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SAN FRANCISCO 

VOTER INFORMATION 

PAMPHLET AND 

SAMPLE BALLOT 

JUNE 7, 1994 CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION 

P .. l~ S"~'I EI~.a.; •• 

San Fran.i ... " C;i1 Hall 

POLLS ARE OPEN FROM 7 AM TO 8 PM 
PREPARED BY THE OFFICE OF THE R!EGISTRAR OF VOTERS, CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

GERMAINE Q WONG, REGISTRAR OF VOTERS 

PLEASE SEE THE LABEL ON THE BACK COVER FOR THE LOCATION OF YOUR POLLING PLACE 



~tG"ic~ 
2011 
2111 
2117 
2159 
2204 
2319 

3238 
3337 
3155 

POLLING PLACE I POLL WORKER 
HONOR ROLL 

~glliCg EliI"~ OWD~I:§ Precjnct 

Community Assembly of God 2008 
SI. Anne's Home 2112 
Ruth Cowan 2348 
Luise Link 2353 
Eleanor Achuck 2714 
Josephine Tiongco 2904 
Lee Yung 2918 
Versie McGee 3141 
Mansion Hotel 3742 

Egil ~gt~~[ ~QIUD1~iil[§ 
Chung Hansen 

Jacqualine Sachs 

Anastasia McCarthy 

Suzanne Sims 

Tiki Hadley 

Aaron Barnes 

Missouri Mack 

Leon Smith 

Frances Ye 

I Multiple Sites San Francisco Unified Schools I I Multiple Poll Workers Walden Housel 

If you vote at one of the above precincts, please help us thank these people who have performed so well for all of us. 
Democracy is strong in San Francisco only because dedicated people like these poll workers have contributed their time, 
energy, and effort as their contribution to civic duty. Of course we cannot acknowledge every one who provided good 
services. Our plans are to rotate this honor roll. 

As a volunteer poll worker you need to attend a one hour training session the weekend before the election. On election 
day you start at 6:30 a.m. and finish approximately 9:00 p.m. Poll Workers who pick up and deliver ballot boxes as well 
as act as coordinators are reimbursed $79 for the day. Poll workers with lesser responsibilities are reimbursed $62 for the 
day. Volunteer one or two days each year to work at a polling place on election day. 

EQUAL CIVIC DUTY OPPORTUNITY - SIGN UP TODAY 

REGISTRAR OF VOTERS - POLL WORKER APPLICATION 
I live in San Francisco and am a REGISTERED VOTER of San Francisco. I want to volunteer to be a poll worker for the Primary 
Election to be held on Tuesday, June 7,1994. If! am not currently registered to vote, my registration form is attached. 

Date of Birth (Mo I Day I Yr) Your Signature 

OJ/OJ/OJ Sign 
Herec:::> 

Print Your First Name MI Print Your Last Name 

I I I I I I I I I I I D I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
Print the Address Where You Live Zip Code 

I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
Day Phone I 

I I 1--1 I I I I Eve. Phone I 
I I I-I I I I I 

Circle below any languages you speak in addition to English: I HAVE a car: D (Please Check) 

Cantonese I Mandarin I Spanish I V ietnamese I Russian I Other: 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - SPACE BELOW - FOR USE BY REGISTRAR OF VOTERS - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --
Assigned Precinct: I I I I I Home Precinct: I I I I I 
Affidavit Number: 

I I I I I I I I I I I Clerk: D Inspector: D 
DE.O.Bk. 0 6/2 0 6/6 

I I I I Code o Reg. Attached I linin 

Bring this form in person to: Registrar of Voters, Room 158 - City Hall, San Francisco, CA 94102 
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PURPOSE OF THE VOTER INFORMATION PAMPHLET 
This Voter Information Pamphlet provides voters with information about the June 7, 1994 Consolidated Primary Election, The pamphlet 

includes: 

Page 
I, a Sample Ballot (a copy of the ballot you will see at your polling place or when you vote by mail); . , , , , , " II-3D 
2, the location of your polling place; ."",.'"",..""""".""" (see the label on the back cover) 
3, an application for an Absentee (Vote-By-MaII) Ballot and for permanent absentee voter status; . , , " , , . back cover 
4, Your rlgbts as a voter; ... , , , , , , , , . , , , ... , , , : .... , , , , ,', , , .. , , , , .. , , , , , , , , , , . , . 8 
5, information for disabled voters; , , .... , , , .. ' , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , . , , , , , , . , , , , " . , . , . , , , , , 5 
6, statements from candidates who are running for local office; , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , " 32-33 
7, Iuformation about each local ballot measure, including a summary, the Controller's Statement, arguments for and 

against the measure, and the legal text; , ... , , , .. , , " , , , , , , , , . , , , . , , , 37-127 
8, definitions of words you need to know; and ... , , ... , , .. , , , , , , , . . . , . , , 36 
9, a Polling Place Card to mark your choices before voting, , , , . , , , , , , inside back cover 
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Office of the 
REGISTRAR OF VOTERS 

City and County of San Francisco 
158 City Hall 

San Francisco, CA 94102-4691 

Dear San Francisco Voters: 

28 April 1994 

Germaine Q Wong 
Registrar of Voters 
Voice 415.554.4375; 

FAJr 415. 554. 7344; TL>L> 415.554.4386 
Recycled Paper 

YOU WON'T FIND EVERY CANDIDATE ON YOUR BALLOT 

The June 7, 1994 election, is' a primary election. California does not have an "open" primary election, so, 
in the June primary, you can vote only for candidates who belong to the same political party you do. If you 
want to vote for a candidate in another political party, you must re-register in that candidate's political party by 
May 9.' Voter registration cards are available at post offices, libraries and the Registrar of Voters office. 

