportation and education for all. For a copy of our 
platfoirn please call (415) 452-9992. 

It is my conviction that those who produce this society's wealth 
are entitled to determine how that wealth is used. Working peo
ple must take control of public policy away from the corporations 
and the wealthy. Therefore, as a candidate for the Community 
College Board, I'm committed to seeing to it that teachers and stu
dents have a voice and a vote on questions of budget, expendi
tures, curriculum and programs. 

Tom Lacey 

.. 
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Candidates for Community College Board 
CHRIS FINN 

My occupation is Train Operator. 

My qualifications are: I'm running as part of the Progressive 
Left Slate that includes Lucrecia Bermudez and Carlos Petroni for 
the Board of Supervisors, Maria Dolores Rinaldi for the School 
Board and Tom Lacey and myselffor College Board. We are run
ning on a progressive platform that includes progressive taxation, 
civil rights for all, environinental justice, political and campaign 
reform, participatory democracy and concrete proposals about 
health, housing, transportation and education for all. For a copy 
of our platform, call (415)452-9992. As former Vice-President of 
the Associated Students of City College, member of shared gov
ernance and the College Advisory Council, recent transfer student 
from City College, and union member, I will continue working as 
a student, union and community activist. I fought against 187, 
209, the takeover of the bookstore and student funds and was 
involved in getting the first student pay raise in II years. The cur
rent Board recently vote'd unanimously for student budget and 
service cuts, offered 0% increases to workers and raised the 
Chancellor'S salary 33% to $180,000. My priorities continue to 
be the redistribution of resources, information, and access to stu
dents, faculty, staff, and c,?mmunity and the expansion of affrr
mative action, retention programs and student services. 

Chris Finn 

ROBERT E. BURTON 

My occupation is Educator I Member of Community College 
Board. 

My qualifications are: • 
• Senior member of the Board - Elected President three times' 
• Government Liaison for the Board; , 
• Helped obtain funding for the new phelan Campus Library, 'a 

new campus on Evans Avenue in BayviewlHunters Point and 
acquired property for new campuses in Chinatown and the 
Mission; 

• Created 300 additional classes; . 
• Over 20 years of teaching experience at institutions including 

San Francisco Adult Schools, University of San Francisco, 
San Francisco Unified School District and San Quentin Prison; 

• Former tutor at Delancey Street; 
• Former member of the California Parole Board and Workers' 

Compensation Appeals Board. 

Sponsors: 
U.S. Senator Dianne Feinstein; U.S. Congresswoman Nancy 

Pelosi; State Senator John Burton; State Senator Quentin Kopp; 
Assemblywoman Carole Migden; 

Mayor Willie L. Brown, Jr.; SF Board of Supervisors Barbara 
Kaufman, Mabel Teng, Sue. Bierman, Jose Medina, Leland Yee, 
Gavin Newsom, Mark Leno, Amos Brown, Tom Ammiano, 
Michael Yaki, Leslie Katz; Community College Board Members 
Natalie Berg, Robert Varni, Jim Mayo, Andrea Shorter, Lawrence 
Wong; Wendy NeIder and others (not listed) 

Robert E Burton 

Statements are volunteered by the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected. 
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Candidates for Community College Board 
MOISES MONTOYA 

My occupation is Architectural Assistant. 

• My qualifications are: I am a 39-year-old labor activist and 
gay feminist running for Community College Board to provide a 
badly needed voice for quality education, student rights and ser
vices, fair contracts for staff and faculty, and improved facilities. 
A 14-year public employee with contract negotiation experience, 
I strongly support bilingual education, affirmative action, equal 
access to education regardless of income or citizenship, academ
ic freedom, and free speech. 

Educated in California public schools, I attended UCLA with 
the help of merit scholarships and affirmative action. A student 
leader and protester of apartheid, I graduated in architecture from 
UC Berkeley. 

My platform opposes privatization of public schools and advo
·cates taxing large corporations to pay for expanded education and 
social services. I believe in replacing the private profit system 
with one whoso purpose is to meet human needs and provide 
comfortably for all. 

Supporters include: 

Robert Irminger, Chair, San Francisco Region, 
Inlandboatrnan's Union of the Pacific 

Robert Price, Ph.D., Chemistry Instructor, City College of San 
Francisco 
Merle Woo, College Educator, Radical Women 
Betty Wong, World Music Educator and Performer 
Please join Advocates for Montoya. Call (415) 864-\278. 

Moises Montoya 

Statements are volunteered by the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected. 
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Rules for Arguments 
For and Against Ballot Measures 

DIGEST AND ARGUMENT PAGES 
On the following pages, you will find information about local ballot measures. For each measure, a digest has been 

prepared by the Ballot Simplification Committee. This analysis includes a brief explanation of "The way it is Now," what 
each proposal would do, what a "Yes" vote means, and what a "No" vote means. Also included is a statement by the City's 
Controller about the fiscal impact or cost of each measure. There is also a statement of how the measure qualified to be 
on the ballot. . 

Following the ballot digest page, you will find arguments for and against each m.easure. 

NOTE: All arguments are strictly the opinions of their authors. They have not been checked for accuracy by 
this office or any other City official or agency. Arguments and rebuttals are reproduced as they are 
submitted, including typographical, spelling and grammatical errors. 

"PROPONENT'S" AND "OPPONENT'S" ARGUMENTS 
For each measure, one argument in favor of the measure ("Proponent's Argument") and one argument against the 

measure ("Opponent's Argument") is printed in the Voter Information Pamphlet free of charge. 
The designation, "Proponent's Argument" and "Opponent's Argument" indicates only that the arguments were selected 

in accordance with criteria in Section 540 of the San Francisco Municipal Elections Code and were printed free of charge. 
The Director of Elections does ncit edit the arguments, and the Director of Elections makes no claims as to the accuracy 
of statements in the arguments. 

The "Proponent's Argument" and the "Opponent's Argument" are selected according to the following priorities: 

"!?ROPONENT'S ARGUMENT] 

1. The official proponent of an initiative petition; or the 
Mayor, the Board of Supervisors, or four members of the 
Board, if the measure was submitted by same, 

2: The Board of Supervisors, or any member or 
members deSignated by the Board. 

3. The Mayor. 

4. Any bona fide association of citizens, or combination 
of voters and association of <:itizens, any individual voter. 

REBUTIAL ARGUMENTS 

\;'OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT'),' . 
~h , ~~:::::: 

1. For a referendum, the person who files the referendum 
petition with the Board of Supervisors. 

4. Any bona fide association of citizens, or combination 
of voters and association of citizens, any individual voter. 

The author of a "Proponent's Argument" or an "Opponent's Argument" may also prepare and submit a rebuttal argument. 
Rebuttals are also the opinions of the author and are not checked for accuracy by the Director of Elections or any other 
City official or agency. Rebuttal arguments are printed below the corresponding "Proponent's Argument" and "Opponent's 
Argument: 

PAID ARGUMENTS 
In addition to the "Proponent's Arguments" and "Opponent's Arguments" whiph are printed without charge, any eligible 

voter, group of voters, or association may submit paid arguments. 
Paid arguments are printed in the pages following .the proponent's and opponent's arguments and rebuttals. All of the 

arguments in favor of a measure are printed together, followed by the arguments opposed to that measure. Paid 
arguments for each measure are not printed in any particular order; they are arranged 'to make the most efficient use of . 
the space on each page. 

Arguments and rebuttals are solely the opinions of their authors. Arguments and rebuttals are not checked for accuracy 
by the Director of Elections, or by any other City official or agency. 

49 



WORDS YOU NEED TO KNOW 
by the Ballot Simplification Committee 

LISTED BELOW ARE DEFINmONS OF TERMS USED IN THE FOLLOWING BALLOT MEASURE DIGESTS: 

ABSENTEE BALLOTS (RIGHTS OF VOTERS) - Absentee 
Ballots are ballots that are mailed to voters, or given to vot
ers in person at the Department of Elections. Absentee 
Ballots can be mailed back to the Department of Elections, 
deposited at the Department of Elections Office, or turned in 
at any San Francisco polling place. 

CHARTER (PROPOSITIONS A,B,C,D) - The Charter is the 
City's constitution. 

CHARTER AMENDMENT (PROPOSITIONS A,B,C,D) - The 
Charter is the City's constitution. The Charter cannot be 
changed without a vote of the people. 

DECLARATION OF POLICY (PROPOSITIONS I,J) - A dec
laration is an expression of the will of the voters and not a 
law. If a majority of voters approves a declaration of policy, 
the Board of Supervisors must carry out the policy to the 
extent legally possible. 

EVICTION (PROPOSITION G) - To put out (a tenant for 
example) by legal process. 
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INITIATIVE (PROPOSITIONS E,G) - This is a way for voters 
to put a proposition on the ballot. ·It is placed on the ballot 
by having a certain number of voters sign a petition. 
Propositions passed by initiative can be changed only by 
another vote of the people. 

ORDINANCE (PROPOSITIONS E,F,G,H)- A law of the City 
and County, which is passed by the Board of Supervisors, 
or passed by the voters in an election. Ordinances 
approved by the voters can only be changed by the voters: 

PROPOSITION (PROPOSITIONS A,B,C,D,E,F,G,H,I,J) - A 
proposition is any Measure that has been submitted to the 
voters for approval or disapproval. 

QUAUFIED WRITE-IN CANDIDATES (RIGHTS OF VOTERS) 
- A Qualified Write,in Candidate is a person who has 
turned in the required papers and signatures to the 
Department of Elections. Although the name of this person 
will not be on the ballot, voters can vote for this person by 
writing the name of the person on the long stub of the ballot 
provided for write-in votes. The Department of Elections 
counts write-in votes only for qualified write-in candidates. 



Police Retirement Benefits 

PROPOSITION A 

Shall the City increase pension benefits for police officers hired after 19761 YES 
NO --

Digest 
by Ballot Simplification Committee 

THE WAY IT IS NOW: Police officers receive a pension 
based on their years of service and their salary. Police 
officers can increase their salaries by completing additional 
professional training. Under the City's Charter, police 
officers hired before November 2·, 19711 receive greater 
pension benefits than police officers hired after that date. 

Police officers hired after 1976 may receive a pension of 
up to 70% of their final salary. Any police officer hired after 
1976 who. retires because of a job-related disability receives 
a penSion of 50% of final salary, regardless of degree of 
disability. 'Final salary" means the average salary eamed 
during the police officer's last three years of service. 

Controller's Statement on "A" 
City Controller Edward Harrington has issued the 

following statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition A: 

Should the proposed charter amendment be approved by 
the voters, in my opinion, it would increase the cost of 
govemment by an amount, estimated by the Retirement 
System Actuary, of approximately $3.9 million per year for 
20 years and by 1.7%, or $2.3 million in 1998-99 dollars, of 
the Police Department payroll thereafter. 

However, no cash would be required for some time since 
the City's Retirement System has a large surplus. While the 
cost of this proposal would reduce that surplus, it would not 
have a major effect. Even with this proposal, the City does 
not expect to have to make a contribution to the Retirement 
Systern for at least the next 15 years. 

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition A is a Charter amendment that 
would increase pension benefits for police officers hired after 
1976. A police officer could receive pension benefits of up to 
75% of final salary. A disabled police officer could receive a 
pension between 50% and 90% of final salary, based on the 
degree of disability. 'Final. salary" would be redefined as the 
salary eamed during the police officer's last year of service. 
Limits. would be placed on the amount that additional 
professional training could increase a police officer's penSion. 

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want to increase 
pension benefits for police officers hired after 1976. 

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not want to 
make these increases in pension benefits. 

How Supervisors Voted on "A" 
On July 6, 1998 the Board of Supervisors voted 10-0 to 

place Proposition A on the ballot. 

The Supervisors voted as follows: 
Yes: Supervisors Ammiano, Bierman, Brown, Katz, 
Kaufman, Leno, Medina, Newsom, Teng, Yee 
No: None of the Supervisors voted no. 
Absent: Supervisor Yaki 

THIS MEASURE REQUIRES 50%+1 AFFIRMATIVE VOTES TO PASS. 

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE. THE FULL TEXT BEGINS ON PAGE 58 
SOME OF THE WORDS USED IN THE BALLOT DIGEST ARE EXPLAINED ON PAGE 50 
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Police Retirement Benefits 
PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION A 

All San Francisco police officers face equal risks to keep our 
city safe. However, under current retirement policy, not all offi
cers are treated equally at the end of their careers. 

Right now, officers working side-by-side receive dramatically 
different pension and disability benefits. If an officer hired after 
1976 is killed or seriously injured on the job, that officer's family 
receives lower benefits than officers hired before 1976. The over
whehning majority of minority and female officers on the job 
today fall into that lower, second-tier benefit category. 

Proposition A will address this inequality in a fiscally responsi
ble way. It will bring benefits for officers hired after 1976 in line 
with those hired before that time, and it will cap the amount of 
special pay that can be added to retirement pay. There will be no 
cost to the General Fund in the next 20 years because of the sur
plus in the City's retirement fund. 

In 1996, San Francisco voters approved a 'virtually identical 
measure for members of the Fire Department. We urge our resi
dents to approve this Charter Amendment to make the same cor
rection for our police officers. 

Attracting and retaining a quality police force requires fair imd 
competitive benefits. Our lower than average pension and dis-

ability protections makes it increasingly difficult to retain a qual
ity police force. Proposition A merely keeps San Francisco's ben
efits competitive with other Bay Area jurisdictions. 

San Francisco is a safe city because of our high level of com
mitment to social services and public safety. Investing in a qual
ity police force will bring returns for all the city's residents and 
businesses. Proposition A will help us keep our highly trained 
and qualified police force and attract the best officers for the 
future safety of all San Franciscans. 
. Please Vote Yes on Proposition A. 

Board o/Supervisors 

How Supervisors Voted to Submit this Argument 
The Supervisors voted as follows on August 17, 1998: 
Yes: Supervisors Ammiano, Biennan, Brown, Katz, Kaufman, 
Leno, Medina, Newsom, Yaki, Yee 
No: None of the Supervisors voted no. 
Absent: Supervisor Teng 

REBUTTAL TO PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION A 
Vote NO on Proposition A 

You'd never know it from reading the Board of Supervisors' 
dissembling argument, but Proposition A would turn the clock 
back to an era of runaway expenditures, budgetary gaps and extra
ordinary pension plans for a selected few city employees, at the 
expense of taxpayers and other city employees. During the 1960s 
and early '70s, police retirement pensions were 350% or more 
than those of other city employees. They were swollen beyond 
belief. A studious process offiscal analysis and unanimous action 
by then supervisors, including Dianne Feinstein, John 
Barbagelata, Terry Francois, Bob Gonzales, Ron Pelosi, John 
Molinari, Dorothy von Beroldingen and Bob Mendelsohn, led to 
a Charter Amendment to revise police retirement benefits. Voters 
embraced it. Savings of over $21,000,000 occurred. Police offi· 
cers could still retire at a pension benefit of 70% of their highest 

average salary, commencing in 1977. For over 21 years, recruits 
have joined the police department, fully informed of those pen
sion benefits. Police force quality has never been better. The 
Board of Supervisors' argument makes it sound like they're not 
high quality. Such nonsense conceals the regression into 1960s 
fiscal irresponsibility that Proposition A will cause taxpayers. 
Don't make the mistake of the '60s and '70s; VOTE NO ON A. 

San Francisco Taxpayers Association 

State Senator Quentin L. Kopp. Chairman 

Elena Barbagelata, Director 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracY by any official agency. 
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Police'Retirement Benefits , 

OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION A 

PROPOSITION A IS REGRESSIVE 
AND MUST BE REJECTED! 

Proposition A would repeal city employee benefit reforms stud
ied and overwhelmingly approved by voters 22 years ago after the 
late John Barbagelata and the Budget Analyst devoted months to 
trying to control runaway pension plans. The Board of 

. Supervisors in 1996 convinced voters to increase benefits for fire
fighters - and now they cite that increase as a basis for another, 
We recognize that police officers face challenges, and, thus, can 
retire at up to 70 percent of their average final compensation of 
$59,430. Nearly all other city employees receive no more than 
30% of their salary in monthly pension payments. Proposition A 
would raise that to 75 percent of final compensation, It would 
cost taxpayers $4,000,000 annually for the next 20 years and over 
$2,000,000 for each year thereafter .. Don't be fooled by the spe
cious argument that police offers who served prior to the reforms' 
receive more compensation. First, very few such officers are still 

on the force, and those who are generally have achieved higher 
status (resulting in' higher benefits) than those who joined the 
force after 1976. Moreover, officers who joined the force after 
1976 were well aware of the pension compensation package 
included in the Charter. The compensation package, which is quite 
generous, didn't deter 1,930 people from applying for positions 
when the Police Department last took applications. The Controller 
says Proposition A "will not have a major.effect" on city fi!lances 
since the retirement system currently has a surplus. But the sur
plus results from flush times and will not last. Vote NO to retain 
voter authorize controls and rein in what will again become run
away costs. 

San Francisco Taxpayers Associ'!tion 

State Senator Quentin L. Kopp. Chairman 

Elena Barbagel ata. Director 

REBUTTAL TO OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION A 
Proposition A is an economically sound plan to improve the 

San Francisco Police Department. 
Do Dot be fooled by the misrepresentations of Proposition 

A's opponents. 
Both the Budget Analyst and the Controller have confirmed that 

Proposition A will not cost the taxpayers anything at all for at 
Ie~st the next 15 years. The cost of better pensions after 15 
years, estimated to be $2 million or less annually, will be offset by 
the benefit of attracting high quality new officers and reducing the 
loss of good officers to neighboring police forces. Wecannot 
afford to lose trained officers because San Francisco offers the 
lowest police pension and disability benefits of any major city in 
California. 

Our police officers put their lives on the line to protect our fam
ilies. Because of the very real threat of death or permanent injury, 
they must be concerned about how to care for their own families. 

Proposition A will retain our best officers who are hard at work 
protecting the people of San Francisco. It has won support from 
every comer of the city and 'it deserves your support. All of our 

officers face equal risks to keep our city safe. Proposition A sim
ply makes sure that all of their families enjoy equal pension and 
disability protections. 

Keep our trained police officers on the streets of San 
Francisco. Support benefits that attract the best candidates 
for a stronger police force and a safer San Francisco. 

Vote YES on Proposition A. 

Board of Supervisors 

How Supervisors Voted to Submit this Rebuttal 
The Supervisors voted as follows on August 24, 1998: 
Yes: Supervisors Ammiano, Bierman, Brown, Kaufman, Lerro, 
Medina, Yaki, Yee 
No: None of the Supervisors voted no. 
Absent: Supervisors Katz, Newsom, Teng 

. Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Police Retirement Benefits 
PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION A 

KEEP OUR COMMUNITIES SAFE. YES ON A. 
Our police officers take great risks to keep our city safe. They 

deserve to be treated equally when it comes to pension, and all
important disability protections. We need our officers focused on 
keeping our communities safe, not worried about who will take 
care of their families if they are killed or seriously injured in the 
line of duty. Prop. A is a fiscally-responsible solution to this press· 
ing problem. 

Please join me in voting YES on A. 

Congresswoman Nancy Pelosi 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
San Francisco Police Officers' Association Yes on A Committee. 

Proposition A Creates a Stronger Police Force. 
Police officers put their lives on the line to protect our families. The 

very least we can do is make sure that if they were killed or injured; 
they can take care of their own husbands, wives and children. 

Proposition A will create a stronger police force and a safer San 
Francisco. Please join us in support of Proposition A. 

Assemblymember Kevin Shelley 

Assemblymember Carole Migden 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
San Francisco Police Officers' Association Yes on A Committee. 

REPUBLICANS URGE YES ON A. 
The Republican Party supports Proposition A because it is a 

sensible and fiscally-prudent way to improve our police depart
ment and safeguard our city. Please join us in support of 
Proposition A. 

Donald A. Casper 
Chairman, San Francisco Republican Party 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
San Francisco Police Officers' Association Yes on A Committee. 

VOTE YES ON A! 
Proposition A is about fairness. It is also about keeping trained 

Police Officers in San Francisco. The present unequal, tw<>-tiered 
system drives many of our newly trained officers to other cities, 
resulting in a financial loss to taxpayers as new officers have to be 
trained. RETAIN AND SUPPORT OUR POLICE OFFICERS ! 

Coalition/or San Francisco Neighborhoods 
Representing 33 Neighborhood Associations 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
signers. 

EQUAL PROTECTIONS FOR POLICE AND 
FIREFIGHTERS 

Proposition A provides police officers the same retirement and 
disability protections approved by the voters for firefighters in 
1996. 

It is only fair that San Francisco firefighters and police officers 
receive equal treatment for the service they provide to the citizens 
of San Francisco. 

Please join us in support of Proposition A. 

San Francisco Fire Fighters Local 798 . 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
San Francisco Police Officers' Association Yes on A Committee. 

THE SAN FRANCISCO DEMOCRATIC PARTY 
STRONGLY SUPPORTS PROPOSITION A. 

This sensible measure will help protect all San Franciscans 
·while promoting equality in the police force. All of our officers 
take equal risks. It's high time they all were offered the same dis
ability and pension protections. 

Right now, officers hired since 1976 receive pension and dis
ability benefits that are the lowest of any major city in California. 
Proposition A is a low-cost remedy that will help keep qualified 
officers at work, thus lowering overtime and training costs. These 
highly-qualified officers are needed to manage and expand suc
cessful crime-fighting measures like neighborhood policing .. 

Proposition A helps keep the best officers right here in San 
Francisco. Please join us in voting YES on A. 

San Francisco Democratic Party 

Natalie Berg 
Chair of the San Francisco Democratic Central Committee 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
San Francisco Police Officers' Association Yes on A Committee. 

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

54 



Police Retirement Benefits 
PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION A 

In June 1994, San Francisco voters approved Proposition D, 
which required that the San Francisco Police Department be 
brought up to full staffing levels. This measure, authored by the 
San Francisco Republican Party, prompted Mayors Jordan and 
Brown to increase the number of Police Academy classes, and to 
put more officers on the streets. 

However, the San Francisco Police Department still has not 
reached full staffmg levels. The major impediment has been the 
two-tier police retirement system. Under the two-tier system, San 
Francisco police officers hired after 1976 receive lower retirement 
and disability than their counterparts almost everywhere else in the 
state. Experienced San Francisco Police officers transfer to other 
departments because those departments provide better benefits. 

We can stem this hemorrhage by passing Proposition A, which 
will equalize benefits. 

Vote Yes on Proposition A. 

San Francisco Republican Party 

. Donald A. Casper Lee S. Dolson Arthur Bruzzone 
Chairman 

Ted Turrell JodySmith Howard Epstein 

Jody Stevens Sue Woods Harold Hoogasian 

Jun Hatoyama Albert Chang 

The 'true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
San Francisco Republican County Central Committee. 

EQUAL JUSTICE 
Our police officers have made great progress in the last ten 

years to keep our families safe. Let's take this low-cost step to 
protect their families. Please join me in voting YES on A. 

Dr. Anita Grier 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
San Francisco Police Officers' Association Yes on A Committee. 

LABOR UNITES FOR PROPOSITION A. 
The San Francisco Labor Council urges all voters to support 

Proposition A. This measure, which will cost taxpayers nothing at 
all for up to 2.0 years, is an economical way to correct a glaring 
inequality in police pension and disability protections. 

Please join us in support of Proposition A. 

Robert Boileau 
Vice President, San Francisco Labor Council 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
San Francisco Police Officers' Association.Yes on A Committee. 

A FISCALLY RESPONSIBLE SOLUTION. 
Proposition A is a fiscally-sound solution to a growing problem. 
The two-tier police retirement and disability .sysiem was put 

into place over 21 years ago. Since then, San Francisco has 
earned the dubious distinction of providing the lowest police pen
sion and disabilitY prote~tions of any major city in California. 

The hard fact is that our officers must consider what would hap
pen if they were killed or injured in the line of duty. That's why 
we face the danger of losing some of our fmest police personnel. 

Recent budget reports show that San Francisco has a .$4 billion 
surplus in our retirement trust. This measure will not cost tax
payers a cent for up to 20 years. 

A surplus in the retirement system doesn't mean that it is time 
to raid the coffers. But is does give us the opportunity· to keep our 
police force strong without endangering city fmances. 

Please join me in voting Yes on Proposition A. 

Barbara Kaufman 
President, San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
San Francisco Police Officers' Association Yes on A Committee. 

San Francisco Police Officers hired after 1976 receive less retire
ment and disability benefits than officers hired before 1976, San 
Francisco's firefighters, the vast majority of police officers through
out California, and members of the United States Armed Forces. 

This inequity has created morale and retention problems within 
the SFPD. 

Kieran Murphy, the Retirement Board's Actuary, says that 
Proposition A would "ameliorate (these) significant internal and 
external equity concerns," and for the next 15-20 years the 
improved benefits would be paid for at no taxpayer expense by the 
surplus in the retirement system. 

San Francisco's finest put their lives on the line evel)' day when they 
are in uniform - protecting our lives and property. Let's acknowl
edge their' sacrifices by ensuring that they receive fair treatment 

Vote YES on Proposition A. 

Donna Casey, 
Candidate, San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
signer. 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Police Retirement Benefits 
PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION A 

JOIN US IN SUPPORT OF EQUALITY. 
Lesbian & Gay San Francisco police officers strongly support 

Proposition A. 
The current two-tier retirement system discriminates against 

our members by basing benefits on an arbitrary date of hire. 
Voting Yes on Proposition A will help provide equal treatment for 
all officers. 

Prop. A means equality for all officers, and a stronger police 
force to serve all San Franciscans. Vote YES on A. 

Phil Fleck 
Golden State Police Officers' Association 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
San Francisco Police Officers' Association Ves on A Committee. 

SAN FRANCISCO ASIAN PEACE OFFICERS 
ASSOCIATION SUPPORT PROPOSITION A. 

The San Francisco Asian Peace Officers Association of the San 
. Francisco police department strongly support the Charter amend

ment which would correct the inequity caused by the "Tier 2" sys
tem and provide equal benefits for all officers without discrimina
tion. At no cost to the taxpayers for up to twenty years, we can 
create both a stronger force and a more just system. 

Vote Yes on Proposition A. 

David Tambara 
President, San Francisco Asian Police Officers' Association 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
San Francisco Police Officers' Association Ves on A Committee. 

KEEP SAN FRANCISCO SAFE. YES ON A. 
Proposition A is a long-overdue measure that would adjust 

inequities facing Latino officers within the San Francisco police 
department. 

We are proud to help protect your families. Please help 'us pro
tect our own. This low-cost measure helps guarantee. adequate 
protection for our families in the event we are killed or seriously 
disabled in the line of duty. Because most of our officers were 
hired after 1976, we suffer from the lowest pension and disability 
protection of any other major city in California. 

That's why we ask you to join us in support of Proposition A. 
Ifwe are going to keep San Francisco safe and secure, we must 

make Proposition A our top priority. 

Jimmy Miranda 
San Francisco Latino Police Officers' Association 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
San Francisco Police Officers' Association Ves on A Committee. 

THE SF CHAMBER OF COMMERCE URGES YES ON A. 
Proposition A is a fiscally-prudent plan to keep our most-qual

ified police officers at work. 
A $4 billion surplus in the city retirement fund means that no 

tax dollars will be needed for up to 20 years. By improving pen
sion and disability protections, we keep the most highly-trained 
officers here in San Francisco. 

The benefits are significant and the costs are low. We urge a1l 
San Franciscans to vote YES on A. 

San Francisco Chamber o[Commerce 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
San Francisco Police Officers' Association Ves on A Committee. 

KEEP OUR BEST OFFICERS AT WORK 
We have made great strides fighting crime in San Francisco 

through innovative programs like Neighborhood Policing, the 
bicycle patrol and youth outreach. Proposition A keeps the most 
qualified officers hard at work on these proven crime-fighting 
efforts. We can't afford to lose our best officers - but that's what 
will happen if we can't provide at least competitive disability pro
tections. Proposition A is a cost-effective measure that will attract 
qualified officers and save money in the long run by reducing 
overtime and training costs. . : 

For a Safer San Francisco - Please Vote YES on Proposition A. 

AI Neider 
Former San Francisco Chief of Police 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
San Francisco Police Officers' Association Ves on A Committ~e. 

EQUALITY WITHIN THE RANKS. 
Officers working side-by-side, assuming equal risks should be 

treated equa1ly. However, our current system is flawed and allows 
for inequality even among officers with the same training and 
experience. Proposition A is a simple common-sense measure 
that would correct a blatant inequality within our own police 
department and right this wrong. 

Please support fairness and voie Yes on Proposition A. 

Sergeant Carrie Lucas 
Chairperson, San Francisco Police Officers' Association 
Women's Issues Committee 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
San Francisco Police Officers' Assodation Ves on A Committee. 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Police Retirement Benefits 
PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION A 

Heed History and Reject Proposition A 
People tend to forget history. In 1976, our police force drove a 

fleet of rattletrap cars. More than 113 of the department's budget 
was spent on pension payments. San Francisco's pension costs 
were 25% higher than New York City's. The city was headed 
toward financial disaster. That's why the late Supervisor John 
Barbagelata sponsored a measure approved overwhelmingly by 
voters, establishing a reasonable pension plan for firefighters and 
police officers. It allowed firefighters and police up to 70% of the 
average of their highest years salaries upon retirement. In 1976 
the Controller estimated that after 20 y~ars the measure would 
save $21,347,000 annually. It has served San Franciscans well. In 
1996, however, the Board of Supervisors placed a Charter 
Amendment on the ballot to raise firefighters' pension benefits to 
75% of their fmal compensation, rath'er than the 70% average of 
three highest years salaries. Unsuspecting voters approved the 
measure, never imagining that it'd be used to try to abolish the 
entire package of flscal safeguards approved by voters in 1976. 
Now sponsors of Proposition A use firefighters' increased bene
fits to justify the same benefits for police officers. Further disso
lution of the prudent pension provisions approved 22 years ago 
will recreate the same financial problems which resulted in the 
'1976 Charter Amendment - except this time without any super
visors independent of special interests to redeem us. Don't allow 
history to repeat itself. Preserve the protections contained in the 
Charter and reject Proposition A. 

State Senator Qu,~ntin L. Kopp. 
Kopp's Good Government Committee 

'The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Kopp's 
Good Govemment Committee, 

Last year the police LOST a nearly Identical ballot measure. 

• How many times dowe have to say "NO!"? ' 
• The police had negotiated the retirement plan they wanted. 
• There is no reason to change it now. 
• We need any surplus money for our deteriorating schools. 

Our group fights for: common sense, honest government, indi
vidual responsibility and fiscal accountability. If you would like to 
join us or get information about our group: (415) 334-3151. 

San Francisco Republican Assembly 

and 

Adam Sparks 
Candidate for SF School Board 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Adam Sparks 

Reject Proposition A 
The sponsors of this measure assume voters have a short mem

ory, since it would undo city employee benefit reforms which 
were scrupulously studied and overwhelmingly approved by vot
ers 22 years ago. In 199~, the Board of Supervisors managed to 
convince unsuspecting voters to change the rules for firefighters. 
Now they cite firefighters' increased benefits as a reason to 
approve increased benefits for police officers! Where will it end? 
If voters approve Proposition A, you can bet taxpayers will hear 
from other city employees in future elections who further seek to 
unravel voter-approved financial safety mechanisms. We recog
nize that police officers have challenging duties; that's why 
they're granted benefits much higher than other. city employees. 
As it stands, they can receive retirement benefits of up to 70% of 
their average final compensation. The average final compensa
tion for a police officer is $59,430. There aren't many pension 
plans as high as that. Proposition A would raise that limit to 75% 
of final compensation, costing taxpayers almost $4,000,000 annu
ally for the next 20 years and more than $2,000,00 annually after
ward. The Controller states that Proposition A will "not have a 
major effect" on city fmances, since the city retirement system 
currently has a surplus. He fails to note that the surplus is a prod
uct of flush times and won't last eternally; the fmancial effects of 
Prop()sition A will! Vote 'NO' on Proposition A to retain voter 
authorized pension controls and stop the runaway train! 

Committee for Citizen Action 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
signer. 

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

Describing and setting forth a proposal to the 
qualified electors of the City aod County of 
San Francisco to amend the Charter of said 
City aod County by amending Appendix 
A8.559 aod A8.586 thereof, relating to retire
ment benefits for police officers. 

The Board of Supervisors of the City and 
County of San Francisco hereby submits to the 
qualified electors of said city and county at an 
election to be held therein on November 3, 
1998 a proposal to amend the Charter of said 
city aod county by amending Appendix A8.559 
aod A8.586 to read as follows: 

NOTE: Additions or substitutions 8re 
indicated by underscore 
type; deletions are indicated 
by «double parentheses)). 

AS.SS9-1 DEFINITIONS 
The following words and phrases as used in 

this section, Section 8.559 aod Sections 8.559-
2 through 8.559-13, unless a different meaoing 
is plainly required by the context, shall have the 
following meanings: 

"Retirement allowance,", "death allowance" 
or "allowance", shall mean equal monthly pay
·ments, beginning to accrue upon the date of 
retirement, or upon the day following the date 
of death, as the case may be, and continuing for 
life unless a different tenn of payment is defi
nitely provided by the context. 

"Compensation," as distinguished from ben
efits under the Workers' Compensation 
Insurance and Safety Act of the State of 
California, shall mean the remuneration 
payable in cash, by the city aod county, without 
deduction except for absence from duty, for 
time during which the individual receiving such 
remuneration is a member of the police depart
ment, but excluding remuneration paid for 
overtime. 

For retjrement purposes, any jncrease in 
compensation attached to a rank whjch is 
based solely upon the possession of a POST 
certificate, compared to the equivalent rank 

" wjthout a POST certificate, shall be subject 
to the following limitations; 

(a) for possession of the intermediate 
POST certificate, no more than 4%, shall be 
included in compensation, 

(b) for possession of the advanced POST 
certificate. DO more than an additional 2%, 
over the maximum provided in subsection 
(a), above, shall be included in coropensa-

WI... 
These liroits shall apply to any pay incre

ments which are solely attributable to the 
possession of a POST certjficate. including 
but not Ijmited to premiums or special ranks 
which may be established in the future and 
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which are solely attributable to the posses
sion of a POST certificate. 

"Compensation earnable" shall mean the 
compensation which would have been earned 
had the member received compensation without 
interruption throughout the period under con
sideration and at the rates of remuneration 
attached at that time to the ranks or positions 
held by him !!LI!u. during such period, it being 
assumed that during any absence, he .2.I...1b.t was 
in the rank or position held by him w:....I!.tt.at the 
beginning of the absence, and that prior to 
becoming a member of the police department, 
he ~ was in the rank or position frrst held 
by him l!I:..Iw:. in such department. 

"Benefit" shall include "allowance," "retire
ment allowance," "death allowance" and "death 
benefit." 

"Final compensation" shall mean the month
ly compensation earnable by a member at the 
time of his .2Lb.tt retirement, or death before 
retirement, as the case may be, at the rate of 
remuneration attached at that time to the rank or 
position which said member held, provided" that 
said member has held said rank or position for 
at least one year immediately prior to said 
retirement or death; and provided, further, that 
if said member has not held said rank or posi
tion for at least one year immediately prior to 
said retirement or death, "final compensation," 
as to such member, shall mean the monthly 
compensation earnable by such member in the 
rank or position next lower to the rank or posi
tion which he .ru:..J.b£. held at the time of retire
ment or death at the rate of remuneration 
attached at the time of said retirement or death 
to said next lower rank or position; provided, 
however, that in"the case of a member's death 
before retirement as the result of a violent trau
matic injury received in the perfonnance of his 
2I.....hu. duty, "final compensation," as to such 
member shall mean the monthly compensation 
earnable by such member at the rate of remu
neration attached on the date he receives such 
injury to the rank or position held by such mem
ber on that date. 

For purposes of calculation of final com
pensation . any increase in Day solely attrib
utable to possession of a POST certificate 
shall be included only ifthe member possess
es the qualifying POST certjficate for a peri
od of not less than four (4) years prior to his 
or her retjrement date; provided, however. 
that should a m"ember possess the qualifying 
POST certjficate for a period of time less 
than'four (4) yeats prior to retirement. final 
compensation shall be calculated based upon 
the monthly compensation in the next lower 
rank not requiring possession of the qualify
jng POST certificate, 

For the purpose of Sections 8.559 through 
8.559-13, the terms "member of the police 
department," "member of the department," or 
"member" shall mean any officer. or employee 
of the police department, excluding such offi
cers and employees as are members of the 
retirement system under Section 8.565 or 
Section 8.568 of the charter, who was or shall 
be subject to the charter provisions governing 
entrance requirements of members of the uni
fonned force of said department, and said tenns 
further shall mean, from the effective date of 
their employment in said department, persons 
employed on July I, 1975, regardless of age, or 
employed after said date at an age not greater 
than the maximum age then prescribed for 
entrance into employment in said unifonned 
force, to perfonn the duties now perfonned 
under the titles of criminologist, photographer, 
police patrol driver, police motor boat operator, 
woman protective officer, police woman or jail 
mation. 

Any police service perfonned by such mem
bers of the police department outside the limits 
of the city and county and under orders of a supe
rior officer or any such member, shall be consid
ered as city and county service, and any disabil
ity or death incurred therein shall be covered 
under the provisions of the retirement system. 

"Retirement system" or "system" shall mean 
San Francisco City and County Employees' 
Retirement System as created in Section 8.500 
of the charter. 

"Retirement board" shall mean "retirement 
board" as created in Section 3.670 of the char
ter. 

"Charter" shall meao the charter of the City 
and County of San Francisco. 

Words used in the masculine gender shall 
include the feminine and neuter gender, and sin
gular numbers shall include the plural aod the 
plural the singular. 

"Interest" shall mean interest at the rate 
adopted by the retirement board. 

A8.586-1 Definitions 
The following words and phrases as used in 

this section, Section 8.586 and Sections 8.586-
2 through 8.586-14, unless a different meaning 
is plainly required by the context, shall have the 
following meanings: 

"Retirement allowance," "death allowance" 
or "allowance," shall mean equal monthly pay
ments, beginning to accrue upon the date of 
retirement, or upon the day following the date 
of death, as the case may be, and continuing for 
life unless a different tenn of payment is defi
nitely provided by the context. 

"Compensation," as distinguished from ben
efits under the Workers' Compensation 
Insurance and Safety Act of the State of 

(Continued on next page) 



LEGAL TEXT OF PROPOSITION A (CONTINUED) 

,California. shall mean the remuneration 
payable in cash, by the city and county, without 
deduction except for absence from duty, for 
time during which the individual receiving such 
remuneration is a member of the police depart
ment, 'but excluding remuneration paid for 
overtime. 

Subject to the requirement that it be 
payable in cash and that overtime be nelud
ed. "compensation" (or pension purposes 
may be defined in a collectiye bargaining 
agreement. PrOvided. however that for 
retirement purposes. any increaSe in tom
pensation attached to 8 rank which is based 
solely upoo the possession of a POST certifi· 
cate. compared to the equivalent rank with
out a POST certificate. sball be subject to the 
following limitatjons; 

la) for possession of the intermediate 
POST certificate. no more than 4%. shall be 
included in compensation. 

(b) for possession of the adyanced POST 
certificate. no more than an addjtional 2% 
oyer the maximum proYided in subsection 
(al. above. shall be included in comnensa-

1ilIlh 
These limjts shall apply to any pay incre

ments which are solely attributable to the 
possession of a POST certificate. including 
but not limited to premiums or special ranks 
which may be established in the future and 
which are solely attributable to the posses
sjon of a POST certificate. 

"Compensation earnable" shall mean the 
compensation which would have been. earned 
had the member received compensation without 
interruption throughout the period under con
sideration and at the rates of remuneration 
attached at that time to the ranks or positions 
held by him.o.r...hu. during such period, it being 
assumed that during any absence, he 2I..1hit was 
in the rank or position held by him ~ at the . 
beginning of the absence, and that prior to 
becoming a member of the police department, 
he~ was in the rank or position first held 
by him~ in such department. 

"Benefit" shall include "allowance," "retire
ment allowance," "death allowance" and "death 
benefit." 

"Final compensation" shall mean the average 
monthly compensation earnable by a member 
during any l!Ill\ «three consecutive» year«s» 
of credited service in which his ~ average 
compensation is the highest. 

For purposes of cakulatjon of final eom
pensation . any inerease in pay solely attrib
utable to possession of a POST certificate 
shall be im;luded only ifthe member possess
es the qualifying POST certificate for a ner;
od of not less than four (4) years prior to bis 
or her retirement date; proyided. however. 
that sboliid a member possess the .qualifYing 

POST certificate for a oeriod of time less 
than four (4) years prior to retirement. final 
compensation sball be calculated based upon· 
the monthly compensation in the next lower 
rank not requiring possession of the qualjfy
ing POST certificate. 

For the purpose of Sections 8.S86 through 
8.S86-14, the tenns "member of the police 
department," "member of the department," or 
"member" shall mean any officer or employee 
of the police department employed after 
November I, 1976 who was or shall be subject 
to the charter provisions governing entrance 
requirements of members of the uniformed 
force of said department and said terms shall 
further mean persons employed after November 
I, 1976 at an age not greater than the maximum 
age then prescribed for entrance into employ
ment in said uniformed force, to perform duties 
now performed under the titles of criminologist, 
photographer, police woman or jail matron; 
provided, however, that said terms shall not 
include any person who has not satisfactorily 
completed such course of training as may be 
required by the police department prior to 
assignment to active duty with said department. 

"Retirement system" or "system" shall mean 
San Francisco City and Gounty Employees' 
Retirement System as created in Section 8.500 
of the charter. 

"Retirement board" shall mean "retirement 
board" as created in Section 3.670 of the charter. 

"Charter" shall mean the charter of the City 
and County of San Francisco. 

Words used in the masculine gender shall 
include the feminine and neuter gender, and sin
gular numbers ~hall include the plural and the 

,plural the singular. 
"Interest" shall mean interest at the rate 

adopted by the retirement board. 