Every vote~ may vote on all state and local measures, and for the following nonpartisan races: State 
Superintendent of Public Instruction, Assessor, and Public Defender. Because this is a primary election, only 
voters registered with one of these political parties: American Independent, Democratic, Green, Libertarian, 
Peace and Freedom, or Republican, may vote for candidates in all the other state races, such as Governor. 
Again, if you wish to vote for a candidate ofa specific political party, you must re-register by May 9 and 
indicate on your voter registration card the political party to which you want to be affiliated. 

In the November 8,1994 election, you will be able to vote for any candidate regardless of political party 
affiliation. 

B.Y.O.B. (Bring Your Own Ballot) 

There's an election coming up soon, so it must be PARTY TIME! Paul Kameny, a San Francisco voter 
wrote and suggested that voters organize "Sample Bailot Parties." I have heard about such gatherings for years, 
and when Mr. Kameny came up with the suggestion of promoting these ballot parties throughout the city, I 
thought it was a great idea. The party is an opportunity for everyone to learn about issues and/or candidates. 

I. People invited to the party may be assigned a candidate or ballot measure to "become the expert on 
that subject." 

2. Each person brings their state and city voter information pamphlet / sample ballot to a gathering spot -
someone's home, a neighborhood church, a community center, or any place you name. 

3. While you eat, drink, and socialize, either pot luck or compliments of the 'host, a moderator is chosen, 
everyone takes turns leading the discussion on a candidate or measure. 

4, The party may be nonpartisan or partisan, depending on the people you invite. 
5. Some parties only cover ballot measures, others concentrate on candidates, but many review both 

candidates and measures. 
6. No one needs to disclose how they will vote. 

I hope some of you organize "Sample Ballot Parties." Let us know if you find your party as informative 
and fun as it has been for others who have attended past parties. 

Your vote counts only if you cast your ballot, 

Germaine Q Wong 
Registrar of Voters 

Between April 28 and May 2, this pamphlet was mailed to every voter who was registered on or before 
April 8, so most of you will receive this pamphlet before the May 9 deadline to re-register. 



ACCESS FOR THE DISABLED VOTER 
by the Ballot Simplification Committee 

BEFORE ELECTION DAY: 

ABSENTEE VOTING - All voters may request that an absen
tee ballot be mailed to them, or they may vote in person at Room 
158 in City Hall from May 9 through June 7. The office hours are: 
from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday; from 10:00 
a.m. to 3:00 p.m. on Saturday, June 4 and Sunday, June 5; and from 
7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. on Election Day, June 7. In addition, voters 
with specified disabilities listed below may apply to become Per
manent Absentee Voters. Ballots for all future elections will auto
matically be mailed to Permanent Absentee Voters. 

TAPE RECORDINGS - The San Francisco Public Library for 
the Blind and Print Handicapped, 3150 Sacramento Street, pro
duces and distributes tape-recorded copies of the Voter Information 
Pamphlet for use by visually impaired voters. 

T.D.D. (TELECOMMUNICATIONS DEVICE FOR THE 
DEAF) - Hearing-impaired or speech-impaired voters who have 
a TDD may communicate with the San FrancisCo Regi'strar of 
Voters' office by calling 554-4386. 

ON ELECTION DAY: 

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 their polling place is in a residential garage, 
elderly and handicapped voters may park in the driveway while 
voting, provided they do not block traffic. 

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

SEATED VOTING - Every polling place has at le3!'t 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. 

PERMANENT ABSENTEE VOTER 
(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 
list, we will automatically mail an absentee ballot to you 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 inforined that you no longer live at the address at which you are registered. 

To be a "Permanent Absentee Voter" you must have at least one of the following conditions: 

_' _ Lost use of onc 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 l!mitation in the use of the lower extremities; or 

__ Suffering from a diagnosed disease or disorder which substantially impairs or interferes with mobility. 

To become a permanent absentee voter, complete the Absentee Ballot Application form on the back cover and return it to the Registrar 
of Voters, Room 158 City Hall, San Francisco, CA 94102. Check the box that says "I apply to become a PERMANENT ABSENTEE 
VOTER" and sign your name where it says "Your SIGNATURE." 

If you move, re-register, or do not vote, you will need to apply again to be a Permanent Absentee Voter. 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, your ballot will be mailed by the end of the second week in May. To find' 
out if you are registered as a permanent absentee voter, please look at the label on the back cover of this book. If your affidavit number 
starts , with a Up" then you are a permanent absentee voter. Your affidavit number is the eight digit number that is printed above the bar 
code on the label. If you have not received your absentee ballot by May 16, please call 554-4375. 
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Important Facts About Absentee Voting 
Also Known as Vote-By-Mail 

APPLICATION FOR ABSENTEE BALLOT 

Any voter may receive an absentee ballot. You no longer need a reason (e.g. illness, travel). 
Any registered voter may request one. 

Permanent Absentee Volers. The disabled may apply to become permanent absentee voters. A permanent absentee voter will 
automatically receive a ballot each election without having to apply each time. However, when a permanent absentee voter moves or 
re-registers, slbe must re.apply for permanent status. Frequent travellers are not eligible for permanent absentee voter status. They must 
apply for an absentee ballot for each election. An application to be a permanent absentee voter is on the back 'cover of this pamphlet 

ThIrd Party DeHvery or Absentee Ballot AppHcatioDS. Unless you know and trust the person delivering your application for an 
absentee ballot, you should deliver or mail it directly to the Office of the Registrar of Voters. Political campaigns often ask voters to mail 
their applications to their campaign headquarters, and the campaigns then add the information you provide to their files and mailing lists. 
This may delay your application for as much as three weeks, causing you to miss the application deadline. If you receive an absentee ballot 
application from a campaign, we recommend that you mail it directly to the San Francisco Registrar of Voters. 