A8.586-2 Service Retirement 
Any member of the police department who 

completes at least fu:k «2»S years of service in 
the aggregate and attains the age of I:iftt (SO) 
years," said service to be computed under 
Section 8.586-10, may retire for service at his 
or her option. A member retired after meeting 
the service and age requirements in the sentence 
next preceding, shall receive a retirement 
allowance equal to the larger of (a) two per
cent of final compensation for each of the 
first twenty fiye (25) yens of seryis:;e~ then 
three percent of final compensatjon fot each 
year of service rendered in euess of twenty
five (25) years or (b) «fifty (SO) percent of the 
final compensation of said member, as defined 
in Section 8.58~ I, plus an allowance at the rate 
of three percent of said final compensation for 
each year of service rendered in excess of twen
ty-five (2S) years; provided, however, that such 

retirement allowance shall not exceed seventy 
(70) percent of said member's final compensa
tion. If, at the date of retirement for service, or 
retfrement for disability, resulting from an 
injury received in the performance of duty, said 
member has no spouse, children or dependent 
parents, who would qualify for the continuance 
of the allowance after the death of said member, 
or with respect to the portion of the allowance 
which would not be continued regardless of 
dependents, or upon retirement for disability 
resulting from other causes, with respect to all 
of the allowance and regardless of dependents 
at retirement, a member retired under this sec
tion or Section 8.586-3, may elect before the 
first payment of the retirement allowance is 
made, to receive the a.ctuarial equivalent of his 
or her allowance or the portion which would not 
be continued regardless of dependents, as the 
case may be, partly in a lesser allowance to be 
received by him throughout his or her life, and 
partly in other benefits payable after his or her 
death to another person or persons, provided 
that such election shall be subject to all the con
ditions prescribed by the board of supervisors 
to govern similar election by other members of 
the retirement system, including the character 
and amount of such other benefits.» the per
cent of final compensation (as defined in 
Section 8.586:1) set forth opposite his or her 
age at retirement. taken to the preceding 
completed quarter year. for t;acb year ofser
yice. as computed under Section 8.586-10; 

Retirement Age 

Sl!. 
~ 
Sl!..S. 
~ 
a 
~ 
SLS. 
~ 
SA 
~ 
Sl.S. 
sus. 
SJ. 
sus. 
SM 
SJ..1S. 
S! 
S!.ZS. 
S!.5. 
~ 
ss. 

Peuent for Each year 
of Credited Seryjce 

blIl!JI. 
1mS. 
bl!1l!. 
bW. 
2.140 

U1S. 
UlJI. 
bill. 
~ 
bill 
US!!. 
~ 
MN 
.MSS. 
M2lI. 
~ 
~ 
~ 
2,630 

~ 
uoo. 

In no event, however. shall such a «tire
ment allowance exceed seyenty fiye (75) pCr
cent of a member's final comoensation. 

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

AS.SS6-3 Retirement for Incapacity 
Any member of the police department who 

becomes incapacitated for the perfonnance of 
his ll.t.M!: duty by reason of any bodily injury 
received in, or illness caused by the perfor
mance of his or her duty. shall be retired. If he 
!!r....3.h..c. is not Qualified for service retirement, he 
~ shall receive a retirement allowance 
«equal to 50 percent of the final compensation 
of said member. as defined in Section 8.5S6- I) 
in 3n amount which shall be equal to the 
same percentage "£the final compensation of 
said member. as defined in Section 8.586-1. 
as his percenta'le of disability is determined 
to be. The percentage of disability shall be as 
determined by the Workers' Compensation 
Appeals BOBrd of the State of California 
upoo referral from the retirement board for 
that purpose; proyided that the retirement 
board may. by fiye affirmatiye yotes. adjust 
the percentage of disability as determined by 
said appeals board; and proyided. further. 
that such retirement allowance shall he in an 
amount not less than SO percent nor more 
than 90 percent of the final compensation of 
said member. as defined in Section 8,586-1. 
Said allowance shall be paid to him .ru:.b..tt until 
the date upon which said member would have 
completed at least twenty-fiye (25) years of 
service in the aggregate and attained the age 
of fifty (SID years «qualified for service retire
ment» had he.!!Uht lived and rendered service 
without interruption in the rank held by him .!2l. 
ill at retirement, and after said date the 
allowance payable shall be equal to the retire
ment allowance said member would have 
received if retired for service on said date based 
on the final compensation, as defined in Section 
8.586-1, he.2.!:...!h.t would have received imme
diately prior to said date. had he ~ lived 
and rendered service as assumed, but such 
allowance shall not be less than 50 percent of 
such final compensation. 

If, at the time of retirement because of dis
ability, he ~ is qualified as to age and ser
vice for retirement under Section 8.586-2, he Q.[ 

W shall receive an allowance equal to the 
retirement allowance which he .2.t...S.h.t would 
receive if retired under Section 8.586-2, but not 
less than 50 percent of said final compensation. 
Any member of the police department who 
becomes incapacitated for performance of his 
2Lhg, duty by reason of a cause not included 
under the provisions of the immediately preced
ing sentences, and who shall have completed at 
least 10 years of service in the aggregate, 
computed as provided in Section 8.586-10, 
shall be retired upon an allowance of 1-112 per
cent of the final compensation of said member 
as defined in Section S.586-1 for each year of 
service, provided that said allowance shall not 
be less than 33-1/3 percent of said final com-
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pensation. The question of retiring a member 
under this section may be brought before the 
retirement board on said board's own motion, 
by recommendation of the police commission 
or by said member or his ~ guardian. If his 
~ disability shall cease, his .a.t..hu. retire
ment allowance sh~1I cease and he 2r.....S.b..t sha~l 
be restored to the service in the rank he ~ 
occupied at the time of his'.o.r..h« retirement. 

AS.S86-4 Death Allowance 
If a member of the police department shall 

die before or after retirement by reason of an 
injury received in, or illness caused by the per
formance of his l!LIJg: duty, a death allowance. 
in lieu of any allowance, payable under any 
other section of the charter or by ordinance, on 
account of death resulting from injury received 
in or illness caused by the performance of duty, 
shall be paid. beginning on the date next fol
lowing the date of death, to his surviving wife 
throughout her life or until her remarriage. If 
the member, at the time of death, was qualified 
for service retirement, but he ~ had not 
retired. the allowance payable shall be equal to 
three-fourths of the retirement allowance which 
the member would have received if he ~ 
had been retired for service on the date of death, 
but such allowance shall not be less than 50 per
cent of the final compensation earnable by said 
member immediately preceding death. If death 
occurs prior to qualification for service retire
ment. the allowance payable shall be equal to 
the compensation of said member at the date of 
death, until the date upon which said member 
would have completed at least twenty-fiye 
(25) years of service in' the aggregate and 

- attained the age of fifty (5Ol years «qualified 
for service retirement», had he .or...s.h.t lived and 
rendered service without interruption in the 
rank held by him or her at death, and after said 
date the allowance payable shall be equal to 
three-fourths of the retirement allowance said 
member would have received if retired for ser
vice on said date, based on the final compen
sation he ~ would have received prior to 
said date. had he .!!Uht lived and rendered ser
vice as assumed, but such allowance shall not 
be less than 50 percent of such final compensa
tion. If he 2UIl!t had retired prior to death, for 
service or for disability resulting from injury 
received in, or illness caused by the perfor
mance of duty. the allowance payable shall be 
equal to three-fourths of the retirement 
allowance of the member, except that if he .or. 
.s.h.t was a member under Section 8.586 and 
retirement was for such disability, and if death 
occurred prior to qualification for the service 
retirement allowance, the allowance continued 
shall be adjusted upon the date at which sald 
member would have completed at least twen
ty-fiye (2S)years of service in the aggregate 

and attained the age oftjfty (50) years «qual· 
ified for service retirement», in the same man· 
ner as it would have been adjusted had the 
member not died. 

If there be no surviving wife entitled to an 
allowance hereunder, or if she dies or remarries 
before every child of such deceased member 
attains the age of IS years. then the allowance 
which the surviving wife would have received 
had she lived and not remarried shall be paid to 
-his child or children under said age, collective
ly, until every such child dies or attains said 
age, provided that no child shall receive any 
allowance after marrying or attaining the age of 
18 years. Should said member leave no surviv
ing wife and no children under the age of 18 
years, but leave a parent or parents dependent 
upon him 2I....!w:. for support, the parents so 
dependent shall collectively receive a monthly 
allowance equal to that which a surviving wife 
otherwise would have received, during such 
dependency. No allowance, however, shall be 
paid under this section to a surviving wife fol
lowing the death of a member unless she was 
married to the member prior to th~ date of the 
injury or onset of the illness which results in 
death. 

AS.SS6-S Payment to Surviving Dependents 
Upon the death of a member of the police 

department resulting from any cause other than 
an injury received in, or illness caused by per
formance of duty. 

(a) if the death occurred after qualification 
for service retirement under Section 8.586-2, or 
after retirement service or because of disability 
which result from any cause other than an 
injury received in, or illness caused by per
formance of duty one-half of the retirement 
allowance to which the member would have 
been entitled ifhe .ru:..J.hf.had retired for service 
at the date of death or one-half of the retirement 
allowance as it was at his m....Wa death, as the 
case may be, shall be continued through out his 
~ life or until remarriage to his surviving 
wife, or 

(b). if his l!LMr death occurred after the 
completion of at least 25 years of service in the 
aggregate but prior to the attainment of the age 
of 50 years, one-half of the retirement 

. allowance to which he .QI.J..b..t would have been 
entitled under Section 8.586-2 if he l!U!!.t had 
attained the age of 50 years on the date of his Q[ 

W death shall be continued throughout life or 
until remarriage to his surviving wife, or 

(c) if his 2I..IJg: death occurred after retire
ment for disability by reason of injury received 
in or illness caused by performance of duty, 
three-fourths of his ru:....llia retirement allowance 
as it was at his QL..hg: death shall be continued 
throughout life or until remarriage to his sur
viving wife, except that. if death occurred prior 

(Continued on next page) 
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to qualification for service retirement 
allowance, the allowance continued shall be 
adjusted upon the date on which said member 
would have completed at least twenty_fiye 
as) years Q'f seryice in the aggregate and 
attained the age of fifty (SQ) years «qualified 
for service retirement», in the same manner as 
it would have been adjusted had the member 
not died, or 

(d) ifhis ~death occurred after comple
tion of at least 10 years of service in the aggre
gate, computed as provided in Section 8.586-
10, an allowance in an amount equal to the 
retirement allowance to which the member 
would have been entitled pursuant to Section 
8.586-3 if he l!L.Jht had retired on the date of 
death because of incapacity for perfonnance of 
duty shall be paid throughout life o( until 
remarriage to his surviving wife. If there be no 
surv:iving wife entitled to an allowance hereun
der, or if she dies or remarries before every 
child of such deceased member attains the age 
of 18 years, then the allowance which the sur
viving wife would have received had she lived 
and not remarried shall be paid to his child or 
children under said age collectively, to continue 
until every such child dies or attains said age, 
provided that no child shall receive any 
allowance after marrying or attaining the age of 
18 years. Should said member leave no surviv
ing wife and no children, under age of 18 years, 
but leave a child or children, regardless of age, 
dependent upon him .2.C...h.tt for support because 
partially or totally disabled and unable to earn a 
livelihood or a parent or parents dependent 
upon him .2L.hn for support, the child or chil
dren and the parents so dependent shall collec
tively receive a monthly allowance equal to that 
which a surviving wife otherwise would have 
received, during such dependency. No 
allowance, however shall be paid under this 
section to a surviving wife unless she was mar
ried to the member prior to the date of the injury 
or onset of the illness which results in death if 
he .D.L..S.h.t had not retired, or unless she was 
married to the member at least one year prior to 
his .!2Lh.c.r. retirement if he ~ had retired. 

As used in this sec~ion and Section 8.556-4 
"surviving wife" shall mean and include a sur
viving spouse, and shall also mean and include 
a spouse who has remarried since the death of 
'the member, but whose remarriage has been ter
minated by death, divorce or annulment within 
five years after the date of such remarriage and 
who has not thereafter again remarried. 

The surviving wife, in the event of death of 
the member after qualification for but before 
service retirement, may elect before the first 
payment of the allowance, to receive the bene
fit provided in Section 8.586-8, in lieu of the 
allowance which otherwise would be continued 
to her under this section. If there be no surviv-

iog wife, the guardian of the eligible child or 
children may make such election, and if there 
be no such children, the dependenf pare~t or 
parents may make such election. "Qualified for 
service retirement," "qualification for service 
retirement" or "qualified as to age and service 
for retirement," as used in this section and other 
sections to which persons who are members 
under Section 8.586 are subject, shall mean 
completion of 25 years of service and attain
ment of age 50, said service to be computed 
under Section 8.586-10. 

A8.5S6-6 Adjustment of Allowances 
Every retirement or death allowance payable 

to or on account of any member under Section 
8.586 shall be adjusted in accordance with the 
provisions of Subsection (b) of Section 8.526 of 
this charter. 

AS.586-7 Adjustment for Compensation 
Payments . 

That portion of any allowance payable 
because of the death or retirement of any me·m
ber of the police department which is proyided 
by contributions of the city and county, shall be 
reduced in the manner fixed by the board of 
supervisors, by the amount of any benefits 
other than medica! benefits payable by the 
city and county to or on account of such person, 
under any workers' compensation law or any 
other general law and because of the injury or 
illness resulting in said death or retirement. 
Such portion which is paid because of death or 
retirement which resulted from jnjury received 
in, or illness caused by perfonnance of duty, 
shall be considered as in lieu of all benefits, 
other than medical benefits, payable to or on 
account of such person under such law and shall 
be in satisfaction and discharge of the obliga
tion of the city and county to pay such benefits. 

A8.S86-8 Death Benefit 
If a member of the police department shall die, 

before retirement from causes other than an 
injury received in, or illness caused by the perfor
mance of duty, or regardless of cause if no 
allowance shall be payable under Section 8.586-
4 or 8.586-5 preceding, a death benefit shall be 
paid to his QI..bg, estate or designated beneficiary, 
the amount of which and the conditions for the 
payment of which shall be detennined in the 
manner prescribed by the board of supervisors for 
the death benefit of other members of the retire~ 
ment system. Upon the death of a member after 
retirement and regardless of the cause of death, a 
death benefit shal! be paid to his ~ estate or 
designated beneficiary the amount of which and 
the conditions for the payment of which shall be 
determined in the manner prescribed by the board 
of supervisors for the death benefit of other mem
bers of the retirement system. 

A8.S86-9 Refunds and Redeposits 
Should any member of the police department 

cease to be employed as such a member. 
through any cause other than death or retire
ment or transfer to another office or de
partment, all of his or her contributions, with 
interest credited thereon, shall be refunded to 
him or her subject to the conditions prescribed 
by the board of supervisors to govern similar 

. tenninations of employment of other members 
of the retirement system. If he or she shall 
again become a member of the department, he 
or she shall redeposit in the retirement fund the 
amount refunded to him or her. Should a mem
ber of the police department become an 
employee of any other office or department, his 
or her accumulated contribution account shall 
be adjusted by payments to or from him or her 
as the case may be to make the accumulated 
contributions credited to him or her at the time 
of change equal to the amount which would 
have been credited to him or her ifhe or she had 
been employed in said other office or depart
ment at the rate of compensation received by 
him or her in the police department and he or 
she shall receive credit for service for which 
said contributions were made, according to the 
charter section under which his or her member~ 
ship in the retirement system continues. 
AS.S86-10 Computation of Service 

The following time shall be included in the 
computation of the service to be credited to a 
member of the police department for the pur~ 
poses of detennining whether such member 
qualified for retirement and calculating bene~ 
fits, ·excluding, however, any time, the contri
butions for which were withdrawn by said 
member upon tennination of his QL..bg.service 
while he ~ was a member under any other. 
charter section. and not redeposit upon re-entry 
into service: 

(a) Time during and for which said member 
is entitled to receive compensation because of 
services as a member of the police or fire 
department under Section 8.586 or 8.588, 
respectively. 

(b) Time prior to November 2, 1976,during 
which said. member was entitled to receive 

. compensation while a member of the police or 
fire department under any other section of the 
charter, provided that accumulated contribu
tions on account of such service previously 
refunded are redeposited with interest from the 
date of refund to the date of redeposit, at times 
and in th·e manner fixed by the retirement 
board; and solely for the; purpose of detennin
ing qualification for retirement under Section 
8.586-3 for disability not resulting froin injury 
received in or illness caused by perfonnance of 
duty, time during which said member serves 
and receives compensation because of services 
rendered in other offices and departments. . 

(Continued on next page) 
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(c) Time during which said member is 
absent from a status included in Subsection (a) 
next preceding. by reason of service in the 
armed forces of the United States of America, 
or by reason of any other service included in 
Section 8.520 of the chaner, during any war in 
which the United States was or shall be engaged 
or during other national emergency. and for 
which said member contributed or contributes 
to the retirement system or for which the city 
and county contributed or contributes on his·Q[ 
ilia account. 

A8.586-11 Sources of Funds 
All payments provided for members under 

Section 8.586 shall be made from funds derived 
from the following sources, plus interest earned 
on said funds: 

(a) There shall be deducted from each pay
ment of compensation made to a member under 
Section '8.586 a sum equal to seven percent of 
such payment of compensation. The sum so 
deducted shall be paid forthwith to the retire· 
ment system. Said contribution shall be credit· 
ed to the individual account of the member 
from whose salary it was deducted, and the total 
of said contributions, together with interest 
credited thereon in the same manner as is pre· 
scribed by the board of supervisors for crediting 
interest to contributions of other members of 
the retirement system, shall be applied to pro· 
vide part of the retirement allowance granted to, 
or allowance granted on account of said mem· 
ber, or shall be paid to said member or his 2r.MI 
estate or beneficiary as provided in Sections 
8.586-8, 8.586-9 and 8.586-10. 

(b) The city and county shall contribute to 
the retirement system such amounts as may be 
necessary, when added to the contributions 
referred to in Subsection !Bl «(c))) of this 
Section 8.586-11. to provide the benefits 
payable to members under Section 8.586. Such 
contributions of the city and county to provide 
the portion of the benefits hereunder shall be 
made in annual installments, and the install· 
ment to be paid in any year shall be detennined 
by the application of a percentage to the total 
compensation paid during said year to persons 
who are members under Section 8.586, said 
percentage to the ratio of the value on Novem· 
ber 2, 1976, or at the later date of a periodical 
actuarial valuation and investigation into the 
experience under the system, of the benefits 
thereafter to be paid to or on account of mem
bers under Section 8.586 from contributions of 
the city and county, less the amount of such 
contributions plus accumulated interest there· 
on, then held by said system to provide said 
benefits on account of service rendered by 
respective members after said date, to the value 
on said respective dates of salaries thereafter 
payable to said members. Said values shall be 
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detennined by the actuary, who shall take into 
account the interest which shall be earned on 
said contributions, the compensation experi· 
ence of members, and the probabilities of sepa
ration by all causes. of members from service 
before retirement and of death after retirement. 
Said percentage shall be changed only on the 
basis of said periodical actuarial valuation and 
investigation into the experience under the sys· 
tern. Said actuarial valuation shall be made 
every even·numbered year and said investiga. 
tion into ihe experience under the system shall 
be made every odd·numbered year. 

(c) To promote the stability of the retirement 
system through a joint participation in the result 
of variations in the experience under mortality, 
investment and other contingencies, the contri· 
butions of both members and the city and coun· 
ty held by the system to provide benefits for 
members under Section 8.586, shall be a part of 
the fund in which all other assets of said system 
are included. 

A8.586-12 Right to Retire 
l!pon the completion of the years of service 

set forth in Section 8.586·2 as requisite to 
retirement, a member of the police department 
shall be entitled to retire at any time thereafter 
in accordance with the provisions of said 
Section 8.586-2, and except as provided in the 
following paragraph. nothing shall deprive said 
member of said right. 

Any member of the pol.ice department con
victed of a crime involving moral turpitude 
committed in connection with his 2t..l1g duties 
as a member of the police department shall, 
upon tennination of his w:...hg, employment pur
suant to the provisions of this charter, forfeit all 
rights to any benefits under the retirement sys· 
tern except refund of his ~ accumulated 
contributions; provided, however, that if such 
member is qualified for service retirement by 
reason of service and age under the provisions 
of Section 8.586-2, he l!L.1b.t shall have the 
right to elect, without right of revocation and 
within 90 days of the tennination of his 2L.hu. 
employment, whether to withdraw all of his m 
m accumulated contributions or to receive as 
his 2L..hs:.r sole benefit under the retirement sys
tem an annuity which shall be the actuarial 
equivalent of his ~ accumulated contribu· 
tions at the time of such tennination of employ
ment. 

A8.586-13 Limitation on Employment 
During Retirement 

(a) Except as provided in Section 8.511 of 
this charter and in Subsection (b) of this sec
tion, no person retired as a member under 
Section 8.586 for service or disability and enti· 
tied to receive a retirement allowance under the 
retirement system shall be employed in any 

capacity by the city and county, nor shall such 
person receive any payment for services ren· 
dered to the city and county after retirement. 

(b) (I) Service as an election officer or 
juror, or in the preparation for or giving testi· 
mony as an expert witness for ~r on behalf of 
the city and county before any court or legisla· 
tive body shall be affected by the provisions of 
Subsection (a) of this section. 

(2) The provisions of Subsection (a) shall 
not prevent such retired person from serving on 
any board or commission of the city and coun· 
ty and receiving the compensation for such 
office, provided said compensation does not 
exceed $100 per month. 

(3) If such retired person is elected or 
appointed to a position or office which subjects 
him«/)) m her to membership in the retirement 
system under Section 8.586. he«I)) Q[ she shall 
re·enter membership under Section 8.586 and 
his«(f)) Q[ her retirement allowance shall be 
canceled immediately upon hislher re·entry. 
The provisions of Subsection (a) of this section 
shall not prevent such person from receiving 
the compensation for such position or office. 
The rate of contributions of such member shall 
be the same as that for other members under 
Section 8.586. Such member's individual 
account shall be credited with an amount which 
is the actuarial equivalent of his«I)) w: her 
annuity at the time ofhis«I) w: her re-entry, but 
the amount thereof shall not exceed the amount 
of his! or her accumulated contributions at the 
time of his«I)) w: her retirement. Such member 
shall also receive credit for his! or her service as 
it was at the time of his«I)) w: her retirement. 

(c) Notwithstanding any provision of this 
charter to the contrary, should any person 
retired for disability engage in a gainful occu
pation prior to attaining the age of 55 years, the 
retirement board shall reduce that part of 
his«I)) w: her monthly retirement allowance 
which is provided by contributions of the city 
and county to an amount which, when added to 
the amount of the compensation eamable, at the 
time he«I)) w: she engages in the gainful occu
pation, by such person if he«I)) w: she held the 
position which he«I)) w: she held at the time of 
his or her retirement, or, if that position has 
been abolished, the compensation earnable by 
the member if he«I)) w: she held the position 
from which he«I)) w: she was retired immedi- . 
ately prior to its abolishment. 

A8.586-14 Conflicting Charter Provisions 
Any section or part of any section in this 

charter, insofar as it should conflict with the 
provisions of Sections 8.586 through 8.586-13 
or with any part thereof, shall be superseded by 
the contents of said sections. in the event that 
any word, phrase, clause or section of said sec· 
tions shall be adjudged unconstitutional, the 

(Continued on next page) 
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remainder thereof shall remain in full force and 
effect. 

A8.S86-IS Vesting 
Notwithstanding any provisions of this char

ter to the contrary should any member of the 
police department who is a member of the 
Retirement System under Charter Section 8.586 
with five years of credited service, cease to be 
so employed, through any cause other than 
death or retirement, he 2L.lh.t. shall have the 
right to elect, W!thout right of revocation and 
within 90 days after tennination of said· service, 
to allow his Q..t..llia accumulated contributions 
including interest to remain in the retirement 
fund and to receive a retirement benefit, calcu
lated at tennination, defined as that proportion 
of the nonnal service retirement benefit th':\t his 
2L..ha. accrued service credit bears to 25 years, 
payable beginning at age 50. 
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eJ Early Voting 
(In person or by mail) 

EARLY VOTING IN PERSON 

Office hours for early voting are as follows: 
• 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday through Friday 
(beginning October 5th at 633 Folsom Street and 
October 26 at 401 Van Ness Avenue); 
• 9 a.m. to 3 p.m., Saturday and Sunday, October 31 
and November 1 (633 Folsom and 401 Van Ness); 
• 7 a.m. to 8 p.m., on Election Day, November 3 (633 
Folsom Street and 401 Van Ness Avenue). 

EARLY VOTING BY MAIL 

Any voter may request that an absentee ball.;>t be 
mailed to them. You can request a ballot by mail using the 
application form provided on the back of this pamphlet. You 
may also request a ballot by sending a short note or post
card to the Department of Elections. When making such a 
request remember to include your home address, the 
address to which you want the ballot mailed, your birth date, 
name and signature. Your signature must be included. 

NOTE: You no longer need a reason such as iIInes~ or travel to qualify to cast 
your ballot prior to Election Day. Any registered voter may vote early. 

To request an absentee ballot by mail, complete the application card on the back 
cover of this pamphlet and return it to th~ Department of Elections so that it is 
received no later than October 27, 1998. Within three days after we receive your 
request, a vote-by-mail ballot will be sent to you. . 

Access for the Disabled Voter 
by the Ballot Simplification Committee 

ABSENTEE VOTING - All voters may request that an 
absentee ballot be mailed to them, or they may vote in per
son at the Department of Elections, Room 109, 633 Folsom 
Street from October 5 through November 3 or at 401 Van 
Ness Avenue beginning October 27. The office hours are: 

· 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday through Friday; 
· 9 a.m. to 3 p.m., Saturday and Sunday, October 31 
and November 1; 
· 7 a.m. to 8 p.m. on Election Day, November 3. 
In addition, voters with at least one of the specified 

disabilities listed on page 8 may apply to become 
Permanent Absentee Voters. Ballots for all future elections 
will automatically be mailed to Permanent Absentee Voters. 
TAPE RECORDINGS - The San Francisco PubliC Library 
for the Blind and Print Handicapped, 100 Larkin Street, 
produces and distributes tape-recorded copies of the Voter 
Information Pamphlet for use by visually impaired voters. 

TDD (TELECOMMUNICATIONS DEVICE FOR THE DEAF) -
Hearing-impaired or speech-impaired voters who have a 
TDD may communicate with the San Francisco Department 
of Elections office by calling 554-4386. 

64 

ASSISTANCE - Persons unable to complete their ballot 
may bring one or two persons with them into the voting 
booth to assist them, or they may ask poll workers to 
provide assistance. 
CURBSIDE VOTING - If architectural barriers prevent an 
elderly or disabled voter from entering the polling place, poll 
workers will bring the necessary voting materials to the 
voter in front of the polling place. 

PARKING - If a pOlling place is situated in a residential 
garage, elderly and disabled voters may park in the drive
way while voting, provided they do not block traffic. 

READING TOOLS - Every polling place has large-print 
instructions on how to vote and special sheets to magnify 
the type on the ballot. 

SEATED VOTING - Every polling place has at least one 
voting booth which allows voters to vote while sitting in a 
chair or a wheelchair. 

VOTING TOOLS - Every precinct has an easy-grip pen for 
signing the roster and an easy-grip tool for punching the ballot. 



Customer Service Plan 

PROPOSITION B 

Shall City departments be required to prepar~ an annual Customer Service Plan? YES 
NO --

Digest 
by Ballot Simplification Committee 

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The Charter currently does not require A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want to amend 
City departments to prepare or adopt Customer Service Plans. the Charter to require City departments to prepare an 

annual Customer Service Plan. 
THE PROPOSAL: Proposition B is a Charter amendment 
that would require each City department to adopt an annual 
Customer Service Plan. The Board of Supervisors would 
define by ordinance the contents and format of the plan. 

By February 1st of each year, all departments would be 
required to file their annual Customer Service Plans with the 
Board of Supervisors. Each department also would be 
required to report on how it had complied with its plan in the 
previous year. 

The Board could excuse a department from particular 
requirements of the plan where compliance would be 
inappropriate or impractical. 

Controller's Statement on "B" 
City Controller Edward Harrington has issued the 

following statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition B: 

Should the proposed charter amendment be approved by 
the voters, in my opinion, it would not, in and of itself 
increase the cost of govemment. 

However, City departments might incur some increased 
costs in amounts presently indeterminable to implement 
their Customer Service Plans. . 

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do riot want to 
amend the Charter to require City departments to prepare 
an annual Customer Service Plan. 

How Supervisors Voted on "B" 
On July 20, 1998 the Board of Supervisors voted 9-0 to 

place Proposition B on the ballot. 

The Supervisors voted as follows: 
Yes: Supervisors Ammiano, Bierman,. Brown, Katz, 
Kaufman, Leno, Teng, Yaki, Yee 
No: None of the Supervisors voted no. 
Absent: Supervisors Medina and Newsom 

THIS MEASURE REQUIRES 50%+1 AFFIRMATIVE VOTES TO PASS. 

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE. THE FULL TEXT BEGINS ON PAGE 70 

SOME OF THE WORDS USED IN THE BALLOT DIGEST ARE EXPLAINED ON PAGE 50 
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Customer Service Plan 
PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION B 

When San Francisco residents need to cornmunicate with any City 
department they deserve courteous and helpful treatment and above 
all they deserve responsiveness. Regrettably this is not always so. 

Proposition B will require each City department to file an annu
al report stating quantifiable service goals. It will improve inter
nal management of departments by establishing articulated, objec
tive measurements of performance. This will create a level of 
accountability and responsiveness that has never been set in San 
Francisco. The Board of Supervisors will set parameters, monitor 
and review each department plan. This strategic plan for perfor
mance within departments will provide a vision for the future and 
allow departments and ,the Board of, Supervisors to accurately 
gauge what works and what doesn't work. 

It is important that we challenge City departments to reflect the 
change in expectation of services provided by local government to 
the public. San Francisco has an impressive network of City services 
and departments that residents from every neighborhood utilize on a 
daily basis. Nothing makes a person who needs immediate assis
tance angrier than unresponsive bureaucracy, long ringing phones 
and letters that never get answered. San Francisco deserves better. 

While some departments have improved their responsiveness in 
recent years there is no consistency. A pro-active Customer Service 
approach will put all of CitY government on the sarne .level playing 
field for the residents it serves - so that the next time you have to 
deal with city government it is courteous, helpful and responsive. 

City Departments have 'a duty of responsibility. Passing 
Proposition B creates a workable plan that will hold them 
accountable in dealing with the public. It is an important step in 
the right direction of making local government more responsive, 
a concept that every San Franciscan can agree on. Join us in vot
ing Yes on Proposition B! 

Board of Supervisors 

How Supervisors Voted to Submit this Argument 
The Supervisors voted as follows on August 17, 1998: 
Yes: Supervisors Ammiano, Biennan, Brown, Katz, Kaufinan, 
Leno, Medina, Newsom, ,Yaki Yee 
No: None of the Supervisors voted no. 
Absent: Supervisor Teng 

REBUTTAL TO PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION B 
REJECT PROPOSITION B 

Our vaudevillian Board of Supervisors is at it again. In an dec
tion year, supervisors submit to voters a simplistic m~asure that 
they could've passed as an ordinance anytime they wanted to do 
so. In 1995 the supervisors gave us a slimmed down new Charter; 
just 3 years later they want to fatten it up with nonsensical drivel. 
. Clear-headed San Francisco voters should expose the cynicism 
behind Proposition B. City supervisors think they can hornswog
gle voters with a paper-driven, meaningless set of platitudes that 
they cynically believe will divert voters from failure of perfor
mance by the supervisors and mayor. If customer service within 
city departments "stinks," if city employees don't answer tele-

phones or if they treat taxpayers rudely, why haven't the supervi
sors and mayor stopped it? Answer: It's easier in an election year 
to submit high-sounding words in order to deceive voters. Just 
read the supervisors' argument for Proposition B. Then reflect 
upon the mind-numbing internal procedures and paperwork it 
requires. There's more "red tape" in Proposition B than exists 
even now at City Hall. Don't let 'em fool you; VOTE NO ON B. 

State Senator 
Quentin L.. Kopp, 
Chairman, San Francisco Taxpayers Association 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION B 
PROP B STANDS FOR BIG BOONDOGGLE 

Proposition B demands city d.epartments devise customer ser
vice plans but includes neither an enforcement method nor crite
ria. If the Board of Supervisors really wanted to improve city ser
vice, they could've done so already. There's no law prohibiting 
the Board of Supervisors from requiring customer service plans 
now, and there never has been. That service is at such an all-time 
low indicates that board inembers have abdicated their responsi
bility to the people of this city. (Perhaps we should require Board 
members to submit a customer service plan of their own. Rule 
number one: Don't waste voters time with a superficial measure 
designed only to enhance the popularity of Board members who 
seek re-election!) 

As anybody knows, the basic purpose of each city department 
is to service the public. If an agency fails in its mission-serving 
the pUblic-its employees should be replaced or the agency abol
ished. The addition of a non-enforceable customer service plan 
will simply generate excessive overtime and paperwork; it won't 
improve service. The sponsors are right that San Franciscans 

deserve better than unanswered telephones. A more poignant 
question is why, with an unprecedentedly high number of t~xpay
er-funded city employees, telephones have ever been permitted to 
go unanswered. Make no mistake, a customer service plan won't 
result in anybody picking up the line! The more likely scenario is 
that employees will be busy typing up customer service plans 
rather than answering pesky telephone calls. Vote NO on 
Proposition B. It's a silly, transparent piece of propaganda. Our 
supervisors contend that "San Franciscans deserve better," Yep, 
they surely do-from them! 

San Francisco Taxpayers Association 

Siale Senalor Quentin L. Kopp, Chairman 

REBUTTAL TO OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION B 
Each person seeking the City's assistance deserves the respect 

of a timely and courteous response. City employees should make 
service their uppermost ,value, with clearly defined goals that 
achieve this value in their public interactions. These goals will act 
as a guidepost when reviewing whether the City is effectively 
responding to public needs, 

Pro-active planning for successful public interactions will cre
ate dialogue between department managers and front-line work
ers, Our front-line workers are the ones best qualified to identify 
gaps in service and help the Board arrive at realistic steps for 
mending those gaps. These guidelines cannot be arrived at by tak
ing a top-down approach but can best be arrived at by each depart
ment collectively deciding what works best ' 

Proposition B directs each City department to arrive at a 
plan which lists steps necessary to provide the best possible 
service for the public. 

Proposition B gives the Board of Supervisors oversight ofthese 
plans - one more safeguard that any proposed change is not hap
hazard. Each department will provide the Board with its 

Customer Service Plan. The plans will be submitted to and 
reviewed by the Board, with an opportunity for public comment 
The Board will then compare, plans, set parameters, and suggest 
improvements to plans based on what is working well and what's 
not, Politicians may come and go, but, the needs of the public will 
remain. 

For long-term goal setting based on the underlying value of pro
viding quality service to you, the public, vote yes on Proposition 
B! 

Board oj Supervisors 

How Supervisors Voted to Submit this Rebuttal 
The Supervisors voted as follows on August 24, 1998: 
Yes: SuperVisors Ammiano, Biennan, Brown, Kaufman, Leno, 
Medina, Newsom, Yaki, Yee 
No: None of the Supervisors voted no. 
Absent: Supervisors Katz, Teng 

Arguments printed on thIs page are the opInion 01 the authors and have not been checked lor accuracy by any officIal agency. 
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PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION B 

Accountable, Responsive and Courteous City Hail 
The goal of Proposition B is to make city government more 

responsive to the needs of San Franciscans who need to access the 
various services the city provides. All citizens have the right to 
expect city government to respond to their needs promptly effec
tively and courteously. 

Proposition B gives the Board of Supervisors direct oversight 
over all city department heads developing and implementing year
ly reviews to determine whether city employees are responding 
quickly and efficiently to the public. These plans will be reviewed 
annually and will provide the Board of Supervisors and the indi
vidual departments with objective information that will help them 
better serve the public. This improves government for all San 
Franciscans. Please join us in voting Yes on Proposition B. 

Congresswoman Nancy Pelosi 

Barbara Kaufman, President, San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

Supervisor Amos Brown 

Supervisor Leslie Katz 

Supervisor Mark Lena 

Supervisor Jose Medina 

Supervisor Michael Yaki 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was The 
Committee for Improved City Services, Yes on B. 

Supervisor Gavin Newsom introduces Proposition B 
"Treat Taxpayers with Respect" 

San Franciscans have a right to expect city government to 
respond to their needs quickly, effectively and with respect. The 
little everyday things like having a phone answered by a live per
son or having a set appointment with a city department rather than 
waiting endlessly in line, can make a big difference. Proposition B 
gives us the ability to make your city hall more accountable to you. 

As a newcomer to the Board I believe that asking city depart
ments to apply the principles of successful consumer-oriented 
businesses to City Hall will go a long way towards making the 
public feel like their local government is treating them with dig
nity and respect. 

Give city government the tools needed for successful public 
service by voting Yes on Proposition B. 

Supervisor Gavin Newsom 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was The 
Committee for Improved City Services, Yes on B. 

Mayors support Proposition B 
Every Mayor of San Francisco ~as made multiple efforts to ensure 

that the work force of the city is responsive to the needs of the resi
dents. Whether it's a phone call, standing in line for necessary per
mits and documents or lodging a complaint, San Franciscans utilize 
these services and deserve efficient and courteous service. 

Proposition B proposed by the Board of Supervisors would 
require every city department head to consider how best they can 
serve the public. Whether that's upgrading or replacing equip
ment, changing or expanding staff assignments or altering exist
ing policies and procedures a plan to address the publics needs 
will be submitted annually to the Board, reviewed with public par
ticipation, and implemented with clearly defined goals for city 
departments when interacting with the public. 

As San Francisco Mayors we support this thoughtful pro-active 
approach and urge you to join ·us in improving how your local 
government works by voting Yes on Proposition B. 

Mayor Willie Brown 

Former Mayor Frank Jordan 

United States Senator Dianne Feinstein 

The true source of 'funds used for the printing fee of this argument was The 
Committee for .Improved City Services, Yes on B. 

Arguments prInted on this page are the opinion ofthe authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officIal agency, 

68 



Customer Service Plan 
PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION B 

Make Government more Efficient - Vote Yes on B 
Proposition B applies the principles of successful consumer-ori

ented businesses to City Hall. Efficiency will, improve. Customer 
, satisfaction will improve. It requires every City department to per

form a yearly review to determine whether it is responding quick
ly and effectively to the public. Annual reviews focusing on how 
local government is dealing with the public is a smart idea. 

Busines~ leaders agree: Vote Yes on Proposition B. 

Doris Ward, Assessor-Recorder of San Francisco 

Stephen Cornell, President, Small Business Commission 

Patricia Breslin, Executive Director, 
. Golden Gate Restaurant Association' , 
Mark Mosher. Executive Director, Committee on Jobs' 

Kathleen Harrington, Vice-President, 
Golden Gate Restaurant Association' 

Marv Warren, President, Polk District Merchants Association 

*For identification purposes only 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was The 
Committee for Improved City Services, Yes on B. ' 

Neighborhoods Agree - Support Better Customer Service 
San Franciscans from every community have to utilize the var

ious departments of city hall on a regular basis. Whether to gath
er information, apply for a permit or lodge a complaint in person . 
Or on the telephone how local government responds to your daily 
needs is crucial. 

. Proposition B is simple. It requires every City department to . 
publish realistic, quantifhible service goals every year, to assure 
that the public knows what level of performance it can expect. 
Proposition B will help ensure that the public receive prompt 
effective and courteous treatment. 

Natalie Berg, Chair, San Francisco Democratic Party 

LeeAnn Prifti, President, 
Diamond Heights Community Association' 

Jim Herlihy, Chair, Lakeside Neighbors' 

'For identification purposes only 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was The 
Committee for Improved City Services Yes on B. 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Customer Service Plan 
PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION B 

THIS is ABSURD. Being courteous should be job description
not a law. 
This legislation: 

• Will create a bureaucracy. 
• Generates meaningless reams of paperwork. 
• Has no enforcement mechanism. 
• The Supervisors should: stop playing "footsies" and focus on 

real labor problems. 

We must reform work rules that: 

• allow city employees to not call in if they want don't show up 
to work 

• prevents incompetent workers from being fired. 
• has no accountability: move a single piece of paper- call it a 

day's work. 
• receive unlimited overtime pay. 
• This is what needs fixing- not forcing smiles. 

Our group fights for: cornmon sense, honest government, indi
vidual responsibility and fiscal accountability. If you would like to 
join us or get information about our group: (415) 334-3151. 

San Francisco Republican Assembly 

and 

Adam Sparks 
Candidate for SF School Board 

The true sourte of funds used for the printing fee of this argumenl was Adam Sparks. 

We wish we could say Proposition B places style over sub
stance, but that would be inaccurate because there's no substance 
whatsoever in this phony measure. Proposition B demands that 
city -departments devise "customer service plans," but it contains 
no method of enforcing such "plans" or criteria for such plans. 
Like the ineffectual Ethics Commission which voters were sold in 
1993, "customer service plans" will generate paperwork and over
time payments - and zero results. There's no law prohibiting the 
Board of Supervisors from requiring a "customer service plan" 
now. It's obvious San Francisco residents deserve efficient service 
from city agencies. If an agency fails to provide it, the employees 
should be replaced with those who will. It's astounding that res
idents continue to receive shoddy service as thousands are added 
to city payrolls. The "customer service plan" doesn't address the 
genuine problem of govemm~nt waste and neglect. It simply cre
ates another layer of ineffective bureaucracy that'll cost taxpayers 
money and waste everybody's time. San Franciscans deserve sub
stantive improvements, not window dressing to serve the re-elec
tion brochures of ineffectual, incumbent supervisors. Reject 
Proposition B. 

Committee for Citizen Action 

The lrue source of funds used for Ihe prinling fee of Ihis argumenl was Ihe above 
signer. 

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

TEXT OF PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENT 
PROPOSITION B 

Describing and setting forth a proposal to the 
quatified electors of the City and County of San 
Francisco to amend the Charter of said city and 
county by adding Section 16.120, to require 
each department of the City and County to 
adopt a Customer Service Plan and to file the 
same with the Board of Supervisors. 