AppHcatioDS. We strongly recommend that voters use the application provided on the back cover of this voter information pamphlet 
and include the mailing label with the barcode. This form with the bar code on the label allows us to process your request more rapidly. 

If you do not have that application form, you may send us another application form or a post card with your request for an absentee 
ballot. Please print your name, birthdate and residence address, the address where you want the ballot sent if it is different from your 
residence address, your day and night telephone numbers, your signature and the date you are making your request. You may "fax" your 
request to this office at (415) 554-4047. 

RETURNING YOUR ABSENTEE BALLOT 
To be counted, your ballot must arrive In the Office or the Registrar or Volers or any polling place by 8 p.m. on Election D~y. 

If your ballot arrives after that time, it will not be counted. A postmark on your absentee ballot return envelope before or on Election Day 
is not acceptable if the ballot arrives after 8 p.m. on Election Day. 

Never make any Identifying marks on your ballot card. Do not sign or initial your ballot card. Your ballot is no longer considered 
secret if there is such a mark, and thus it cannot be counted. This is also true for the write-in stub if you vote for 8 write·in candidate. 

"Cleaning" your ballot card. After punching out the holes corresponding to your choices, you will notice that there are many little 
paper chips hanging from the back of your card. These hanging paper chips must be removed from the back of the card, or they will fall 
back into their holes as if you had never punched them, and thus those votes will not be counted. 

You must sign your name on the Absentee Ballot Return Envelope. You must personally sign the envelope in the space provided. 
No one else, including individuals with the power of attorney, is permitted to sign for you. If your signature is not on the envelope, it will 
not be opened'and the ballot will not be counted. Also, be sure not to damage the Bar Code that is printed on your Absentee Ballot Return 
Envelope. It helps us to process your ballot faster, 

ThIrd party deHvery or ballots. If you do not mail your absentee ballot and are unable to deliver your ballot to the Registrar of Voters 
or a polling place, only your spouse, child, parent, grandparent, grandchild, sister or brother can return your absentee ballot for you. 
However, when you have your ballot returned by a third party, you and that person must complete the appropriate sections on the Absentee 
Ballot Return Envelope. Your ballot will not be counted unless those sections have been completed properly. 

EMERGENCY VOTING 
If you become ill or disabled within 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 perjury, that a ballot can be delivered by your authorized representative. Slbe will receive your ballot 
after presenting the statement at the Office of the Registrar of Voters, 

You or your authorized representative may return the ballot to the Registrar of Voters or to a polling place. If your authorized 
representative returns the ballot, the appropriate sections of the Absentee Ballot Return Envelope must be completed. THESE BALLOTS 
MAY NOT BE MAILED. 
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BALLOT SIMPLIFICATION COMMITTEE 

Nicholas Deluca, Committee Chair 
National Broadcast Editorial Association 

Kay Blalock 
League of Women Voters of San Francisco 

George Markell 
The Northern Califomia Newspaper Guild 

Richard Miller 
San Francisco Unified School District , 

Jobo Odell 
National Academy of Television Arts and Sciences. 
Northern California Chapter 

Randy Riddle, Ex officio 
Deputy City Attorney 

Germaine Q Wong, Ex officio 
Registrar of Voters 

, 
CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON ELECDONS 

Mayoral appointees: Ernest Llorente, Chair; David Binder, and Albert 
ReeD. 

Board of Supervisors appointees: Daisy Gordon, Daniel Kalb. Brian 
Mavrogeorge, George Mix. Jr., Samson Wong. and Richmond Young. 

Ex officio members: Randy Riddle, Deputy City Attorney and Germaine 
Q Wong, Registrar of Voters. 

Appointed members represent political organizations, political parties, 
labor organizations, neighborhood organizations. business organizations 
and other citizens groups interested)n the political process . 

. , " 

MAIL DELIVERY OF VOTER PAMPHLETS 

The San Francisco Voter Information Pamphlet and Sample Ballot is 
scheduled to be mailed at the beginning of May. If you registered to vote 
before April 9, you should receive your Voter Infonmition Pamphlet by 
May 6. 

. 1. .' 

The 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. 

The Committee studies and makes advisory recommendations to the 
officers of the City and County on all matters relating to voter registration, 
elections and the administration of the Office of the Registrar of Voters. 
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. 

If you registered to vote or changed your registration after April 8, your 
Voter Information Pamphlet will be mailed beginning May 13. 

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

,. 
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YOUR RIGHTS AS A VOTER 
by the Ballot Simplification Committee 

Q - Who can vote? 
A - U.S. citizens, 18 years or older, and who are registered to vote 

in San Francisco on or before May 9, 1994. 

Q- My 18th birthday is after May 9, but on or beCoreJune 7. 
May I vote In the June 7 election? 

A - Yes, but you must register by May 9. 

Q - If I was arrested or convicted oC a crime can I stiU 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 June 
7 election? 

A - If you become a U.S. citizen before June 7, you may vote in 
that election. but you must register to vote by May 9. 

Q - I moved on or beCore May 9. Can I vote in this election? 
A - Only if you re-registered at your new address. You must 

re-register each time you change your address. 

Q - I moved after May 9. Can I vote In this election? 
A - If you moved within the City between May 9 and June 7. you 

must go to your old precinct to vote. 

Q - For which offices can I vote in this election? 
A - You may vote for State Superintendent of Public Instruction, 

San Francisco Assessor and San Francisco Public Defender. 
Also you may vote on state and local ballot measures. 

If you are registered in a political party, you may also vote 
for that party's candidates for Governor. Lt. Governor, 
Secretary of State. Controller, Treasurer, Attorney General, 
Insurance Commissioner, Board of Equalization, U.S. 
Senator. U.S. Representative. State Senator, Assembly and 
County Central Committee. 

Q - When do I vote? 
A-Election Day is Tuesday, June 7,1994. 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 your mailing label 

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 Registrar's Office at 554-
4375 to let them know the polling place is not open. 

8 

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 baUot or my own written list into 
the voting booth? 

A - Yes. Deciding your votes before you go to the polls will help. 
You may wish to use the Polling Place Card which is on the 
inside back cover of this pamphlet. 

Q - Can I vote Cor someone whose name is not on the baUot? 

A - Yes, if the person is a qualified write·in candidate. Only 
"qualified" write-in candidates will be counted. You may ask 
your poll worker for a list of these candidates. You may vote 
for these candidates by writing their names on the long stub 
of the ballot provided for write-in votes. If you don't know 
how to do this, you may ask your poll worker for help. 

Q - Can a worker at the polling place ask me to take any tests? 

A-No. 

Q - Is there any way to vote instead oC going to the polling 
place on election day? 

A - Yes, you can vote before June 7 if you: 

OR 

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 Registrar of 
Voters no later than May 31. 1994; 

Go to the Office of the Registrar of Voters in City Hall -
Room 158 from May 9 through June 7. The office hours 
are: from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m .• Monday through Friday; 
from 10:00 am. to 3:00 p.m. on June 4 and June 5; and 
from 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. on Election Day, June 7. 

Q - If I don't use an application Corm, can I get an absentee 
baUot some other way? 

A - You can send a note. preferably on a postcard, to the Registrar 
of Voters asking for a ballot. This note must include: your 
home address, the address where you want the ballot mailed, 
your birth date. your printed name and your signature. Your 
request must be received by the Registrar of Voters no later 
than May 31.1994. 



HOW TO VOTE ON THE VOTOMAnC VOTE RECORDER 
SPECIAL NOTE: 1IlJ{iiJJIll1llbUl! 
IF YOU MAKE " MIST "KE, RETURN Hlll]iP.:t 

YOUR CARO AND GET N~:~~~:~a algu:::::~u8la'lvllll:aIJIIJI!I!]III..~~illr:"";j~~~~~;f 
STEP '1' su larjala da volar y oblenga alra. ~ 

"-!) ...... 10TH HAllDi 
INSBT nee IAU.OT CAIO AU THE 
WAY INfO THE VOTOMATIC. 
Usondo 101 dOl monOl, meta 10 
tarleto d. Yotar campl.tament.· 
dentro d.1 "Votomatlc:' 

IIhl' 
m1tf'l'mrPJ I1IlbllJllf#.QU"· 

\ 

CI ,.,,_.... CI . ...-. ........... 
BE SURE THE TWO SLOTS IN THE 
STUB Of YOUR CARD FIT DOWN 
OVER THE TWO RED PINS. 

IIIIDT 'A'" 't',., 1111 WI 

Palo 2. AsegJres. d. que 101 dOl 
orificias que hay 01 final de 10 toriela 
coincide" con las dOl cabacltas rolol. 

#J":::.tF 
ftiItl1I~ti!i,,1f!j , .~Z -:f(. '.~ -.....;~Lj 
il"1i!-J[lIizJ:· 

HOLD PUNCH VERTICAL {STRAIGHT 
UP]. PUNCH STRAIGHT DOWN 
THIOUGH THE BALLOT CARD TO 
INDICATE YOUR CHOICE. DO NOT 
USI PIN 01 PINCIL 

Para volar, IOstengo .llnltrumento 
de votar y perfor. con ~I 10 toriefa d. 
Yotor en ellugar d. los candlda.os d. 
IU prefereneia. No UI. pluma nillpil. 

#J=:tJ; 
_Hzillfit , lillJ-:fLP3~m:fiA 
mt.~ •• 

'TU1lII ova,..., .... ---

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

STEP 4 DespuGs de votar, sa que la tarjeta del Votomatic, dzfl' reillAIII , @ the perforation and return it to the precinct official. $11QtJ; 

doble la balota a 10 largo de las perloraciones y lIl'!lUililml!:il!I~3'l:*I\j'l!UIHl;~il!IAo 
entrllguela en ellugar oficial de votacion. 

. :1 
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San Francisco Republican Party 

Dear San Francisco Republican, 

We are fortunate to have this opportunity to write to you. We feel that in San Francisco, if you've 
made the choice to register Republican, you are committed to principles that, while not popular among 
many of your neighbors or most of your govemment officials, are nonetheless very important to you. 

The San Francisco Republican Party wants to thank you for your resolve and continued support for 
what you know is right. We also want to let you know that you are not alone. We are very proud of the 
more than 70,000 registered San Francisco Republicans -- perhaps the most important minority voting
bloc in the City. 

Proof of our influence can be seen in our City govemment. More than 40 of San Francisco's 
commissioners are Republicans. San Francisco judges appointed by Republican govemors have, with very 
few exceptions, been retumed to the bench by City voters. We have a strong representative for 
Republican ideals on the Board of Supervisors. Everyday we are making more progress. 

We want you to know that the SF/Republican Party has been very active over the last year-and-a-half 
since the implementation of "Plan 2000," our eight-year strategy for the rebuilding of the SF/Republican 
Party and electing Republicans to state offices by the year 2000. 

The SF/Republican Party has also been influential over the past six years in fighting for tenant 
management in public housing (a concept often associated with fomler HUD Secretary Jack Kemp), for 
restructuring City govemment, and for ensuring safer streets and neighborhoods. One recent sign of our 
successes is the placing of the "Full Force Charter Amendment" on the June ballot by the Board of 
Supervisors. The "Full Force Charter Amendment" had its genesis in the monthly San Francisco 
Republican County Central Committee meetings. 

In the last several months, Republican leaders like Republican National Committee Chairman Haley 
Barbour, Senate Minority Leader Bob Dole, and fonuer Defense Secretary Dick Cheney have all made 
stops in San Francisco, not to raise money, but to have a chance to talk with and listen to San Francisco 
Republican volunteers. 