The Board of Supervisors of the City and 
County of San Francisco hereby submits to the 
qualified electors of said city and county at an 
election to be held on November 3, 1998. a pnr 
posat to amend the Charter of said city and coun
ty by adding Section 16. I 20 to read as follows: 
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NOTE: The entire section is new. 

Section t. The San Francisco Charter is 
hereby amended, by adding Section 16.120, to 
read as follows: 

SEC. 16.120. CUSTOMER SERVICE PLAN. 
. Each department of the City and County 

shall adopt an annual Customer Service Plan, in 
a fonnat to be detennined by the Board of 
Supervisors by ordinance. The Board may 
excuse a department from particular require
ments of the ordinance where compliance 

would be inappropriate or impractical. Each 
qepartment shall file its Customer Service Plan 
with the Board of Supervisors no later than 
February 1 st of each year, along with a report 
on how the department met the previous year's 
Plan, if any. 



Paramedic Retirement Benefits 

PROPOSITION C 

Shall the City count the time that paramedics. worked for the Department of 
Public Health towards their Fire Department pensions? 

YES 
NO --

Digest 
by Ballot Simplification Committee 

THE WAY IT IS NOW: When they retire, City employees 
receive pensions based on salary and years of service. 
Safety officers like firefighters have separate retirement 
plans which offer greater benefits and allow retirement at a 
younger age. In February of this year, the City's paramedics 
were transferred from the Department of Public Health 
(DPH) to the Fire Department and began pension eligibility 
under the firefighters' retirement plan. Paramedics are 
currently entitled to receive non-firefighter pension benefits 
for the time they worked for DPH before February, 1998, 
and firefighter benefits for the time worked afterward. 

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition C is a Charter amendment 
that would include the time paramedics worked for the 
Department of Public Health as time worked for the Fire 
Department for pension benefit purposes. 

Controller's Statement on "C" 
City Controller Edward Harrington has issued the 

following statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition C: 

Should the proposed charter amendment be approved by 
the voters, in my opinion, it would increase the cost of 
government by an amount, estimated by the Retirement 
System Actuary, of approximately $485,000 per year for 20 
years and by 0.55% of the Fire Department payroll 
thereafter. The cost of this measure on a present value 
basis is approximately $7 million. 

However, no cash will be required for some time since the 
City's Retirement System has a large surplus. While the 
cost of this proposal would reduce that surplus, it would 
have a minor effect. Even with this proposal, the City does 
not expect to have to make a contribution to the Retirement 
System for at least the next 15 years. 

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want to count 
the time paramedics worked for the Department of Public 
Health as time worked for the Fire 'Department for pension 
benefit purposes. ~ . 

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not want to 
count the time paramedics worked for the Department of 
Public Health as time worked for the Fire Department for 
pension benefit purposes. 

How Supervisors Voted on "C" 
On July 6, 1998 the Board of Supervisors voted 10-0 to 

place Proposition C on the ballot. 

The Supervisors voted as follows: . 
Yes: Supervisors Ammiano, Bierman, Brown, Katz, 
Kaufman, Leno, Medina, Newsom, Teng, Yee 
No: None of the Supervisors voted no. 
Absent: Supervisor Yaki 

THIS MEASURE' REQUIRES 50%+1 AFFIRMATIVE VOTES TO PASS. 

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE. THE FULL TEXT BEGINS ON PAGE 78 
SOME OF THE WORDS USED IN THE BALLOT DIGEST ARE EXPLAINED ON PAGE 50 

71 



Paramedic Retirement Benefits 
PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION C 

Paramedics in the fire department work side by side with other 
members of the frre department, protecting the lives of our city 
residents. However, under current retirement policy, paramedics 
are not treated equally to other department members. 

Paramedics in the Fire Department, who were transferred from 
the Public Health Department, are unable to apply accrued pen
sion benefits toward their firefighter pension. Instead, they must 
receive pensions from two different systems. This situation cre- . 
ates inequalities that should be responsibly addressed. 

One of San Francisco's greatest assets is its emergency response 
personnel. It is incumbent upon the City and County of San 
Francisco to offer competitive pension plans and benefits which 
will help us keep qualified employees. 

Should Proposition C pass, the City will a\tually save on retire
ment expenditures due to a decrease in Social Security contribu
tions by over $700,000 per year. 

Thus, Proposition C is both fiscally smart and fair to the people 
who take care of us. Your approval of Proposition C is key to 
maintaining the safety of our city and some of our most valuable 
assets, our dedicated public servants. 

Board a/Supervisors 

How Supervisors Voted to Submit this Argument 
The Supervisors voted as follows on August 17, 1998: 
Yes: Supervisors Ammiano, Bierman, Brown, Katz, Kaufinan, 
Leno, Medina, Newsom, ,Yaki Yee 
No: None of the Supervisors voted no. 
Absent: Supervisor Teng 

REBUTTAL TO PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION C 
THE ARGUMENT FOR PROPOSITION C (ABOVE) 

MAKES MISLEADING CLAIMS: 
"Should Proposition C pass, the City will actually save on 

retirement expenditures due to a decrease in Social Security con
tributions by over $700,000 per year." 

The above statement misrepresents financial facts by failing to 
disclose to voters, per "RETIREMENT SYSTEM 
REPORT ... FILE NO. 98-0828": 

"Contributions to Social Security by both employees and the 
City were halted [on February 21, 1998]. .. no detailed analysis has 
been done of all the issues involved in the change in Social 
Security coverage ... [Eleven] long-term [paramedical] employ
ees ... would receive very large increases in ... retirement benefits 
[$400,000 to "$100,000 ·each"]. .. about sixty employees would 
receive a moderate [under $100,000] boost..." 

The "REPORT" questions: 

"Is it appropriate to provide retroactive Safety benefits to a 
group of [paramedical] employees not traditionally provided 
Safety-type benefits?" 

Already pressuring unions into prematurely endorsing his 
November 1999 reelection drive in early 1998, Brown would say 
"yes" . 

Commented 811198 "FRONTLINES": 

"Willie Brown walked into ... the SF Labor Council on July I 
very upset...[scolding]. . .leaders for supporting Jane Morrison for 
cliair of the SF Democratic Central Committee instead of his pro-
tege Natalie Berg .. . 

Brown was rude .. . 
He [demanded] they organize a Labor Council... endorsement. .. 

for Brown's 1999 mayoral bid ... 
On July 13, Brown ... got the endorsement... [but) encountered 

unexpectedly strong [union] opposition ... 
[Mayor] Brown's supporters ... agitated and disrupted ... " 

VOTE NO ON POLITICALY "MISUSED" PROPOSI
TION C !!! 

Dr. Terence Faulkner, J.D. 
Former Central Committee 
County Chairman 

Adam Sparks 
Board of Education 
Candidate 

Arguments printed on thIs page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any officIal agency. 
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Paramedic Retirement Benefits 
OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION C 

PROPOSITION C IS AN OUTRAGEOUS MONEY-GRAB: 
On February 21, 1998 Ibe 175 Paramedics and their supervisors 

were transferred from Ibe Department of Public Heallb to Ibe Fire 
Department. Their duties and compensation levels were adjusted 
. and the new Fire Department positions of "H, 1" (Fire Rescue 
Paramedic) and "H33" (Captain, Emergency Medical Services) 
were created. On Ibat same date the Paramedics were transferred 
to the Firefjghter Retirement Plan which eventually will pay far 
more Iban Ibe Paramedics', oId )\'Iisce\lane.ous Worker Retirement 
Plan. The reason for Ibe increased retirement benefits was that the 
real firemen - who have to fight fires - have a much more dan
gerous job Iban Paramedics. 

WITH PROPOSITION C, PARAMEDICS ARE NOW 
DEMANDING RETROACTIVE FIREFIGHTER RETIRE

. MENT BENEFITS!: 
Basically, Ibe parainedics want Ibe whole period they worked 

for Ibe Department of Public Heallb (i.e., Ibe entire period before 
February 21, 1998) to be credited to their new Firefighter 
Retirement Plan. 

According to Ibe Retirement system's Kieran Murphy, these 
new Paramedic retirement benefits will: "result in a cost of 
approximately $7.0 million ... spread over a 20-year 
period ... [orj ... approxirnately $485,000 per year." 

THE PROPOSED $7,000,000 MONEY-GRAB IS AWFUL: 
• Proposition C is clearly unjust and overreaching. 
• Vote NO on Proposition C! 

- Honesty in Government Committee 

- Dr. Terence F aullmer, J D. 
Honesty in Government Committee Chairman . 

REBUTTAL TO. OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION C 
The argument Ibat Proposition C is wasteful and unfair to fire

fighters is.patently false. Proposition C is a fiscally responsible 
proposal, which provides fairness to paramedics - a key patt of 
our emergency response personnel. 

Proposition C simply allows paramedics, who previously had 
been employed by Ibe Department of Public Health, to retain hard 
earned pension benefits, accrued while serving the people of San 
Francisco. Paramedics, like firefighters, often endanger their own 
well-being while doing Ibeir jobs. To suggest Ibat Ibeir responsi
bilities are any less arduous Iban olber members oflbe fire depart
ment is simply unfair and untrue. 

Finally, it should be noted, that Ibe City of San Francisco will 
save on certain expenditures by reducing Social Security pay
ments for members of Ibe paramedic squad. This savings sub
stantially offsets Ibe price of expanded pension benefits. 

Proposition C makes sense for. Ibe city, our residents, and Ibe 
men and women who serve us in Ibe Fire Department. Vote Yes 
on Proposition C. 

Board of Supervisors 

How Supervisors Voted to Submit this Rebuttal 
The Supervisors voted as follows on August 24, 1998: 
Yes: Supervisors Ammiano, Bierman, Brown, -Kaufman, Leno, 
Medina, Newsom, Yaki, Vee 
No: None of Ibe Supervisors voted no. 
Absent: Supervisors Katz, Teng 

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



Paramedic Retirement Benefits 
PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION C 

Mayor Brown Supports Proposition C 
Taxpayers should know that proposition C is not a "gift" from 

the City to paramedics. Improved and equal retirement benefits 
were promised to paramedics in exchange for increasing their 
work week from 40 to 48 hours. Working alongside firefighters 
and police. officers, paramedics respond to over 100,000 911 calls 
per year, saving lives and delivering high quality medical care. It 
is' a highly stressful and sometimes dangerous job, and we are 
lucky to have one of the most highly trained and experienced 
work forces in the country. Proposition C treats paramedics fairly 
and ensures their continued dedication to serving San Franciscans. 

Mayor Willie L. Brown, Jr. 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Rescue 
Paramedics Ves on C Committee. 

YES ON PROPOSITION C. 
EQUALITY FOR PARAMEDICS 

When San Franciscans are seriously injured, it is our outstanding 
Paramedics who are first on the scene. These brave men and women 
should not be last when it comes to pension and disability protections. 

That's why I urge all San Franciscans to join me in support of 
Proposition C. Help those who help us. YES ON C. 

Assemblymember Kevin Shelley 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Kevin 
Shettey for Assembty 1998. 

Gays and Lesbians for Equality - Vote Yes on C 
Gay and Lesbian San Franciscans, like all San Franciscans, sup

port our paramedics. They have delivered important emergency 
care to the community for years as part of the Department of 
Public Health. As members of the Fire Department, they will con
tinue to deliver a high standard of care, but the unequal retirement 
benefits created by this merger must be corrected. 

In an emergency paramedics are there for San Franciscans and 
their loved ones, providing care and support when it is needed 
most. Please join us and support fair and equitable treatment for 
the medics. 

Supervisor Tom Ammiano. 

Supervisor Mark Leno 

Howard Wallace. Pride at Work 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Rescue 
Paramedics Ves on C Committee. 

Fiscally Responsible and Fair 
Any change to the Charter garners our attention, especially 

when sound fiscal policy is at stake. If proposition C were 
unsound or fiscally irresponsible, we would not support it. 
Proposition C will provide a fair and equal retirement to all para
medics with minimal imp~ct on the taxpayers of San Francisco. 
The Controller states that this proposal will have little if any 
impact on the General Fund. Almost all of the cost of }'rap. C will 
be covered by the existing surplus in the City's retirement fund. 

In good faith our paramedics agreed to increase their work week 
to 48 hours in exchange for equal and improved retirement bene
fits. The City of San Francisco is ready and willing to honor it's 
commitment. If the current retirement policy continues, the most 
experienced paramedics, who have given years of dedicated ser
vice to the community will end up with the worst retirement ben
efit. This is not what was intended. 

An improved EMS system and equal retirement benefits for 
paramedics should go hand in hand. Its only fair. 

Assemblywoman Carole Migden 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Rescue 
Paramedics Ves on C Committee. 

In the past year, the City has moved its Emergency Medical 
Services workers from the Health Department to the Fire 
Department. In the future, almost all firefighters will be trained as 
EMS workers and all EMS workers will be trained as firefighters. 
As a result of these changes, emergency medical services will 
arrive at resident's doorsteps much faster than in previous years. 

I sponsored tIie legislation to make this new system a reality 
because it makes sense for the people of San Francisco. In a situ
ation where just a few minutes can make the difference between 
life and death, this change will ultimately ·save lives. 

Unfortunately, paramedics who have been moved to the Fire 
Department will receive smaller pension benefits than their fellow 
firefighters because their previous years of service were with the 
Health Department rather than the Fire Department. Because of 
Social Security penalties and reductions that are the result of this 
merger, experienced senior paramedics will receive smaller pen
sions than their junior coworkers. Proposition C would correct 
this inequity. 

Proposition C is a fair and responsible proposal. The small cost 
associated with this measure is worth the benefit of quicker emer
gency response times to San Francisco's residents. 

Barbara Kaufman, President, 
Board of Supervisors 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Rescue 
Paramedics Ves on C Committee. 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion ofthe authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Paramedic Retirement Benefits 
PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION C 

SUPERVISORS SUPPORT ECONOMIC FAIRNESS 
For over 100 years the City Ambulance service has served the 

residences and visitors of San Francisco. The transfer of 
Department of Public Health Paramedics into the Fire Department 
will improve two already excellent services. 'This merger brings 
highly trained experienced paramedics into the Fire Dept. for the 
first time. By placing paramedics on a firefighter work schedule 
their productivity has been increased by 20%, putting more ambu
lances on the streets and reducing critical response times. 

During labor negotiations the City offered and committed itself 
to providing improved retirement benefits to all paramedics. This 
was done because the paramedics agreed to go to work 8 extra 
hours per week for essentially the same salary. Proposition C is a 
bargain for the taxpayers. It allows us to fairly compensate para
medics with no significant burden on the General Fund. Almost 
all of the cost of Prop. C will be covered by the existing surplus 
in the Retirement System. 

Proposition C is the final step in completing this Emergency 
Medical Services merger that will benefit all of San Francisco. 
Please join us in making sure that this is a successful endeavor and 
protects a most valuable resource, our dedicated paramedics. 

Supervisor Susan Bierman 

Supe.rvisor Gavin Newsom 

Supervisor Amos Brown 

Supervisor Leslie Katz 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Rescue 
Paramedics Yes on C Committee. 

I have had the privilege of serving as the medical director for 
the paramedics for 4 years. These dedicated professionals are 
"career" paramedics: that is, they have chosen this as their life 
long work. When we become ill or injured the paramedics are 
always there for us, regardless of our ethnic or religious back
ground or social status within the community. As a private citizen 
who lives and works in San Francisco, I urge everyone to support 
our paramedics! 

Vote yes on "e" 
s. Marshal Isaacs, M.D. 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Rescue 
Paramedics Yes on C Committee. 

EQUAL PAY FOR EQUAL WORK 
A better retirement was the primary economic incentive offered 

by the City to the paramedics to move from a 40 to a 48 hour work 
week. There was no significant salary increase. Proposition C 

, came about through labor negotiations when both parties realized 
that Current retirement policy would create another tiered system 
of benefits. 

The voters corrected an unequal tiered system for firefighters in 
1996. That system penalized younger firefighters just because 
they were hired more recently. In the paramedics' case, the most 
experienced senior paramedics will receive less. 

That is why the Mayor, the Board pf Supervisors and San 
Francisco labor organizations support Proposition C. All our pub
lic safety employees should be treated equally. Vote yes on C. 

'Robert J. Boileau, Vice President, SF Labor Council 

Jim Salinas, Carpenters Local 2266 

Chris Cunnie, President, SF Police Officers Association 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Rescue 
Paramedics Yes on C Committee. 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Paramedic Retirement Benefits 
PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION C 

Health and Fire Officials Support Improved 
Emergency Medical Services and Proposition C. 

As leaders of the Health and Fire Departments we strongly 
endorse the passage of Proposition C. It provides fair and equi
table treatment to our dedicated paramedics who are' directly 
responsible for a most significant improvement in our Emergency 
Medical services. 

On February 21, 1998 former Department of Health paramedics 
became uniformed members of the San Francisco Fire 
Department and began working 24 hour shifts. This has allowed 
the City to increase the number of the ambulances on the street 
from 12 to 16. It's verY simple. When every minute counts, 
reduced response times mean saved lives. 

Paramedics deserve our support in return. Proposition C 
appears to be very affordable, with very little risk to the taxpay
ers. It is also fair. Paramedics agreed to work extra hours with no 
significant salary increase. Passage of Proposition C will ensure 
the retention of our most experienced paramedics. Vote Yes on C. 

Robert L. Demmons, SF Fire Department, Chief of Department' 

Dr. Mitch Katz, Director, Department of Public Health 

Lee Ann Monfredini, President, Health Commission' 

David J. Sanchez, Jr., Ph.D., V-P, Health Commission' 

Debra A. Barnes, Health Commission' 

Edward A Chow, MD., Health Commission' 

Roma P. Guy, MS. W, Health Commission' 

Ron Hill, Health Commission' 

Harrison Parker, Sr, D.D.S .. , Health Commission' 

, Title for identification purposes only 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Rescue 
Paramedics Ves on C Committee. 

Proposition C: Fairness for Paramedics 
Democrats support Proposition C because it corrects an 

inequitable "tiered" retirement package for City paramedics. In 
the current structure, paramedics who transferred into the SFFD 
will receive smaller pensions than their firefighter coworkers. The 
current structure also penalizes the most senior paramedics, grant
ing them less in pension benefits than junior paramedics whom 
they helped train and mentor. 

Two years ago San Franciscans supported Proposition D, which 
granted equal benefits to all firefighters. We now have the oppor
tunity to correct a similar situation and acknowledge City para
medics many years of service to the community. Please join us in 
voting Yes on C. 

Chris Romero, 
Harvey Milk LesbianiGaylBisexualffransgender Democratic 
'Club, President 

San Francisco Democratic Women's Forum 
Mary/ouise A. Lovett, 
Vice President, S.F. D. W.F. 

Natalie Berg, Chair 
San Francisco Democratic Party 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Rescue 
Paramedics Ves on C Commtttee. 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Paramedic Retirement Benefits· 
PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION C 

REJECT PROPOSITION C 
Taxpayers are being taken for a ride with Proposition C. 

Proposition C would increase paramedic retirement benefits at 
taxpayer expense by providing them the same safety retirement 
benefits as firefighters. Obviously, paramedics don't endure the 
same amount of job stress and risk as firefighters. Until this 
February paramedics were employees of the Department of Public 
Health and eligible for retirement benefits as. Health Department 
employees. In February, paramedicScwere transferred to the Fire 
Department. They were also granted firefighter,retirement b~ne
fits for time worked after the transfer. Proposition C would now 
grant paramedics the same benefits as firefighters·for time worked 
in the Health Department BEFORE the transfer. Paramedics were 
not firefighters and are at present only classified as such because 
of a departmental reconfiguration. Prop C constitutes an unwar
ranted taxpayer-funded windfall benefiting a select few city work
ers. If it passes, two paramedics would receive $400,000 in 
increased benefits, one would receive an increase .of over 
$300,000 and three others would receive increases of $200,000. 
We should all be so lucky! Don't be fooled by the Controller's 
glib statement that Proposition C will have only a minor adverse 
financial effect. (The supervisors have the nerve to claim it'll save 
money.) The truth is taxpayers will be burdened by its costs as 
"baby boomers" begin to collect pensions. The Controller won't 
Worry because he'll be safely retired when taxpayer bills start 
roIling in, but taxpayers should be! Reject Proposition C! 

State Senator Quentin L. Kopp 
Kopp's Good Government Committee 

The true source of funds used for the'printing fee of this argument was Kopp's 
Good Government Committee. 

Vote NO, NO, NO! 

• Every year all the unions try to beef up their pensions. 
• Any surplus monies should go first to our schools. 
• The schools are in sad shape! 
• Our kids come first! 
• Our group fights for: common sense, honest government, indi

vidual responsibility and fiscal accountability. If you w~ld like 
to join us or get information about our group: (4 I 5) 334-3151. 

San Francisco Republican Assembly 

and 

Adam Sparks 
Candidate for SF School Board 

The true source of funds uSced for the printing fee of this argument was Adam 
Sparks, 

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

Describing and setting forth a proposal to the 
qualified electors ofthe City aod County of Sao 
Francisco to amend the Charter of said City and 
County by amending Appendix A8.588 thereof, 
relating to retirement benefits for uniformed 
members of the fire department who were pre
viously paramedics. 

The Board of Supervisors of the City aod 
County of San Francisco hereby submits to the 
qualified electors of said city and county at an 
election to be held therein on November 3, 
1998 a proposal to amend the Charter of said 
city aod county by amending Appendix A8.588 
to read 'Os follows: 

NOTE: Additions or substitutions are 
indicated by . underscore 
type; deletions are indicated 
by «double parentheses». 

A8.S88-10 Computation of Service 
The following time shall be included in the 

computation of the service to be credited to a 
member of the fire department for the purposes 
of determining whether such member qualified 
for retirement and calculating benefits. exclud-
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iog, however, any time, the contributions for 
which were withdrawn by said member upon 
tennination of his or her service while he or she 
was a member Under any other charter section, 
and not redeposit upon re~entry into service: 

(a) Time during aod for which said member 
is entitled to receive compensation because of 
services as a member of the police or fire 
department under Section 8.586 or 8.588, 
respectively. 

(b) Time prior to November 2, 1976, during 
which said member was entitled to receive 
compensation while a member of the police or 

. fire department under any other section of the 
charter, provided that accumulated contribu~ 

tions on account of such service previously 
refunded are redeposited with interest from the 
date of refund to the date of redeposit, at times 
and in the manner fixed by the retirement 
board; and solely for t,he purpose of detennin~ 
ing qualification for retirement under Section 
8.588-3 for disability not resulting from injury 
received in or illness caused by perfonnance of 
duty, time during which said member serves 
and receives compensation because of services 
rendered in other offices and departments. 

(c) Time dyring which said member earned 
compensation as a paramedic with the depart. 
ment of pyblic health provided that the accu~ 
muJated contributions on accoynt of such ser ~ 
vice are transferred to his or her 8 588 accoynt 
or if previously refunded are redeposited with 
interest from the date of refund to the date of 
redeposit at times and in the manner fixed by 
the retirement bOard The retirement board shall 
require that a waiver be executed by said mem~ 
her so that any paramedic service covered by 
section 8 588 is not also covered by other pen~ 
sion provisions in this charter 

@ Time during which said member is 
absent from a status included in Subsection (a) 
next preceding, by reason of service in the 
anned forces of the United States of America. 
or by reason of any other service included in 
Section 8.520 of the charter, during any war in 
which the United States was or shall be engaged 
or during other national emergency, and for 
which said member contributed or contributes 
to the retirement system or for which the city 
and county contributed or contributes on his or 
her account. 



Taxi Commission 

PROPOSITION D 

Shall the City create a Taxi Commission to regulate taxicabs? YES 
NO --

. Digest 
by Ballot Simplification Committee 

THE WAY IT IS NOW: Taxicabs and other motor vehicles 
for hire are regulated by the Police Department and the 
Police Commission. The Police Commission issues 
penn its. The Police Department enforces laws governing 
taxicabs, processes applications, conducts inspections, 
investigates complaints, and adopts rules for taxicab 
companies and drivers. The Police Department also 
collects pennit fees to cover the cost of these activities. 

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition D is a Charter amendment 
that would create a seven~member Taxi Commission. 
Beginning March 1, 1999, this Commission would take over 
the powers and duties relating to taxicabs and other motor 
vehicles for hire now given to the Police Commission and 
the Police Department. The Police Department would 
continue to enforce criminal laws covering taxicab 
companies and drivers. Permit fees would pay for the 
operating costs of the Taxi Commission and its staff. 

Controller's Statement on "0" 
City Controller Edward· Harrington has issued the 

following statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition D: 

Should the proposed charter amendment be approved by 
the voters, in my opinion, it would not, in and of itself 
increase the cost of govemment. 

Creation of a new commission and implementation of 
regulations governing taxi cabs and other motor vehicles for 
hire might result in the transfer of functions and personnel 
from the Police Department to the new Taxi Commission or 
costs could be increased in indeterminable, but probably not 
significant, amounts to adequately staft the new 
commission. 

The Taxi Commission members would be appointed by the 
Mayor and would include: 
• a person from the senior or disabled communities; 
• a driver who does not hold a taxicab medallion; 
• a manager in a taxicab company (who could be either a 

permit-holder or a company representative); 
• a person from the hospitality industry; 
• a person from the labor community; 
• a person from the neighborhoods; and 
• a person from the general public. 
The commissioners would serve for two-year terms, and 

could only be removed for cause. 

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want to create 
this Taxi Commission to regulate taxicabs in the City. 

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not want to 
create this Taxi Commission. 

How Supervisors Voted on "0" 
On July 6, 1998 the Board of Supervisors voted 10-0 to 

place Proposition D on the ballot. 

The Supervisors voted as follows: 
Yes: Supervisors Ammiano, Bierman, Brown, Katz, 
Kaufman, Leno, Medina, Newsom, Teng, Yee 
No: None of the Supervisors voted no. 
Absent: Supervisor Yaki 

; 

THIS MEASURE REQUIRES 50%+1 AFFIRMATIVE VOTES TO PASS. 

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE. THE FULL TEXT BEGINS ON PAGE 85 
SOME OF THE WORDS USED IN THE BALLOT DIGEST ARE EXPLAINED ON PAGE 50 
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Taxi Commission 

PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION D 

Complaints about lack of taxi service have too long been the 
rule and not the exception. 

Recently the San Francisco Police Commission took a major step 
in reforming taxi service by giving neighborhood residents what 
they have been advocating for: increasing the number of cabs. 

The Police Commission has not been able to focus its undivid
ed attention on taxi problems because it is the policy-making body 
for the Police Department. By default, the Police Department has 
had to deal with policy questions and administrative duties, thus 
rendering it incapable of providing solutions and-enforcement that 
the public deserves. 

The complex nature of taxi service necessitates ongoing atten
tion from experts within the various categories of drivers, cus
tomers, and the industry. Our present system has led San 
Francisco to convene a mayoral appointed task force each time we 
reach a critical point in the degeneration of the industry - approx
imately every decade. This results in big problems requiring 
immediate changes. Most affected by this lack of planning are 
those in outer neighborhoods, seniors and the disabled, who des
perately require improved, enhanced and expanded taxi service. 

Proposition D will create an appoipted Taxi Commission 
required to include representatives from: the senior or disabled 

community; the neighborhoods; the labor community, hospitality; 
the general public; a driver; and a cab company. 

The new Taxi Commission would consolidate all responsibili
ties and duties relating to taxicabs and other vehicles for hire 
which are now inefficiently dispersed throughout the City bureau
cracy. The Police Department would continue to enforce criminal 
laws relating to taxis. 

Transit users including taxi riders in every neighborhood will be 
better served by an accountable Taxi. Commission that represents a 
diverse cross section of those who rely on better, safer taxi service 
in San Francisco. Improve taxi service: vote yes on Proposition D. 

Board of Supervisors 

How Supervisors Voted to Submit this Argument 
The Supervisors voted as follows on August 17,1998: 
Yes: Supervisors Ammiano, Bierman, Brown, Katz, Kaufman, 
Leno, Medina, Newsom, Vaki, Vee 
No: None of the Supervisors voted no. 
Absent: Supervisor Teng 

REBUTTAL TO PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION D 
How many times have you or a friend had problems getting a 

taxi in a neighborhood in San Francisco? Andjust try to get a taxi 
when it rains! 

For years Ciry Hall has already controlled taxis through a 
Commission, and the result? 

• Poor neighborhood service 
• High prices 

What's City Hall's answer? A new Commission! Yea, right 
Yada, Yada, Yada. 

WHO ARE THESE COMMISSIONS PACKED WITH? 

• Corporate Welfare Recipients 
• The Well Connected Lobbyists and their friends 
• Friends of Willie. 

~ 
No one is clamoring for a new commission. In the last 15 

YEARS, this industry has had only a single minor increase in the 
number of taxis on the streets and only a single fare increase! 
Hardly the burning candidate for a new Commission that meets 
weekly and comes with a major new bureaucracy! 

• Give us a break. 
• Take a stand for people pOWer. 
• Tell the Corporate Welfare types, the Wen Connected and 

the Special Interest Groups - 'Forget It!' 
• There is no reason to change it now. 
• We need any surplus money spent on the bureaucracy for our 

deteriorating schools. 
• For more information OD Proposition D see:· 

http://www.degrees.com/sfra 
• Our groups fights for good,. clean government and fIScal 

responsibility. In San Francisco, that's a full time job. Join us! 
• We need you! 

The San Francisco Republican Assembly 
http://www.degrees.comlsfra 
sfra@inarne.com 
415-334-3151 

The Common Seilse Supper Club 
supperclub@mailexcite.com 

Adam Sparks 
Candidate for School Board 

Dr. Terence F aullener 

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

OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION 0 

No, No, No! 

• We don't need more bureaucracy. 
• We need more taxis. 
• Say, no to more Willie "patronage" jobs . 

. • This boondoggle will be expensive. 
• We need Ibe money for our schools! 
• OUf group fights for: common sense, honest government, indi

vidual responsibility and fiscal accountability. !fyou would like 
join us or get information about our group: (415) 334-3151. 

San Francisco Republican Assembly 

and 

Adam Sparks 
Candidate for SF School Board 

REBUTTAL TO OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION 0 
The present system for maintaining a reliable taxi service obvi

ously does not work. Everyone fears change.' Yet, improvement, 
by definition, is a change ... for Ibe better. 
. Seven Taxi Commissioners will be appointea by the Mayor, just 
as Police Commissioners are currently appointed, wilb one 
notable difference. Unlike the Police Commission, composed of 
persons who have.no particular knowledge of taxi issues, the Taxi 
Commissioners must be chosen from the groups most knowl
edgeable about taxis, including: seniors, the disabled, drivers, 
taxi companies, neighborhoods, the riding public, labor, and 
the hospitality industry. Every effort was made to ensure a fair 
representation and experts in every aspect of taxi service in San 
Francisco. Further unlike the Police Commission, Ibe .Taxi 
Commission will not have to divide its attention among other time 
consuming and crucial matters; but will focus solely on improv
ing taxi service. 

For the first time, the Police Department will be relieved of its 
administrative and policy obligations and free to provide the full 
enforcement power Ibat this complex and expanding industry has 
long been lacking. 

Having a Taxi Commission does not add to' bureaucracy, but; 
rather, will simplity it by making Ibe Commission Ibe sole server 
for all consumer questions, suggestions, policy-making and regu-

. lation. . 

This Taxi Commission will pay for itself wilb existing and 
future permit fees. 

San· Franciscans from every neighborhood deserve taxi reform. 
For better taxi service, decisions made by a democratic process, 
and creation of accountable taxi oversight, vote yes on 
Proposition D! . 

B,oard of Supervisors 

How Supervisors Voted to Submit this Rebuttal 
The Supervisors voted as· follows on August 24, 1998: 
Yes: Supervisors Ammiano, Bierman, Brown, K.aufman, Leno, 
Medina, Newsom. ,Yaki Yee . 
No: None of the Supervisors voted no. 
Absent: Supervisors Katz, Teng 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion olthe autbors and have not been checked lor accuracy by any official agency. 
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Taxi Commission 
PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION 0 

Taxi Task Force Members and Chair Supervisor Gavin Newsom 
Support Proposition D -Taxi Reform 

For years San Francisco voters have gone back and forth to the 
ballot in a piece-meal attempt to improve Taxi service. While 
everyone has fought expensive battles to change aspects of our 
local taxi system we have had the unique opportunity to partici
pate in a task force that spent nearly a year in creating a plan to 
solve the complex problems faced by drivers, riders and business
es affecting every corner of San Francisco. 

Proposition D is part of that solution. It is a seven member com
mission that includes a well-thought mix of people from every 
point of view - committed to improving taxi service for all of San 
Francisco. We have begun the process of reform and we need your 
help. Join us along with the San Francisco Democratic Party, FDR 
Democratic Club for Seniors and People with Disabilities, mem
bers of the Taxi Task Force and citizens from every San Francisco 
neighborhood in voting Yes on Proposition D. 

Supervisor Gavin Newsom 

Joyce Lieberman. Taxi Task Force Member 

Kathleen Harrington, Taxi Task Force Member 

Berhane Assefa. Taxi Driver 

'For identification purposes only 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the San 
FranCiscans for Better Taxi Service. Yes on D. 

The Golden Gate Restaurant Association Supports 
Proposition D 

The Golden Gate Restaurant Association, an association repre
senting more than 450 San Francisco restaurants, supports 
approval of a Taxi Commission. The Taxi Commission will con
solidate taxi industry regulation in one Commission that oversees 
only taxi-related issues. Regulation of the taxi industry has been 
disjointed and unfair, resulting in an industry that does not provide 
enough cabs to cover the huge unmet demand at all times of the 
day and night. San Francisco's residents, visitors, hotels, restau
rants, seniors, the disabled and outlying neighborhoods are not 
provided with the taxi service they need and deserve. We need 
hundreds of more cabs on the street to improve service for all 
of these groups. The public is united in its demand for hundreds 
of more cabs now! 

OUT members urge you to vote yes on Proposition D! 

The Golden Gate Restaurant Association 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was The 
Golden Gate Restaurant Association PAC. 

Seniors - Disabled - Outer Neighborhoods Agree 
We need a Taxi Commission 

Proposition D will provide more taxis and better service partic
ularly to those who live in outer neighborhoods, or rely on cabs 
like seniors and the disabled. We support a commission that will 
include representatives from our communities and will guarantee 
real transportation options for the elderly and the disabled. 

Proposition D will allow all interested persons the opportunity 
to work together to create better taxi service for San Francisco. 
Join seniors, the disabled and neighborhood residents in voting 
Yes on Proposition D. 

Jim Herlihy, Chair, Lakeside Neighbors' 

August Longo, President, FDR Democratic Club for Persons 
with Disabilities and Seniors 

Robert Pender, President, San Francisco Tenants Network 

Affordable Housing Alliance 

Carole S. Cullum, Alice B. Toklas Lesbian & Gay Democratic Club' 

'For identification purposes only 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the San 
Franciscans for Better Taxi Service, Yes on D. 

Law Enforcement Supports Taxi Commission 
Proposition D creates a Taxi Commission that will focus exclu

sively'on issues related to improving and monitoring taxi service 
throughout San Francisco. Currently taxis are regulated by the 
Police Commission and Police department which will continue to 
playa role in ensuring the safety of cabs: 

The Taxi Commission will give taxi issues the attention they 
require and include representatives involved in every aspect of 
taxi service in San Francisco: seniors, the disabled, drivers, and 
the neighborhoods. Join us in voting Yes on Proposition D. 

Chris Cunnie, President, San Francisco Police Officers' Association' 

Wayne Friday, FOlmer Police Commissioner 

Juanita Owens, Fonner Police Commissioner 

'For identification purposes only 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the San 
Franciscans for Better Taxi Service, Yes on D. 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Taxi Commission 
PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION 0 

Working Together to Improve Taxi Service 
San Francisco is 'experiencing an incredible expansion of 

tourism making crucial. our need for improved transportation 
options. Proposition D creates a seven member Taxi Commission 
which will consist of representatives most involved and knowl
edgeable about Taxi issues. Business, labor, drivers, industry lead
ers, seniors, the disabled and neighborhood representatives will 
all be directly involved in the solutions necessary to expand and 
improve Taxi service throughout San Francisco. 

, We have voted for and against various measures over the years 
rejating to taxis in San Francisco. This simple measure will help 
us resolve ongoing problems with all the stakeholders at the table. 
Join us in voting Yes. 

Doris Ward, Assessor-Recorder of San Francisco 

Marvin L. Warren, President, Polk District Merchant Association· 

·For identification purposes only 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the San 
Franciscans for Better Taxi Service, Yes on D. 

The San .Francisco Taxi Permit Holders and Drivers 
Association, Inc., (A.K.A. "K Owners' Association"), believes 
that the best way to steer the future of our cab industry is through 
ongoing positive communication among the interested parties. 
Let's end the era of political posturing and one-sided, doomed bal
lot measures, and set a table where we all can come face-to-face 
and work out our differences for the greatest good. Please help us 
work together to shape our future with the Taxi Commission. We 
are the people who will be paying for this Taxicab Commission, 
and we strongly urge you to Vote YES on D! 

The true source of funds used for the printing.!ee of this argument was the San 
Francisco Taxi Pennit Holders and Drivers Association tNC. 

- Proposition D will insure a better regulated taxi industry. The 
Police Commission, which regulates taxis today, faces more criti
cal issues. Just as we gave Parking and Traffic a dedicated com
mission in 1994, we need to do so for taxis. 

Vote YES on Proposition D as another step towards balanced 
transportation planning in San Francisco. 

James Chappell, President 
San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association 
(SPUR) 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the San 
Francisco Planning a,nd Urban Research Association 

Drivers Support Proposition D 
,Never before has decision-making within the industry included 

the'voice of drivers. Proposition '0 will change this regrettable 
'oversight by including both a driver and a labor representative, 
both intimately familiar with the day to day problems that drivers 
face. This commission will be able to focus on issues that are 
important to drivers, such as safety, dispatch service, and the qual
ity of veh icles. 

Support the people who work in the most dangerous profession 
of all by voting yes on Proposition D. . 

John F Gallardo, Cab Driver 

Joao Tristan Bettencourt, Taxi Driver 

Julian M. Horowitz, Cab Driver 

David Barlow .. Cab Driver 

Philip A. AnIon, Driver, Manager, Regents Cab Co.· 

·For identification purposesonly 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the San 
Franciscans for'Better Taxi Service, Yes on D. 

Vehicle hire permits are the property of the people of San 
Francisco, but the current system has not been responsive to the 
needs of our businesses, citizens, and neighborhoods. Creating a 
separate Taxi Commission will foster an accountability and visi
bility that will better serve the needs of our city. 

To remain a world-class destination for tourists, conventions 
and trade shows, San Francisco needs improved taxicab service to 
attract the continued inflow of visitors' dollars to our local econ
omy. In addition, San Francisco needs more taxis to better serve 
the needs of our senior citizens, the disabled, and neighborhoods 
like the Richmond and Sunset that lie outside of tourist areas. 
Putting more taxicabs on the streets, and the complexities of over
seeing other motor vehicles for hire such as limousines, will 
require a regulatory body with dedicated focus and 'accountabili
ty. I urge you to vote "yes" on Proposition D. . 

Mike Fitzgerald 
Republican candidate, Assembly District 12 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Fitzgerald 
for Assembly. 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Taxi Commission 
PAID ARGUMENTS 

IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION 0 
YES ON O. This new commission will resolve issues that for 

years have reduced taxi service and unfairly burdened drivers. 
VOTE YES ON O! 

San Francisco Tomorrow 

The true souroe of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
signer. 

AGAINST PROPOSITION 0 
For full, free discussion of Newsom-Brown taxi mangle, visit Web site 

.. http://www.cab.com .. andUsenetnewsgroups"ba.politics.ba.trans
portation" - then advisedly vote NO on "D"! 

Hal Womack 3-dan Nightshift 

The true sou roe of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
Signer. 

• 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency_ 
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TEXT OF PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENT 
PROPOSITION D 

Describing and setting forth a proposal to the 
qualified electors of the City and County of San 
Francisco to amend the Charter of said city and 
county by adding Section 4.133, creating a Taxi 
Commission to succeed to the powers and 
responsibilities relating to motor vehicles for 
hire now vested in the Police Commission and 
the Police Department, and providing for recov-
ery of costs. . 

The Board of Supervisors of the City and 
County of San Francisco hereby submits to the 
qualified electors of said city and county at an 
election to be held on November 3, 1998, a pro
posal to amend the Charter of said city and coun
ty by adding Section 4.133 to read as follows: 

NOTE: All language is new. 

Section I. The San Francisco Charter is 
hereby amended, by adding Section 4.133, to 
read as follows: 

SEC. 4.133. TAXI COMMISSION. 
(a) The Taxi Commission shall consist of 

seven members, appointed by the Mayor. The 
appointments shall include a member from the 
senior or disabled communities, a driver who 
does not hold a taxicab medallion, a manager in 
a taxicab company (either a medallion holder or 
a company representative), a member from the 

hospitality industry, a member from the labor 
cO!flmunity, a member from the neighborhoods, 
and a member of the general public not affiliat
ed with any of the other enumerated categories. 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 
87103, individuals appointed to the 
Commission under this Section are intended to 
represent and further the interest of the particu
lar industries, trades, or professions specified 
herein. Accordingly, it is found that for pur
poses of persons who hold such office, the 
specified industries, trades, or professions are 
tantamount to and constitute the public general
ly within the meaning of Government Code 
Section 87103. 

The commissioners appointed to take office 
upon the effective date of this Charter section 
shall by lot classify their tenns so that the tenns 
of three of the commissioners shall expire at 
noon on the first anniversary of such date, and 
the terms of the remaining four commissioners 
shall expire at noon on the second anniversary 
of the effective date. On the expiration of these 
and successive terms of office, the appoint
ments shall be made for two-year tenns. 

Members may be removed by the Mayor 
only pursuant to Section 15.105. Vacancies 
occurring in the offices of members, either dur
ing or at the expiration of a term, shall be filled 
by the Mayor. 