You can leam more about what your party organization is doing by subscribing to our monthly 
newsletter. In it you will read about our efforts on your behalf. You'll also read detailed accounts of our 
projects and successes, as well as leanl of our upcoming events. To become a subscriber, please retunl 
the form below. The $35 cost will be used exclusively for the production and mailing of our newsletter. 

Sincerely, 
Arthur Bruzzone, 
Chaimlan, SF /Republican Party 

Please send me the San Francisco Republican Party newsletter. Enclosed is my check for $35.00. 

NAME: __________________________________ __ 

ADDRESS: ____________________________________________________ __ 

CITY~TATE~IP: ________________________________________________ __ 

DAY PHONE #: ______________ EVE PHONE #: _____________________ __ 

Please retum this form to: San Francisco Republican Party; 540 Van Ness Avenue, Second Floor; 
San Francisco, CA 94102. 

For more infomlation about the SF/Republican Party call (415) 255-7668. 

Printtnl of this Idler was paid for by the San Francisco RepubUcan Pa~'; s.w Yan :\'ess Annue. SNood Floor; San 
Frandsto, CA 94102. Contributions to the San Frandsco RepubUcan Party 8ft not deductible as charitable contributions 
for fed.erallnt'Ome ta!: purposn. I.D.II890605, Jolm SldUne. Trt'8Iurer. 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 

CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 7,1994 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Official Ballot - City and County of San Francisco 
Ballot Type 421 

REPUBLICAN PARTY 
8th Congressional District 
8th State Senate District 
12th Assembly District 

INSTRUCTIONS TO VOTERS: 

PUNCH OUT BALLOT CARD ONLY WITH PUNCHING DEVICE ATTACHED TO VOTE 
RECORDER, NEVER WITH PEN OR PENCIL. 

To vote for a CANDIDATE whose name appears on the Official Ballot, use the blue stylus to punch 
the hole at the pOint of the arrow oppOSite that candidate's name. 

To vote for a qualified WRITE-IN candidate, write the name of the office and the person's name in 
the blank space provided for that purpose on the Write-In Ballot portion of the ballot card. 

To vote for any MEASURE, use the blue stylus to punch the hole at the pOint of the arrow oppOSite 
the number which corresponds to the word "YES" or "NO: 

Do not make any distinguishing marks or erasures on the ballot card. Distinguishing marks or 
erasures make the ballot void. 

If you fold, tear or damage the ballot card, or punch it incorrectly, return it to the precinct board 
member to obtain a new ballot card. 

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

PARA COMENZAR A VOTAR, 
PASE A LA PAGINA 

SEGUIENTE 

iR Q T f{ JlIl tal!t i'Ii 
TO START VOTING, 

GO ON TO NEXT PAGE 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 

CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 7,1994 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

rH~ 
GOBERNAOOR 
Governor 
LOUIS D' ARRIGO 

Farmer/Contractor 
Granjero/Contratista ~ JIl1!f / jji; i!l. il'li 

JIM HART 

RONK. UNZ 
High-Technology EntrepreneurlB usinessman 
Empresario de alta tecnologfaIHombre de negocios iilif4Jittjlj!l~1!f /il'liA 

PETE WILSON 
Governor 
Gohernador :Hi ~ 

, 

i~:H'I~ 
VICEGOBERNAOOR 
Lieutenant Governor 
CATHIE WRIGHT 

Businesswoman/State Senator 
Mujer de negocios/Senadora del Estado 3z;il'liA/ :!+I$iilUl. 

STAN STATHAM 
Businessman!Legislator 
Hombre de negocios!Legislador ll'liA/:lL:i!AJ'l. 

~~-A 
Vola por Uno 

Vote for One 
2 ... 
4 ... 
6 ... 
8 ... 

~~-A 
Vola por Uno 

Vote for One 
18 ... 
20 ... 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 

CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 7,1994 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

:!'Hf9J9J!Il 
SECRETARIO OE ESTADO 
Secretary of State 
BILL JONES 

LegislatorlBusinessmanlRancher 
LegisladorlHombre de negocios/Ranchero .n:#; APl./jlijA/'IJ[~:E 

±:itt'§" 
CONTRALOR 
Controller 
JOHN MORRIS 

BusinessmanIFinancialOfficer 
Hombre de negocioslFuncionario financiero jlijA/RH!l Ail. 

TOM MC CLINTOCK 
Taxpayer Advocate 
Defensor del contribuyente t/lifSiA III iJI;:jlj-

1'1lJlll 
TESORERO 
Treasurer 
MATTHEW K. FONG . 

Member. State Board of Equalization 
Miembro. Consejo de Compensaci6n del Estado JtI.ijlI\'!JOl~.I:l. 

m~-A 
Vota por Uno 

Vote for One 
28 .. 

m~-A 
Vota por Uno 

Vote for One 
38 .. 
40 .. 

m~-A 
Vota por Uno 

Vote for One 
48 .. 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 

CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 7,1994 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

JH;jj&~~ 
PROCURADOR GENERAL 
Attorney General 
DANIEL E. LUNGREN 

Attorney General 
Procurador General :J+I~~-Bi: 

f*~~Hl. 
COMISIONADO DE SEGUROS 
Insurance Commissioner 
GLEN J. DULAC 

Business Owner 
Propietario de empresa llli~\tllt± 

JACK HARDEN 
Claims AdjusterlInvestigator 
Ajustador de reciamoslInvestigador 111!f1t~~ A./~:l!t.l'l 

CHUCK QUACKENBUSH 
LegislatorlBusinessman 
LegisladorlHomhre de negocios JL #< A.l'l/llli A 

JIM CONRAN 
Consumer Affairs Executi ve 
Ejecutivo para cuestiones del consumidor jj1jfi#!'UJHiil$i:A.l'l 

JIM STIERINGER 
Hospital Director . 
Director de hospital f§!lt;t:'!i' 

WES BANNISTER 
Small Business Owner 
Propietario de una pequena empresa IJ'llli~\tll!;t: 

'fZ-~}aj~J!., m-~ 
MIEMBRO, CONSEJO DE COMPENSACION, DISTRITO 1 
Member, Board of Equalization, District 1 
MARK S. BENDICK 

Tax Advisor 
Consejero impositivo flI.f!illIlJl 

ROBERT 'BOB' STRAWN 
Businessman 
Hombre de negocios llli A 

~il!-A. 
Vola por Uno 

Vote for One 
54 ... 