(b) Effective March I, 1999, the Commission 
shall succeed to all powers and responsibilities 
relating to taxicabs and other motor vehicles for 
hire, other than criminal enforcement, now vest
ed in the Police Commission, the Police 
Department or the Chief of Police. The Taxi 
Commission may he assigned additional duties 
and functions by ordinance or pursuant to 
Section 4.132. 

(c) All costs associated with the operations 
of the Taxi Commission, and such officers and 
.employees as are necessary for the Commission 
to operate and administer the department and 
are authorized pursuant to the budgetary and 
fiscal provisions of the Charter, shall be recov
ered from permit, license and other fees 
charged to permit-holders, applicants, and other 
persons by the Commission. The Board of 
Superyisors shall set fees ~ufiicient to offset the 
costs of the Commission's operations and any 
such 'officers and employees. Notwithstanding 
the ahove, the 'Board of Supervisors may con
tinue to offer reduced fees to operators who par
ticipate in the City's .Paratransit Program, and 
offset the reduction in revenues with a contri
bution from the General Fund. 
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Central Freeway 

PROPOSITION E 

Shall the City repeal 1997's Proposition H and authorize Caltrans to replace the 
Central Freeway with an elevated structure to Market Street and a ground-level 
boulevard from Market along Octavia Street? 

YES 
NO --

Digest 
by Ballot Simplification Committee 

THE WAY IT IS NOW: T'h~ City's Central Freeway was 
damaged in the 1989 earthquake. The California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has demolished 
certain unsafe portions of the Freeway. 

Under State law, Caltrans cannot rebuild the Central 
Freeway without City approval. Although the City can 
authorize Caltrans to rebuild the Central Freeway, it cannot 
require Caltrans to do so. 

In 1992, the Board of Supervisors made it City policy not 
to build any new above-ground ramps to the Central 
Freeway north of Fell Street. 

In November, 1997, the voters adopted Proposition H, 
which authorized Caltrans to rebuild the Central Freeway 
with a four-lane, single-deck, elevated structure over Market 
Street from Mission Street to Fell Street. Proposition H also 
repealed the ban on above-ground ramps north of Fell 
Street. 

The Board of Supervisors has since adopted a resolution 
formally endorsing the Proposition H Central Freeway plan 
and urging Caltrans to proceed. 

Controller's Statement on liE" 
City Controller Edward Harrington has issued the 

following statement on the fiscal, impact of Proposition E: 

Should the proposed ordinance be adopted and 
implemented, in my opinion, construction should not affect 
operating costs' of the City and County of San Francisco as 
the cost of freeway improvements is a capital cost typically 
borne by the State and Federal governments. However, as 

• the proposed freeway realignment affects traffic on city 
streets, some operating costs for street maintenance and 
repair will result. The amount of such maintenance costs 
cannot be estimated at this time. . 

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition E is an ordinance that would 
repeal Proposition H and the Supervisors' endorsement 
resolution. The ordinance would auihorize Caltrans to 
replace the Central Freeway with a new four-lane, two-way, 
single deck elevated structure from Mission Street to Market 
Street and a street-level, high traffic volume boulevard 
along Octavia Street from Market Street to Fell Street. 

Proposition E also would reinstate the City policy not to 
build any new above-ground ramps to the Central Freeway 
north of Fell Street. 

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want to repeal 
Proposition H and authorize Caltrans to replace the Central 
Freeway with a single-deck elevated structure from Mission 
Street to Market Street and·a street-level boulevard along 
Octavia Street from Market Street to Fell Street. 

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you want to retain 
Proposition H and continue to authorize Caltrans to iebuild 
the Central Freeway as a single~eck elevated structure· 
over Market Street from Mission Street to Fell Street. 

How liE" Got on the Ballot 
On July 20, 1998 the Director of Elections certified that 

the initiative petition, calling for Proposition E to be placed 
on the ballot, had qualified for the ballot. 

10,510 valid signatures were required to place an 
initiative ordinance on the ballot. This number is equal to 
5% of the total number of people who voted for Mayor 'in 
1995. 

A random check of the signatures submitted on July 6, 
1998 by the proponents of the initiative petition showed that 
more than the 'required number of si.gnatures were valid 

THIS MEASURE REQUIRES 50%+1 AFFIRMATIVE VOTES TO PASS. 

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE. THE FULL TEXT BEGINS ON PAGE 98 
SOME OF THE WORDS USED IN THE BALLOT DIGEST ARE EXPLAINED ON PAGE 50 
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Central Freeway 
PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E 

Last year, frustration that repair work on the damaged Central 
. Freeway had not begun led impatient citizens to take matters into 

their own hands. As is often the case, impulsive politics over
turned a careful planning process. 

Proposition F represents the culmination of several years' work 
by an independent, city-appointed task torce of engineers, traffic 
planners, architects, and r~rresen:atives from all affected neigh
borhoods. They concluded that the Octavia Boulevard Plan con
tained in this proposition was the best and unanimously recom
mended its adoption. 

Compared with the retrofit plan that this proposition will 
replace, the boulevard plan: 

• Gets you to and from Fell and Oak streets just as fast as the 
overhead freeway; 

• Costs $25 million less; 
• Provides north/south access from the boulevard, which Prop H 

fails to accomplish; 
• Relieves congestion on the OaklFell corridor; 
• Is faster to build by 13 months (even allowing for a year's later start); 

• Is safer, because it replaces a 1959 freeway with all new con
struction built to modem seismic standards; 

• Reclaims land for housing and commercial development; 
• Will not waste money on work currently underway to strengthen 

the existing deck. This repair work is necessary for public safety 
and will later be demolished no matter which plan is implemented. 

We must not settle for an ugly, inefficient, outdated stub of a free
way. We need a plan that will move traffic smoothly and safely 
without destroying residential neighborhoods. Proposition F is that 
plan. It's about saving money, saving time, and ending gridlock. 

Vote YES on F! It's better, cheaper, safer, faster. 

Ephraim Hirsch 

Tom Radulovich 

Lynne Creighton 
Members, Central Freeway Task Force 

Sierra Club. San Francisco Group 

San Francisco Democratic Party 

REBUTTAL TO PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E 
Last November, after nine years of patient waiting and attend

ing lengthy hearings on the various proposals regarding the fate of 
the Central Freeway, voters ratified their most favored solution -
Proposition H - the retrofit of the Central Freeway. Caltrans and 
the San Francisco Tr!jDsportatiori Authority concluded that this 
plan was the most efficient alternative in handling traffic. The 
cost would be covered entirely by the state with money already set 
aside. The work has already begun and would be finished two 
years ahead of schedule, earlier than any other alternative. 

The opponents of the Central Freeway have now authored 
Proposition E, a measure to repeal Proposition H, and to revive an 
unworkable proposal discussed during the Proposition H cam
paign. Proposition E is an inefficient traffic alternative that would 

worsen pollution, and would also introduce new costs to be paid 
by San Francisco taxpayers. Putting 90,000 cars onto Market 
Street would further clog our streets. The police officers needed. 
to direct all that traffic would be paid by local taxes. 

In short, Proposition E is an attempt by the opponents of the 
Central Freeway to overtUrn what the voters have already decid
ed. They are part of the reason why the Central Freeway has not 
been repaired. The work has started. The money is committed. 
Let's respect the will of the people. Vote NO on "En 

Supervisor Leland Y. Yee. Ph.D. 
Coalition to Save the Central Freeway" 

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

OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION E 

OPPONENTS ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION "E" 
Proposition E sets a terrible precedent. 
Last year. after prolonged indecision and gridlock. the voters 

finally approved the rebuilding of the Central Freeway. Since 
then. work on one of the most vital traffic arteries in San 
Francisco has begun. 

The proponents of the current initiative want to tum the clock 
backwards. Their surface road alternative to the Central Freeway 
was rejected by the voters who recognized that "stop and go" traf
fic is detrimental to our air~ quality.- The rerouting of traffic; 
installing new signals. and widening certain e~isting streets would 
all need to be paid by San Francisco taxpayers. The hidden cost 
to the City. of this alternative. cannot be fully calculated. 

The plan approved by the voters last year. which is well under 
way. costs the City nothing and is fully financed by State and 
Federal sources. Contracts have been signed; workers have beef! 
hired. 

The "Better Central Freeway" offered by the proponents of this 
initiative is actually "No Central Freeway". 

With the "cut-off stump" ending south of Market Street. studies 
have shown that evening rush hour traffic will backup all the way 
to US 10 I •... and in the morning" the "Octavia Boulevard" traffic 
will be backed up through Oak Street. 

Should we re-visit this issue which had been settled decisively 
by the voters? We stepped Out of the quagmire bf bureaucratic 
inaction last year. We will end up deeper in it unless we vote NO 
on Proposition E. 

. Supervisor Leland Yee. Ph.D. 

REBUTTAL TO OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION E 
Our opponent's arguments are misleading and inaccurate. 

o The Boulevard option "speeds up the clock!" because it can be 
completed FASTER than the currently approved retrofit plan. 

o Voters never had the opportunity to vote FOR the Boulevard 
Plan since it has never been on the ballot. 

o The City Controller confirms there will be NO COST TO 
CITY AND COUNTY F.OR CONSTRUCTION OF PROP 
E! In fact. Prop E saves taxpayers $25 million. 

o Repair currently underway to strengthen the existing ramp IS 
NECESSARY for public safety and will benefit either plan. 

o Prop E will ,build a NEW. SAFER. elevated freeway to Market 
Street - built to current seismic standards. . 

o Reports completed by the City and Caltraos AFTER last year's 
elections show that the Retrofit plan fails to provide adequate 
access north and south. Instead. the elevated freeway to Fell St. 

"funnels" all the freeway traffic onto Fell Street traveling west. 
although many drivers want to travel north and east. The 
Boulevard. ~n the other hand; works like a "sieve". offering dri
vers a variety of ways to travel north! south and east/west via 
surface streets. 

o Both Caltraos and the City Transportation Authority agree that 
the Boulevard will get drivers to Fell Street just as fast as the 
overhead freeway. and with fewer gridlocked intersections. 

This is an opportunity to choose a plan that will both enchance 
the City and end gridlock. Vote YES aD E! 

Assemblywoman Carole Migden 

Supervisors Sue Bierman and Leslie Katz 

Arguments prlnte~ on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Central Freeway 

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E 

Lesbians and Gays for Proposition E 
Adjacent to our new Gay Lesbian Bisexual Transgender Center, 

the proposed Octavia Boulevard would act as a beautiful gateway 
to the community. It will contribute to the revitalization of the 
neighborhood and provide an attractive, welcoming setting for the 
Center in contrast to the darkness and blight that now exists 
beneath the freeway at Market. 

The Boulevard Plan is also cheaper, faster to build, safer 
and provides better access to and from the freeway than the 
retrofit. For a better plan that works for the entire city and 
enhances our community and community center, we urge you to 
vote YES on Proposition E. . 

Supervisor Tom Ammiano 

Supervisor Leslie Katz 

Supervisor Mark Leno 

BART Director Tom Radulovich' 

School Board Member, Juanita Owens 

College Board Member, Andrea Shorter 

Criss Romero, President Harvey Milk 

Dennis Edelman, Co-Chair Alice B. Toklas 

Victor Marquez, Civil rights attorney 

Linton Stables, III, Access Appeals Commissioner 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
signers and San Fran~scans for a Better Freeway. 

Prop E will allow us to build HOUSING, particularly 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING on land reclaimed from the freeway 
right-of-way - all the way from Market Street to Turk and Golden 
Gate streets. Vote YES on PROP E and help middle and low
income people to remain in San Francisco. 

Ted Gullicksen, San Francisco Tenants' Union 

Mati Brown, Executive Director, St. Peter's Housing Committee' 

'(Organization Name for Identification Purposes Only) 

Robert Pender. San Francisco Tenants' Network 

Marie Ciepela, Housing Rights Committee 

Gordon Mar. Executive Director, Chinese Progressive Association· 

'(Organization Name for Identification Purposes Only) 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the San 
Franciscans for a better Freeway. 

Prop E creates a better freeway because it preserves a neigh
borhood and provides new housing sites. 

Prop E is also cheaper and faster to build. 
The roadway on ground is safer then the seismic retrofit of a 

damaged elevated freeway. 
Vote Yes on E 

Sierra Club 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
signer. 

If you would like more information about the YES-on-E cann
paign, or wish to volunteer: 

Call our VOICEMAIL number: 835-3159 
Or visit our WEBSITE at www.YES-on-E.org 

San Franciscans for a Better Freeway 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the San 
Franciscans for a better Freeway. 

San Francisco needs a Central Freeway replacement that works. 
The City's current retrofit plan doesn't work - it perpetuates 
gridlock, takes years more to build, and costs millions more than 
the alternative. Studies by Caltrans and the City show Proposition 
E will move traffic across the city safely and efficiently, at less 
cost, and with less construction time. Proposition E is better for 
our neighborhoods and environment. Vote yes on prop E. 

San Francisco League of Conservation Volers 

Tom Radulovic 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the San 
Fran~sco League of Conservation Voters. 

The Octavia Boulevard plan was designed to ensure safety for 
pedestrians as well as cars. This plan provides safe pedestrian 
islands to accommodate safe pedestrian crossings. This plan 
would replace the dark, shadowy crime-ridden pedestrian area 
that is now adjacent to the overhead freeway with a beautiful, 
sunny walkway, linking Market Street with the Civic Center. Vote 
YES on E for a plan designed to attract and safely accommo
date pedestrians. 

F. D. Roosevelt Democratic Club for Seniors and Persons with 
Disabilities 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the San 
Franciscans for a belter Freeway. 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency, 
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Central Freeway 

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E 

We've all asked ourselves, "If I had it to do over again, what 
would I do different?" I sure have. • 

This election, voters get a rare second chance with the Central 
Freeway. Last year frustration with delay and indecision resulted 
in a take-it-or-Ieave it vote to rebuild the Central Freeway and 
repeats the mistakes of the past. 

In 1989 I fought hard to demolish the Embarcadero Freeway. It 
wasn't safe and it was a blight. But many people still wanted it. 
Chinatown merchants marched on City Hall. North Beach mer
chants, joined by the Chamber of Commerce, lobbied hard to pre
serve it. But now the City is nearly unanimous in its acclaim for 
the spectacular return of our magnificent waterlTont. 

Decide for yourself which would have been better. Look at the 
bloated, double-sized columns now holding up the last remaining 
Embarcadero-style double-decker lTeeway at the interchange of 1-
280 and 101 in' San Francisco. . 

Ask yourself if the City would have been better off with that 
running along our entire waterlTont. 

The current Central Freeway repair plan copies the failure of 
those "restored" roadways 'rather than the success of the 
Embarcadero Boulevard. 

Lets choose the option that will restore traffic faster, cost less, 
and, most of all, leave the neighborhood and City better than it is 
today by removing ten blocks of concrete monstrosity for new 
housing and commercial development along an attractive boule
vard similar to the Embarcadero. 

Please vote "Yes." 

Art Agnos, Former Mayor 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Art Agnos 
and San Franciscans for a Better Freeway. 

Prop E restores San Francisco's ban on new lTeeway ramps 
north of Fell Street. Prop E means less congestion, less pollution 
and more liveable neighborhoods. Vote yes on E! . 

San Francisco Green Party 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of. this argument was the above 
signer. 

Bicyclists agree - Yes on E. 
The boulevard is safer for pedestrians and cyclists than the ele
vated freeway. It will give drivers more options, reducing traffic 
along the OaklFell bike route and in Golden Gate Park. 

San Francisco Bicycle Coalition 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
signer. 

Hayes Valley 1990: Derelict freeway, boarded up storefronts. 
prostitution and drug dealing on most comers, rampant crime. 

Hayes Valley 1998: Partial lTeeway, gaping parking lots, but 
an exci~ing emerging neighborhood of independent shops and 
restaurants, still prostitution and drug dealing, but far less crime. 

Hayes Valley 2000: No lTeeway, Octavia Boulevard, new 
housing and shops complete Hayes Valley as a revitalized com
munity. The redevelopment along the old tract of the Central 
Freeway to Golden'Gate includes a walkway lTom Hayes Street to 
the refurbished "grand" City Hall. At Market Street there is no 
longer a mass of concrete towering over the street.' The Lesbian 
and Gay Community Center is completed. A new breath of life, 
gone for decades, now exists. 

OR - Hayes Valley 2000: A retrofitted and rebuilt freeway has 
again cut a swath through a neighborhood. Shops are boarded up. 
The prostitutes and drug dealers are back. NorthemPolice Station 
has declared Hayes Valley a "War Zone". 

IT'S YOUR CHOICE. VOTE YES on PROP E. 

Russell E. Pritchard, Hayes Valley Merchants' Association 
Hayes Valley Resident 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Russell 
E. Pritchard and San Frandscans for a better Freeway. 

Last year out of frustration with city inaction, the voters nar
rowly passed a proposition to reconstruct the Central Freeway for 
east-west traffic and study other ways to move traffic north and 
south. Those studies show the best way to meet tra!fic needs is to 
end the lTeeway at Market Street and build a new Octavia 
Boulevard, along the route of the old lTeeway. The solution is 
both cheaper and quicker to build. 

While SPUR dislikes planning by ballot box, this is our last 
chance to stop freeway construction through this residential 
neighborhood. Prop E balances good neighborhood preservation 
with good transportation planning. 

Vote YES on Proposition E. 

James Chappell, 'President 
San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association 
(SPUR) 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the San 
Frandsco Planning and Urban Research Assodation. 

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

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E 

Traffic Engineer for the Octavia Boulevard 
Proposition H (Nov. '97) had some right ideas. It pushed the 

Board of Supervisors to finally take action. It acknowledged the 
need to " ... resolve the lack of northern accessibility to the Central 
Freeway that was previously provided by the Franklin/Gough 
ramps." But, according to a recent report issued by Caltrans and 
City engineers, the only way to provide adequate north/south 
access from the Prop H freeway is to rebuild the Franklin/Gough 
ramps at a huge expense and disruption to the City. 

However, ending the elevated structure south of Market Street 
and building the Octavia Boulevard, as Prop E states, WILL 
allow traffic to disperse north and south over a variety of routes 
and without further damage to the neighborhoods. The boulevard 
plan can be finished quicker, costs less, and remove an eyesore 
from over Market Street. 

It's a win-win proposition for everyone. Vote YES on E! 

Gordon Chester, P E. 
Retired Traffic Engineer, 
San Francisco Dept. of Parking and Traffic 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this algument was the San 
Franciscans for a better Freeway. 

Architects for Proposition E 
When the Embarcadero Freeway was replaced our waterfront 

was successfully transformed into a wonderful city asset. 
Likewise Proposition E, which will replace a derelict structure 
with a 'beautiful landscaped boulevard, will revitalize another 
neglected part of our city. By removing the overpass, it will 
restore Market Street to its rightful place as one of the world's 
great Main Streets. In the process, we will revive neighborhoods, 
create housing, lower crime and provide an easier, safer and more 
beautiful way to travel through San Francisco. 

Like the Embarcadero, Proposition E provides a great oppor
tunity to improve the quality of our city. Let's not squander it. 

Mary Austern, AlA John Lum 

Alex Bonutti, AlA Alin Martinez, AlA 

Kate Carrroll, AlA Paul Okamoto 

Thomas B. Gerfen, AlA 

Stefan Hastrup 

Robert Herman, FAIA 

Arnold L. Lerner, AlA 

Robin Levitt 

Gary Schilling 

Cathy Simon, FAIA 

William Stout 

Howard Wong, AlA 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
signers. 

Proposition E is ab,out sound traffic management and good 
urban design that meets the needs of the community. Compared 
to the current retrofit plan that it will replace, Proposition E will: 

• Enable the same travel times in the OaklFell to Mission corri
dor, with comparable traffic capacity. 

• Distribute traffic more efficiently. 
• Provide greater overall safety inherent in new, rather than retro

fit, construction. 
• Be faster to construct, even allowing 'for a year's later start. 
• Mitigate considerable negative visual and environmental civic 

impacts. 
• Reclaim blocks ofland for housiitg and commercial development, 

thereby revitalizing the area and increasing City tax revenues. 
• Save millions of scarce highway dollars. 

Proposition E represents the culmination of several years worth 
work by an independent, Supervisors appointed, task force of archi
tects, engineers, city and traffic planners, civic organizations and rep
resentatives from many neighborhoods. This task force, after study
ing many possible ahernatives, concluded that the Plan contained in 
this Proposition was the best, and unanimously recommended it 

San Francisco voters, you have a choice. You can settle for an 
inefficient, outdated, patchwork stub of a freeway - built in the 
Fifties, damaged by an earthquake in the Eighties, partially 
'demolished in the Nineties and now proposed to be resuscitated 
due to frustration and misinfonnation. Or, we can have a Central 
Freeway plan that will do the job with civic amenity and grace, 
including a tree-lined boulevard that we will be proud to have well 
into the next century. 

Structural Engineers Association of Northern California 
Pat Buscovich, Past President 

The American Institute of Architects, San Francisco Chapter 
Nora R Klebow, AlA, Vice President ' 
Robert Jacobvitz, Executive Director 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
signers. 

Currently all cars must travel west from the freeway. PROPOSI
TION E's superior design allows traffic to flow in various directions, 
saving time and reducing congestion on anyone street. SAFER, 
CHEAPER, FASTER construction of a beautiful roadway. 

YESONE! 

San Francisco Tomorrow 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
signer. I 

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

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E 

Proposition E epitomizes the long fight Hayes Valley has 
endured to restore and preserve its character. This quaint neigh
bO'rhood is home to some of San Francisco's finest Victorian 
architecture. Many of us worked hard to save the landmark Fallon 
Building from demolition. It now sits precariously under the 
looming shadow of the elevated Central Freeway. The new 
Octavia Blvd concept offered by Prop E, restores this gem to its 
former prominence along a vibrant Market Street corridor. 

"San Franciscans will continue to fight to protect- our historic 
resources and treasures 'despite overpowering development and 
political pressures. Prop E is a significant step forward in our 
march toward more sensible planning and transit solutions. 

Vote YES on E to support historic preservation and neighbor
hood character. 

Gary Goad 

Denise LaPointe 

Friends 0/1800 Market 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
Friends of 1800 Market. 

In keeping with the City's Transit-First policy and 
Sustainability Plan, the Bicycle Advisory Committee to the Board 
of Supervisors unanimously endorses Pro):>osition "E". Compared 
to last year's flawed retro·fit plan, the Octavia Boulevard 
Proposal is far better for transit, pedestrians, bicycles, and 
neighborhoods. Vote YES on "E". 

Larry Chinn 
Robin Levitt 

For the San Francisco Bicycle Advisory Committee 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this ar~ument was the above 
signers. 

The more freeways are built, the more cars invade our city. 
Neighborhoods suffer to accommodate suburbanites who pay 
taxes elsewhere. Autogeddon is upon us, and we let it happen. 
When a freeway is tom down, the land is liberated. Who would 
have dreamed that the Embarcadero could be so beautiful after the 
fre~way was demolished! 

Lawrence Ferlinghetti 
Poet Laureate of San Francisco 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Lawrence 
FerlingheHi and San Franciscans for a beHer Freeway. 

City Planner Supports Octavia Boulevard 
ResolMlon of the Central Freeway is vital to San Francisco. As 

a traffic artery, it must improve traffic flow over the gridlock we 
have now. It must also address safety, construction time, costs, 
and quality of life issues. In short, it must not be just another 
"quick fix" but a solution for the long term. 

Proposition E is clearly the superior plan. 
• It delivers and disperses traffic more evenly and efficiently than 

any freeway; 
• It's safer and cheaper to build; 
• It handles both through traffic and local traffic without the one 

hurting the other - or hurting the neighborhood; 
• It greatly enhances the environment. . 

When the solution also restores beauty and greatness to 
Market Street and frees up land for housing and other vital uses, 
then it is an opportunity we cannot afford to miss. 

For all the reasons that San Francisco remains the uniquely 
beautiful and livable city it is, this solution is by far the best 
choice the voters can make. Vote YES on E! 

Allan B. Jacobs, 
Former San Francisco Planning Director 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the San· 
Franciscans for a beHer Freeway and Allan B. Jacobs. 

Today's Central Freeway is the vestige of an ill-conceived free
way plan that would have put neighborhoods from the Marina to 
the Richmond in the shadow of elevated freeways. Wisely, San 
Francisco voters put a stop to that plan long ago. Unfortunately, 
the current freeway plan is just a page from the past, and perpetu
ates a decades-old blight through a large swath oft!)e CitY's heart. 

In contrast, Proposition E's boulevard design would bring the 
elevated structure to grade at Market Street, thereby liberating the 
residents of the eighteen-square-block Hayes Valley Historic 
District and six National Register-eligible structures (including the 
Fallon Building, a San Francisco Landmark) from the noise, dirt, 
shadows, and related crime resulting from the elevated freeway. 

By voting "YES on E", San Franciscans can help build a effi
cient, cost-effective transportation network that brings our diverse 
neighborhoods together rather than tears them apart. 

The National Trust/or Historic Preservation 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
signer. 
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Central Freeway 

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E 

It's important to provide for the efficient, easy movement of 
people and goods throughout San Francisco. Proposition E will 
do that without sacrificing the livability of our neighborhoods. 

When compared wilb Ibe retrofit, the Octavia Boulevard plan 
can be built faster and for less money and will provide convenient, 
quick, easy access while contributing to better, safer neighbor
hoods. It's not necessary to sacrifice one neighborhood for anolb
er. E i. a win/.win proposition for everyone. Vote YES on E. 

Alamo Square Neighborhood Association 

Castro Area Planning + Action 

Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association 

Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council (HANC) 

Haight & Divisadero Neighbors & Merchants Association 

Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association 

Mint Hill Neighborhood Association 

Panhandle Residents Organization 

Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee (SPEAK) 

Western Addition Political Action Coalition (WAPAC) 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
signers. 

Proposition E will relieve congestion in Ibe OaklFell corridor, 
reduce traffic into and through Golden Gate Park, make for safer, 
more livable neighborhoods, free up unused land for much need
ed housing, revitalize Market Street, provide better earthquake 
safety, be better looking and be built in less time at less cost than 
Ibe retrofit. Environmentalists agree it's the best plan for San 
Francisco. Vote YES on E. 

Eric Mar, Northern California Coalition for Immigrants Rights 

Sustainable San Francisco 

Urban Ecology 

Beryl Magilavy 

Andrew Sullivan 

San Francisco Green Party 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
Signers. 

Frustration with Ibe political process and the desire for access 
to Ibe west and north sides of the City resulted in the narrow 
approval of Ibe Central Freeway retrofit last November. Now a 
recent study has concluded the retrofit cannot provide the 
northern access we voted for. Proposition E will provide con
venient access to the west as well as north side oflbe City and, in 
addition, will be safer, cheaper and quicker to build and improve 
neighborhood livability. Vote YES on E for a plan that works. 

North Beach Neighbors 

Russian Hill Neighbors 

Telegraph Hill Dwellers 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
signers and San Franciscans for a Better Freeway. 

After many long years of hard work our Western Addition 
neighborhoods are fmally in Ibe process of revitalization. The 
Prop H retrofit 'plan would cut short that progress and deal us a 
hard, damaging blow by directing most of Ibe freeway traffic to 
our residential streets. 

It's not necessary to sacrifice one neighborhood for Ibe sake of 
anolber. Prop E is a WINIWIN situation for Western Addition, 
Northern and Richmond/Sunset neighborhoods. Western 
Addition leaders ask you to vote for the plan that most equi
tably serves ALL neighborhoods. Help us continue our 
progress in the Western Addition. VOTE YES on E! 

Leonard "Lej/y" Gordon, Executive Director, Ella Hill Hutch 
Community Center 

Rev. TImothy E. Dupre. Clergyman, Professor and Counselor 
Social Service Program Director 

George R. Williams. Seniors Activist 

Charles Amerson. Vice President, Hayes Valley Resident 
Management Corporation 

Judith Edmond, Neighborhood Activist 

Errol Hall, Director, Lower Fillmore Chamber of Commerce 

Patricia Walkup, Chair, Northern District Police/Community 
Relations Forum 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the San 
Franciscans for a better Freeway. 

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

94 



Central Freeway 

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION E 

The "E" backers are full of misleading information. They say 
. the new plan would be cheaper and faster to construct, but the retro

fit plan approved in Prop. H is already being implemented by 
CalTrans, which said the work will take less time than originally 
thought and cause but a few weeks of traffic disruption. The boule
vard plan would lead to years of tie-ups during demolition and 
rebuilding. And this "save time, save money" faction would like to 
tear down work already done and postpone a replacement for years! 

All funding for the freeway has already been earmarked 
from CalTrans and Federal monies, af' ho direct cost to the 
city - any savings from a "cheaper" plan would go back to 
CalTrans, not to the city. Any building jobs already in place inter
rupted by Proposition E could lead to costly lawsuits against the 
city! 

Vote "No" on Proposition E. Proposition E will cost too much, 
take too long, and destroy work already done! 

Rose Tsai, Candidate For Supervisor 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
Committee to Save the Centrat Freeway. 

ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION "E" 
Proposition 'IE" is "out of order" ... .It should not be on the ballat.. .. 
How many times do we have the right to tell Caltrans what to 

build, with their money, for our benefit... We told them last year, 
and they are building it: the restored, one level overpass that Prop. 
H called for ...... NO on "E" 

Robert J Boileau 
Vice President San Francisco Labor Council 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
Committee to Save the Central FreeWay. 

It's been 10 years since The Earthquake. 

• Our freeway is still down. 
• We al/ just voted last year to rebuild it! 
• Tflis initiative is now being put on the ballot by the Losers! 
• Our group fights for: common sense, honest government, indi

vidual responsibility and fiscal accountability. If you would like 
to join us or get information about our group: (415) 334-3151. 

• 
San Francisco Republican Assembly 

Those behind Proposition· E say that it was favored by the 
"Central Freeway Task Force." Please understand that this "task 
force" was comprised predominantly of people living next to the 
freeway and anti-automoblle people. There was very little voice 
from those commuters who actually used the freeway or from 
people in the western side of town. Talk about letting the fox 
decide the fate of the chicken coop! 

The plan approved by last year's Proposition H was the one 
favored by Cal Trans, the one most logical to the state's top plan
ning engineers. As one CalTrans engineer was quoted, a plan to 
end the freeway south of Market Street is "inconceivable." 

Don't destroy efficient traffic in San Francisco! Stay with the 
plan that the experts say will work best! Vote NO on E! 

Roland Quan, President 
The Chinese American Democratic Club 

The lrue source of funds used for Ihe 'Prinling fee of this argumenl was the 
Committee 10 Save Ihe Cenlral Freeway. 

Lets stop the gridlock - both political and transit. Last year, 
the voters weighed the arguments and voted to retrofit the Central 
Freeway. Now lets get on with the retr!,fil. Vote NO on. "E". 
Enough is enough. 

Arthur Bruzzone 

The .true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
Committee to Save the Cenlral Freeway. 

Close to 100,000 vehicles use the Central Freeway daily. Most 
.of the inbound traffic is trying to get to Fell Street, a wide one
way expressway that leads to UCSF and SI. Mary's Hospitals, and 
to the Sunset and the -Richmond districts. Proposition E would 
interrupt that efficient artery, so that a few people who moved next 
door to a 30-year-old freeway can double their property values. 

More than two-thirds of the city is geographically west of the 
Central Freeway - it is our only way of getting to the Bay Bridge 
and 10 I, the only way for others to C()me to our part of town. 
Please don't ruin traffic so that a tiny few might prosper. Vote 
NO on Proposition E. 

Denis Quinn 
Pres. S.H.A.R.P. 

and 

Adam Sparks 

, The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
Committee to Save the Central Freeway. 

Candidate for SF School Board 

The true source of funds used for Ihe prinling fee of Ihis argument was Adam Sparks. 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION E 
Last year, voters approved an initiative calling for the retro

fitting of the Central Freeway. The measure, endorsed by the San 
Francisco Republican Party, was a citizen action necessitated by 
our City government's failure to come up with a freeway plan for 
some eight years after the Lorna Prieta Earthquake. The delay was 
solely due to the dilatory tactics of a handful of Hayes Valley res
idents and anti-freeway zealots. 

The same obstructionists are trying to overturn the voters' will 
by placing Proposition E on the ballot. If their measure passes, 
the Central Freeway project will be further delayed. And when 
work on the freeway is completed, traffic will be backed up to the 
Bay Bridge Interchange. Vote No on Proposition E. 

San Francisco Republican Party 

Donald A. Casper, 
Chairman 

Ted Turrell 

Sue Woods 

Eugene Wong 

Albert Chang 

JodySmith 

Howard Epstein 

Harold Hoogasian 

Arthur Bruzzone 

Jody Stevens 

Jun Hatoyama 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the San 
Francisco Republican County Central Committee. 

ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION "En 
They say that the six lane Octavia Boulevard can get you across 

the six lane Market Street"via traffic lights that will be RED half 
the time - as fast as the one level overpass that is now being 
restored ... IF ALL THE CROSS TRAFFIC IS STOPPED 
HALF THE TIME, THIS IS PHYSICALLY IMPOSSIBLE. 

John Barry 
Former San Francisco Environment Commissioner 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
Committee to Save the Central.Freeway. 

Proposition E is Eight years and One Election Too Late ... 
We went through this a year ago ... and voted for Prop. H, which 

is RJGHT NOW restoring the Oak and Fell ramps. 
A year ago, the proponents of"E" told us to vote no on "H", and 

they would see to it that we would get the Octavia "six lanes of crawl 
connection" between Oi.k-Fell an'd the other side of Market Street.... 

The "En idea died a year ago ... Let it rest in peace ... NO ON ""E""! 
Paul M. Louie, Retired CalTrans Engineer 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
Committee to Save the Central Freeway. 

The Legacy of the Lorna Prieta Quake 
For many San Franciscans, the earthquake of 1989 is only a dis

tant memory, as faded as the memories of the 1989 World Series 
between the Giants and the A's. 

However, nine years after the quake, San Franciscans are still 
haunted by the legacy of the 1989 quake. The destruction of the 
Central Freeway and the inability of our elected officials to quick
ly implement a practical solution has resulted in traffic gridlock. 
This gridlock permeates the City. Each day, thousands of hours 
are wasted and thousands of pounds of pollution are dumped into 
the air as cars sit idling in traffic. Frustrated drivers are becoming 
increasingly contemptuous of traffic rules. Tempers flare, and 
accidents are on the increase. 

Last November, the voters said, "Rebuild the Central 
Freeway." This November, send a message that it's time to 
fish or cut bait. Vote to end the gridlock. Vote NO on 
Proposition E. 

Henry Louie Rebecca Delgado Marlene Tran 

Meagan Levitan 

Elected Members, Democratic County Central Committee (title 
for identification purposes only) 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
Committee to Save the Central Freeway. 

It's Never OV~, in San Francisco politics, where sore losers are 
given Endless "at bats" , in the same inning, even after they strike out. 

"E" 's proponents said they would give us the "Six Lane 
Octavia" if we would vote against "H" ... How nice of them to 
give it to us again, even though we said "No" last year .... 

"NO MEANS NO!!!!' 
- No on "E", now, and FOREVER ... 

Donald A. Casper 
San Francisco Republican Party, Chairman 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
Committee to Save the Central Freeway. 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION E 

Proposition E has a flat tire. 
The proponents of this poorly planned transit alternative would 

have San Francisco residents believe it is a good idea to land a 
major freeway, with its 80,000 cars a day, at Market Street. 

During rush hour, traffic is dense on Mruket Street, which is 
also a major Muni thoroughfare. Dumping more cars on the busy 
street will' tie up traffic on Market· and back up traffic on the 
Central Freeway. ' 

But some residents in the Hayes Valley neighborhood are per
petuating this ridiculous 'proposition in an effort to keep traffic out 
of their area - traffic that's been there since the freeway was con
structed in 1958. There were sound reasons to not end the freeway 
at Market Street then, and those reasons are no less important 
today. Proposition E would only serve to make drivers spend 
more time in their vehicles, via longer commutes, and increase the 
amount of pollution spewed out into the City. 

San Francisco voters soundly passed Proposition H in 
November 1997 calling for the Central Freeway to be rebuilt as it 
was before the 1989 Lorna-Prieta Earthquake. Thanks to the 
support of state Senator Quentin Kopp, Assemblyman Kevin 
Shelley and San Francisco Supervisor Leland Yee, th'e measure 
passed by about 10,000 votes. 

The thousands of City residents as well as the thousands oftrav
elers who are passing through San Francisco, have a huge stake in 
restoring an efficient process for moving traffic through the city 
quickly and with the least amount of negative environmental 
effects. Since the earthquake, getting to Highway 101 and the Bay 
Bridge has become a major traffic nightmare. 

Prop. E will'not fix the problem, only compound it. 
The only sensible action is to reject the proposition and direct 

Caltrans to continue fixing the Central Freeway. 
Vote NO on Prop. E! . 

Paul Kozakiewicz 
Publisher, the Richmond Review and Sunset Beacon newspapers 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
Committee to Save the Central Freeway. 

I commute on the Central Freeway daily and am .also an avid 
recreational bicyclist. I am concerned about what Proposition E 
would do to traffic in San Francisco. 

"E" backers talk about "dispersing" traffic away from Fell 
Street. But virtually all the traffic heading' up the Central wants to 
use Fell, 'anefficient crosstown expressway with four one-way 
lanes of timed stoplights! The alternative is to take narrow neigh
borhood streets, with a stop at every corner and children playing. 
nearby - like they never would along Fell. This is their idea of 
a "safe" improvement? '" 

"E" would replace the Fell exit, where two lanes of Central 
Freeway traffic smoothly sweep into four lanes on Fell, with a 
freeway terminus that smacks into busy Market Street. Drivers 
would then cross into two lanes of two-way traffic, with a stop
light on every corrier. With the tens of thousands that use the 
Central, imagine the freeway backups this will cause, leading all 
the way back into 10 I and the Bay Bridge! People trying to avoid 
the Central will try alternate routes and jam up all traffic South of 
Market. All commuters, not just those using the Central, would 
suffer if E were to pass. 

Market Street is already one of our most clogged roads, and has 
a streetcar line - this traffic would all be further stymied by the 
cross traffic from the Central. The resulting heavy traffic on 
Market could lead to elimination of its bicycle lane to accommo
date extra cars, one of the only bike lanes in this area. Parades and 
street fairs on Market would no longer be possible. 

Keep traffic flowing sensibly on our major arteries, away from 
bikes and pedestrians and narrow neighborhood streets. VOTE 
NO on Proposition E. 

Scott Zeller, MD. 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
Committee to Save the Central Freeway. 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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TEXT OF PROPOSED INITIATIVE ORDINANCE 
PROPOSITION E 

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

THE CENTRAL FREEWAY REPLACE
MENT PROJECT ACT OF 1998 

SECTION 1. Iiik 
This Ordinance shall he known and may be 

cited as the Central Freeway Replacement 
Project Act of 1998. 
SECTION 2. Summary of Effect 

The City and County of San Francisco has 
authorized the California Department of 
Transportation ("Caltrans") to retrofit and 

, widen the existing lower deck of the Central 
Freeway to provide a four· lane single deck 
structure from Mission Street to Oak and Fell 
Streets. This Ordinance will withdraw that 
authorization and provide Caltrans with 
approval by the City and County of San 
Francisco to replace the Central Freeway with 
an elevated freeway along the current route 
from Mission Street to Market Street, which 
will continue as a street-level, high traffic vol
ume boulevard on Octavia Street and the adja
cent freeway right-of-way for the four blocks 
from Market Street to Fell Street. This project 
alternative will allow traffic to disperse north 
and west more qUickly and efficiently, thereby 
addressing traffic congestion problems not 
addressed in the currently~approved project 
alternative. 
SECTION 3. Findings and Declarations 

The people of the City and County of San 
Francisco hereby find and declare all of the fol-
lowing: . 

(a) Since the closure of the Central Freeway 
in 1989 as a result of the Lorna Prieta 
Earthquake, there has been a dramatic negative 
effect on San Francisco neighborhood residents 
and businesses due to traffic disruptions. 

(b) The closure· of the Central Freeway has 
caused the South of Market and Civic Center 
neighborhoods to suffer from excess traffic 
congestion and pollution. 

(c) Many businesses have suffered as a result 
of the traffic congestion, lack of clear and con~ 
venient . access, and loss of on~street parking 
resulting from the closure of the Central Freeway 
WId changes to the function and volumes of traf
fic in the vicinity of the Central Freeway. 

(d) California state law provides that 
Caltrans may proceed with the repair or 
replacement of the Central Freeway once an 
alternative is approved by the City and County 
of San Francisco. 

(e) The project adopted in this Ordinance is 
significantly less expensive, will require a 
shorter construction period to complete, and is 
more seismically and structurally sound than 
the project adopted in the Central Freeway 
Replacement Project Act of 1997 (Proposition 
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H in 1997). 
(I) It is vital to the welfare of all of the peo

ple of the City and County of San Francisco that 
the repair or replacement of the Central 
Freeway shall result in a project that does not 
result in significant negative impacts as may be 
evaluated and certified under an environmental 
review or environmental assessment. 

(g) The replacement or repair of the Central 
Freeway must be done in a timely manner, with 
the negative impacts of construction, costs and 
traffic disruption held to a minimum throughout 
the replacement Or repair process. 

(h) This Ordinance offers the best proposal 
for relieving the traffic and pollution problems 
caused by the closure of the Central Freeway, 
restoring the higher quality of life and environ
ment enjoyed by San Francisco residents and 
businesses prior to the 1989 Lorna Prieta 
Earthquake, and implementing a project alter
native that most fairly and adequately address
es the concerns of construction delays, costs, 
seismic safety, and overall quality of the envi
ronment for all San Francisco residents and 
businesses. 

(i) The project adopted in the Central 
Freeway Replacement Project Act of 1997 
(Proposition H in 1997) fails to resolve surface 
street traffic· congestion because it fails to pro
vide access to the area north of Fell Street that 
was previously provided by the Franklin and 
Gough Street ramps, resulting in the extensive 
and pennanent removal of -desirable on-street 
parking, and unacceptable levels of surface 
street traffic congestion. 