~il!-A. 
Vola por Uno 

Vote for One 
59 ... 
61 ... 
63 ... 
65 ... 
67 ... 
69 ... 

~il!-A. 
Vola por Uno 

Vote for One 
74 ... 
76 ... 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 

CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 7, 1994 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAI':I FRANCISCO 

~1I#IiiJ!. 
SENADDR DE LOS ESTADOS UNIDDS 
United States Senator 
KATE SQUIRES 

Business Owner 
Propietaria de empresa illH\ti * ± 

JOHN M. BROWN 
Salesman 
Vendedor ItUIU'!. , 

WILLIAM E. (BILL) DANNEMEYER 
. Businessman 

Hombre de negocios ifIi A 

WOLF G. DALICHAU 
Baker 
Panadero M-§ffilijl;1J 

MICHAEL HUFFING TON 
Independent Businessman, Congressman 
Hombre de negocios independiente, Congresista ~.ll:ifliA. lila 1If ililft 

~1I~IiiJ!., ~J\..rn 
REPRESENTANTE DE LOS ESTADOS UNIDOS, DISTRITO 8 
United States Representative, District 8 

" 

ELSA C. CHEUNG 
Businesswoman 
Mujer de negocios :P:ifIi A 

:J+I#IiiJl.,~J\1I 
SENADOR ESTATAL, DlSTRITO 8 
State Senator, District 8 
TOM SPINOSA 

Constitutional Law Researcher 
Investigador deleyes constitucionales .n!ililYl 

JUDy LEA , 
Real Estate Agent 
Agente,de bienes rafcesJ1U/!lill!iC 

~)E-A 
Vole por Uno 

Vote for One 
80 ~ 

82 ~ 

84 ~ 

86 ~ 

88 ~ 

~)E-A 
Vole por Uno 

Vote for One 
93 ~ 

~)E-A 
Vole por Uno 

Vote for One 
100 ~ 

102 ~ 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 

CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 7,1994 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

:HI>W:ili.i'!, ~ +=Jilli 
MIEMBRO, ASAMBLEA ESTATAL, DlSTRITO 12 
Member, State Assembly, District 12 
PHILIP LOUIS WING 

Computer Consultant 
Asesor informatico ~Jl!ILOfb' 

lf, 9=' :9:!: ~ J! fl , ~-t=rnl! 
MIEMBRO, COMITE CENTRAL DEL CONDAOO, OISTRITO 12 
Member, County Central Committee, District 12 
BARBARA B. KILEY 

Corporate Executive I Ejecutivo corporativo I i}'fi]i\litilAA 

JUN RETSU HA TOYAMA 
Incumbent! Titular I IJUflt 

HAROLD M. HOOGASIAN 
Incumbent I Titular I J}l1f~-

JIM GILLERAN 
Incumbent! Titular IlJlff-:lf 

CRISTINA MACK 
Incumbent! Titular I JRff::K 

DENNIS J. MARK 
Accountant I Contador I *iltGili 

ALBERT C. CHANG 
Incumbent I Titular l1Jlffit 

ELSA C. CHEUNG 
Businesswoman I Muier de negocios I fr.j3jA 

GEORGE VAUX CRESSON 
Small Business Owner J Propietario de una pequeiia empresa I IJ'ifti»:lflj: 

MIKE SALARNO 
Incumbent I Titular I lJl fftf 

ROBERT SILVESTRI 
Fireman I Bombero I ifJI~}j ,t 

JOHN SIDLINE 
Political Public;lIions Director I DireclOr de_p~blicaciones polftica..<; I il3I:1MflJ~.:t:.ff 

KEVIN J. SULLIVAN 
Marketing Manager I Gerente de comercializaci6n I ifi.llttl.JlttlHl 

TOM SPINOSA 
Incumbent I Titular I 13Hf:.l 

DANA WALSH 
Small Business Owner I Propietario de una pequeiia empresa l'j'lfijli*.:t:. 

CHARLES J. WONG 
Incumbent I Titular I lMffi'i' 

BRYANT L. WONG 
Economic Development Consultant I Asesor de desarrollo econ6mico I m:~ V liUD IUl 

MANUEL A. ROSALES 
Incumbent I Titular I IJlffit 

MILDRED "MILLIE" DANCH 
Righi Attendant-Entrepreneur I Asistente de vuelo - Empresaria I tlMllifA.u - Glj.¥!"# 

TERENCE FAULKNER 
Businessman I Hombre de negocios I jlJj A 

mr1~-A 
Vole por Uno 

Vote for One 
106 ... 
li/Iil!;f-IlIi1H ~~ 

Vole pDr no mil de13 
Vole lor no more Ihan 13 

111 ... 
112 ... 
113 ... 
114 ... 
115 ... 
116 ... 
117 ... 
118 ... 
119 ... 
120 ... 
121 ... 
122 ... 
123 ... 
124 ... 
125 ... 
126 ... 
127 ... 
128 ... 
129 ... 
130 ... 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 

CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 7,1994 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

NONPARTISAN BALLOT 

:J+I~1f.~ 
SUPERINTENDENTE ESTATAL DE INSTRUCCION PUBLICA 
State Superintendent of Public Instruction 

DA YlD L. K1LBER 

fiS&11f 
ASESOR 
Assessor 
DORIS M. WARD 

Assessor 
Asesor fjf;fj/, 'I1l' 

0,M.iHif$Rffi 
DEFENSOR PUBLICO 
Public Defender 
JEFF BROWN 

Maestm-AsambleCsta IltCili-

Educador I Jlti A. 