G) The project adopted in this Ordinance is 
consistent with the Purpose and Intent declared 
in the Central Freeway Replacement Project 
Act of 1997 (the purpose and intent of which 
are restated in their entirety in this Ordinance at 
§4 (a)-(e), below) whilc achieving the addition
al purpose and intent of the Central Freeway 
Replacement Project Act of 1998 (set forth in 
§4 (I)-(k) below). 

(k) The project adopted in this Ordinance is the 
unanimously preferred alternative of the Citizens' 
Advisory Task Force for the Central Freeway, an 
official group of approximately 30 individuals 
from all affected neighborhoods appointed by the 
Board of Supervisors to examine these issues 
through a three year public review process. The 
Citizens' Advisory Task Force project alternative 
adopted by this Ordinance was endorsed by the 
Planning Commission and the San Francisco 
Board of Supervisors in 1995. 
SECTION 4. Pyrpose and Intent of 
Jbe Central Freeway Replacement Project 
Act 00998 

The people of the City and County of San 
Francisco hereby declare their purpose and 
intent in enacting the measure to be as follows: 

(a) To reopen the Central Freeway to elimi~ 
nate the traffic congestion and pollution caused 
by its closure. 

(b) To allow San Francisco neighborhood 
residents the ability to enjoy the quality of life 
they experienced prior to the Lorna Prieta 
Earthquake of 1989. 

(c) To allow San Francisco businesses and 
merchants the opportunity to serve the public 
without disruption. 

(d) To give direction to Caltrans as to the 
alternative that has been approved by the City 
and County of San Francisco so that Caltrans 
may proceed with the repair of the Central 
Freeway. 

(e) To place·into law an ordinance approving 
the most reasonable and practical alternative for 
the Central Freeway Project. 

(f) To ensure mobility in all directions for 
persons using the Central Freeway, including 
access to the area north of Fell Street fonnerly 
provided by the Gough Street and Franklin 
Street ramps, by the efficient use of freeway 
rights-of-way and surface streets. 

(g) To adopt a Central Freeway Replacement 
Project that will be significantly less expensive, 
and that will not adversely affect funding for 
other transportation projects of equal or greater 
importance to all San Francisco residents, visi~ 
tors, and businesses. 

(h) To adopt a project alternative that can be 
built more quickly with fewer disruptions, and 
that is more structurally and seismically sound 
than, the currently approved project alternative. 

(i) To adopt a project alternative addressing 
potentially significant environmental impacts 
that could otherwise delay or postpone indefi
nitely the implementation of the Project. 

G) To adopt a project alternative accommo
dating the flow of traffic and providing a 
smooth transition from local streets to arterials, 
and fr~m those arterials to the freeway. 

(k) To adopt a project alternative offering the 
additional benefit of reclaiming a substantial 
amount of land located beneath the Central 
Freeway for morc affordable housing and 
neighborhood-serving commercial uses that 
will in turn provide jobs and new tax revenue. 
SECTION 5. Repeal of the Central 
Freeway Replacement Project Act of 1997 
and Board of SupervisOrs Resolution 
No.1Q73-97j Reinstatement of Board of 
Supervisors Resolution No.54J·92j 

(a) The Central Freeway Replacement 
Project Act of 1997, which was approved by the 
voters as Proposition H in November J 997, 
adopting a sinble deck retrofit and replacement 
of the Central Freeway from Mission Street to 
Fell Street is hereby repealed (a copy of the text 
of the Central Freeway Replacement Project 
Act of 1997 is attached hereto as Exhibit "A"). 

(Continued on next page) 



LEGAL TEXT OF PROPOSITION E (CONTINUED) 

(b) Resolution No. 1073-97, approved by the. 
Board of Supervisors on November 18, 1997 
(approving Caltrans Alternative I B for restor· 
iog the Central Freeway and urging Caltrans to 
proceed with construction) is hereby repealed 
(a copy of Resolution No.1073-97 is attached 
hereto as Exhibit "B"). 

(c) Resolution No.541-92, approved by the 
Board of Supervisors on July 6, 1992 (declanng 
it to be the policy of the City and County of San 
Francisco not to build any new above-ground 
ramps north ofFell Street to replace the demol
ished sections of the Central Freeway, requesting 
an expeditious resolution of funding for surface
level transportation improvements, creating a 
task force to plan land use and transportation 
needs for the Hayes Valley and Western Addition 
Neighborhoods, requesting that· Caltrans under
take a feasibility study to upgrade the South Van 
Ness interchange. and to consider the San 
Francisco Tomorrow Phm), which was repealed 
by The Central Freeway Replacement Project 
Act of 1997 (Proposition H in 1997), is here'by 
reinstated (a copy of Resolution No.541-92 is 
attached hereto as Exhibit "e"). 
SECTION 6. The Central Freeway 
Replacement Project Act of 1998 

<a) The people of the City and County of San 
Francisco hereby approve the Central Freeway 
Replacement Project alternative as described in 
this section. 

(b) The existing lower deck of the Central 
Freeway from Mission Street to Market Street 
shall be replaced with a new four lane (2-way), 
single-deck, elevated structure confonning to the 
most current seismic standards in effect; the 
existing lower deck of the Central Freeway from 
Market Street to its terminus at Fell Street shall 
be replaced by a street-level, high traffic volume 
boulevard on Octavia Street and the adjacent 
freeway right-of-way for the four blocks from 
Market Street to Fell Street. This project alterna
tive, will allow traffic to disperse north and west 
more quickly and efficiently, thereby addressing 
traffic congestion problems not addressed in the 
currently approved project alternative. 

(c) The portion of the Central Freeway that 
will be rebuilt shall be fully within the existing 
public rights-of-way owned by Caltrans and as 
necessary the Department of Public Works of 
the City and County of San Fr·ancisco. 

(d) The combined rights-of-way of Octavia 
. Street and the Central Freeway betWeen Market 

Street and the northern edge ofFell Streetshall 
be designed as a surface boulevard with provi
sions to distribute traffic to and from Oak, 'Fell, 
Franklin and Gough Streets. 

(e) The surface boulevard shall contain a cen
tral four-lane, two-way traffic segment, with no 
provision for on-street parking and with a land
scaped median that is wide enough to accom
modate left-turn pockets, and shall be flanked 
on each side by a landscaped median, a narrow-

er residential street with on-street parking, and 
a landscaped sidewalk. 

(I) The surface boulevard shall accommodate 
safe pedestrian crossings and signalized inter
sections synchronized to ensure safe and effi
cient traffic and transit flow. 

(g) The remaining portions of the original 
Caltrans right-of-way not used by the boule
vard, its medians, sidewalks and flanking 
streets shall be subject to a process in which 
publicly-owned land may be sold andlor con
verted to other land uses, public and private, 
with consideration given to the need for hous
ing, particularly affordable' housing, as stated in 
the Neighborhood Development Goals con
t~ined in the Hayes Valley Development 
Guidelines endorsed by the City Planning 
Commission in September, 1993. 

(h) The replacement of the Central Freeway 
structure shall procCect as quickly as possible, shall 
be scheduled to minimize disruptions to the flow 
of traffic, and shall include temporary traffic lanes 
and surface street traffic mitigation measmes to 
accommodate traffic fl.ow in the safest and most 
direct manner using'the available rights-of-ways 
wherever possible to assist in the dispersion to the 
City street grid system and decentrali7ation offree
way traffic during, the construction period. 
SECTION.7. Severability 

If any provision of the Act or the application 
thereof to any person or circumstance is held 
invalid or unconstitutional, such invalidity or 
uncons~itutionality shall 'not affect other provi
sions or applications of the initiative which can, 
be given effect without the invalid or unconsti
tutional provision or application, and to this end 
the provisions of this initiative ~e severable. 

May 13. 1998 

Exhibit A: The Central Freeway 
Replacement Project Act of 1997 See Section 
5(a) of the initiative. 

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

CENTRAL FREEWAY REPLACEMENT 
PROJECT A'CT OF 1997 

SECTION I. Title 
This Ordinance shall be known and may be 

cited as the San Francisco Central Freeway 
Replacement Project Act of 1997. 

SECTION 2. Findings and Declarations 
The people of the City of the City and 

County of San Francisco hereby find and 
declare all of the following: 

(a) Since the closure of the Central Freeway 
in 1989 as a resul( of the devastating Lorna 
Prieta Earthquake, there has been a dramatic ' 
negative effect upon neighborhood residents 
and businesses in San Francisco. 

(b) Closure of the Central Freeway has 
caused South of Market and Civic .Center 
neighborhoods to choke in traffic and pollution 
created by alternative surface road routes, 

(c) Many merchants and businesses have suf
fered a tremendous loss of business or had to close 
becaUse of the shut dowo of the Central Freeway. 

(d) California state law provides that the 
California Department of Transportation may 
proceed with the repair or replacement of the 
Centra1 Freeway once an alternative is 
approved by the City and County of San 
Francisco. 

(e) The Central Freeway Replacement 
Project alternative provided for by this 
Ordinance is the best way to relieve the traffic 
and pollution caused by the closure of the 
Central Freeway and to pennit merchants and 
businesses in the City to serve the needs of the 
citizens of San Francisco. 

(I) . The Central Freeway Replacement 
Project alternative provided for by this 
Ordinance is the most reasonable and practical 
alternative for repairing the Central Freeway. 

SECTION 3. Purpose and Intent 
The people of the City and County of San 

Francisco hereby declare their purpose and 
intent in enacting the measure to' be as follows: 

(a) To reopen the Central Freeway to elimi-
nate the traffic congestion and pollution caused 
by its closure. 

(b) To allow neighborhood residents thi: abil
ity to enjoy the qualify of life they experienced 
prior to the Lorna Prieta Earthquake of 1989. 

(c) To. allow businesses arid merchants the 
. opportunity to serve the public without disrup
tion. 

(d) To give direction to the California 
Department of Transportation as to the alterna
tive that has been approved by the City and 
County. of San Francisco so that the Department 
of Transportation may proceed with the repair 
of the Central Freeway. 

(e) To place into law an ordinance which 
approves the most reasonable and practica1 
alternative for the Central Freeway 
Replacement Project. 

SECTION 4. Repeal of Resolution No. 541-92 
Resolution No .. 541-92, approved by the 

Board of Supervisors of the City and County of 
.San Francisco, is hereby repealed. 

SECTION 5. Central Freeway Replacement 
Project 

(a) The people of the City and County of San 
Francisco hereby approve the Central Freeway 
Replacement Project a1temative as described in 
this section. 

(b) The existing lower deck of the Central 
Freeway shall be retrofitted and widened, pro
viding a four lane single deck structure from 
Mission Street to Oak and Fell Streets. 

(c) The portion of the Central Freeway struc
ture from the intersection of Page and Octavia 
Streets to the Fell Street ramp shall be replaced 
rather than retrofitted. A new on-ramp from 
Oak Street to Market Street shall be built to 
replace the demolished Oak Street on-ramp. 

(Conlinued on next page) 
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LEGAL TEXT OF PROPOSITION E (CONTINUED) 

(d) The City and County of San Francisco 
shall work together with the California 
Department of Transportation to develop a plan 
to resolve the lack of northern accessability to 
the Central Freeway that was previously pro~ 
vided by the Franklin/Gough Street ramps. The 
plan shall be completed by July I, 1998. 

(e) The existing Central Freeway shall 
remain open and shall only be closed temporar
ily for the shortest duration possible for con
struction purposes only. 

SECTION 6. Severability 
If any provision of this Act or the application 

thereof to any person or -circumstances is held 
invalid or unconstitutional, such invalidity or 
unconstitutionality shall not affect other provi
sions or applications of this initiative which can 
be given effect without the invalid or unconsti
tutional provision or application, and to this end 
the provisions of this initiative are severable. 

Exhibit B: San Francisco Board of 
Supervisors Resolution No. 1073-97 See 
Section 5(b) of the initiative. 

[Central Freeway Approval] 
APPROVING CALTRANS ALTERNA

TIVE 18 FOR RESTORING THE CENTRAL 
FREEWAY, AND URGING CALTRANS TO 
PROCEED WITH CONSTRUCTION. 

WHEREAS, Section 401.1 of the California 
Streets and Highways Code (SB 181 . Kopp, 
1990) provides that Caltrans may proceed with 
replacement of portions of the Central Freeway 
damaged by the Lorna Prieta earthquake upon 
City and County of San Francisco approval of a 
restoration alternative; and 

WHEREAS, On November 4, 1997 the citizens 
of the City and County of San Francisco endorsed 
alternative I B by passing Proposition H; and 

WHEREAS, Alternative I B was developed 
by Caltrans and restores the Central Freeway to 
its pre-Lorna Prieta Earthquake functionality; 
and 

WHEREAS, Alternative I B creates a four
lane single-deck structure extending from 
Mission Street to Oak and Fell Streets and 
replaces the ramp at Oak Street; and 

WHEREAS, The San Francisco Transportation 
Authority studied alternatives for replacing the 
Central Freeway and ranked Alternative) B as 
most efficient in moving traffic, safest for pedes
trians and bicyclists, and least intrusive to public 
transit of all the alternatives; now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors 
of the City and County of San Francisco hereby 
endorses the will of the people of San 
Francisco, as expressed in Proposition H, 
approved by the voters on November 4, 1997, 
and approves Caltrans Alternative I B for 
replacement of the Central Freeway; and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of 
Supervisors hereby endorses, approves and 
includes in this Resolution the following Jan-
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guage from Section 5 of Proposition H: 
"(a) The [people] Board of Supervisors of the 

City and County of San Fnmcisco herebY approves 
the Central Freeway Replacement Project alterna
tive as described in [this section] Proposition H.1t 

"(b) The existing lower deck of the Central 
Freeway shall be retrofitted and widened, pro- . 
viding a four lane single deck structure from 
Mission Street to Oak and FeIl Streets." 

"(c) The portion of the Central Freeway 
structure from the intersection of Page and 
Octavia Streets to the FeIl Street ramp shall be 
replaced rather than retrofitted. A new on-ramp 
from Oak Street to Market S~et shaIl be built 
to replace the demolished Oak Street on-ramp." 

"(d) The City and County of San Francisco 
shall work together with the California 
Department of Transportation to develop a plan 
to resolve the lack of northern accessibility to 
the Central Freeway that was previously pro
vided by the Franklin/Gough Street ramps. The 
plan shaIl be completed by July 1,1998." 

It(e) The existing Central Freeway shall 
remain open and shall only be closed temporar
ily for the shortest duration possible for con
struction purposes only." 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That Caltrans is 
requested to immediately develop an imple
mentation plan including a schedule and list of 
critical steps for restoring the Central Freeway 
as designated in Alternative I B. 

Exhibit C: San Francisco Board of 
Supervisors Resolution No.541-92 See 
Section 5(c) of the initiative. 

(CENTRAL FREEWAY) 
DECLARING IT TO BE THE POLICY OF 

THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRAN
CISCO NOT TO BUILD ANY NEW ABOVE
GROUND RAMPS TO REPLACE THE 
DEMOLISHED SECTIONS OF THE CEN
TRAL FREEWAY; REQUESTING AN EXPE
DITIOUS RESOLUTION OF FUNDING FOR 
SURFACE-LEVEL TRANSPORTATION 
IMPROVEMENTS; CREATING A TASK 
FORCE TO PLAN LAND USE AND TRANS
PORTATION NEEDS FOR THE HAYES VAL
LEY AND WESTERN ADDITION NEIGH
BORHOODS; REQUESTING THE CALIFOR
NIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
TO UNDERTAKE A FEASIBILITY STUDY 
TO UPGRADE THE SOUTH VAN NESS 
INTERCHANGE, AND TO CONSIDER THE 
SAN FRANCISCO TOMORROW PLAN. 

WHEREAS, Board of Supervisors 
Resolution No.796-90 urges the California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) to 
demolish the damaged portion of the\ Central 
Freeway viaduct of Highway 101 and Board of 
Supervisors Resolution No.382~92 urges the 
removal of the demolished Central Freeway 
from the State Highway system; and 

WHEREAS, The demolition of the Central 

Freeway has contributed to the· revitalization of 
the Western Addition and Hayes Valley neigh
borhoods, and has made approximately six city 
blocks available that previously lay underneath 
the freeway; and 

WHEREAS, Senate Bill 181 (Kopp) man
dates that Caltrans, in consultation with the City 
and County of San Francisco, shall identify rea
sonable and practical alternatives to repairing 
or replacing the damaged portions of Route 101 
and shall hold at least two public meeting in the 
development of the alternatives; and 

WHEREAS, The frrst public meeting was held 
on May 5,1992 at the John Swett Elementary 
School and was attended bY over 400 people; and 

WHEREAS, Of the three plans submitred by 
the Department of City Planning and Caltrans, 
and the alternate plans submitted by San 
Francisco Tomorrow, a majority of those in 
attendance expressed support for the no new 
ramps" alternative; and 

WHEREAS, 5BI81 mandates that the select
ed alternative must be approved by a resolution 
of the City and County; now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors, 
of the City and County of San Francisco does 
declare it to be the policy of the City and 
County not to build any new above-ground 
ramps north of.Fell Street to replace the demol
ished sections of the Central Freeway; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of 
Supervisors of the City and County of San 
Francisco requests the Mayor, Caltrans and the 
U.S. Department of Transportation to arrive at 
an expeditious resolution of funding better sur~ 
face-level traffic and transit improvements on 
the Highway 101 corridor; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of 
Supervisors urges the Mayor to immediately con- . 
vene a task force to plan for the land use and 
transportation improvements for the Hayes 
Valley and Western Addition neighborhoods, in 
consultation with the residents and merchants of 
those areas and the development community. The 
member.;hip of the task force shall include II 
community members who are residents of the 
Hayes Valley and Western Addition neighbor
hoods, who shall be appointed by the Board of 
Supervisors. The Mayor is urged to appoint inter
departmental representatives to advise this task 
force; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That improve
ments to traffic flow along the U.S. IOINan 
Ness corridor can be improved through 
upgrades to the South Van Ness interchange 
and the City and County of San Francisco 
requests the Caltrans to undertake a feasibility 
study of such interchange improvements in that 
area, and to consider. among other alternatives 
for traffic improvements that may be consid
ered, the San Francisco Tomorrow Plan which 
appears in Board File No. 171'92-3. 



Stadium Admission Tax 

PROPOSITION F 
./ 

Shall the City continue to collect the stadium admission tax and make the 
supplemental admission tax permanent? 

YES 
NO --

Digest 
by Ballot Simplification Committee 

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The City charges a base tax of $.50 THE PROPOSAL: Proposition F is an ordinance that would 
(fifty cents) on stadium tickets costing $25.01. or less, and' authorize the City to continue collecting the base stadium 
$1.50 on tickets costing more. This tax money is used to admissions tax beyond the year 2000. It also would 
pay for improvements and expansion of the City-owned authorize the City to continue collecting the additional 
stadium at Candlestick Point. The City is not authorized to admission tax indefinitely. All money raised by the additional 
collect this tax past the year 2000. admission tax would go into the General Fund and could be 

Since 1991, the City has imposed an additional admission used for any City purpose. After the year 2000, all money 
tax. The tax is $.25 (twenty-five cents) on tickets costing less raised by the base tax also would go into the General Fund. 
than $27 (including the base tax) and $.75 (seventy-five cents) The total stadium admission tax for professional baseball 
on tickets costing $27 or more. This tax money goes into the games at PacifiC Bell Park would be limited to $.25 (twenty
General Fund and can be used for any City purpose. In 1995, five cents) per ticket. 
the City extended this additional admission tax until 2000. 

In November, 1996, California voters approved State 
Proposition 218. Proposition 218 requires voter approval of 
any tax adopted after January 1, 1995. The City's additional 
stadium admission tax is covered by Proposition 218. City 
voters must approve this tax by November, 1998, or the tax 
can no longer be collected. 

Controller's Statement on "F" 
City Controller Edward Harrington has issued the 

. following statement on the fiscal impact of PropOSition F: 

The proposed ballot measure would continue the same 
level of stadium admission taxes that are in effect today. 
State Proposition 218 requires a vote on any taxes 
extended after January 1, 1995. Even though these taxes 
have been in effect for a number of years, one stadium 
admission tax· was renewed in 1995 and the other 
admission tax would otherwise expire in March, 2000. 
Should this measure fail, City revenues would be reduced 
by about $3.2 million per year. , 

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want to 
authorize the City to continue collecting these stadium 
admission taxes. 

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not want to 
authorize the City to continue collecting these stadium 
admission taxes. 

How Supervisors Voted on "F" 
On August 3, 1998 the Board of Supervisors voted 10-0 

to place Proposition F on the ballot. 

The SuperviSOrs voted as follows: 
Yes: Supervisors Ammiano, Bierman, Brown, Katz, 
Kaufman, leno, Medina, Newsom, Yaki, Yee 
No: None of the Supervisors voted no. 
Absent: Supervisor Teng 

THIS MEASURE REQUIRES 50%+1 AFFIRMATlVE VOTES TO PASS. 

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE. THE FULL TEXT BEGINS ON PAGE 105 
SOME OF THE WORDS USED IN THE BALLOT DIGEST ARE EXPLAINED ON PAGE 50 
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Stadium Admission Tax 
PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION F 

Continuing the admissions ticket tax benefits our children and 
our parks. The proceeds of this tax are deposited into the City's 
general fund, where they have been used to fund after school 
sports programs and recreational programs for our youth in City 
parks. The ticket tax gives the City over $3 million annually. This 
money has been used to provide healthy, fun activities for our 
children in our 200 parks, playgrounds, and open spaces. These 
activities include swimming, golf, soccer, tennis, baseball, and 
other recreational programs that keep our children off the streets. 

After school sports and recreational programs afford our youth 
the opportunity to be in mentored environments while parents are 
working. The City also provides programs for youth with special 
needs and has set up late night recreational activities. Statistics 
show that juvenile crime is drastically reduced when young peo
ple are provided activities to keep them busy and contented. For 
as little as twenty-five cents a ticket we can greatly enhance the 
lives of the young people of this great City. 

Wmning teams means winning teens. Because of the success of 
the San Francisco 4gers in the playoffs, revenues from the ticket 
tax exceeded projections in 1997. With the extra money San 
Francisco helped fund new badly needed repairs to soccer fields 
and helped rebuild a swimming pool for the kids in the Bayview 
Hunters Point neighborhood. 

VOTE FOR KIDS; VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION "F'. 

Board o/Supervisors 

How Supervisors Voted to Submit this Argument 
The Supervisors voted as follows on August 17, 1998: 
Yes: Supervisors Ammiano, Bierman, Brown, Katz, Kaufman, 
Leno, Medina, Newsom, Yaki, Yee 
No: None of the Supervisors voted no. 
Absent: Supervisor Teng 

REBUTTAL TO PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION F 
MORE MISLEADING CLAIMS: 

The Supervisors misleadingly claim above that: " ... the admis
sion ticket tax benefits our children and our Parks", but then con
fess the money really will be "deposited into the City's general 
fund." 

TRANSLATION: 
"Trust Authority ... Trust the Mayor ... Trust the 4gers' Eddie 
De Bartolo ... Stop asking those nasty financial questions!!!" 

Sorry. Some ofus have no faith in San Francisco's shoddy and 
illegitimate political "machine". 

The "machine-run", Proposition F-Ioving, and premature 
November 1999 Willie Brown-endorsing San Francisco 
Democratic Central Committee is already up to its neck in law
suits: 

• The Committee is being sued (Superior Court Case No. #994148) 
for ChairwolI1an Natalie Berg's 3/11198 illegal removal of 
Central Committeeman and attorney Arlo Hale Smith [Requested 
damages: $500,000]. 

• The reelection of Berg is being challenged for civil rights and 
voting rights violations by Patrick Fitzgerald (Superior Court 
#996691), Berg's 6124/98 "16-to-I5 vote" so-called "reelec
tion" being tainted by ex-officio delegate Fitzgerald being ille
gally unseated by Berg. An illegal delegate was then allowed 
to vote. [An 8120/98 Superior Court preliminary injunction 
fmding has been made against Berg.] 

Sad to say, the Mayor, the Board of Supervisors (half of whose 
members have been appointed by Willie Brown), and the San 
Francisco Democratic Central Committee are all the poisonous 
fruit of the rotten local political "macbine". 

VOTE NO ON POLITICALLY "MISUSED" PROPOSI
TION F l!! 

Dr. Terence Faulkner. J.D. 
Former Central Committee 
County Chairman 

Adam Sparks 
Board of Education 
Candidate 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Stadium Admission Tax 
OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION, F 

SAN FRANCISCO'S CITY GOVERNMENT 
HAS NO SHAME!: . 

. San Francisco has had .more than a history of bad government 
and awful political leaders. Over half of the current crop of "City 
.Fathers" and "City Mothers" almost certainly deserve to be given 
the traditional parade out of town on a rail after being replumed 
with tar and feathers. 

With Proposition F we have the issue of the continuing the tick-
et tax for' football and baseball stadium games. ' 

, It,is an open question whether the Feds can. come up with 
enough evidence against "ex-4gers owner" or "part 4gers owner" 
Eddie de Bartolo to justify his indicnnent and the indicnnent of 
former Louisiana Governor "Kissing" Eddie Edwards on their 
abortive Mississippi casino riverboats scheme: I'm not their 
defense lawyer nor their father confessor, thank God. 

In any event, the people of San Francisco should be looking for 
a way to escape from their 4gers Stadium bond obligations as 
soon as possible: Willie BroWn is currently the only person left in 
town who is stiU expressing faith in that sinking Titanic. 

As for the tax on Stadium tickets, just vote NO ... It'is a good 
way of recording a protest vote on the whole questionable 4gers 
Stadium, deal. 

Vote NO on Proposition F! 

- Golden Gate Taxpayers Association 

- Dr. Terence Faulkner. J.D. 
Golden Gate Taxpayers Association Chairman • 

REBUTTAL TO OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION F 
Last year the admissions ticket tax boosted the City's general 

fund by over $3 million. These proceeds were used for the City's 
after school sports program and various Recreation and' Park . 
activities. For only twenty~five cents per ticket, we can continue 
to provide wholesome activities for our childten in the City's 
parks, playgrounds, and open spaces. After school sports pro
grams and recreational programs are vital activities for our youth. 
Show your support for our youth by voting to continue the admis-' 
sions ticket tax. 

VOTE FOR KIDS; VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION "F'. 

Board of Supervisors 

How Supervisors' Voted to Submit this Rebuttal 
The Supervisors voted as follows on August 24, 1998: 
Yes: Supervisors Arnmiano, Bierman, Brown, Kaufman, Leno, 
Medina, Newsom, Yaki, Vee 
No: None of the Supervisors voted no. 
Absent: Supervisors Katz, Teng 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Stadium Admission Tax· 
PAID ARGUMENTS 

IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION F 
Proposition F continues a small sports ticket surcharge that has 

been used to maintain after-school sports programs and provide 
recreational opportunities for young San Franciscans. 

These programs contribute to a healthier, and safer, San 
Francisco. Please join me in voting YES on F. 

Assemblymember Kevin Shelley 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Kevin 
Shelly for Assembly 1998 

AGAINST PROPOSITION F 
• Have you ever seen a temporary tax? 
• Neither has Willie. . 
• With His personal travel and entertainment expenses on the 

rise .... 
• ... Let the masses pay the taxes to the Royal Treasury. 
• This is just one of 2 illegal taxes that are now coming back for 

voter approval on this ballot. 
• Schools come first! 
• Our group fights for: common sense, honest government, indi

vidual responsibility and fiscal accountability. If you would like 
to join us or get information about our group: (415) 334-315 L 

. San Francisco Republican Assembly 

and 

Adam Sparks 
Candidate for SF School Board 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Adam 
Sparks. 

This is part of the corporate welfare package, a built in tax 
break, for multi-millionaire professional sports team owners in 
San Francisco. 

Joel Ventresca, 
Former San Francisco Enviromental Commissioner 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
signer. . 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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TEXT OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE 
PROPOSITION F 

ORDERING SUBMISSION TO THE VOT
ERS OF AN ORDINANCE APPROVING 
THE CONTINUED IMPOSITION OF THE 
STADIUM OPERATOR ADMISSION TAX 
AND THE TEMPORARY ADMISSION TAX 
ON STADIUM ADMISSIONS, AUTHORIZ
ING THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A SUPPLE
MENTAL STADIUM ADMISSION TAX 
UPON EXPIRATION OF THE TEMPORARY 
ADMISSION TAX AND MAKING MISCEL
LANEOUS TECHNICAL CORRECTIoNS 
TO ARTICLE I I OF PART III OF THE SAN 
'FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL CODE GOVERN
ING.STADIUM ADMISSION TAXES. 

The Board of Supervisors hereby orders sub
mitted to the qualified electors of the City' and 
County of San Francisco, at an election to be 
held therein on November 3, 1995, an ordi
nance, submitted by the Board of Supervisors, 
approving the continued "imposition· of the sta
dium operator admission tax and temporary 
admission tax authorized under Article 11 of 
Part III of the San Francisco Municipal Code, 
and establishing a supplemental admission tax 
to take effect upon expiration of the temporary 
admission tax. The ordinance also amends 
Article 11 to implement these revisions and 
makes miscellaneous technical changes. The 
new ordinance shall read as follows: 

[Stadium Operator Admission Tax] 
APPROVING THE CONTINUED IMPOSI

TION OF THE STADIUM OPERATOR 
ADMISSION TAX AND THE TEMPORARY 
ADMISSION TAX~UrHORIZED BY ARTI
CLE I I OF PART III OF THE SAN 
FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL CODE, AND 
AMENDING THAT ARTICLE BY AMEND
ING SECTIONS SOl, S02A, S05,'S07 AND 
S4 I TO CONTINUE IMPOSITION OF STA
DIUM OPERATOR ADMISSION TAX, 
ESTABLISHING A SUPPLEMENTAL 
ADMISSIONS TAX IN LIEU OF THE TEM
PORARY ADMISSION TAX, AND MAKING 
MISCELLANEOUS TECHNICAL CORREC
TIONS. 

Note: Additions are underlined· dele
tions are in «double parenthe
ses». 

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

Section I. FINDINGS. The People of the 
City and County of San Francisco hereby find 
and declare as follows: 

A. Section S02 of Article I I of Part III of the 
San Francisco Municipal Code (the Stadium 
Operator Admission Tax) imposes a tax on 
operators of athletic contests and other special 
events at any stadium located in ·the City and 

County of San Francisco. Section S02A of 
Article t 1 imposes an additional temporary tax 
on such operators. These taxes are imposed- on 
the operator based upon the number of tickets 
sold by the operator. 
. 8. Revenues from the stadium operator 
admission tax under section 802 must be used 
for administration of Article 11, refunds of any 
overpayments of the tax, or for base rental and 
additional base rental pursuant to a lease and 
supplemental amended lease between the City 
and County and San Francisco Stadium, Inc. for 
improvements and expansion at Candlestick 
Park. These leases expire on or about March I, 
2000. After the expiration of these agreements, 
the City will no longer be authorized to impose 
the stadium operator admission tax. 

C. Revenues from the temporary tax under 
section 802A are required to be deposited in the 
City's General Fund. In 1995, the Board of 
Supervisors amended section 802A to extend 
the expiration of the temporary tax for profes
siona.1 baseball and football tickets from the end 
of the 1995 season until the end of the 2000 sea
son, and for all other tickets, fr~l11: June 30, 
1995 until June 30, 2000. 

D. Without voter approval, the fonowing 
three things will occur: 

(I) As a result of Article XIII C of 
the California Constitution, the authority of the 
City to impose the temporary admissions tax 
will expire on November 6, 1998; 

(2) By the terms of the ordinance 
establishing the temporary admission tax, the 
authority of the City to impose the tax for pro
fessional baseball and football games will 
expire at the end of the 2000 seasons for those 
sports, and on June 30, 2000 for all other 
events~ and 

(3) By the terms of the law establish
ing the stadium operator admission tax; the 
City's authority to collect the tax will expire on 
or about March 1,2000, at the expiration of the 
leases between the City and San Francisco 
Stadium, Inc. 

E. The People of the City and County of San 
Francisco desire to continue the authority of the 
City and County to collect the stadium operator 
admission tax authorized under section 802 
after the expiration of the lease and supplemen
tal amended lease due to expire on or about 
March I, 2000. In addition, the People of the 
City and County of San Francisco desire to con
tinue the authority of the City and County of 
San Francisco to collect the "temporary" stadi
um admission tax authorized by section 802A 
on a permanent basis. 

Section 2. VOTER APPROVAL. The con
tinued imposition and collection of the stadium 
admission taxes authorized by sections 802 and 
802A are hereby approve~. The imposition and 

collection of a permanent supplemental tax in 
place of, and at the same rate as, the existing 
temporary admission. tax are likewise approved. 
This supplemental tax shall become effective 
upon expiration of the existing temporary 
admission tax 

Section 3. DESIGNATION OF VOTER 
APPROVAL. The City Attorney and the Clerk 
of the Board of Supervisors are directed to 
ensure that Part III of the San Francisco 
Municipal Code contains a designation that the 
taxes addressed by this ordinance have been 
approved by a majority of the voters of the City 
and County of San Francisco in accordance 
with Article XIII C of the California 
Constitution. 

Section 4. Article II of Part III of the San 
Francisco Municipal Code is hereby amended 
by amending Sections SOl, S02A, S04, S07 and 
S4 I to read as follows: 
SEC. SOl. ADDITIONAL DEFINITIONS. 
When used in this Article the following tenns 
shall mean or include: 

(a) "Admission Ticket." The term 
"Admission Ticket" shall mean any charge for 
the right or privilege to enter and occupy a seat 
or space in a stadium for each event. 

(b) "Operator." Any person conducting, 
operating or maintaining athletic contests, exhi
bitions and other special events within any sta
dium in the City and County o( San Francisco, 
including but not limited to, the owner or oper
ator 'of the stadium if other than the City and 
County, lessee, sublessee, mortgagee in posses
sion, licensee or any other person otherwise 
operating athletic contests, exhibitions and 
other special events. 

(c) "Stadium." A structure «open to the 
sky» with tiers of seats surrounding a field area 
where athletic contests

1 
exhibitions and other 

special events may be presented for which any 
admission charge may be made. 

(d) "Occupy." To use or possess or have the 
right to use or possess any seat or space for the 
viewing of athletic contests, exhibitions or 
other special events. 
SEC. S02A. TEMPORARY OR SUPPLE
MENTAL ADMISSION TAX. (a) There is 
hereby imposed a temporary admission tax on 
any operator of athletic cQntests, exhibition and 
other special events based upon the price of 
each admission ticket sold for the right to occu
py a seat or space in any stadium within the 
City and County of San Francisco for such 
event. The amount of the temporary admission 
tax shall be as follows: For tickets priced at $27 
or more (including the admission tax under 
Section S02), the amount of the temporary 
admission tax shall be $0.75 per ticket; for tick
ets priced at less than $27 (including the admis
sion tax under Section 802), the amount of the 

(Continued on next page) 
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LEGAL TEXT OF PROPOSITION F (CONTINUED) 

temporary tax shall be $0.25. This temporary 
admission tax shall be in addition to the admis
sion tax under Section 802. 

(b) The exemptions provided in Section 807, 
Subsections (2) through (5) shall apply to the 
temporary admission tax imposed by this 
Section. The exemption provided in Section 
807, Subsection (1) shall not apply to the tem
porary admission tax imposed by this Section. 

(c) Notwithstanding anything to the contrary 
in Section 841, or any other provision of law, all 
monies collected pursuant to this temporary 
admission tax shalt be deposited in the general 
fund, and shall not be earmarked for any special 
purpose whatsoever. 

(d) For tickets to professional football games 
and professional baseball games, this temporary 
admission tax shall expire after the 2000 sea
son; for all other tickets, this temporary admis
sion tax shall expire June 30, 2000. The tem
porary admission tax for tickets to profession
al games for the 1992 season shall be remitted 
to the City prior to July I, 1992. The temporary 
admission tax for tickets to professionaJ games 
for the 1993 season shall be remitted to the City 
priorto July I, 1993. The temporary admission 
tax for tickets to professional games for the 
1994 and 1995 and subsequent seasons shall be 
remitted to the City according to the provisions 
of Subsections (a) and (b) of Section 804 here: 
in. The temporary admission tax for all other 
tickets shall be remitted to the City according to 
the provisions of Subsection (c) of Section 804 
herein. 

(e) Notwithstanding Subsection (d) the yot. 
ers of the City and County Of Sao Francisco 
hereby approve a supplemental admission tax to 
be imposed on a IXfnnaoeDl basis in accordance 
with the rates and procedures set forth in 
Subsections Ca)·Cc) pertaining to the temponuy 
admission tax The Cjty and County shaH impose 
this tax immediately upon expiratjon of the 
authority "to collect the temporary admission tax" 
as set foab in Subsectjon (d) The supplemental 
admission tax for tickets to professional games 
for subsequent seasons shall be remitted to the 
City according to the provisions of Subsections 
(a) and (b) of Section &04 herein The supple. 
mental admission tax for all other tickets shall be 
remitted to the City according to the" provisions 
of Subsectjon Cd of Section 804 herein 1 'nder 
no circumstances shall an Qperator be liable for 
both the temporary admission tax and the SUP
plemental admission tax on the same ticket 
SEC. 804. COLLECTION OF TAX; CLAS
SIFICATION OF PERSONS COLLECT
ING. (a) Regularly Scheduled Professional 
Games. Any operator of a major league pro· 
fessional baseball or football club which uses 
and occupies a stadium «owned by)) in the City 
and County for a regular schedule of games as 
set forth in annual schedules established in each 
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calendar year for professional baseball or foot
ball games (including preseason, regular and· 
championship schedules) shall within five days 
after the first day of each calendar month fol
lowing the start of such schedule of games pay 
the tax due together with a return to the Tax 
Collector at his office, provided that any par· 
tion of any tax. which is collected pursuant to 
Section 802 herein and which exceeds $0.50 
per ticket shall be paid either monthly or annu
ally, at the option of the club. If paid annually, 
payment shall be due on or before February 1st 
of each year for the sale of admission tickets for 
games played during the previous 12 months. 

(b) Season Tickets for Professional 
Games. Taxes imposed on the sale of season 
admission tickets or subscriptions for the 1971 
baseball or football seasons, whether sold in 
1970 or 1971, shall be due and payable within 
five days after the first day of the calendar 
month following the month wherein such tick
ets or subscriptions are sold. 

From and after the 1971 baseball or football 
seaSons, taxes imposed on the sale of season 
tickets or subscriptions shall be due and 
payable within five days after the first day of 
the calendar month following the month where· 
in such tickets or subscriptions are sold, provid· 
ed that any portion of any tax which is collect
ed pursuant to Section 802 herein and which 
exceeds $0.50 per ticket shall be paid either 
monthly or annually, at the option of the club. If 
paid annually, payment shall be due on or 
before February I st of each year for the sale of 
admission tickets for games played during the 
previous 12 months. 

(c) Any person who operates an occasional 
athletic contest, a special event or exhibition 
within any stadium shall within five days after 
the completion of the scheduled event pay the 
proceeds of the tax to the Tax Collector. 
SEC. 80S. EXEMPTION FROM PERMIT 
AND BOND REQUIREMENT. Operators of 
athletic teams who: 

(I) Have leases from the «Commission)) 
City and County for the right to exhibit athletic 
contests for a period longer than five years shall 
be deemed to be registered as an operator and 
shall be exempt from the provi~ions of Section 
808 hereol; and 

(2) Operators or sponsors of all· star char· 
ity athletic contests where the' entire proceeds 
go to charity shall also be exempt. 
SEC. 807. ADDITIONAL EXEMPTIONS. 
W. No tax shall be imposed (I) on the receipts 
from admission tickets sold at two dollars and 
one cent ($2.01) or less; this exemption shall 
apply only to the first 42,500 paid admissions to 
any single event; (2) when a stadium is used by 
athletic teams sponsored by the San Francisco 
Unified School District or by the San Francisco 
Community College District; (3) when a stadi-

urn is used by nonprofit elementary or sec· 
ondary schools, attendance at which satisfies the 
requirements of the compulsory education laws 
of the State of California; (4) when a stadium is 
used by an operator or sponsor of charity athlet· 
ic contests or other special benefit entertainment 
events no part of the net earnings of which 
inures to the benefit of any private shareholder 
or individual and the assets of said operating or 
sponsoring organization are irrevocably dedicat· 
ed to tax-exempt purposes; and (5) any recre
ation field operated by the «Recreation and Park 
Commission» City and County where athletic 
contests, exhibitions or special events may be 
presented and which may contain a seating 
arrangement adjacent to one portion of said field 
containing not more than 5,000 permanent seats, 

ill Notwithstanding Sections 802 and 802A 
herein the total sUtdjum operator admission tax 
imposed under this Article shall be limited to 
$025 per ticket for admissioo to any profes_ 
sional baseball game at the stadium to be locat. 
ed at China Basin and known as Pacific Bell 
Park for the initial term of the Ground Lease 
dated Noyember 26 1997 between the City and 
County of San Frnncjsco acting throUgh its 
Port Commission as landlord and the China 
Basin Ballpark Company LLC as tenant 
SEC. 841. STADIUM OPERATOR ADMIS
SION TAX FUND. The Tax Collector shall 
transmit all monies collected pursuant to this 
Article to the Treasurer for deposit to the credit 
of a special fund to be known as the "Stadium 
Operator Admission Tax Fund." Said fund shall 
be used solely for the following purposes: 

(1) Administration of the provisions of this 
Article, cost of which shall not exceed two per· 
cent of the total amount collected; 

(2) Refunds of any overpayments of the tax 
imposed hereunder; 

(3) Effective July I, 1971, appropriating 
funds for base rental and additional base rental 
as provided for in the Amended Park Lease and 
Supplemental Amended Park Lease between 
City and County and San Francisco Stadium, 
Inc., for the Improvement and Expansion of the 
Recreation Center located at Candlestick 
Park«.)) ~ 

(4) Once all monies due in accordance with 
Subsection (3) bave been pajd all monies col
lected pursyant to this Article shall be depOsit
ed in the General Fund and sybject 
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to the hudQ"etarv and fiscal provisions of the 
Charter may be expended for any lawful City 
pumose 



Owner Move-In Evi'Gtion Limitations 

PROPOSITION G 

Shall the City impose new restrictions. on owner move-in evictions and make 
permanent the existing moratorium on owner move-in evictions of long-term 
senior, disabled, or catastrophically ill tenants? 

YES 
NO --

Digest 
by Ballot Simplification Committee 

THE WAY IT IS NOW: Under the City's current rent control' 
ordinance, a landlord may evict a tenant to use the apartment 
as his or her residence, or as the residence of the landlord's 
child, parent, brother, sister, grandparent, or grandchild, or a 
spouse of any of these individuals. The landlord or relative 
must live in the unit for a period of at least 12 continuous 
months. These are commonly called "owner move-in" (OMI) 
evictions. The City has adopted a moratorium prohibiting 
OMI evictions of long-term senior, disabled, or 
catastrophically ill tenants that expires June 30, 1999. 

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition G is an ordinance that 
would change the "owner move-in" eviction provisions of the 
City's rent control law to: 
• require that the landlord or relative move in within 3 

months and ,occupy the unit for 36 continuous months for 
the eviction to be legal; 

• limit evictions for relatives to buildings where the landlord 
lives or is trying to move in. Only one specific unit per 
building could be recovered by OMI eviction and occupied 

Controller's Statement ·on "G" 
City Controller Edward Harrington has issued the 

following statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition G: 

Should the proposed .ordinance be adopted and 
implemented, it should not affect the cost of government. 

by a landlord, even where there is more than one landlord. 
That specific unit would be the only unit future landlords 
could use an OMI eviction to recover and occupy; 

• prohibit an OMI eviction where any comparable unit 
owned by the landlord becomes vacant and available 
before the eviction, and require a landlord to offer a tenant 
being evicted the right to rent any other unit owned by the 
landlord that becomes vacant and available before the 
eviction, at a rent comparable to the original unit; 

• make the term spouse include a registered domestic 
partner for aMI eviction purposes; and 

• make permanent the existing moratorium on aMI evictions 
of long-term senior, disabled, or catastrophically ill tenants. 

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want to make 
these changes to the City's rent control ordinance. 

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not want to 
make these changes. to the City's rent control ordinance. 

How "G" Got on the Ballot 
On July 20, 1998 the Director of Elections certified that 

the initiative petition, calling for Proposition G to be placed 
on the ballot, had qualified for the ballot. 

10,510 valid signatures were required to place an 
initiative ordinance on the ballot. This number is equal to 
5% of the total number of people who voted for Mayor in 
1995. 

A random check of the signatures submitted on July 6, 
1998 by the proponents ofihe initiative petition showed that 
more than the required number of signatures were valid 

THIS MEASURE REQUIRES 50%+1 AFFIRMATIVE VOTES TO PASS. 

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE. THE FULL TEXT BEGINS ON PAGE 116 
SOME OF THE WORDS USED IN THE BALLOT DIGEST ARE EXPLAINED ON PAGE 50 

107 



Owner Move-In Eviction Limitations 
PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION G 

6,229 households have been displaced by "owner move in" 
evictions - more people than by the Lorna Prieta Earthquake. 
Now a bad situation has gotten worse. Since 1996, OMI evic
tions have soared 300%. 

Better called "speculator move ins," these evictions are forcing 
families, seniors, working people and minority communities out 
of San Francisco. Good tenants now live in fear of eviction. 
Lifelong San Francisco residents now watch as their neighbor
hoods become too expensive to live in. 

Greedy landlords are prohibited from evicting tenants just to 
raise the rent. But it's easy to evict tenants for fraudulent OMI 
evictions. Consider that tenants evicted for move-in have lived in 
their homes an average of II years. Consider that 113 ofthe evic
tions are seniors who have lived in their homes for over two 
decades and raised their families there. 

Real estate speculators use OMI evictions to get around the 
condo conversion law. OMI evictions are used to convert apart
ments into "tenancy in Common condos," which are exempt from 
the condo law's conversion limits and built-in tenant protections. 

Of the 3,962 conversions since 1983, just 4 landlords used the 
condo conversion law-the rest used OMI evictions to get around 
the condo law. 

OMI evictions are unregulated and easily abused.. Proposition 
G ends the abuses of owner-move-in evictions. No longer will 
greedy landlords be able to evict tenants with ~ffordable rents. No 
longer will speculators be able to bypass the condo conversion 
law. Proposition G ends the eviction epidemic and saves the char
acter and diversity of San Francisco. 

Yes on G means you want to end unjust evictions. It means you 
want to preserve San Francisco as a diverse city affordable and 
livable for all-not an exclusive city just for a few. VOTE YES on 
Proposition G. 

Housing For All 

REBUTTAL TO PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION G 
Preserve Affordable Homeownersbip Opportunities 

The proponents of Proposition G are determined to choke off 
one of the last remaining means by which a segment of the renter 
population can become home owners-that is, through tenancies 
in common. 

A tenancy in common is a form of ownership in which each of 
several purchasers owns an undivided interest in a building and 
then, by agreement, takes possession of one of the units. Usually, 
a tenancy in common is formed by several renters residing in a 
building, along with one or two friends or relatives also interest
ed in residing in the building-as owners, not renters. 

Tenancies in common, as ownership housing, enhance the char
acter of the neighborhoods in which they are located and con
tribute to neighborhood stability. One reason for this is the ten
dency of ownership housing to be better maintained than rental 
housing under rent control. 

If Proposition G is approved by the voters, tenancies in com
mon will be eliminated as an affordable housing opportunity and 
many of the city's renters will be denied the right to become home 
owners. 

The proponents of Proposition G cite various figures - none of 
them confirmed by independent studies - to support their claim 
that "speculators" are behind the increase in the number of tenan
cies in common. We believe that the increase is attributable to the 
desire of tenants to get out from under endless rent payments and 
to own their own homes. 

Vote NO on Proposition G. 

Committee to Preserve Affordable Homeownership 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Owner Move-I n Eviction Limitations 
OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION G 

Vote No on Proposition G 
As rents spiral upward in San Francisco, more and more tenants 

are interested in becoming homeowners. But to be able to afford 
ownership housing, many tenants must pool their r"'lources with 
other' tenants to purchase small buildings they can more into. But 
if Proposition G is passed by the voters, this avenue to home own
ership will be closed forever. 

Proposition G is a flawed measure which will hurt the very peo
ple it purports to help. 

Proposition G goes far beyond protecting. seniors -and the dis
abled from eviction. It would prohibit any group of two or more 
people from buying a building for. the purpose of recovering pos
session of units each can occupy. It also would preve~t any owner 
from recovering possession of a unit for the occupancy of a rela
tive unless the owner lives in the building. 

The proponents of Proposition G are tenant activists who want 
rental units to remain rental units and tenants to remain tenants. 
We believe tenants should have the right to choose to become 
home owners, as affordably as possible. ' 

Preserve tenants' right to choose. Vote No on Proposition G. 

Committee to Preserve Affordable Homeownership 

REBUTTAL TO OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITioN G 
Will San Francisco remain affordable for all? Will we remain 

the diverse city we love or will we become an exclusive enclave 
for the wealthiest? Proposition G stops the eviction epid~mic 
which is driving out families, seniors, working people and com
munities of color. 

Good tenants are being evicted at an alarming - and increas
ing - rate. We are facing an eviction epidemic when rents are 
sky-high and vacancies scarce. 

These evictions are aimed at tenants paying affordable rents by 
landlords using fraudulent OMI evictions. Sadly, seniors are 
especially targeted for eviction. Proposition -d ';'ill stop greedy 
landlords who evict good tenants just so they can get higher rents. 

Two-thirds of San Franciscans rent. FeWer than 10% can afford 
to buy. Ownership opportunities for those who can afford it 
should not be created by evicting those who can Y afford it and 
especially not by evicting long-term senior, disabled and termi
nally ill tenants. Our existing condo conversion law balances the 
need to preserve rental housing with the wish for home ownership 
and it protects tenants. Prop'osition G will force real estate specu
lators to follow the condo conversion law. 

Most cities - even Los Angeles-prohibit or limit evictions of 
seniors. San Francisco lags behind others--even though we have 
more evictions and higher rents. 

Vote Yes on Proposition G to protect seniors from unjust evic
tions and to,preserve San Francisco as a city affordable for all, not 
just some. 

Housing For All-

San Francisco Tenants Union 

Housing Rights Committee o/San Francisco 

St. Peter:' Housing Committee 

Tenderloin Housing Clinic 

.. 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Owner Move-In Eviction Limitations 
PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION G 

Evictions have soared by over 300% since 1996! San Francisco 
is facing an eviction epidemic which will change our city forever 
as seniors, families and working people are evicted from their 
homes and from the city. Stop Unjust Evictions! Vote YES 'on 
Proposition G. 

Supervisor Tom Ammiano 

Supervisor Sue Bierman 

Supervisor Amos Brown 

Supervisor Jose Medina 

The true sOUlre of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Hou~ng for All. 

With a 2-bedroom apartment now averaging almost $2,000 and 
a vacancy rate of just I %, people who are evicted fmd they can no 
longer afford to live in San Francisco! 

During this housing crisis, real estate speculators are preying on 
our most vulnerable - evicting seniors, families, disabled and 
terminally ill tenants - just so they can make more money. 

Vote Yes! 

Affordable Housing Alliance 

Coalition For Low Income Housing 

San Francisco Tenants Network 

Golden Gateway Tenants Network 

1550 Bay Street Tenants Association 

Joe Lacey, Tenants/Seniors/Labor Coalition 

The true source of funds used lot the printing fee Of this argument was Housing for All. 

In 1983, when condominium conversions became epidemic, ihe 
city passed a condo conversion law. Now speculators have found 
a way around the condo law - tenancy-in-common condos. 
Exempt from the condo law for technical reasons, this new form of 
condo conversion relies on O¥I evictions to bypass the condo law. 

It's a huge loophole: In 1997, only one landlord used the legit
imate condo conversion process to evict. 1,400 used the "owner 
move in" process. 

VOTE YtS-Stop the new condo conversion epidemic! 

San Francisco Green Party 

San Francisco Tommorow 

Sue Hestor 

The true sourae of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Housing 
for All. 

Opportunist landlords have found that evicting tenants for 
"owner move in'" is simple, easy and quick. These evictions have 
become a huge loophole which landlords use to evict tenants with 
affordable rents. We must place some restrictions on these too
easily-abused evictions. Vote Yes on Proposition G. 

Larry Beach Becker. Rent Board Commissioner 

Shirley Bieri>" Rent Board Commissioner 

Polly Marshall, Rent Board Commissioner 

Everett Moore, Rent Board Commissioner 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Housing for All. 

Unbridled greed is costing San Francisco its unique diversity. 
OMI evictions of low-rent, long-term tenants, and condo conver
sion law circumvention must be stopped! San Francisco Greens 
urge you to vote FOR Prop G! 

San Francisco Green Party 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
signer. 

Currently, people living with HIV are particularly vulnerable to 
owner move-in evictions. The health and well-being of people 
with HIV is uniquely dependent on stable housing. This-measure 
would prohibit the eviction of all chronically ill people with 
HIV/AIDS. Home ownership should not be achieved through the 
eviction of tenants. Vote Ves on G. 

Women:' AIDS Network 

ACT-UP Golden Gate· 

AIDS Legal Referral Panel 

Alice B. Tolkas Democratic Club 

Harvet Milk L.esbian/Gay/BisexuallTransgender Democratic Club 

Fran Kipnis, Co-Chair. Alice B. Toklas Lesbian/Gay 
Democratic Club 

Queer Tenants Union 

Adelante Latino Democratic Club 

Victor Marquez, Civil Rights Attorney 

Eileen Hansen 

The Queer Latino PAC 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Housing 
for All. 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Owner Move-In Eviction Limitations 
PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION G 

Proposition G separates speculators from .honest landlords. 
Owners who legitimately want to move themselves or their fami
ly into a building will still be able to do so .. 

However, speculators will no longer be able to ge,t around the 
condo conversion law. Greedy landlords trying to evict seniors 
with low rents will fmd they can't anymore. 

As landlords, we support closing loopholes· that unscrupulous 
landlords abuse. 

VOTE YES. 

Charles Denefeld 

Maggie Robbins 

Brian Hill 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Brian Hilt 
and Maggie Robbins. 

Solving the housing crisis will take more than building afford
able housing. The solution starts' with the preservation of existing 
rental housing. . 

This means stopping unjust evictions and' ending backdoor 
condo conversions. 

Council of Community Housing Organizations 

Community Housing Partn~rship 

The true source of funds used fO( the printing fee of this argument was Housing for All. 

I'm a condominium homeow.l1e,r, apd the condominium conver
sion law provides needed protections for tenants while allowing 
condominium horileownership. 

Proposition G closes the OMI loophole without hurting home
owners. 

VOTE YES. 

Ketra Oberlander 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Ketra 
Obertander. 

Thousands of tenants have been evicted under the guise of 
"owner move-in," many of them elderly and disabled. Let's close 
this loophole. 

VOTE YES ON G! 

San Francisco Tomorrow 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
signer. 

Proposition G means penn anent protection against unjust evic
tions for renters with disabilities. VOTE YES. 

Mental Health Association of San Francisco 

FDR Democratic Club 

Disability Community Democratic Club 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Housing for All. 

San Francisco is facing a severe housing crisis. 80me landlords 
are exploiting this crisis via phony "owner move in" evictions 
aimed at evicting tenants with affordable rents. Tenants - espe
cially longtenn senior, disabled and tenninally ill tenants - need 
protection from such landlords. 

Vote YES on Proposition G - a fair measure to protect tenants 
and preserve affordable rental housing. 

San Francisco Democratic Party 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Housing for All. 

Affordable rental housing for families with children is already 
scarce. Worse - much afit is being converted into tenancy-in-com
mon condominiums. Evictions are hard for everyone, but pulling 
children from their schools and playmates is particularly painful. 

VOTE YES TO KEEP SAN FRANCISCO FAMILY 
FRIENDLY. 

Coleman Advocates For Children and Youth 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Housing for All. 

The wave of evictions is driving working people out of San 
Francisco. We are becoming a city just for the rich - the people 
who work here can no longer afford to live here! Vote Yes! 

San Francisco Labor Council 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Housing for All. 

Unfair evictions by real estate speculators threaten to force 
those who cannot afford high rents out of the city, resulting in 
longer commutes, more congestion, less open space, and less 
diversity of people in the city. Yes on Proposition G. 

San Francisco Bicycle Coalition 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
signer. 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency .. 
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Owner Move-In Eviction Limitations 
PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION G 

Proposition G protects tenants from unscrupulous landlords and 
speculators while preserving the right of owners to buy and move 
themselves and their families into a bUilding. 

Vote yes on this fair measure to protect tenants while simulta
neously promoting extended families residing together in the 
same building. 

Asian Law Caucus 

Community Tenants Association 

Chinatown Coalition For Belter Housing 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Housing for All. 

Noe Valley is losing its flavor as a small town neighborhood 
where neighbors have resided side by side for years. How long 
will we simply stand by and watch as our long-time friends and 
neighbors get evicted? 

Noe Tenants Association 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Noe 
Tenants Assoc. Volunteers. 

Evictions and displacement of African Americans started in the 
1970s with redevelopment. It continues to day with "speculator 
move in" evictions. Stop the evictions! 

VOTE YES! 

Taj James, Coleman Advocates 

Van Jones 

Jewelle L. Gomez 

Lenora Hamilton 

Rev. Amos Brown 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Housing for All. 

We are homeowners who were lucky enough to buy housing 
before real estate prices went insane. Few people can afford to buy 
these days and the many people who must rent need protections. 

Renters should not have to live in fear of unjust evictions! 
VOTE YES. 

Ralph Lane 

Mimi DeGennaro . 

Jennie Friedenbach 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Mimi 
DeGennaro and Ralph Lane. 

Will there be an eviction notice waiting for you tomorrow? 
People evicted for OMI are good, responsible tenants for years
people who never expect to get evicted. Their lives are devasted 
when suddenly they are told to leave in 30 days. Is your eviction 
next? If it is, where would you move? 

Vote YES on Proposition G - Stop the eviction epidemic!! 

Eviction Defense Collaborative 

Eviction Defense Network 

New College Housing Advocacy Clinic 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was HFA 
volunteers who collected signatures in lieu of paying a filing fee. 

The Mission District has the highest number of Owner-Move
In evictions in the city. As our neighborhood continues to gentri
fy, it is losing the cultural and economic diversity which gives the 
Mission its unique character and flavor. Save our neighborhood's 
diversity - VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION G. 

Paul Cohen, La Raza Centro Legal' 

St. Peter s Housing Committee 

La Raza Information Center 

PODER 

Mission Agenda 

Latino Housing Coalition 

'Organization For Identification Purposes 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Housing for All. 

Seniors are just 16% of all renters but make up 1/3 of all OMI 
evictions - seniors who have lived in their homes for an average 
of 22 years! Imagine being 75 and losing your home of several 
decades and having to leave San Francisco. Along with your 
home you'll lose your friends, neighbors and access to your estab
lished medical care. 

Senior Action Network 

California Legislatiye Council For Older Americans 

Tom Drohan, Legal Assistance For The Elderly' 

Senior Housing Action Coalition 

'Organization For Identification Purposes 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Housing 
for All. 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Owner Move-In Eviction Limitations 
PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION G 

Tenants need more protection from unfair evictions. 

Joel Ventresca, 
Former San Francisco Enviromental Commissioner 

The true source'of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
Signer. 

The sharp increase in evictions ·means more homel~ssness. 
With rents so high, there's nowhere for people to go when evict
ed. - and too many are ending up on the streets. Stop unjust 
evictions - Vote YES! 

Coalition o~ Homelessness 
~ 

Bay Area Homelessness Program 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Housing for All. 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Owner Move-In Eviction Limitations 
PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION G 

Vote No on Proposition G 
Simply put, Proposition G is bad law and bad policy. The 

Courts found an earlier and similar version of the proposal 
ILLEGAL and UNCONSTITIONAL. 

San Francisco needs more affordable housing - not less. Co
ownership of a small building is often the only affordable way to 
own a home in the City. However, Proposition G would prevent 
entry level home ownership for many San Franciscans. It creates 
no new housing for tenants or owners and would result in the loss 
of perhaps thousands of affordable units as apartments will be 
taken off the market. As a result, Proposition G will hurt the very 
people its sets out to help while at the same time discriminating 
against tenants buying their first homes at an affordable price. 

Proposition G means that only the very rich will be able to buy a 
home in San Francisco. Such a result ultimately erodes the econom
ic and social diversity and vitality of San Francisco neighborhoods. 

Proposition G would discriminate against San Francisco fam
ilies. It would prevent extended families from living together in two 
or more apartments in the same building. For example, parents may 
not be allowed to have an adult child move into the same building to 
provide them care and support when they are elderly, ill or disabled. 

Care of our elderly, disabled and catastrophically ill citizens is 
an issue for all San Franciscans. Proposition G unfairly places 
that burden on tenants and entry level owners. 

The problem is insufficient affordable housing. The solution is 
to encourage the constructi~n of more housing, not ill conceived, 
discriminatory and reactionary legislation. Preserve affordable 
housing for San Franciscans. Vote No on Proposition G. 

Bartholomew Murphy, Director 
San Francisco Apartment Association 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
signer. ' 

Housing prices and rents are too high. We need to find ways to 
develop more housing units to stop skyrocketing costs. 
Proposition G will not help. It will not cause a single new apart
ment or house to be built. 

Existing law already has strong, effective protections against 
illegal evictions. Problems created by owners seeking to live in 
their buildings will be reduced as we find new ways to add hous
ing supply, not by pitting one group of residents against another. 

Vote NOon Proposition G. 

James Chappell, President 
San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association (SPUR) 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the San 
Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association. 

Please consider these issues before you vote on Proposition G. 
On its face, Prop. G may sound caring and thoughtful. 

Protections for renters, seniors and the ill. But the fact of the mat
ter is that all of those facets o[Prop G. are in current law. Passage 
or failure of Prop. G will neither add or remove any of those pro
tections. They are simply deliberately misleading window dress
ing for the real issue - which you may not agree with. 

The only change Prop. G will make is to prohibit "tenancies in 
common" or co-ownership, of small buildings. In effect, this takes 
away the right of two tenants to buy their building and live in it. It 
takes away the right of a family to provide homes for their grarid
parents or children. It takes away the opportunity for San Francisco 
renters to get the "leg up" that home ownership provides. 

Don't be manipulated by those who would maintain the eco
nomic gap that occurs in our city. Renters who want to buy homes 
are not "speculators" or "greedy," they are San Franciscans who 
want to provide for themselves and their loved ones. Please study 
this issue carefully before you vote. The protections of this pro
posal are already law - the rest of it shoilldn i be. 

Thank you. 

Coalition For Better Housing 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
Committee to Preserve Affordable Homeownership. 

A court recently held a less restrictive version of this initiative 
UNCONSTITUTIONAL! . 

• We should protect the most vulnerable tenants, 
• but, it should be done with Social Services and a COMMUNITY 

housing fund. 
• Not by depriving owners from being able to move into their 

homes, 
• Families, and particularly those with young children, need the flex

ibility to bring in grandmas, sisters and brothers to their homes. 
• This Draconian piece of legislation is unfair, illegal and wrong

headed. 
• Our group fights for: common sense, honest government; indi

vidual responsibility and fiscal accountability. If you would like 
to join us or get 'information about our group: (415) 334-3151. 

San Francisco Republican Assembly 

. and 

Adam Sparks 
Candidate for SF School Board 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Adam Sparl<s 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion 01 the authors and have not been checked loniccuracy by any official agency. 
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Owner Move-In Eviction Limitations 
PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION G 

Enforce the Law tbat Already Exists 
Proponents of Proposition G claim' that "speculators" are vio

lating the owner move-in provisions of the city's rent control law 
and that tenants require new protections. Rather than proposing 
new regulations, the proponents should be insisting that the city 
enforce the law that already exists. 

Tenants are already protected against wrongful owner move-in 
evictions under the city's rent control law. If it is discovered that 
possession of a unit has been recovered by an owner without the 
requisite factors being present, severe sanctions can be imposed 
against the offending owner. 

The answer to wrongful evictions is stepped up enforcement of 
the existing law, not more needless regulations. 

Vote NO on Proposition ·G. 

Charles' Moore, President 
San Francisco Association of REALTORS® , 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the San 
Francisco Association of Reattors. 

Noon PropG! 
The people behind Prop G are the same extremists who brought 

small, owner occupied buildings under rent control in 1994. As 
predicted then, this caused the number of tenant displacements 
(evictions) to increase dramatically and rents to skyrocket. 

Unfortunately for renters, this new law will result in even more 
disastrous side effects. Owners of these buildings will be 
extremely reluctant to re-rent flats as they become vacant since it 
will make the buildings unable to be sold in the future. Property 
owners will begin selling interests in their buildings as flats 
become vacant. 

Other owners will resort to a state required safety valve to 
extreme rent control called the Ellis Act. This state law confinms 
a property owner's right to 'go out of business' and cease renting" 
apartments. The buildings will be sold to owner occupants and all 
of the tenants will be evicted.' The fear of the loss of even more 
property rights in the future causes this process to accelerate. 
Under both scenarios an important part of the rental stock will no 
longer be available to rent, thus increasing housing scarcity and 
further driving up prices. 

Don't say we didn't warn you ... 

Tim Carrico, 
Professional Property Management Association 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
Committee to Preserve Affordable Homeownership. 

Last year, the Board of Supervisors adopted an ordinance plac
ing a moratorium through June 1999 on owner move-in evictions. 
The ordinance was struck down as unconstitutional by. a San 
Francisco Superior Court judge, who held that it represented an 
unlawful taking of property in violation of the Fifth and 
Fourteenth Amendments. . 

Unwilling to accept the court's ruling, and blind to the court's 
reasoning, tenant 8£tivists - who believe that property rights 
belong to history'S dustbin arid that Marxism is alive and well in 
San Francisco - placed Proposition'G on the ballot. It is even 
more restrictive than the Supervisors' legislation. 

San Francisco i.liberal, but not that liberal. 
Vote No on Proposition G. 

San Francisco Republican Party 

Donald A. Casper, Harold Hoogasian 
Chairman 

Ted Turrell Jun Hatoyama 

Sue Woods Arthur' Bruzzone 

Eugene Wong Jody Stevens 

JodySmith Howard Epstein 

Anna Guth Albert Chang 

The true source of funds used for" the printing fee of this argument was the San 
Francisco Republican County Central Committee • . 

Proposition G Discriminates Against Multiple Owners 
Proposition G will make it more difficult and expensive for 

those San Franciscans who have a cultural propensity io live 
together as !ll' extended family to do so. 

\..Tnder Proposition G, once an owner has recovered possession 
of a unit in a building any other current or future owner would be 
prevented from recovering possession of another unit in the build
ing. So, if there are two or more owners only one would be able 
to recover possession of a unit. What's fair about that? 

Shouldn't San Franciscans who purchase property together be 
able to live in it together? We think so. 

Vote NO on Proposition G. 

John Yen Wong 
San Francisco Association of REALTORS® 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the San 
Francisco Association of Realtors. 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the' authors and have not been cihecked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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TEXT OF PROPOSED INITIATIVE ORDINANCE 
PROPOSITION G 

AMENDMENT TO qlAPTER 37 OF THE 
SAN FRANCISCO ADMINISTRATIVE 

CODE 
THE RESIDENTIAL RENT STABILIZA

TION AND ARBITRATION ORDINANCE 
Additions Are Underlined; Deletions 

Indicated By St,ihe8ut 

Sec. 37.9. Evictions. 
Notwithstanding Section 37.3, this section 

shall apply as of August 24, 1980, to all land
lords and tenants of rental units as defined in 
Section 37.2(p). 

(a) A landlord shall not endeavor to recover 
possession of a rental unit unless: 

III 
(8) The landlord seeks to recover possession 

in good faith, without ulterior reasons and with 
honest intent~ M' tHe lMeleM's tiS8 MB BaSH 
!!I8RS) as his Br her J3FiReil'81 r8sieieftee, at fsr 
the !::ISB anti eee~p8Rey M the J3ritiei"aI resi 
EleRes sf"'-! IEtHaISFS's ekilEipen; I"fH eRts, graAd 
1'8I'eft~, g'Bftele8i1tlrefl:, t!lrstftsr SF sister, SF the 
lB:Aellsrel's SflBtl!lB SF the SI'SttSBS 8f sHeh rela 
tieRS, fer 8 f1erisa sf at ISM' 12 8SfttiftUBI:t9 

""""'"'" (0 For the landlord's use or occypan-
cy as his or her principal residence for a period 
of at least 36 continuous months' 

Oil For the use or occupancy of the 
landlord's grandparents. grandchildren Parents, 
children brother or sister. or the landlord's SOOUSe. 
or the spouses ofsuch relations as their principal 
place of residency for a period of at least 36 
months in the same buildjng in whjch the land
lord resides as hjs or her principal "lace of resi
dency or in a building in which the landlord is 
simultaneously seeking possessjon oCa rental unit 
ynder 37 9(a)(81Q) for Pymoses of this Section 
37 9(a){8)(iD the tenn spoyse shan include 
J)omestic Partners as defined in San FranCisco 
Administrative Code Chapter 62 1-62 S 

(till) For purposes of this Section 
37.9(a)(8) only, as to landlords who become 
owners of record of the rental unit on or before 
February 21, 1991, the term landlord shall be 
defined as an owner of record of at least 10010 
interest in the property or for Section 
37 9(al(S)(i) only two individuals registered as 
Domestic Partners as defineq in San Francisco 
Adminjstrative Code Cbapter 62 1-62 S whose 
combined ownership of record is at least 10 
=W. For purposes of this Section 37.9(a)(8) 
only, as to landlords who become owners of 
record of the rental unit after February 21, 
1991, the term "landlord" shall be defined as an 
owner of record of at least 25 percent interest in 
the property or for Section 37 9(a)(S)(D only 
two individuals registered as Domestjc Partners 
as defined in San Francisco Administratiye 
Code Chapter 62.1-62 8 whose combjned own-
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e[Ship of record is at least 25 percent 
(iiix) A landlord may not recover 

possession under this Section 37.9(a)(8) if a 
comparable unit owned by the landlord ~ 
I>ttiI<!iftg- is already vacant and available, or if 
such a unit becomes vacant and available dttr
t8g the J3e.tad eftfte fl:etiee tefH!oifl:lHing teftM!!!'. 
before the recoVery ofpossessjoQ afthe unit If 
a comparable unit does become vacant and 
available Eitl.ieg said fl:s*ies J3e.iaEi, before the 
recovery of possession the landlord shall 
rescind the notice to vacate and dismiss any 
action filed to recover possessjon of the premjs
os Provided further if a non-comparable ynit 
becomes ayailable before the recovery of pos
session the landlord shall offer that unit to the 
tenant at a rent based on the rent that the tenant 
is paying with upward or downward adjyst. 
ments allowed based ypon the condition size 
and other amenities of the replacement unit 
Disputes concerning the initial rent for the 
replacement ynit shaH be detenniPed by the 
Rent Board It shall be evidence of a lack of 
good faith if a landlord times the service of the 
notice or the filing ofaa action to recover pos
session so as to ayoid mOving into a compara
ble unit or to ayoid offering a tenant a replace
ment unit 

(tH0 It shan be rebuttably presumed 
that the landlord has not acted in good faith if 
the landlord or relative for whom the tenant was 
evicted does not move into the rental unit lrilh:. 
in three months and occupy said unit as that 
person's principal residence for a minimum of 
.3..6. ~ continuous months. 

(yi> Once a landlord has successfully 
recovered possession of a rental ynit pUrsuant 
to Section 37 9(0)(8)(jl then no other current or 
future landlords may recover PQSsessjoo of anY 
other rental unit in the buildjng under Section 
37 9(a)(S)W It is the intention of this section 
that only one specific unit per building may be 
used for sych occupancy ynder Section 
37 9(a)(S)(D and that once a unit is used for 
such occupancy all future occupancjes ynder 
Section 37 9(a)(8)(D myst he of that same unit. 
proyided that a landlord may file a Petjtjon with 
the Rent Board. or at the landlord's optioo 
commence eviction proceedings claiming that 
disability or other similar hardship preyents 
him or her from occypying a ynit whjch was 
previously occupied by the landlord 

(yii> Ifony proYision or clause of this 
amendment to Section 37 9(a)(S) or the appli
cation thereof to any person or circnmstance is 
held to be ynconstitutiona) pr to be Ptheoyjse 
invalid by any court of competent jurisdiction 
such invalidity shall npt affect other chapter 
provjsions and clauses of this cbapter are held 
to be seyerable' or 
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(g) TEJ Rl9R:\RY J {QRAl'9R.-nn 1. The 
following additional provisions shall apply to a 
landlord who seeks to recover a rental uoit by 
utilizing the grounds enumerated in Section 
37.9(a)(8): 

(I) As sf the eD'ee*i I e dtHe sf tile 9rdiftBHee 
ftfftendiRg QhftfJter 37 13) atlEiiflg ..,is See*iafl: 
~7.9fg1 f9frtiiRanee ~Je, JQ9 97' 1'8Hd SSHMHH 
iAg iliPsllgk Jtme 39, 1999, 8 A landlord may 
not recover possession of a unit from a tenant 
under Section 37.9(a)(8) if the landlord has or 
receives notice, any time before recovery of 
possession, that any tenant in the rental unit: 

(A) Is 60 years of age or older and has 
been residing in the unit for 10 years or more; or 

(8) Is disabled within the meaning of 
Section 37.9(g)(I)(B)(i) and has been residing 
in the unit for 10 years or more, or is cata
strophically ill within the meaning of Section 
37.9(g)(I)(B)(ii) and has been residing in the 
unit for 5 years or more: 

(i) A "disabled" tenant is 
defined for purposes of this Section 
37.9(g)(I)(B) as a person who is disabled or 
blind within the meaning of the federal 
Supplemental Security IncomelCalifornia State 
Supplemental Program (SSIISSP), and who is 
determined by SSIISSP to qualify for that pro
gram or who satisfies such requirements 
through any other method of detennination as 
approved by the Rent Board; 

(ii) A "catastrophically ill" 
tenant is defined for purposes of this Section 
37.9(g)(I)(B) as a person who is disabled as 
defined by Section 37.9(g)(\)(B)(i), and who is 
suffering from 8 life threatening illness as certi
fied by his or her primary care physician. 

(2) The foregoing provisions of Section 
37.9(g)(I)(A) and (B) shall not apply where 
there is only one rental unit owned by the land
lord in the building, or where each of the rental 
units owned by the landlord in the same build
ing where the landlord resides (except the unit 
actually occupied by the landlord) is occupied 
by a tenant otherwise protected from eviction 
by Sections 37.9(g)(I)(A) and (B) and where 
the landlord's qualified relative who will move 
into the unit pursuant to Section 37.9(a)(8) is 60 
years of age or older. 

(3) The tefftpsP8:f5 e i ietisfI: ffts.a*sritlfft m:2:. 
~ established by this Section 37.9(g) 
include9;- but lIKfo not limited to, any rental 
unit where a notice to vacate/quit has been 
served as of the date this amendment the tefft 
pSf~ mSF8tsritltfl takes effect fsee SeetisR 
37.9fgl(1)) but where the rental unit has not yet 
been vacated or an unlawful detainer judgment 
has not been issued. 

(4) T:JflJess ethsFI' iss limiteti SF entsHfied, the 
p.a. isisfl:s sf Seetieft 37:9(g~ shall .emaiA ifl: 
etJee* iliPstlgh Jtlfl:e 39, 1999 8f1:1), EtAd sh&ll He 

(Continued on next page) 



LEGAL TEXT OF PROPOSITION G (CONTINUED) 

laRger he iR el+eet 6ft ltd) 1, 1999, 8:Ad Ute.s 
oI\ep,. 

(4) Within 30 days of personal service by the 
landlord of a written request. or at the land
lord's option a ootice oetermination gftenancy 
under 37 9(a)(8) the tenant mllst submit a 

statement with sypporting eYidepce to the 
landlord jftbe tenant claims to he a member of 
ODe orlbe classes protected 'by Sect jon 37 9{g) 
The written request or notice shall coulain a 
warning that a tenant's failure to submit 8 state
ment within the 30 day period shall be deemed 
an admission that the tenant is not protected by 
Section 37 9(&) The landlord shall file a copy 
of the request or notice wjth the Rent BOard 
within ten days of service on the tenant A teo
ant's failure to sybmit a statement within the 30 
day period shall be deemed an admission that 
the tenant is not protected by SectjoD 37 9(g) 
A landlord may challenge a tenant's clajm of 
protected status ejther by requesting a hearing 
with the Rent Board or at the landlord's option 
through commencement of eviction proceed
ings including service of a notice of teonina
tion of tenancy In the Rent Board hearing or 
the 'eyiction action the -tenant shall haye the ! 

,burden of proof to show protected status No 
ciyil or crimjnal liability under 379(e) or (0 
shall be imposed upon a landlord for ejther 
requestjng or challenging a tenant's claim of 
protected status 

(5) Ibjs Section 37 9(g) is seyerable from all 
other sections and sball be of no force or effect 
if any temporary moratorium on owner/relatiye 
eYictions adQpted by the Board of Supervisors 
after June I 1998 and before October 31 1998 
bas been inyalidated by the cOurts in a final 
decision 

III 
11/ 
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Your city's animal shelter. . 

Open 7 days a week, 12:00 to 5:30 
1200 15th S~ SE (415) 554-6364 
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Remember To Recycle This Pamphlet! 
After you've finished with this pamphlet, recycle it with your other paper. And remember that 

there are 12 items that can be recycled in San Francisco's curbside and apartment recycling programs: 

Paper • • .Papel 

m 
.. · .. 

'.r.,". 
:. .:.~.:: ~.~ .' 

OffIce Paper 

Pa.-I d. OfIclna 

Magadn •• 
• Catalogs 

J1I~&§aillt 

•• vI.~ Y ~I .. o. 

Pape .. Bags 
a Packaging 

801_ d. Papel Y 
Papal de ' .. paquetar 

Ie'ephoae Book. 

Containers • 

Alalllinalll Can •• '011 

Pa~ tie Alalllinio 
y Bote. 

San Francisco -------

RECYCLING 
~ 

A Program of the City and County of San Francisco 

~lt,'Gllt*/J'flIlTi& • 
jj1jW=l'tflM1H&-/'!l@lJ(j( 0 

=:llllffJ/ilI)§:& iBx@lJ(j( 
~tll1J . jjJJ;),@lJ(j(+=mw&"o 0 

i Recuerde Reciclar 
Este Folleto! 
Despues de que haya terminado 
con este faUeto, reciclelo con su 
otro papel. Y recuerde que hay 
dace articulos que pueden ser 
reciclados en los programas a 
domicilio y apartamentos en 
San Francisco. 

;WJfil i!li ~ lj1G'lIf ill!J /ilI)§ @I J(j( iUf . 
jj1jtll: 330-2872 0 

;WJfilJl1jJt.i!l!W&:EJJ(j(ji1Sf· 
jj1jtlEllIIm@lJ(j(~tll1J= + 
I2]/J'IIifw'\~ 554-6193 0 

Para obtener una caja azul 0 para mas 
informaci6n de reciclaje a domicilio 
Harne ai, 330-2872. 
Para Informacion para evitar 
desperdicios de basura y reciclaje por 
favor lIame al Programa de Reciclaje 
de San Francisco al 554-6193 que 
esta a su servicio las 24 horas del dia. 

fl"~'" '; ." ," ", 

:: ==. . 
:: ... : ........... "': ~, .. , 

Perl ... c •• 

luak Man. 

eo ...... pon .. ncla 
Public"'''. 

C. ... al. Oth.r 
Dry Food &oKO. 

Cola. de Ce ... al y 
Otro. eo .... H ..... Soc.s 

........ d Cardboanl 

• Reclplentes 

PI .... c Botti •• 

.... 11 .. d. PlllatieD 

Ola •• Jan. BottI •• 

....... ,. .... 11 .. 
de V1drlo 

For a blue bin or curbside information, call 330-CURB. . 
For information about waste prevention and recycling, call the 
San Francisco Recycling Program's 24-hour hotline at 554-6193. 



Help the Environment 
& Help Yourself 
by buying a 1.6 gallon per 

flush toilet for only $10 
from the San Francisco Water Dept. 

Want to help the environment by reducing the amount of water that we 

use day after day? Want to reduce your water and sewer bill by 
an average of $80 each year? 

You can do both by installing a 1.6 gallon per flush toilet. If you own a 
single-family home or a multifamily building with four apartments or less, you can 
purchase one or more high quality, brand-new, 1.6 gallon per flush toilets for 
only $10 from the San Francisco Water Department. 

Supplies are limited. First come, first serve. Sales are on: 

Mon., Oct. 12 (Columbus Day) 
Alemany FarmerslFlea Market 
100 Alemany 

Sat., Oct. 31 
John O'Connell H.S .. 
41 st Ave. & Ortega 

Wed., Nov. 11 (Veterans' Day) 
City College's Evans Campus 

1400 Evans (Mendell) 

Sat., Nov. 21 
Lake Merced's Parking Lot 
Lake Merced & Sunset Blvd. 

SFWO's Conservation Section 

923-2571 



Hotel Tax Surcharge 

PROPOSITION H 

Shall the City continue to collect the 2% hotel tax surcharge? YES 
NO --

Digest 
by Ballot Simplification Committee 

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The City charges a base lax on the 
rental of hotel rooms, and additional taxes called surcharges. 
The money raised by surcharges goes into the G,eneral Fund 
and can be used for any' City purpose. As of 1996 the base 
hotel tax was 8 percent and the surcharge 4 percent. 

In 1996, the City authorized an additional 2 percent 
surcharge on the hotel tax. 

In November, 1996, California voters approved State 
Proposition 218. Proposition 218 requires voter approval of 
any tax adopted after January 1, 1995. The City's 1996 
hotel tax surcharge increase is covered by Proposition 218. 
City voters must approve this tax by November, 1998, or the 
'tax can no longer be collected. 

Controller's Statement on "H" 
City Controller Edward Harrington has issued the 

following statement on the fiscal impact Of. Proposition A: 

The proposed ballot measure would continue the current 
hotel tax rate of 14%. State Proposition 218 requires a vote 
on any taxes increased after January 1, 1995. Since the 
Hotel Tax rate was increased in August, 1996, voters must· 
ratify it to keep it at the same level. Should this measure 
fail, City revenues would be reduced by about $23.4 million 
per year. 

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition H is an ordinance that 
would authorize the City to continue collecting the 2 percent 
surcharge on the hotel tax added in 1996. 

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want to 
authorize the City to continue collecting this 2 percent 
surcharge on the hotel tax. 

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not want to 
authorize the City to continue collecting this 2 percent 
surcharge on the hotel tax. 

How Supervisors Voted on "H" 
On August 3, 1998 the Board of Supervisors voted 10-0 

to place Proposition H on the ballot. 

The Supervisors voted as follows: 
Yes: Supervisors Ammiano, Bierman, Brown, 
Kaufman, Leno, Medina, Newsom, Yaki, Yee 
No: None of the Supervisors voted no. 
Absent: Su!'ervisor Teng 

Katz, 

THIS MEASURE REQUIRES 50%+1 AFFIRMATIVE VOTES TO PASS. 

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE. THE FULL TEXT BEGINS ON PAGE 130 
SOME OF THE WORDS USED IN THE BALLOT DIGEST ARE EXPLAINED ON PAGE 50 
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Hotel Tax Surcharge 
PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION H 

San Francisco has a 14% hotel tax that is paid by visitors who 
stay overnight in one of the City's hotels. In this year alone, the 
hotel tax will provide $164 million in revenues to the City. 
Proposition H keeps our current hotel tax rate and the funding it 
provides for vital City services. 

More than 16 million people from all over the world come to 
our city each year. TIlese visitors pour more than $2 billion into 
our local economy. Some hotel tax money is earmarked specifi
cally for affordable housing, arts and cultural facilities, as well as 
the development of the Children's Center and the Moscone 
Convention Center. Approximately $81 million goes directly into 
the City's General Fund - which is the lifeblood of San 
Francisco's parks, health services, MUNI, police, fire, library and 
other essential city services. . 