Public Defender, City and County of San Francisco . 
Defensor Publico, Ciudad y Condado de San Francisco 0~j;\ji!lHI!Mi 

ID11~-A 
Vole por Uno 

Vote for One 
135 
136 
137 
138 
139 
140 
141 
142 
143 
144 
145 
146 .. 

ID11~-A 
Vole por Uno 

Vote for One 

150 

ID11~-A 
Vole por Uno 

Vote for One 
155 

17 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 

CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 7,1994 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

NONPARTISAN BALLOT 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 7, 1994 

MEASURES SUBMITIEO TO VOTE OF VOTERS - STATE PROPOSITIONS 

EARTHQUAKE RELIEF AND SEISMIC RETROFIT BOND ACT OF 1994. 
This act provides for a bond issue of two billion dollars ($2,000,000,000) to 
provide funds for an earthquake relief and seismic retrofit program. 

SAFE SCHOOLS ACT OF 1994. This act provides for a bond issue of one billion 
dollars ($1,000,000,000) to provide capital outlay for construction or improve
ment of public schools and the authorization to allocate bond funds and interest 
derived therefrom from. the State School Building Aid Bond Law of 1952 for 
present-day public school construction or improvement. 

HIGHER EDUCATION FACILITIES BOND ACT OF JUNE 1994. To renew 
California's economic vitality and to regain our state's high quality of life, this 
act authorizes a bond issue of nine hundred million dollars ($900,000,000) for the 
strengthening, upgrading, and constructing of public colleges and universities 
throughout the state. These projects will create jobs and strengthen the state's 
economy by providing adult and student job training opportunities and by enabling 
public colleges and universities to prepare a well-trained and competitive work
force. They will repair and rebuild college classrooms, which will strengthen 
college campuses to prevent injuries in future earthquakes. They will provide 
alternatives to crime and gangs by ensuring access to higher education. They will 
improve the quality of learning at public campuses by improving classrooms and 
providing modern teaching technologies. Authorized projects for the 136 public 
campuses include, but are not necessarily liinited to, earthquake and other health 
and safety improvements, upgrading of laboratories to keep up with scientific 
advances, improving and modernizing campus computer capabilities, and con
struction of classrooms and libraries. No moneys derived from the sale of the 
bonds will be expended for administrative overhead. 

YES159 .... 
N0160 .... 

YES163 .... 
No164 .... 

YES169 .... 
N0170 .... 



SAMPLE BALLOT 

CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 7,1994 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

BALOlA APARllOARIA ~:ii~lB~ F7 
CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO !i~u-nlhll* mil-1JJlB -1L1L11!I:lf:7'\fl-t B 
ELECCIONES PRIMARIAS CONSOLIDADAS, 7 DE JUNIO DE 1994 ~3ClBtI;ll!:~~iJHMH ~jf; 
MEDIDAS SOMETIDAS AL VOTO DE LOS ELECTORES - PROPOSICIONES ESTATALES .. .. 
.. .. 
.. .. 

159 SI 'It,Ql1; 

160 NO &fl 

163 SI ~,Ql1; 

164 NO &fl 

169 SI ~,Ql1; 

170 NO &fl 

ACTA DE 1994 DE BONOS PARA RETROAJUSTE SISMICO 
Y ALiVIO EN CASO DE TERREMOTOS. Este acta permite I. 
emisi6n de bonos par un valor de dos mil millones de d61ares 
($2,OOO,OOO,OOO) para proporcionar fcndas para un programa 
de retroajuste sismica y alMo en caso de terremotos. 

ACTA DE 1994 PARA ESCUELAS SEGURAS. Este acta per
mite una emisi6n de bonos por un valor de mil millones de 
d61ares ($1,000,000,000) para propcrcionar una inversl6n de 
capital para la construcci6n 0 majora de las escuelas publicas y 
Ie Butorizaci6n de Bsignar los fandos de los bonos y los intereses 
que su~an de los mismos de acuerdo con la Ley Estatal de 
Bonos para Asistancla de Edificaci6n de Escuelas de 1952 para 
la construcci6n 0 mejora de escuelas publicas en la actualidad. 

ACTA DE JUNIO DE 1994 DE BON·OS PARA INSTALACIONES 
DE EDUCACION SUPERIOR. Para renovar la vitalidad 
econ6mica de California y recuperar la alta caUdad de ventajas 
de nuestro estado, este acta autoriza una emisi6n de bonos por 
un valor de novecientos millones de d61ares ($900,OOO,OOO) 
para fortalecer, mejorar y construir escuelas tercia·rias y un!
versidades publicas en todo el estado. Estos proyectos crearan 
trabajos y fortaleceran la economfa del estado, proporclonando 
oportunidades de capacitaci6n laboral para adultos y 

. estudiantes y permitiendo que las escuelas terclarias y uni
versidades publicas preparen trabajadores bien capacitados y 
competitivos. Repararan y reconstruiran las aulas de las 
escuelas terciarias, 10 que fortalecera las c1udades universitarias 
a prevenir danos en caso de futuros terremotos. Proporcionaran 
alternativas al crimen y a las pandillas al asegurar el acce~ a 
una educacl6n superior. Mejoraran 18 calidad del aprendizaje en 
las ciudades universitarias publicas, mejorando las aulas y 
proporcionando modemas tecnologfas de ensenanza. Los pro
yectos autorizados para las 136 c1udades universitarias publicas 
incluyen, pero no estB.n necesariamente limitados a, meJoras en 
caso de terremotos y otras mejoras de salud y segurid~d, 
actualizaci6n de los laboratorios para mantenerse vigentes con 
los adelantos cientfficos, mejoras y modernizaci6n de los 
centros de computaci6n de las ciudades universitarias y 
construcci6n de aulas y bibliotecas. No se gastara ninguna parte 
del dinero que provenga de la venta de los bonos para gastos 
admlnistrativos generales . 