In August of 1996, the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor 
approved an increase in the hotel tax from 12% to 14%. By the 
end of this fiscal year, this 2% increase will have provided over 
$41 million in additional revenues to the city. In November of 
1996, Proposition 218 was passed by California voters. 

Proposition 218 required all taxes - retroactive to those approved 
after January 1995 -- be approved by voters at a general election. 
As a result, San Franciscans must approve the current hotel tax 
rate for it to continue. 

PropOSition H is not a new tax." It simply retains the hotel 
tax that has been in place since 1996. This is a tax that is paid 
by visitors to the City and helps to fund our most essential 
City services. . 

Please join business, labor, the hospitality industry and the arts 
community in support of our Hotel Tax. Vote Yes on Proposition H. 

Board o[ Supervisors 

How Supervisors Voted to Submit this Argument 
The Supervisors voted as follows on August 17, 1998: 
Yes: Supervisors Ammiano; Bierman, Brown, Katz, Kaufman, 
Leno, Medina, Newsom, Yak~ Yee 
No: None of the Supervisors voted no. 
Absent: Supervisor Teng 

REBUTTAL TO PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION H 
We all have [rlends or [amily that visit San Francisco. The 

money visitors spend here goes to working people in many ways. 
When travellers don't visit our city, money is taken from work

ing people, single mothers and family breadwinners who work as: 

• Cafe workers 
• Waitpersons 
• Bartenders 
• Artists, maids 
• Street vendors 
• Many, many more 

And while City Hall raised visitor taxes in 1986, 1993 and 
1996, visitor bureaus in the East Bay and the Peninsula wooed 
away our visitors with their lower rates of taxes. 

Our city lost business. We never got the jobs those other cities 
did. 

Who wants this tax? 
• Corporate Welfare Recipients 
• The Well Connected 
• Special Interest Groups and the F.O.W. (Friends o[ Will/e) 

This year the city collected some $164 MUlion on the hotel tax, 
a tax designed to promote tourism; yet it wasn't enough to even 

open up Treasure Island to the public. If you're not well con
nected you don't get on the island. Give us a break! Corruption, 
greed and special interests, makes this tax particularly onerous. 

For more information on Proposition D see: 
http://www.degrees.com/sfra 

• Our groups fights for good, dean government and fiscal 
responsibility. And in San Francisco, that's a full time job. 
Join us! 

• We need you! 

For more info on Proposition H and our group visit: 
http://www.degrees.com/sfra 

The San Francisco Republican Assembly 
http://www.degrees.comlsfra 
sfra@iname.com 
415-334-3151 

The Common Sense Supper Club 
supperclub@mailexcite.com 

Adam Spark.> 
Candidate for School Board 

Dr. Terence Faulkner 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion ofthe authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any offiCial agency. 
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Hotel Tax Surcharge 
OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION H 

Dump this tax! 

• At 14%, the hotel tax is one of the nation's highest taxes. 
• This tax discourages visito", and inhibits employment. 
• The money is squandered in Willie ~ World 
• The tax was passed illegally and without a vote of the people, 
• Now a court says its our turn to speak! 

Our group fights for: common sense, honest government, indi
vidual responsibility and fiscal accountability, If you would like 
to join us, send $25 for an annual me'mbership to: 

S.F.R.A., 537 Jones Street, Suite 12, San Francisco, Calif, 94102 
or get information about our group: (415) 334-3151. 

Son Francisco Republican Assembly 

• 

REBUTTAL TO OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION H 
Proposition H does nothing more than affirm the current hotel 

tax rate that is paid by vis ito", 'who come to San Francisco and 
stay overnight. Proposition H does not impose' a new tax or raise 
existing taxes. San Francisco's hotel and restaurant industries 
support continuation of the hotel tax because it helps fund the cul
tural priorities which make San Francisco such a popular destina
tion and keep their· businesses thriving, 

Facts about the Hotel Tax that are not disputed: 

• The hotel tax provides $5 million annually for affordable hous-
ing programs; 

• The hotel tax provides more than $30 million annually for San 
Francisco arts and cultural programs; , 

• The hotel tax provides another $11 million for recreational 
facilities such as the Children'S Center at Yerba Buena 
Gardens; 

• The hotel tax provides another $81 million to the' City's 
General Fund which keeps the City's services like 'the police, 
fire, and parks departments running, 

" 

Please join all of San Francisco's elected officials, leaders of 
business, labor, hotels and restaurants, arts organizations, afford
able housing organizations as well as both the Democratic and 
Republican parties in support of continuing the Hotel Tax sur-
charge, . 

Please vote Yes on Proposition H. Keep funding Son 
Froncisco 's priorities. 

Board of Supervisors 

How Supervisors Voted to Submit this Rebuttal 
, The Supervisors voted as follows on August 24, 1998: 

Yes: Supervisors Ammiano, Biennan, Brown, Kaufman, Leno, 
Medina, Newsom; Yaki, Yee . 
No: None of the Supervisors voted no, 
Absent: Supervisors Katz, Teng 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion ofthe' authors and have noi been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Hotel Tax Surcharge 
PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION H 

CITY OFFICIALS SUPPORT HOTEL TAX CONTINUATION 
The City and County of San Francisco relies on the hotel tax to 

fund city services. We strongly encourage passage of 
Proposition H, the continuation ofthe 14% hotel taL Without 
it, San Francisco would be forced to cut some services or raise 
revenue from other sources. The hotel tax is an appropriate mech
anism to ensure San Francisco residents do not pay more than 
theiI,fair share of the cost to maintain San Francisco's unique cul
tural environment which so many visitors enjoy. 

The hotel tax raises more than $163 million annually. $81.5 mil
lion of which goes to The City's general fund, which is used to fund 
San Francisco's city departments. The hotel tax also provides $5.2 
million for low income housing, $11 million for various recreation
al facilities including the Children'S Center at Yerba Buena 
Gardens, $30.3 million in funding for Arts and Cultural 
Organizations and Facilities, and many others. To continue fund
ing San Francisco's priorities, please vote Yes on Proposition H. 

San Francisco Mayor Willie Brown 

Barbara Kaufman, President, Board of Supervisors 

Supervisor Tom Ammiano 

Supervisor Sue Bierman 

Supervisor Amos Brown 

Supervisor Leslie Katz 

Supervisor Mark Leno 

Supervisor Jose Medina 

Supervisor Gavin Newsom 

Supervisor Mabel Teng 

Supervisor Michael Yaki 

City Attorney Louise H Renne 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
Committee to Keep the Hotel Tax. 

Join the District Council of Painters No. 8 in supporting 
Proposition H. Yes on H is a great deal for San Franciscans. We 
can gain jobs while the visitors to our new convention center 
(which Prop. H creates) pay for it through the hotel tax. Yes on 
Proposition H it's a winner. 

Michael E. Hardeman, II 

President, District Council of Painters No.8 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the Sign 
Display Local Union 510. 

CHILDREN'S ADVOCATES SUPPORT PROPOSITION H 
Welfare refonn has placed a great burden on our City to provide 

services for children. This year, San Francisco is investing $4 mil
lion in universal child care. The hotel tax is an essential revenue 
source for these services. 

The hotel room tax provides funding to give our children and 
families access to resources they need. The Children's Fund is a 
percentage of the general fund, which supports the elementary 
school music program as well as neighborhood Beacon Centers, 
health, counseling, and many other family support programs. In 
addition, the hotel tax pays for the Children's Center at Yerba Buena. 

A "Yes" vote on Proposition H is a vote for children and 
families. 

Supervisor Mabel Teng 

Jill rf/ynns, Board of Education 

Lefty Gordon, Executive Director, Ella Hill Hutch Center 

Margaret Brodkin, Coleman Advocates for Children & Youth' 

Sally Large, member, San Francisco Childcare Planning & 
Advisory Council' 

Susan B. Suval, Chair, Sunset District Neighborhood Coalition' 

Revel Paul, Sunset Beacon Advisory Council ' 

Patricia M Kaussen, Richmond District Neighborhood Center, Inc. ' 

Fran Kipnis, Chair, San Francisco Child Care Planning and 
Advisory Council 

Craig K. Marlin, Attorney 

, (for ID purposes only) 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
Committee to Keep the Hotel Tax. 

In 1996 San Franciscans overwhelmingly voted to expand 
Moscone Center, creating 2,000 jobs and $200 million in visitor 
spending, all paid for by hotel room taxes, not San Franciscans. 
The state constitution now requires this simple housekeeping 
measure to continue collecting that hotel tax. 

Vote YES on Proposition H so hotel guests will continue to pay 
for us to expand our convention center. 

James Chappell, President 
San Francisco.Planning and Urhan Research Association (SPUR) 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the San 
Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association. 

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

SAN FRANCISCO'S PARKS AND RECREATION 
FACILITIES BENEFIT FROM PROPOSITION H 

The hotel tax provides an important component of the necessary 
support for parks and recreation. We need to maintain this source 
of tax revenue in order to keep parks as a high priority for our 
community. Beautiful parks make San Francisco the best place in 
the country to visit and live in. 

Vote "Yes" on Proposition H - keep vital park and recreation 
services 

}Velie Flunder, President, Recreation and Parks Commission 

Gordon Chin, Commissioner, Recreation and Parks 

Eugene L. Friend, Commissioner, Recreation and Parks 

Lynne Newhouse Segal, Commissioner, Recreation and Parks 

·Jim Salinas Senior, Commissioner, Recreation and Parks 

David M Jamison, Board of Directors,. 
Friends of Recreation and Parks 

Marybeth Knudsen Wallace, Parent Advocates for Youth 

Tom Radulovich, BART Director 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
Committee to Keep the Hotel Tax. 

FISCAL WATCHDOGS AGREE - VOTE YES ON 
PROPOSITION H 

We are generally opposed to tax increases, which is why we 
support continuation of this tax. Proposition H is not a new tax. 
We urge San Franciscans to vote yes on Proposition H, to contin
ue the hotel tax. Tourists pay over $163 million into San 
Francisco's budget through the hotel tax. Discontinuing the 14% 
hotel tax would force a tax increase in other areas, which we 
oppose. Continuing the hotel tax, generally paid by visitors to San 
Francisco, eliminates the pressure for new taxes on San 
Franciscans. We encourage you to vote "Yes" on Proposition H. 

Don C~per, Chair, San Francisco Republican Party 

Tom Hsieh, fonmer Supervisor, City and County of San Francisco 

Neveo Mosser, President, San Francisco Apartment Association 

Arthur Bruzzone, fonmer Chair, San Francisco Republican Party 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
Committee to Keep the Hotel Tax. 

VITAL CITY SERVICES NEED CONTINUATION 
OF THE HOTEL TAX 

Crucial city services like police, fire, ambulance, SF General 
Hospital, community health centers and neighborhood 
libraries are all significantly funded by The City's general 
fund. The 14% hotel tax - a tax paid by those' who visit San 
Francisco - contributes $81.5 million dollars to the San Francisco 
General Fund. These dollars ensure the coniinuation of vital ser
vices that San Franciscans from every neighborhood demand and 
deserve. Passing Proposition H ensures the money is available to 
continue these vital services. Those of us who are committed to 
the delivery of safe, efficient and reliable city services urge you to 
join us in voting YES on Proposition H. . 

Jennie Chin Hansen, Executire Director, OnLok 

Jeff Brown, Public Defender 

Dr. Mitchell Katz. Director of Public Health 

Mark A. Primeau. Public Works Director 

Pat Norman, President, San Francisco Police Commission 

Jane Morrison, President, Human Services Commission 

Robert Demmons, Fire Chief, San Francisco Fire Department 

John Elberling, Yerba Buena Consortium 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
Committee to Keep the Hotel Tax. 

The San Francisco Republican Party has officially endorsed 
. Proposition H, and it strongly urges .every Republican to support 
the measure. 

Tourism and conventions are the lifeblood of San Francisco's· 
economy. Proposition H will provide the funding to expand 
Moscone Center - at no cost to local taxpayers. Proposition H 
is supported by the hotel and restaurant industries and. every major 
business association in the City. 

Vote Yes on Proposition H. 

S~ Francisco Republican Party 

Donald A. Casper, 
Chainman 

Ted Turrell 

Sue Woods 

Eugene Wong 

Lee S. Dolson 

Harold Hoogasian 

Jun Hatoyama 

Albert Chang 

Arthur Bruzzone 

Howard Epstein 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the San 
Francisco Republican County Central Committee. 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Hotel Tax Surcharge 
PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION H 

LABOR AND BUSINESS AGREE - VOTE YES ON 
PROPOSITION H 

The hotel tax is an important source of revenue for the services 
that support our businesses and provide jobs for San Franciscans. 
The labor and business communities urge you to vote "Yes" on 
Proposition H to maintain these vital services. The hotel tax pays 
for San Francisco's outstanding cultural and recreational facilities, 
and programs, which help make it a favorite tourist destination. 
The tax also contributes to the general fund of The City budget, 
paying for police, fire and library services. Proposition H helps 
keep San Francisco thriving economically, providing jobs and 
keeping our businesses growing. Labor and business leaders 
agree - vote yes on Proposition H. 

Stephen Cornell, President, Small Business Advisory Commission 

Robert Boileau, Vice-President, San Francisco Labor Council 

Michael Penn, Executive Director, 
San Francisco Black Chamber of Commerce 

Francis X Crowley, Business Manager, Secretary, 
Theatrical Stage Employees, Local 16 

Kent Mitchell, President, United Educators of San Francisco 

F. Warren Hellman, Chairman, Committee on JOBS 

Robert B. Hermanson, Vice-President, Merchants of Upper Castro 

Ken Cleaveland, Government Affairs Director, 
Building Owners and Managers Association 

Michael E. Hardeman, Business & Financial Secretary of 
Sign Display Local #510 

Stan Smith, Secretary Treasurer, 
• San Francisco Building Trades Council 

Lynn Valente, Market Street Association 

Willie Ratclif[. President, 
African American Contractors of San Francisco 

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 

Larry Mazzda, President, San Francisco Building Trades Council 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
Committee to Keep the Hotel Tax. 

HOTELS AND THE HOSPITALITY INDUSTRY SUPPORT 
CONTINUATION OF THE HOTEL TAX 

More than 16 million people visit San Francisco each year, and 
more than 3 million stay overnight in San Francisco's hotels, 
motels, bed & breakfasts, and hostels. These visitors pump more 
than $5 billion dollars into the local economy, supporting thousands 
of jobs and encouraging a vibrant, healthy economy. The hotel tax 
revenue ensures that the services and environment which draw so 
many visitors to San Francisco are paid for in part by those visitors. 

The hospitality industry of San Francisco supports Proposition H, 
a continuation of the 14% hotel tax. We believe it is it fair, prudent 
and responsible.way for San Francisco to raise the revenue needed 
to fmance important city priorities including the Moscone conven
tion facilities, visitor promotion programs, and arts and recreation
al programs. These priOrities promote San Francisco's unique cul
tural environment, which is one reason why visitors come here. 

Dale Hess, San Francisco Convention and Visitos Bureau 

Debra L. Rosencrance, Professional Convention Management 
Association - Northern California Chapter 

Marvin Warren, President, San Francisco Council of 
District Merchants 

David Heitz, Meeting Professionals International 

Robert Wilhelm, Past President, Hotel Council of San Francisco 

Mike Cassidy, Managing Director, Westin St. Franciso Hotel 

Chip Conley, President, Joie De Vivre Hotels 

Gunther Hall, General Manager, 
Holiday Inn San Francisco Bay Collection 

Nathan Dwiri, President, Yellow Cab Cooperative 

Chiis Steuri, Renaissance Stanford Court Hotel 

Robert Pritikin, Mansions Hotel 

Patricia Breslin, Golden Gate Resteraunt Association 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
Committee to Keep the Hotel Tax. 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion olthe authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any Official agenCy. 

126 



Hotel Tax Surcharge 
PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION H 

The Golden Gate Restaurant Association Says Vote 
Ves on Prop H! 

The Golden Gate Restaurant Association, an organization repre
senting over 450 San Francisco restaurants, urges you to vote yes 
on Proposition H. Millions of visitors every year choose San 
Francisco as their #1 vacation and business destination. Througb 
the hotel tax, these overnigbt visitors pour millions of dollars every 
year into our City's General Fund. The hotel tax revenue pays for 
important marketing programs that showcase San Francisco's 
exciting and unique treasures, in particular our diverse and world 
renowned restaurants. The hotel tax also funds art and education
al programs that draw visitors to plays, art galleries and concerts in 
every San Francisco neighborhood, encouraging those visitors to 
dine in local restaurants and shop in neigbborhood stores. 

Let's keep San Francisco 5 economy booming! Vote Ves on 
Proposition H to retain the hotel tax. 

The Golden Gate Restaurant Association 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
Golden Gate Restaurant Association PAC. 

San Francisco has neglected its maritime and industrial bases 
and is now a city that is heavily reliant on convention, hospitality, 
restaurant and tourism-related businesses. [n order to ensure return 
visits by professional groups, trade associations and tourists, San 
Francisco must provide world~class facilities to compete success
fully with other popular destinations. A "yes" vote will allow the 
City to continue to collect a 2% hotel tax surcharge that goes to the 
General Fund. Monies can then be used to fund projects like the 
expansion of the Moscone Convention Center and other upgrades 
that will ensure a increasing number of visitors to our city. 

Voters had approved ihis surcharge in 1996 and it is a tax that is 
not borne by the citizens of San .Francisco. It comes before the 
electorate again in order to comply with the retroactive provisions 
of Proposition 218 and retention of this tax is widely supported by 
the business community. A "yes" vote on Proposition H is a sound 
investment in the civic and economic future of San Francisco. 

Mike Fitzgerald 
Republican candidate, Assembly District 12 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Rtzgerald 
for Assembly 

SAN FRANCISCO'S ARTS AND CULTURAL COMMUNITY 
SUPPORT CONTINUATION OF THE HOTEL TAX 

San Francisco's artistic and cultural community strongly supports 
the continuation of the 14% hotel tax. Currently, the hotel tax pro
vides more than $30 million annually in funding for arts and cul
tural programs and institutions througbout the City. With restricted 
federal, state and local governmental support fOT the arts, innovative 
funding' sources like the hotel tax are critical to maintain and 
enhance San Francisco's reputation as a cultural destination. 

Almost 20"10 of the money raised by the hotel tax is allocated by San 
Francisco to a diverse set of cUltural organizations including; the 
Cultural Equity Endowment, helping arts organizations in under-served 
communities; the internationally renowned Fine Arts and Asian Art 
Museums of San Francisco and; Grants for the Arts, which provides 
support' for hundreds of non-profit arts and cultural organizations. 

Please join us in voting yes on Proposition H. 

Alina Trowbridge, Magnificat 

Sharon de Zordo, [ntemational Diplomacy Council 

Philip Armoun, Board of Directors, The Marsh 

Alice Lowe, Asian Art Commissioner 

Roberta D 'Anneo, Membership Manager, San Francisco Symphony 

Ronald Gallman, San Francisco Symphony Ed~cation Director 

Petra Schumann, Executive Director, ArtSpan 

Susan Miller, Executive Director, New Langton Arts 

James Haire, Producing Director, American Conservatory Theater 

Grayce Delio Joio, Executive DirectoT, Old First Concerts 

Harry S. Parker, D irectoT of Museums, 
Fine Arts Museums of San Francisco 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
Committee to Keep the Hotel Tax. 

Arguments p~nted on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Hotel Tax Surcharge 
PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION H 

HOTEL TAX FUNDS AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
The 14% Transient Occupancy Tax, a tax paid by tourists and 

business people who stay at hotels in San Francisco, contributes a 
considerable amount of money to low and moderate income hous
ing. According to the City Controller, the hotel tax will generate 
more than $5.2 million for San Francisco ~ affordable housing 
projects in 1998/99. A Yes vote on Proposition H will ensure this 
funding for affordable housing continues. 

San Francisco is in the midst of an affordable housing crisis. As 
the cost of rents and real estate continues to rise, the city cannot 
keep up with the need to generate affordable housing. Proposition 
H guarantees a continuing flow of money right where we need 
it the most - to build more affordable housing units. 

Gordon Chin, Chinese Resource Center 

Calvin Welch, Community Organizer 

Joe Grubb, Executive Director, Rent Stabilization Board 

David Wells, President, Affordable Housing Alliance 

Polly Marshall, Rent Board Commissioner 

Steve Collier, Housing Rights Attorney 

David J. Latina, Mercy Charities Housing 

Bob Plan/hold, Resident of Mercy Charities Housing 

Robert Pender, San Francisco Tenants Network 

Neveo Mosser, President, 
San Francisco Apartment Owners' Association 

Brother Kelly Cullen, Tenderloin Neighborhood 
Development Corporation 

Mall Brown, SI. Peter's Housing Committee 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
Committee to Keep the Hotel Tax. 

In March of 1996 the voters of San Francisco approved a ballot 
measure Prop. A - (66% Yes) to allow for growth of Moscone 

. Convention Center. The payment for this comes from an increase 
in hotel tax paid for by our visitors, But due to a retroactive state 
ballot measure which passed last year we must re-vote. Prop. H 
to be voted On in November reaffirms San Francisco's commit
ment not only to continue, but grow the Exhibit-Display
Tradeshow and Convention Industry in the City. 

Working people (paid hourly) in this industry ask you to please 
vote Yes on Prop. H. Members of Local Union 510 build exhibits 
in our shops and set them up for trade shows and conventions. We 
put in and take out shows in their entirety... Signs, displays, reg
istration counters, pipe and drape, carpet, computers and products, 
etc., are swiftly installed/taken out and then we do it all over 
again. The City's convention space is at.a premium. Prop. H. will 
fill the need for much .needed exhibit space. 

Tens ofthousands of good paying jobs can be retained and grow 
only if meet the needs of our visitors. The visitor industry is our 
number one employment opportunity in the City and Moscone is 
the centerpiece of the visitor industry. This proposition is about 
Jobs! Jobs! Jobs! And about fairness - you voted for this once 
already in 1996. Working people ask you to vote again Yes. on 
Prop. H. keep San Francisco's economy strong. 

Please join the San Francisco Labor and San Francisco Building 
Trades Councils who unanimously endorsed Yes on Prop. H. 
THANK YOU 

Michael E. Hardeman, 
Business Manager, Sign Display Local 510 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the Sign 
Display Local Union 510. 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Hotel Tax Surcharge 
PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION H 

The unnecessary $319 million Moscone expansion boondoggle, 
which this giveaway is part of, will: 

• require huge public subsidies. 
• violate environmental protection laws. 
• displace workers and businesses. 
• enrich the Hearst Corporation with $15 million in taxpayers 

money. 

The current deficit-riddled, poorly-designed underground 
Moscone Complex has a severe vehicle-caused carcinogenic 
diesel exhaust problem which is poisoning the work force. 

There is clear and convincing evidence that employee health 
hazards have existed for years while City, Spectacor, and union 
officials did little to nothing about it. 

Let's not reward reprehensible conduct or fund corporate wel
fare. 

Vote NO on H. 

Joel Ventresca, 
Former San Francisco Environmental Commissioner 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
signers. 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion olthe authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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TEXT OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE 
PROPOSITION H 

ORDERING SUBMISSION TO THE VOT
ERS OF AN ORDINANCE APPROVING 
THE CONTINUED IMPOSITION OF A 2% 
HOTEL TAX SURCHARGE ON THE RENT 
FOR OCCUPANCY OF GUEST ROOMS IN 
CERTAIN HOTELS FOR GENERAL FUND 
PURPOSES BY AMENDING PART III, 
ARTICLE 7 (TAX ON TRANSIENT OCCU
PANCY OF HOTEL ROOMS), OF THE SAN 
FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL CODE BY 
ADDING SECTION 502.6-2. 

The Board of Supervisors hereby orders sub
mitted to the qualified electors of the City and 
County of San Francisco. at an election to be 
held in November, 1998, an ordinance, subrnit~ 
ted by the Board of Supervisors, approving the 
continued imposition of a 2% hotel tax sur
charge on the rent for occupancy of guest rooms 
in certain hotels for general fund purposes by 
amending Part III, Article 7 (Tax on Transient 
Occupancy Hotel Rooms). of the San Francisco 
Municipal Code by adding Section 502.6-2. 
The new ordinance shall read as follows: 

[2% Hotel Tax Surcharge) 

APPROVING THE CONTINUED IMPOSI
TION OF A 2% HOTEL TAX SURCHARGE 
ON THE RENT FOR OCCUPANCY OF 
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GUEST ROOMS IN CERTAIN HOTELS FOR 
GENERAL FUND PURPOSES BY AMEND
INQ PART III, ARTICLE 7 (TAX ON TRAN
SIENT OCCUPANCY OF HOTEL ROOMS), 
OF THE SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL 
CODE BY ADDING SECTION 502.6-2 
THERETO. 

Note: This entire section is new. 

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

III 
Section I. FINDINGS. The People of the 

City and County of San Francisco hereby find 
and declare as follows: 

A. Section 502.6-1 of the San Francisco 
Municipal Code imposes a 2% hotel tax sur
charge on the rent for occupancy of guest rooms 
in certain hotels. 

B. Currently, the 2% hotel tax surcharge is 
deposited in the General Fund of the City and 
County of San Francisco and expended for gen
eral city purposes. 

C. As a result of California Constitution 
Article XIII C, this 2% hotel tax surcharge will 
expire on November 6, 1998 unless it is contin
ued by a majority of the voters of the City and 
County of San Francisco at the November, 1998 

general election. 
D. The People of the City and County of San 

Francisco desire to continue the 2% hotel tax 
surcharge. 

E. All monies derived from the collection of 
such 2% hotel tax surcharge shall be deposited 
in the General Fund of the City and County of 
San Francisco and, $ubject to the budgetary and 
fiscal provisions of the Charter, may be expend
ed for any lawful City and County of San 
Francisco purposes. 

Section 2. Article 7 of the San Francisco 
Municipal Code is hereby amended by adding 
Section 502.6-2, to read as follows: 
SEC. 502.6-2. CONTINUATION OF 2% 
HOTEL TAX SURCHARGE 

The City and County of San Francisco is 
hereby authorized to continue to levy and col
lect a 2% hotel tax surcharge imposed by 
Section 502.6-1. All monies derived from the 
collection of such 2% hotel tax surcharge shall 
be deposited in the General Fund of the City 
and County .of San Francisco and, subject to the 
budgetary and fiscal provisions of the Charter, 
may be expended for any lawful City and 
County of San Francisco purposes. 

III 
III 



Bay Bridge Rail Service 

PROPOSITION I 

Shall it be City policy to ask the State to include passenger rail service in the 
redesign of the Bay Bridge? 

YES 
NO --

Digest 
by Ballot Simplification Committee 

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) is replacing the portion of the Bay 
Bridge east of Verba Buena Island. The Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission (MTC) recently picked a design 
for the new span. That design does not include immediate 
plans for rail service on the bridge, but could accommodate 
light rail service on the eastern span in the future. 

. THE PROPOSAL: Proposition I is a Declaration of Policy .. 
Proposition I would make it City policy to request Caltrans 
and the MTC to include passenger rail service in the 
redesign of the Bay Bridge. 

Controller's Statement on "I" . 
City Controller Edward Harrington. has issued the 

following statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition I: 
~ 

Should the proposed policy be adopted and implemented, 
in my opinion, it should not directly affect the net cost of 
government as these costs are typically paid from State, 
Federal and/or regional funds. 

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want it to be 
City policy to request Caltrans and the MTC to include 
passenger rail service in the redesign of the Bay Bridge. 

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not want it to 
be City policy to request Caltrans and the MTC to include 
passenger rail service in the redesign of the Bay Bridge. 

How "I" Got on the Ballot 
On July 31, 1998 the Department of Elections received a 

proposed Declaration of Policy signed by the Mayor. The 
City Charter allows the Mayor to place a Declaration of 
Policy on the ballot in this manner. 

• 

THIS MEASURE REQUIRES 50%+1 AFFIRMATIVE VOTES TO PASS. 

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE. THE FULL TEXT BEGINS ON PAGE 136 
SOME OF THE WORDS USED IN THE BALLOT DIGEST ARE EXPLAINED ON PAGE 50 
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Bay Bridge Rail Service 
PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION I 

The rebuilding of the Oakland-San Francisco Bay Bridge is a 
one-time opportunity to build a state-of-the-art bridge for the Bay 
Area, solve current congestion problems, improve our environ· 
ment and ease the transportation challenges that future genera
tions may face. 

We must look to a regional transportation system that offers 
options other than cars or we will only see an increase in conges
tion and dirty air. Every year studies show that traffic congestion 

. is the # I problem in the Bay Area. Cars continue to be the largest 
source of ozone-forming air pollution. Rail service could carry ten 
times as many people across the Bay Bridge in the same amount 
of time as cars and drastically reduce pollution. 

Rail service for the Bay Bridge should have already been stud
ied as a viable way to increase the capacity of the Bridge. 
Proposition I simply gives us the chance to study whether rail ser
vice is a feasible option. 

This measure does not require that rail service be added to the 
bridge, it just corrects the mistake made when this option was not 
analyzed. This measure will not delay the construction and retro
fit of the Bay Bridge. 

There are many advantages of a direct rail link between San 
Francisco, Emeryville, Berkeley and Oakland. In addition to pro
viding a direct access between San Francisco and BART's capital 
corridor train, an intercity rail link will also create jobs and 
increase the utilization of public transit. 

To delay this study could add millions of dollars in future costs. 
The future of San Francisco and the Bay Area is too important not 
to examine this transportation alternative. I urge you to vote Ves 
on PropOSition I. 

Mayor Willie L. Brown, Jr. 

REBUTTAL TO PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION I 
REJECT PROPOSITION I 

Proposition I is another of Willie Brown's "show business" spe
cials, which tempts fate with others' lives. He claims the measure 
"does not require that rail service be added to the bridge, it just 
corrects the mistake made when this option was not analyzed" and 
it won't "delay the construction and retrofit of the Bay Bridge." 
That's deceitful. He was fully aware of the 1996-97 negotiations 
between legislators and the Governor, establishing the financial 
means and guidelines for retrofitting the Bay Bridge to ensure 
earthquake safety. He appeared at the gubernatorial signing of the 
legislation in time for "photo opportunities," swaggering and 
cackling as 'if he were responsible for the legislation. If 
Proposition I doesn't require that· rail service be added to the 
bridge, why did he unilaterally place it on· the ballot? Answer: 
He's up for election next year, and because ofan abysmal record, 

he's trying to court favor with environmentalists, as if they're 
dim-witted and don't understand a transparent publicity stunt. 
(And as if we've all forgotten his failure even to fix MUNI!) 
Retrofitting the Bay Bridge should soon commence; Proposition I 
would delay construction. For over a decade, many of us have 
sought another Bay crossing for rail transit between the Bay 
Bridge and San Mateo Bridge. Funding and environmental pro
tection will be necessary. Let's build another Bay crossing for 
rail transit, but let's not tempt fate by halting earthquake retro
fitting. VOTE NO ON I. 

Slale Senalor 
Quenlin L. Kopp, 
Chairman, Senate Transportation Committee 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any offiCial agency. 
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Bay Bridge Rail Service 
OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION I 

Why does the mayor place a measure like·this on the ballot 
while the homeless and Muni problems get worse? 

This is a dishonest and cynical attempt to make the mayor look 
like he's an environmentalist. Don't be fooled. 

Of course, any repair or replacement of any part of the Bay 
Bridge should study including passenger rail service capacity on 
the bridge to reduce regional traffic congestion. 

This measure should be rejected because of the anti-environ
mental positions of the mayor, which include: 

• promoting a new downtown office and hotel highrise 
Manhattanization building boom which consumes exp.ensive pub
lic services that are subsidized by the residential neighborhoods. 

• converting the fIrst national park in the nation into a business park 
for 900,000 square feet of new Class A office space development. 

• culling a deal with PG&E to allow the .construction, before 
2007, of a new 480 megawatt fossil-fueled polluting power 
plant which would dump carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, 
sulfur dioxide, and particulate matter contaminants into the air 
of several residential neighborhoods. 

• demanding that 26 acres of state parkland be turned into park
ing for a mega mall stadium development. 

• supporting the construction of the fIrst parking garage in 
Golden Gate Park. 

• pushing a biotech business park in Mission Bay without con
sidering the real and potential dangers and social and ethical 
implications of the biotechnology industry. 

• endorsing large scale development projects, like shopping malls 
and stadiums, that have negative environmental impacts. 

• urging that Treasure Island be turned over to Houston-based 
Maxxamlnc. for development. 

• killing, single-handedly, the downtown Cal train extension. 
• encouraging a police crackdown on bicyclists. 

Vote NO on Proposition I. 

Joel Ventresca 
Former San Francisco Environmental Commissioner 

REBUTTAL TO OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION I 
Even the opponent to Proposition I in his argumerit endorses the 

measure stating, "Of course, any repair or replacement of any part 
of the Bay Bridge should study including passenger rail service 
capacity on the bridge to reduce regional traffic congestion." The 
remainder of his argument is pure politics. 

Decisions involving the future of the Bay Area should be 
based on sound policy. not petty political agendas. 

Both sides of Proposition I acknowledge that rail should at least 
be studied as a viable option for the new Bay Bridge. If alterna
tives to cars are not found for the bridge by the early part of the 
next millennium, commute time across the Bay will average well 
over two hours. Rail will allow us to carry the same amount of 
people each day who currently travel by automobile. That means 
we can double capacity across the Bay Bridge without increasing 
traffic. 

Equally,important, is the impact on the Bay Area's environ
ment. With population booming in surrounding areas and' San 
Francisco's continued leadership as an economic hub, cars 
increasingly are coming into the City, polluting our air and 
destroying our infrastructure. Unless we want a perennial haze 
across our glorious skyline like Los Angeles, we must act now to 

. fInd alternatives to cars driving across the. Bay Bridge. 
Proposition I asks voters to merely study the concept of rail as part 
of,the redesign of the new Bay Bridge. 

Reduce traffic congestion; protect the environment. YES 
ONI 

Mayor Willie L. Brown, Jr. 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Bay Bridge Rail Service 
PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION I 

Elected Officials Agree 
Proposition I is not politics - it is good policy. Proposition I 

allows us to properly analyze the feasibility of Rail on the Bay 
Bridge before it is too late. . 

This measure does not require that a light rail service be added 
to the bridge. It simply corrects an omission made 'when the 
bridge design was chosen. It asks for rail on the bridge to be stud
ied before the bridge is rebuilt. This measure will not delay the 
construction and retrofit o~ the Bay Bridge. 

Vote Yes on Proposition I. 

. Supervisor Michael Yaki 

Supervisor Jose Medina 

Supervisor Tom Ammiano 

Supervisor Amos Brown 

Supervisor Sue Bierman 

Supervisor Leslie Katz 

Supervisor Mark Leno 

Supervisor Gavin Newsom 

. The true source of funds used for the printin? fee of this argument was Jim Ross. 

YES ON I. Bay Area traffic is close to gridlock. In 1940, the 
rail system carried twice as many people across the Bay Bridge as 
cars do now. BART's tube is near capacity. Prepare for the future 
before it's too late! 

VOTE YES ON I! 

San Francisco Tomorrow 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
Signer. 

Bicycle Coalition Supports Proposition I 
Rail on the bridge will give trans bay commuters the option of 

leaving their car at home. Prop. I will reduce air and water pollu
tion, and reduce congestion and parking demand in San Francisco. 

It will also enable East Bay residents to get to Golden Gate Park 
and its institutions more easily by transit, reducing the impact of 
cars in our beloved park, and leading to a consensus solution for 
Golden Gate Park access. 

In 1946, electric trains on the bridge carried 500,000 passengers 
per day, twice as many people as the bridge is able to carry today. 
Let's bring back a more versatile Bay Bridge! 

Proposition I makes sense. It reduces pollution and congestion. 
Vote Yes on Proposition I. 

San Francisco Bicycle Coalition 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Jim Ross. 

VOTE YES ON PROP I 
REDUCE TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND POLLUTION 
Rail can double the bridge's capacity! 
Make transit convenient and fast with a rail network from the 

East Bay across the bridge, meeting an extended CaITrain, region
al bus lines and Muni at the Transbay Terminal, with an under
ground pedestrian connection to Bart. 

As we rebuild the Bay Bridge for 150 years, let's do it right. 

Sierra Club 

John Holtzclaw 
SFGroup Executive Committee 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the Sierra 
Club. 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Bay Bridge Rail Service 
PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION I 

REJECT PROPOSITION J 
For those who repeatedly suffer from traffic congestion on the 

Bay Bridge, Proposition I might seem appealing. Beware, howev
er, because looks can be deceiving. Prop I, if passed, would delay 
seismic repair of the bridge by at least two years, cost taxpayers 
$3 billion or more and fail to provide relief for commuters! 
RATHER THAN ALLEVIATING TRAFFIC CONGESTION, 
Prop I would increase it by removing two traffic lanes on the Bay' 
Bridge. For those frustrated by increasing traffic, imagi'ne driving 
with two fewer lanes! Claiming there would be less traffic if rail 
were instituted is specious since the corridor is already served by 
BART and AIC Transit. Another rail service wouldn't necessarily 
result in more rail riders, it could simply displace public transit 
users from existing service. That's the kind of haphazard transit 
planning which occurs when politicians try to act as transit plan
ners. Everyone agrees that trans bay transit service must be 
improved, but there are numerous cheaper, more effective means, 
already underway to do it. Moreover, the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission recommends other improvements 
which can be achieved at much less expense than the bizarre 
bridge rail plan. Vote NO on Proposition I. Voting for this mea
sure is like throwing your taxpayer dollars off the b~idge. 

Committee for Citizen Action 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of Ihis argument was the 
Committee for Citizen Action 
\ 

We need to increase the transit capacity of the Bay Bridge. 
Unfortunately Proposition I is so confused that the authors don't 
even agree whether its purpose is to construct a new regional rail 
system or put trolleys on the east span of the bridge. And Caltrans 
says that the new east span is already designed to be strong 
enough to carry trolleys. . 

Other better, cheaper measures should be taken to reduce bridge 
traffic - bus lanes, enhanced bus service, increased capacity on 
BART, ridesharing incentives, new ferries, and studying rail. 

Don't be misled - Prop I doesn't say to study rail - it says to 
include it - on the bridge, without ever studying the best solutions 
or the cost. Vote NO on Proposition I and demand that our may
ors begin comprehensive, regional transportation planning, 
including fail so.Iutions, not this last-minute partial measure. 

james Chappell, President 
. San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association (SPUR) 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of Ihis argument was the San 
Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association. 

MORE POLITICAL HOT AIR. yada, yada, yada ... 

o The lanes on the bridge are expensive to build. 
o Auto lanes are what the People want. • 
• This· is a train to nowhere. 
o Amtrak isn't being used as it is. 
o No serious Transportation Plaruier supports it. 
o How do you spell B-O-O-N-D-O-G-G-L-E? 
o Our group fights for: common sense, honest government, indi

vidual responsibility and fiscal accountability. If you would like 
join us or get information about our group: (415) 334-3151. 

San Francisco Republican Assembly' 

and 

Adam Sparks 
Candidate for SF School Board 

The true source of funds used for the ponling fee of this argument was Adam Sparks. 

PREVENT TRAFFIC CHAOS 
VOTE 'NO' ON PROPOSITION I 

Supporters of Proposition I ask you to believe that a rail line on 
the Bay Bridge will solve the trans bay commute problem and that 
obstruction of seismic safety reconstruction won't imperil lives 
while we dither. Given their propensity for fantasy, it's a surprise 
they didn't also throw in world peace. It's particularly strange that 
proponents consider the PERMANENT closure of two lanes of 
traffic on the Bay Bridge in the public's "best interest." That's 
illogical, emblemizing their fanciful desire to delay seismic safe

. ty retrofitting of the Bay Bridge. Add to that the extraordinary 
costs of the. project which would probably require tripling (or 
worse) bridge tolls. Finally, it's lunacy to trust an administration 
which can't operate Muni buses with any regUlarity or reliability 
to force the public to pay more for another transit service when the 
administration can't even fix the MUNI. This Proposition does
n't fix safety or transit problems; it creates new ones and ignores 
the danger of a bridge unprepared for another earthquake! VOTE 
NO ON PROPOSITION I. 

Kopp s Good Government Commillee 

State Senator Quentin L. Kopp 

The true source of funds used for the ponling fee of this argument was Kopp's 
Good Govemment Committee. 
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TEXT OF PROPOSED DECLARATION OF POLICY 
PROPOSITION I 

DECLARATION OF POLICY, RAIL ON 
THE BAY BRIDGE 

Shall it be the policy of the City and County 
of San Francisco to request the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission' and ~altrans 
include passenger. rail service as part of the 
redesign of the Bay Bridge in order to reduce 
regional traffic congestion, promote regional 
mass transit use and protect the environment? 

... OOOPS! 
Sometimes we get crossed up, 
but when we do, we admit it ... 

With all the items that are included in the Voter 
Information Pamphlet, it is possible that we may 

have made a mistake of some kind. 

If we learn of any errors after the pamphlet has been printed 
and mailed out, we will publish a correction notice in three local 
newspapers in the days preceding the election. 

Watch for our correction .notices October 28, 29 and 30 in the Public Notices 
section of the San Francisco Chronicle, San Francisco Examiner and San Francisco 
Independent. 
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Health Care 

PROPOSITION J 

Shall it be City policy to create a voluntary health care purchasing program to 
help make affordable health care coverage available to uninsured City residents? 

YES 
NO --

Digest 
by Ballot Simplification Committee 

THE WAY IT IS NOW: Many City residents have no health 
care insurance. The City has no stated policy concerning 
health care for these residents. 

Because the City provides health care plans for a great 
number of its current and retired employees and thei( 
dependents, the City is a major purchaser of health care 
insurance. 

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition J is a Declaration of Policy. 
Proposition J would make it City policy to help uninsured 
City residents get health care insurance coverage by: 
• creating a voluntary health care purchasing program that 

would allow private employers to purchase affordable. 
health care insurance; 

• making full use of the City's position as a major purchaser 
of health care insurance to lower the cost of coverage; and 

• implementing insurance programs that encourage 
individuals to make regular use of preventive health care 
services. 

Controller's Statement on "J" 
City Controller Edward Harrington has issued the 

following statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition J: 

Should the proposed policy be adopted and a health care 
purchasing program implemented by the City, in my opinion, 
the effect on the net and cost of government is 
indeterminable at this time. The cost effects of this measure 
would depend upon the amount of coverage offered, the 
number and status of covered individuals, feels charged, 
and other factors presently unknown. 

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want it to be City 
policy to create a voluntary health care purchasing program 
and to use the City's market strength to help make affordable 
health care coverage available to uninsured City residents. 

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not want it to 
be City policy to create a voluntary health care purchasing 
program and to use the City's market strength to help make 
affordable health care coverage available to uninsured City 
residents. 

How"J" Got on the 8allot 
On August 5, 1998 the Department of Elections received 

a proposed Declaration of Policy signed by the Mayor. The 
City Charter allows the Mayor to place a Declaration of 
Policy on the ballot in this manner. 

THIS MEASURE REQUIRES.50%+1 AFFIRMATIVE VOTES TO PASS. 

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE. THE FULL TEXT BEGINS ON PAGE 145 

SOME OF THE WORDS USED IN THE BALLOT DIGEST ARE EXPLAINED ON PAGE 50 
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Health Care 
PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION J 

Please join me in supporting a healthy San Francisco; 
Support Universal Health Care. Despite a thriving economy, 
there are still 130,000 San Franciscans without health insurance. 
While we tend to think of the insured as the homeless and the poor, 
the reality is that over 10% are children and over 67% are working 
adults. Remarkably, the number of uninsured children has 
increased every day since 1989, making them six times more like
ly to go without necessary medical care and more likely to have to 
access costly emergency room care for basic medical needs. While 
nationally our booming economy has benefited many, only 28% of 
workers in businesses employing less than 25 workers had insur
ance and only 22% of part-time workers were covered. 

'History has shown us that the uninsured tend to delay medical 
treatment, often worsening their condition and ultimately requir
ing costlier treatment for more severe illnesses. In 1996, 46% of 
Americans could not afford basic hospitalization, medication, 
emergency care or home care, raising their mortality rate by 25%. 

Universal health care follows in the spirit of our City's namesake, 
St. Francis of Assisi, who dedicated his life to caring for the poor 
and the sick. I am committed to continuing this tradition by creat
ing a voluntary purchasing pool for employers that allows us to pro
vide cost -effective, quality health care to our citizens. We must 
improve the quality of life of all S!lIl Franciscans, especially our 
children, older adults and uninsured working people. We also 
reduce costs by treating ailments before they become serious or life
threatening, reducing emergency room and long-tenn care costs. 

Please join me in making health insurance affordable and avail
able to all San Franciscans, promote preventative care and save 
the City the cost of unnecessary emergency care treatments. 

Mayor Willie L. Brown, Jr. 

REBUTTAL TO PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION J 
Willie Brown claims that Proposition J is in the spirit of st. 

Francis of Assisi. But St. Francis cared for the poor and the sick 
with love, not with impersonal government programs which 
deny us dignity and independence. 

Prop. J promises "voluntary" insurance and health care pur
chasing programs. But history has shown that "voluntary" gov
ernment program~ (Social Security, the federal income tax, etc.) 
usually become mandatory. 

Fifty-five years ago, the City used its "buying power" to build 
the Bay Bridge. Like Prop. J, it promised something for noth
ing - free transportation for everyone at no cost, as soon as the 
bridge was paid for. Instead, "temporary" tolls became penna
nent. The City predatorily lowered bridge tolls until the private 
ferry companies went bankrupt. Then the tolls skyrocketed. 
Southern Pacific and the Key System were prohibited from build
ing competing bridges, while trains that originally ran on the 
lower deck of the bridge were denied the ability to expand service 
and ultimately forced out completely. 

San Francisco cannot realistically cover the health insur
ance of every resident. If it promises to do so, the City will 
become a magnet for the uninsured. Then our choices will be to 
raise taxes, reduce services, or adopt a two~tier system where an 
underclass of newer, poorer residents receives inferior quality 
treatment. 

Don't believe the usual hype about helping children! When 
the Mayor can't fix MUNI, why shonld we trust him with our 
health? Vote "NO" on 'Proposition J. 

Starchild, San Francisco Libertarian Party Chair 

Adam Sparks 
School Board Candidate 

\ 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Health Care 
OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION J 

Like many or'you, I don't have health insurance because I can't 
afford it. If [believed Proposition J would· help people in my sit
uation, I would be for It. 

However, there is absolutely no reason to believe this. 
Under "universal" or other third-party payment schemes, nei

ther patients nor medical providers have any incentive to econ
omize. Employers are forced to pass skyrocketing insurance costs 
on to employees through measures such as wage cuts and layoffs, 
while government responds by raising taxes or cutting services. 

There is no such thing as a free lunch. The effect of "univer
sal" health care will be to force you to subsidize expensive c(lie 
whether you need it or not, through reduced wages, increased 
taxes, and more-expensive consumer products. , 

And when you do have to visit the hospital, expect to receive 
lower-quality care. A 1986 study found that "within a decade of 
the introduction of [universal coverage 1 a sharp decline in [life 
expectancy 1 occurred, so that the current leve[s in both Canada 
and Great Britain are slightly lower than those in the United 
States" (Cato Journal, Spring/Summer 1991, p.2). 

o A serious affordable health care proposal would reduce taxes 
and regulations on doctors and hospitals that drive up costs. 

o A serious proposal would acknowledge your fundamental right 
to buy the medicine you need, including marijuana, without a 
doctor's prescription. 

o A serious proposal would make it easier to open tax-exempt med
ical savings accounts to pay for your own care and choose your 
own doctor, bypassing HMOs and corporate insurance plans. 

o 

Proposition J does none of th'is. It's a feel-good measure 
designed to mislead voters into thinking the Mayor and Board, of 
Supervisors are doing something for the poor. 

San Francisco deserves better. Please vote "NO" on 
Proposition J. , . 

Starchild, San Francisco Libertarian Party Chair 

REBUTTAL TO OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION J 
The opponent to Proposition J rightfully raises the issue of cost 

in his argument, but comes to the wrong conclusion. Universal 
.Health Care will actually save the City money by keeping people 
out of expensive emergency rOom health care setting and provid
ing ·them with preventative care and standard care. This means 
that people will take care of their ailments before they become 
more serious and they will receive quality care from a doctor, 
rather than being forced to wait in a crowded emergency room. 

Universal Health Care will allow us to improve the overall 
health status of all San Franciscans, from newborn infants to 
working adults. By creating a health care purchasing program that 
allows for voluntary participation from employers, the City can 
maximize its market strength as a purchaser of health insurance. 
This will allow us to provide health care for the estimated 130,000 
uninsured residents of San Francisco. 

We strive in every way to make San Francisco the # I tourist 
destination in the world; we should also strive to make this the 
best place in the world to live for our residents. By providing 
Universal Health Care we will have a healthy San Franciscans as 
well as a healthy economy. 

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION. J FOR QUALITY, 
AFFORDABLE HEALTH CARE 

Mayor Willie L. Brown, Jr. 

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

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION J 
As members of the Board of Supervisors, we understand the crit

ical need to improve the health of all San Franciscans. Thousands 
of San Franciscans do not have access to preventive care. 
Proposition J makes it the· City's policy to implement insurance 
programs that encourage individuals to routinely obtain cost-effec
tive, preventive health care services. Vote Ves on Proposition J. , 
Barbara Kaufman, 
President, Board of Supervisors 

Sue Bierman, 
Member; Board of Supervisors 

Michael Yaki, 
Member, Board of Supervisors 

Leslie Katz, 
Member, Board of Supervisors 

Amos Brown, 
Member, Board of Supervisors 

Mark Leno, 
Member, Board of Supervisors 

The true source of funds used for the pnnting fee of this argument was Mayor 
Willie L Brown, Jr. 

The overwhelming majority of the uninsured San Fran~iscans 
are children and the working poor. Proposition J helps give these 

. hard working San Franciscans and their children access to afford
able health insurance. This voluntary program is a pioneering step 
in helping all our residents afford quality health care. 

Please vote VES on Proposition J. 

Assembiymember Kevin Shelley 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Kevin 
Shelly for Assembly, 1998. 

To improve the overall health status of our community, we see 
a critical need to expand health care coverage to the uninsured. To 
decrease the number of uninsured in San Francisco, we must 
make health care insurance affordable to interested small employ
ers, the self-employed, and individuals. 

Sandra Hernandez, MD 
Chief Executive Officer, The San Francisco Foundation 
Former SF Director of Health 

Mitchell Katz, MD 
SF Director of Health 

The true source of funds used for the pnnting fee of this argument was Margine Sako. 

The Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual, and Transgender communities 
understand the critical need for Universal Health Care. We are 
proud the plan will recognize Domestic Partners. 

RomaGuy 
Health Commissioner 

Brian Cheu 
Lavender Vouth Recreation & Information Center 

The true source of funds used for the pnnting fee of this argument was Mayor 
Willie L Brown, Jr. 

Housing and health care are critical issues for San Francisco. 
Tenants support access to affordable health care for all. Vote Yes 
on Proposition J. 

Joe Lacey, 
Tenant Activist 

Marie Ciepeia, 
Housing Rights Committee of San Francisco' 

• For identification purposes only. 

The true source of funds used for the pnnting fee of this argument was Mayor 
Willie L Brown, Jr. 

Our churches and synagogues see uninsured San Franciscans 
daily. Proposition J strengthens San Francisco's commitment to 
expanding health care coverage to ALL. 

The Rev. Jim Mituiski 
Senior Pastor, Metropolitan Community Church 

The true source of funds used for the pnnting fee of this argument was Mayor 
Willie L Brown, Jr. 

The quality of women's health care will drastically improve 
with Universal Health Care because more women will have access 
to quality care. Vote Ves on J. 

Pat Norman, 
Director, Institute for Community Health Outreach 

The true source of funds used for the pnnting fee of this argument was Mayor 
Willie L Brown, Jr. 

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

Proposition J strengthens San Francisco's commitroent to its 
residents. We must make health care coverage affordable for 
ALL San Franciscans. 

The Reverend Cecil Williams 
Glide Memorial United Methodist Church 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was S. R. 
Hernandez, M.D. 

All San Franciscans are entitled to health care coverage, regard
less of their ability to payor legal status. As the city's only local 
health plait, San Francisco Health Plan supports Proposition J. 

Lisa Lewis 
Communications Manager, San Francisco Health Plan 

Sandra Hernandez, MD 
Chair, San Francisco Health Authority 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the San 
Francisco Health Plan. 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion ofthe authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Health Care 
PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION J 

REJECT PROPOSITION J 
Quite frankly, it's puzzling that the mayor has placed a declara

tion of policy on the ballot when his obsequious band of supervi
sors, with his encouragement, flatly refused to implement 
Proposition K, a policy declaration respecting Treasure Island. 
Obviously, the will of the voters doesn·t hold weight with the 
mayor or supervisors. T"ot's wIJy it's "tempting not to argue 
against Proposition J, since voters will probably be ignored any
way. Nonetheless, it's our civic obligation to expose a flawed 
measure just in case the current administration is replaced by 
those who understand the democratic process and actually do 
respect the people's will. 

While the idea of universal health care is appealing, no 
specifics are included in this measure. Cost analysis, sources of 
funding and comparative studies don't exist. It's possible that uni
versal health care will even result in diminishing benefits for those 
who've paid into the system. It's probable that administration of 
the plan will be inefficient and ineffective. That's why we urge a 
'NO' vote on J until details are established. Given the administra
tion's track record, we wouldn't hold our collective breath. 

Kopp s Good Government Committee 

State Senator Quentin L. Kopp 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Kopp's 
Good Government Committee. 

VOTE NO ON J, IT DOES MORE HARM THAN GOOD 
The Retired Firemen and Widows Association of the San 

Francisco Fire Department have been members of the Health 
Service System since its inception. Our medical needs, and those 
of our families have been met by this system. Many of us have 
reached the age when our medical needs are increasing. Some of 
us do not have Social Security Benefits. This is our only Health 
Insurance. The Mayor's Health Care Proposal is voluntary for 
city residents, but mandatory for us. We are deeply concerned 
that our benefits will decrease and our costs will increase. Fire 
Fighters and their widows have always faithfully served the citi
zens of San Francisco We are now asking that you support us. 
Vote no on J. 

Anthony G. Sacco. President 
The Retired Firemen & Widows Association of the 
San Francisco Fire Department. 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was The 
Retired Firemen & Widows Association of the San Francisoo Fire Department. 

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION J 
The Health Service System has been in existence for 

over sixty years providing active and retired City employees and 
their dependents the highest quality and most comprehensive 
employee health benefits program at the most reasonable cost. 

Most of the members have been with the Health Service 
System their entire adult lives and have been well satisfied with 
the benefits and programs. Any changes in their health care pro
grams would be devastating to say the very least. 

Proposition "J" would create a major policy change 
which would abolish the Health Service System with all of its 
health care programs and benefits. 

Under Proposition "J", the Mayor's Blue Ribbon Committee 
report on Universal Health Care will be used to create a "Health 
Care Purchasing Authority" (HCPA) which will replace the 
Health Service System. The mission of the HCPA will be to 
extend health insurance to approximately 130,000 individuals. 
These indivi<luals are identified as private entities, self-employed 
persons, indigent, low income and other uninsured residents, 
employees of private employers and their dependents. 

The HCPA will replace the current and long standing Health 
Service System which will adversely affect the continuation of 
high quality and affordable health care to all City employees. 

The HCPA will allow voluntary participation of private 
employers, but, 'it will be a mandatory health care program 
for active and retired City employees. 

Health care for the 130,000 new members will cost about $95 
million annually. Where is the money coming from? The San 
Francisco taxpayers will be expected to pick-up Ihe financial 
responsibilities for these policy changes. 

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION J 

San Francisco Veteran Police Officers Association 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
signer. 

Vote No on J. 
I am a retired City employee, do not receive Medicare, and am 

totally dependent for health care through the City Health Service 
System. 

If Universal Health Care becomes law, my benefits would be 
reduced and my costs increased. It would be a hardship for those 
of us on a fixed income. 

Marian 0 'Donnell 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
signer, 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Health Care 
PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION J 

EVERYONE NEEDS HEALTH CARE! 
• Not everyone needs Willie's munificent intervention. 
• Similar proposals were voted down by both Demos and 

Republicans in Congress. 
• This will tum into the largest tax increase ever foisted on the 

backs of the working class. 
• There is NO FREE LUNCH! 
• Our group fights for: common sense, honest government, indi

vidual responsibility and fiscal accountability. If you would 
like join us or get informatidn about our group: (415) 334-
3151. 

San Francisco Republican Assembly 

and 

Adam Sparks 
Candidate for SF School Board 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was Adam Sparks. 

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION J 
Proposition J will take away the Health Service System protec

tion for active and retired City employees. 
The Blue Ribbon Committee report on universal health care pro

poses to create a "Health Care Purchasing Authority" (HCPA). 
This HCPA will abolish the current and satisfactory Health Service 
System progranns for all active and retired City employees. 

The Health Service System provides the highest quality and 
most comprehensive health benefits program possible at a 
reasonable cost. 

John and I have worked for the City for over 30 years and now 
when health· care is most important the proposed HCPA plan will 
limit our choice of health care options. At a minimum, this poli
cy change. will result in increased cost of medical c .... e and will 
greatly reduce the coverage for retirees. 

It is estimated that the proposed 130,000 new members to be 
added to the health care progrann will cost an estimated $95 mil
lion annually. 

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION J 

John Lehane 
Retired San Francisco Police Officer 

Robert Kenealey 
Retired Deputy San Francisco City Attorney 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
signers. 

The Mayor's ballot argument is misleading 
Proposition J wastes City tax dollars. 
The Mayor argues his proposal will reduce costs. This is 

untrue. His Blue Ribbon Committee on Universal Health Care 
acknowledges that his proposal requires 15% administrative over
head. Existing Statewide health insurance purchasing progranns 
for small businesses average only 5% administrative overhead. 
The Mayor's progrann decreases the money available for direct 
medical services. 

Proposition J is mandatory for many San Franciscans. 
The Mayor claims his proposal is voluntary. This is untrue. It 

is mandatory for active and retired City employees, the Scliool 
District and Community College District. 

Proposition J makes false promises for universal bealth care. 
The Mayor asserts his proposal will make health care affordable 

for uninsured working people and older adults. This is untrue. 
His proposal will increase health care costs for many of the City's 
low-income retirees. And there is no guarantee that City subsidies 
will make health care affordableJor the uninsured. 

Proposition J duplicates existing services. 
The Mayor doesn't tell you that the state-sponsored Health 

Insurance Plan of California already makes health insurance 
available to employees of small businesses. He doesn't tell you 
that non-working adults and other indigent residents already have 
access to tax-supported health care coverage as well as the City's 
free clinics and General Hospital. The Mayor's proposal will not 
eliminate these health care delivery systems. . 

We all agree that health care reform is needed, but the Mayor's 
proposal creates more problems than it solves. 

Don't be misled by the rhetoric. Vote No on J. 

Robert A. Pardini, 
President, 
Retired Employees of the City and County of San Francisco 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
Retired Employees of the City and County of San Francisco 
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Health Care 

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION J 
Although we support improved health care delivery for all San 

Franciscans, we urge you to vote no on the Mayor's proposal for 
so-called "universal health care", The May 1998 report of the 
Mayor's own Blue Ribbon Committee on Universal Health Care 
called for a feasibility study to determine whether the creation of 
a new health care purchasing program would be workable. No 
such study has been done. 

The Mayor's proposal is misleading: 
PROPOSITION J WILL NOT RESULT IN UNIVERSAL 

HEALTH CARE. The Mayor's Blue Ribbon Committee 
acknowledges that the proposed program is experimental and that 
not all uninsured City residents can or will participate in it. 

THE MAYOR'S PROPOSED PROGRAM HAS NO DEFI
NITE FUNDING SOURCES. The Mayor's Blue Ribbon 
Committee estimates an annual City subsidy of $95 million, and 
acknowledges that it is unclear if more local tax dollars will be 
needed to implement the program. 

PROPOSITION J IS NOT A VOLUNTARY PROGRAM 
FOR ACTIVE AND RETIRED LOCAL PUBLIC EMPLOY
EES. Proposition J states that it will allow voluntary participation 
of private employers. What it does not say is that local public 
employees and retirees who are members of the City's Health 
Service System will be forced to obtain their health insurance 
from this experimental program. 

PROPOSITION J WILL REDUCE HEALTH BENEFITS 
AND INCREASE MEDICAL COSTS FOR MANY ELDER
LY SAN FRANCISCANS. Many of the City's retirees are at or 
near poverty level and receive no Social Security. Many elderly 
have serious health problems. The Mayor's Blue Ribbon 
Committee proposes a package, which will eliminate free choice 
of doctors, reduce or eliminate important benefits, and increase 
premiums and co-payments for many retirees. 

PROPOSITION J MAKES PROMISES IT CAN'T KEEP. 
VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION J! 

Robert A. Pardini 
President 
Retired Employees of the City and County of San Francisco 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the 
Retired Employees of the City and County of San Francisoo 

READ THE CONTROLLER'S STATEMENT. It says that the 
costs of the health care purchasing program are unknown: the 
amount of coverage offered, unknown; the status of covered indi
viduals, unknown; and the number of individuals to be covered, 
unknown. 

SAN FRANCISCO RESIDENTS, ARE YOU PREPARED TO 
SIGN A BLANK CHECK? 

If you do not want your rent or your tax bill to go up, then 
VOTE "NO" ON PROPOSITION J. 

Nancy W Gin 

Loris M Roulette, MP.H. (Master of Public Health) 

Jean S. Thomas 

The true source of funds used for the printing fee of this argument was the above 
signers. 
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TEXT OF PROPOSED 'DECLARATION OF POLICY 
PROPOSITION J 

DECLARATION OF POLICY, 
UNIVERSAL HEALTH CARE 

There are an estimated 130,000 uninsured 
San Franciscans of which over 10 percent are 
18 years of age or under and over 67 percent are 
working adults. 

Individuals who are uninsured, delay seeking 
care when they are ill thus causing greater com
plexity and more costly care. 

Uninsured individuals have greater difficulty 
obtaining needed medical care. and have lower 
health status. 

The overall health status of San Francisco 
cannot be improved with a high number of 
uninsured San Franciscans. 

Despite the growth in the local economy and 
nation-wide reductions in health premiums, the 
number of uninsured has not decrease4. 

It shall be the policy of the City and County 
of San Francisco to improve the overall health 
status of San Franciscans by assisting the City's 
uninsured in obtaining affordable health care 
coverage through: 

• c~ating a health care purchasing program that 
allows voluntary participation by private 
employers to access affordable health care 
insurance, 

• maximizing the City'S market strength as a 
purchaser of 'health insurance to provide 
affordable health care coverage, and, 

• impleme'nting insurance programs that encour
age individuals to routinely obtain cost-effec
tive, preventive hea1th care services. 

As a purchaser of health care. the Ciiy shall 
strive to make the best use of health care 
resources on behalf of its residents. 
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Buy a Brand-New, High Quality 
1.6 gallon per flush toilet 

for only $10 
from the San Francisco Water Depar tment 

Own a single-family or a multifamily building with four units or less in San Francisco? Then 
you can buy one or more water efficient toilets for only $10 per toilet. 

By installing one of these water efficient toilets, the average family can save 28 gallons per day 
and approximately $80 on their annual water and sewer bill!! And in tum, the City will have 
more flexibility in managing our most precious resource in the event of water shortages. 

Call for an application from SFWD's Conservation Section. The supply is limited, so call 
today for an application. All sales will be between 8 a.m. and 3 p.m. 

Saturday, Oct. 31 

=P!1 

Monday, Oct. 12 (Columbus Day) 
A1emany FarmersIFlea Market, 100 A1emany John O'Connell High School, 41st Ave. & Ortega 

Wednesday, Nov. 11 (Veterans' Day) Saturday, Nov. 21 
City College's Auto Welding Center, 1400 Evans Lake Merced's Parking Lot, Lake Merced & Sunset Blvds. 

For more information, contact SFWD's Conservation 
Section at 923-2571. 



DON'T LET THE WIND 
BLOW YOUR RECYCLABLE 
PAPER AWAY! 

. Put paper in paper bags or 
tie it with string~ 
Help keep our 
streets clean 
while you recycle! 
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Your city's animal shelter. 

Open 7 days a week, 12:00 to 5:30 
1200 15th St, SF. (415) 554-6364 
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Find yourself a best friend, 
We're open 7 days a week, 

12:00 to 5:30. em AND COUNTY or SAN fRANCISCO 

Visit or call us today. 
1200 15th S,treet, S.F 

(415) 554-6364, 



Telephoning the Department of Elections 

The Department of Elections now has special 
telephone lines for specific purposes: 

- To register to vote, call 554-4398; 
- To request an Absentee Ballot application, 

call 554-4399; 
- For infonnation about becoming a Poll Worker, 

call 554-4385; 
-. For election results on Election Night, 

call 554-4375; 
-For election information, including Election 

Night results, visit the Department of 
Elections web site at: 

http://www.ci.sf.ca.us/election. 
- For all other information, call 554-4375 

For your convenience and because of the huge number of 
calls during the weeks leading up to the election, the 
Department of Elections uses automated information lines. 
in addition to regular operators. If all operators are busy, 
callers may hear recorded messages which will direct them 
to leave their name, address and telephone number. 
Callers with touch tone phones may be asked to press num
bers to direct their calls to the right desk. Callers with rotary 
phones may wait on the line for an operator or to leave a 
message. 

Avoid Long Lines - Vote. by Mail 

It's as easy as 1-2-3. 

or 1. Complete the application on the back coyer of this pamphlet. 

or 2. Put a 32-cent stamp where indicated. 

or 3. Drop your completed application into a mailbox. 

Within two weeks, you will receive your Absentee Ballot. 

Check the bottom left corner of 
the bock cover of your voter 

pamphlet for the location 
of your Polling Place. 

Your Polling Place has Probably Changed 
We urge you to double-check the location of your polling place printed on the back 

page of this pamphlet. 

150 



QUICK VOTER SHEET 

Govemor -.-.. -.. ~ .. -.. ~ --... ~.-... -.-.. -.. -. 
Vot for 1 Vet ..... ~.~~~ .. ~.~~.I.~.I?~ .. ~.~ .... y.~!:.~.~~ ... ~~~.~~ ... . 

. ~~.~~~ .. ~.:.~~~.~.~~~ .. ~.I.~.......... . ........... ~ .... " ~~~.~.~.~~.~~.~~._~~~ ............... , .... , .... ~ .. '"' ~~!~.i,~.!.~~~~.~ ................ , ............... , ... , .. ~~ .... , ..... ~~~~.~.~~~~~~J .... y..~~~~~ ... ~.~~,~~,., .. . 

. ~~.~.~~~~~.~ .. ~.~.~... 3 Me~.~.~:.~~.~.~~~!:._ .............................. ~~ ..... Gloria Matta Tuchman 145 ........ ~.~!~ .. ~.~P.:C?~~~~~ .. ~ .... y.~.~~.~~ .. ~£:3.~.~ ...... . 

. ~~.~!~ .. ~.:.~.I.~~.~~~~ ... ~.~~................... 4 ?~.~.~.~~.~~~~~.~~_~~ ... ~~.~ ........................ ~.~ ...... ___ M_8!!!!!!!:. BoardJ!!'!~p'!!!!'Orl _ .• _ ...... ~~~.~.~~~~~~~~ .. ~ .. .Y..~~~j.~ ... ~I?,:~.!~ ..... . 

. ~~~.~.~: .. ~~.~~ ... ~.l.~ .................................... ~ .... ~~~~.:.: .. ~~~.~ .. ~.~~ ................... _" ............... ~.?..... V F r N 0 Thin ...... ~~~.~~~~!~!?~ .. ~ ... y.~~:~3.~ .. !).I?,:~.~~ ...... . 

. ~.~~ .. ~~.~~~.PEM .... ,.......................... .. ... ~ ..... 9..~.'Y.~:..~~~~ ... ~.~.F ....................... 88 Denise D'Anne 157 ...... ~~~~.~~~~!~~~ .. ~ ... y.~~~3.~ .. !:'.I?,:~.~~ ... ~. 
9.!~~ .. ~~~~.I.~ .. ~~ .. ~.~ .. ~~:..................... 7 Barbara Bourdette NlW 59 Gavin New~~~._ ..................................... ~.~~ ......... ~.~~ .. ~.~.~.~.!?!:'.~ .. .Y.~:~~.~ .. !:'.I?,:~~.~ ..... .. 
Dan lungren REP 8 . __ .... _._.I!'l!~!§9.I!!!IY.:~!!:,P!~g,L~ ... _~.~ !.~~.~!!.'.~~~~.~ ......................................... ~.~~ ... ...... ~~~.~.~~~~~~~ .. ? .. .Y..~!:~.~.~ .. ~.~~.?.!. .... .. 

Ueutenlnt Go~~~_._._ ... _h_.~~. Vote r len ~~~.~~ .......................................... ~.~ ... , ..... §.~~~ .. ~~~.I.~.~~ .. ~ .... X~~.:~~.~ .. ~~.~~~ ..... .. 
~==========:!V~ot!!.!,!fO!!!r:!l=lJOh.~~_~~~.~~ .. ~~. .................... 82 .. :~.~~~.:.~~~~......... ._ ....... ~.~~ .......... ~~!!.~.~.~!~~~ .. ~ ... y.~!:~~~ .. D.I?,:~.~!. ..... . 
Cruz ~: .. ~.~.~~~.~~~~ .. ~E~ ..................... ~.~ .... ~K"'e"n_n_ita_W--'a"tso-'--n..:l::.IB _______ 6_3_-l~~~.~.~~.~ ................................ , ............ ~~~ ........ ~~~ .. ~.~f?:C?~.~!~ .. ~.2 ... y.~:~.~! ... ~~.?~~ ... .. 
~~.~~~ .. ~.:,~~~~!~ ... ~E.~ .............. _. 12 ... ___ ~ __ • ___ ~!!~a12r ___ .. _w_ !.~~~.~.~~!~_ .. , .................. ,............. 183 State Pro ltion 11 8s-258 n0-257 

Geo~.~.~.:.~~ .. ~.~_~~:. ....... ''' .... , .............. ~~.... ote for 1 ~~.~ .. !~.~ ........ _ ..... "....................... 184 on. 
Sara Amir GRN 14 Ted Brown LIB 88 Mabel Teng 185 local Proposition A yes-262 n0-283 

~i4~:~it.t;~~~!::::::::·:::~:::· ~t~0i~~~:~:~::::::::::::::f:·:· ~~~·~~f.{::::::.: •• ·:··:.::.::·.:·:.:m~:: .:t~;~;~~~:~r~~~~i·.~;~~f:: 
TIm leslie REP 17 H. Joseph Perrin Sr. AlP 69 ~~~~.~.?:~~am 188 " .... ~~.l .. ~.~~~.~~ .. ~ .. "y~~~.~!.!. ... ~~?!.~ .... .. 

S rata f State fiatt·F~~g .. ·RE·P· .. ·-.. -.. · .. ·" 70 Frederick HobSO~· .. · .. · ........ · ........ · .. ·· .. · .. ""169 .. · ...... ~~,~.~.~P.:C?,~!~~~ .. ~ .... y~:t:?~~".~.~~~ ..... . 
--·---·-.!!:--I)'.!L----;;fu~1 Eirian",i:'R'ees"'N'lW ·· .. ··7 ...... · Jim·Reid .. ·_···· .. -...... · ...... ·· .. ·· ...... , .. ,· .... ·· .. · .. i·70··· ....... ~~.I .. ~~~.~.I?,~.f. ... y.!.~~~.~.~~~~~ ..... . 
Bill Jones REP 20 Ba~~ .. iio~~~··OEM .. ·· ...... · .. · .... ·· .. · ........ · .. ·7£ .. · ~ .. B~ ...... -.... ·· .... -...... · .. · .... ~·· .. ··M .. ·171 .. ·· ...... !:~~.~.I'E.~.~.J.~I.I?,~.§ .... y.~!':~~,? .. ~~.f.~ ... " 
j'sraei ·Feu·~~::::~~~::::: .............. :::· .. ···:::::::::::~~::::: ____ . __ ..M:§..)~!p.men!!!!!!.QL~_._._ ~~:§::~!~~~~:::::::::::~::=:~::~::~::::~~!.~::: ...... ~~.I .. ~.~P.£~~.~~ .. ~ .... y.~.~~~ ... ~~~~~ ... .. 
Jane Ann Bialosky .~.:~ .................... _ .. _~~._. Vote for 1 Vidor Marquez 173 .. _ .. ~~!.~~.~~!~~D .. ! .. ... y.~:t~~~.D.~~~ .... _ 
MiCheia AJioto OEM . 23 Nancy Pelosi OEM 75 Member Commun!!y' eon!!(!1 Board local Pro ition J e8-308 n0-309 
v~iij·Sh~·;p:;G~I~I~·r··REF·· .. " .... ·· ............ ·24· .. · D~~d .. s·~ith~tei~ .. NiW'··· ...... ·· .. ··-·· ...... · .... 76-· .. _. __ M_! ____ .~ -----0 ~--.~~; 3 
._ ...... _ .......... -............................ _ ..................... , .... - ...... . ............. _ ................................ .. 
?~.~~~ .. ~?~~.S~~~ .. ~~.~_ ... , ......... _._ .. _ .. _ .. ~~ ... ~ David J. Martz REP 77 ~.~~.~.~~~................ 178 

Gail K. Lightfoot UB 26 .. _. _____ . __ ~!§.~2f...D!~.~U __ . __ ._ ~~!~ .. ~.~_~~ .................................... M ............ ~!!._ 

Stale Controller _..Jc=;:=;:='7========v!!!!!~~.Andrea O. Shorter 178 

h-=-::=-=-====:===dV:got~'~fO~r!l=l~~~"~':'~'~~~~"'~::"" .... ~.! .. _. f.~0.::~~:::~::~::~::::::~::~::~:::~:~::::::~::~:~?~::: 
DenIse L Jackson REF 28 Jackie Speier OEM 82 Chris Finn 180 ... -.................... _-.. -.......... 1=.:::::..:::.::=--===------,---==--1 ......... -.. -.. -...................... -.. -.............. -................ . 
. ~.~.~~.~.~~.I.:.~_~.~~ , ... ~~ .... _ , ___ ._.~f!!!_Assemb!Y.,DI"stri"""·"!.!1"2 ___ -\~?~~ .. ~_~.~~ ......... ,, ............................... _.~.~~ .. _ 
Alfred 'AJ' L Burgess AlP 30 Vot for Moises Montoya. 182 ..... -~ ................................ , ................ -................. , .... ~=~o;;===:d!!!!~==~-:-::-:----'--i 
C. T. Weber P&F 31 Mike Fitzgerald REP 85 Member, Board of Education 

I~:~:~~~~~~~~~::~~::~·::::::::::::.::::::~:::::::::::~~::::~K~e::·v:in~ .. s:·ii::ii:iiey~·~:..··~:::ti.:E::Mc.··_·· ___ ·~_··_···_·~_··..:~·6:: .. 6:···_· -l::=:==:=;'7::=:;;=,.,;~~~rN!l!d~!J!~n~=l 
~~~.~~~.~:.:.!~~~!!~.?._~.I~ ..... _..... 33. ___ . __ ~~ SUP.remt Court Justlce"'-____ ~~.~.~:.~~.~ __ .. _ .............. _ ............. !~_ .. 

~Ka:::th:::lee::::n~c::o:::n::ne:':..' .:O::E::M~ ____ ..:34::.-+=========dV~,!y,!!,!"!!d!Ng,o 9~~~.~: .. ~!~~~.~ ..... -.......... -.. -.. -......... -~.~~- .. 
Ronald M. George yes ·90 n0-91 ~~~ .. ~=~~ ..................... _ .. _ ...... _ ................. ~~~ .. . . __ . _____ ~~1r!!!!!!!!' __ . __ _ 

Vote f r 1 Ming WitUam Chin yes-93 00-94 Carlota Del PortiUo ............... _ .. _ ...... _ ...... " .......................................... .. 167 

Jan B. Tucker P&F 37 Janice R. Brown yes-96 n0-97 Mauricio E. Veta 188 

~~~~:~~:~~~~~::~r:~:::::~ .. ::::::~::::~::::::~~:::.I-___ -'S"ta"'n"I"'-'M=OS=k'-z;e"O-"9::9'--.::n:::,,.-":::00"l~~~~~~9.~~~~~~~::~::~::~~:::~:::::::::~~~~~~~:: 
..... _.w .......... ~! ..... __ -.!tate ~~I Court Justice. ~~~!!..~~~~w .. _ ... _ ............. w .. _.w .......... ~ ..... ~~ ... PhJl Angelides OEM ......... _ .......... _ .. _ ...... -

~:~~~.~~.~~~ .. ~~~ ..... _ .. _ ... _ ....... _ .. _ .... ~._. Vote Ya or No ~~~.~ .. ~.~~_ .......... _ .. _ ........................... ~~~ ... . 
Curt Pringle REP 41 ... _ ..... ~!:I,9.~~,!§;.~_~~.~~.~ .. J~!~~ ....... ~1~~ ... _~~~~~_ .......... _ .... _,,_._ .. _ ............ ~.~~ ... 
jon'Pet"e'iSeii"Lii-'-"~"-""""-"'"''''''''''42-''' James R. Lambden yes-111 no-112 Julian P. Lagos 193 

._-,AI!o"",,,mg_~~._._;~~;;~, ·::::'~·~~~:~~H~E~~;j{':.~;;I~ tf{;~~"~~i~~:::::::::::::~~::::~~:: 
~~~.~~.~.~~~.~~~.~~~~ .. ~~~ ..... _.......... 45 ... _ .. _ .............. ~~~.~~~~! .. _ .. y.~~!~~ ...... D.~.~:?~ . 
. ~~~~~~~~ ... ~~~ ........................... _ .. _ ..... ~_ .. , ._ .. _ ... _ .. ~~~~!g: .. ~~~~I.i .... _y.~.~!3.~ ... _.~~~.~~ 
:~~~~~ .. ~: .. ~~~~~ ... ~~~ ............. " .... _ .. _ ........ ~!. ................. _ .... ~~~!.~~9.~~ .. _ .. y.~.~!~ ... _!!~.~J:!. 
.~~.~~.~:.~~~~.~ .. ~.~.~_ .. _ .. _ .. _ .. _..... 48 .............. Q~~!~I_~: .. ~~.~!~ .. __ y.~.~!~.~._ .. ~~.~~~ 

~o::a::v:e~s:::':.::"I::ng~R::E::P ___ '-__ --=49::.-1 ..... _ .. !!~~_~: .. ~~~.~_ ... y.~~.~ ....... '.l?:!.~.~ 
....... ~!!~~.~:.~.~~~~.~ ... y.~!':!~ ..... !l.~.~~_~ 

Lawrence T. Stevens es-140 no-141 9801 



Index 

GENERAL INFORMATION 
Board of Education 

Rufus N. watkins ............................. 39 

. Poll Worker Application ............ ,,(Inside Front Cover) 
Purpose of the Voter Information Pamphlet ........... 3 
Your Rights as a Voter ........................... 4 
Important Facts about Absentee Voting .............. 5 
Permanent Absentee Voter (Permanent Vote-by-Mail) 

Qualifications ................................ 6 
Sample Ballot ................................ 8 
City and County of San Francisco Offices 

to be voted on this Election ............... " ..... 29 
Rules for Arguments For and Against Ballot Measures .. 49 

Kevin B. Williams ............. , ................. 39 
Dan Kelly .............................. 40 
Carlota Del Portillo ............................ 40 
Maurico E. Vela ............................. 41 
Pamela Coxson ............................. 41 
Eddie Chin ............................. 42 
Frank Chong ............... ' .............. 42 
Adam Sparks ...... ' ....................... 43 

. 43 Julian P. Lagos ............................ . 
Maria Dolores Rinaldi. ......................... 44 
Ash Bhatt ............................. 44 

Words You Need to Know ........................ 50 
Access for the Disabled Voter ..................... 64 

Community College Board 

Telephoning the Department of Elections ............ 150 
Index ....................................... 152 
Polling Place Card ................. (Inside Back Cover) 
Absentee Ballot Application ............... (Back Cover) 
Location of your Polling Place ............. (Back Cover) 
Permanent Absentee Voter Application ..... (Back Cover) 

CANDIDATE STATEMENTS 
Board of Supervisors . A 

Denise D'Anne ............................... 30 B 
Gavin Newsom ............................... 30 C 
Tom Ammiano ................................ 31 D 
Len Pettigrew ................................ 31 E 
Carlos Petroni. .. " .......................... 32 F 
Donna Casey ............................... 32 G 
Tahnee Stair. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33 H 
Rose Tsai. .. ' .......................... 33 I 
Mabel Teng .................... " 34 J 
Sam Lucas. . . . . . . . . . . : . . . . . . . . . . 34 
Mark Leno. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35 
Shawn O'Hearn ...................... 35 
Frederick Hobson. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36 
Jim Reid. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . 36. 
Amos Brown. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37 
Lucrecia Bermudez. . . . . . . . . . . . .... : ..... 37 
Victor Marquez. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38 

Lawrence Wong ................. ' ............. 45 
Anita Grier. . .. . ........................... 45 
And rea D. Shorter. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46 
Tom Lacy ............................. 46 
Chris Finn ............................. 47 
Robert Burton ............................. 47 
Moises Montoya ............. ' ................ 48 

PROPOSITIONS 

Police Retirement Benefits.. . ................ 51 
Customer Service Plan ........ " .............. 65 
Paramedic Retirement Benefils .................... 71 
Taxi Commission. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 79 
Central. Freeway ........................ 87 
Stadium Admission Tax .................. 101 
Owner Move-In Eviction Limitations ... " ........ 107 
Hotel Tax Surcharge ...................... 121 
Bay Bridge Rail Service ..................... 131 
Health Care. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .137 

" The San Francisco Voter Information Pamphlet is printed on recycled paper, 

152 



I 

Quick Absentee Voter Information 

o Your absentee ballot application must be in the Department of Elections 
office by 5 PM, October 27,1998. 

o If you have not mailed your voted absentee ballot by October 27, we 
recommend that you drop it off at your polling place on Election Day. 

o Your polling place address is printed on the back page of this pamphlet. 

My Polling Place Address is: 

The polls are open from 7 a.m. to 8 p.m. on Election Day, Tuesday, November 3, 1998. 

Return Address: 

Did you sign the other side? 

"P;;-Ia-co-. ""'32"-c--on"-'l 
stamp here. 

Post Office will 
not deliver 

without one. 
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NAOMI NISHIOKA 
ACTING DIRECTOR OF ELECTIONS 
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633 FOLSOM STREET, ROOM 109 
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Check Your Polling Place Address Below 

Attention: Arro'jf Voter May Vote by Mail 
o Complete all information that applies to you and tear off application below. 
• Remember to sign the absentee ballot application at the bottom of the page. 

------------------------------------------------------~ 

This Absentee Ballot Application must be In the Department of Elections Office by 5 PM, October 27, 1998 

I apply for an absentee ballot for the Consolidated 
General Election on Tuesday, November 3, 1998. 

(You must complete the infonnation below) 

Print Name 

Print Residential Street Address 

San Francisco, CA 941 __ _ 

( ) ( ) 
Daytime Phone Evening Phone 

Complete only if you want your absentee ballot mailed to a 

different address then the Mailing Address pre-printed below. 

Mailing Address 

City State Zip 

• Please send me a Permanent Absentee Voter Application. D 
(See page 6 for qualifications.) 

I certily under penalty of pe~ury that this information is true and correct. 

• In future Elections, I would also like to recieve a 
Voter Information Pamphlet printed in: 

Chinese D 
Spanish D 

Sign Here ~ 
We must have your signature - Do Not Pnnt 

001 

Polling Place 
Handicapped 
Accessible: 

[=:=J 
~ 

I 198 
Date 

Mailing Address 

I 