11 11 pJU¥ 1tb nUi 5» lJ I!tj;; JUti 
i.~jIH\lI#;*. *UUUJlJ5!Vh 
_ -HAJC (12.000.000.000) fl'J0 
it. J:\-Jalt!!:I'UIIlIUH!i:l'<llIlfr 
i& iJ!lltII!IHIUl! If • 

." ." !1!!'f'iH!I2I1il!!. *It 
~ !!!)i:V fi+fAJC($ I ,000000.000) 
fl'J 0111, III !It III If Wl!!I!lOC 0& ift 
012, MUHtlll-1t. 'li= 'f It! 
~~ flO IVJ 1~ f. tt: gIj ((.) 1} fa 1:z!l! fll 
.e.'ilt:A !!I lit (] m 0!!ifl'J l.I!!I!lOCo& 
ill. 
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J{, *lt~tfll!ilfi-Jli1t.{!it 
(1900,Ooo,000)fl'J0111, !!I1Itl'£i: 
1t!1JIll!l.IIl;ll;J;!D.ll!16I:0,z!J!!it 
Ill;;; !J! • iiI@IIIlJllfllliIitllli 
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l\l!1'~IIl!ltlll\ll iIIl.fl'J Ill., fliJ 
0,z !J! lit III ;;; !J! III !It liI IJt iIIl. fl 
J{1Il:fl1l'l>:lJfl'JAl.ffl'Jfi1!:IJ.iiI 
@tl-IHI'JlIfIJilllll:!ltll!!it!!ifl'J1I! 
l!!, .0012 IlIlliltlli, iii 1nl'£51<Ji' 
fl'Jlt!!:I'<<pV~11:lIIJj1f'f, iil@iIt 
1I.lI. fliJ ili f'lil!mi\li"'lft ral. , 
1Il!lt;r-#!/O!mlllllll~i\!IIi"'fl'J~ 
-ilI",.i!li!i&i1!ftl!!IIlIll!lt1l! 
Itft!J!!I:!fi, iII~tl-IIJIII'i&fl0 
,zjllj "'!it 12 fl'J!J! l!'I JlIlJI!/o!1I J{ • 
It*tflli&ilII36li!: 0,zr;'/!!ifl'J,! 
fltl-II. f!ltli@;r-mllt: rol:l'<lIl 
,)tfl!!0:1txi:i&lIiltll; !l!1Ii. 
IlliW JILl: f'!II iftlil ; !it Ii! 1I111i 
liltilll fl'J i& ill jI! I!! It it ; J;! D.ll!ll! 
lfrftZlIllIlIllIll.IJi:flIb!ll1!l0 
1II1Iil'fl'JI);JIiIlli1~fl'J<&A, ~ 
;r-. !!I lit S ;\I1Ti&1JIIl:. 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 

CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 7,1994 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

NONPARTISAN BALLOT 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 7, 1994 

MEASURES SUBMITTEO TO VOTE OF VOTERS - STATE PROPOSITIONS 

RENTER'S INCOME TAX CREDIT. LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL 
AMENDMENT. Amends Constitution to provide qualified renters with an in
come tax credit of not less than $60 for individuals and $120 for others. Fiscal 
Impact: State costs of $100 million in 1995 - 96. Unknown but potential costs in 
the future, as the state would be prevented from making reductions in the renters' 
credit. 

TAXATION: NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS. LEGISLATIVE CONSTITU
TIONAL AMENDMENT. Exempts qualifying nonprofit organizations from 
locally-imposed business license taxes or fees measured by income or gross 
receipts. Fiscal Impact: Little, if any, effect on local government revenues in the 
near-term. 

PROPERTY TAX EXEMPTION. DISABLED PERSONS' ACCESS. LEGIS
LATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT. Permits Legislature to exempt 
from property taxation the construction, installation, removal, or modification of 
all or any part of a building or structure for disabled persons' access. Fiscal Impact: 
Property tax revenue losses to local governments after several years probably in 
the range of $10 million annually. The state would replace those losses incurred 
by school districts (about half the total). 

YEs185 ... 
N0186 ... 

YES 191 
NO 192 "'u ... , 

YES198 ... 
N0199 ... 



SAMPLE BALLOT 

CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 7, ·1994 
CITY AND COUNTY OF,SAN FRANCISCO , 

BALOTAAPARTIDARIA .:M;~jE~ FI~ 
CIUOAO Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO f!i1?itlnlhfMi ~il"W~ -:tL:tLI1]~7\"fl-t:; B 
ELECCIONES PRIMARIAS CONSOLIDADAS, 7 DE JUNIO DE 1994 lt5i:jEa:!9:~1<~B3:Hilt~ 
MEDIDAS SOMETIDAS AL VOTO DE LOS ELECTORES - PROPOSICIONES ESTATALES 

---------------------------------------------------~ 
.. 185 SI WfiX: 
.. 186 NO ocJi 

.. 191 SI .fiX: 

.. 192 NO ocJi 

.. 198 SI .fiX: 

.. 199 NO ocJi 

CREDITO TRIBUTARIO A LOS INGRESOS DE LOS INQUIU
NOS. ENMIENDA CONSTITUCIONAL LEGISLATIVA. 
Enmienda Is Constituci6n para otorgar a los inquilinos 
calificados un cr9dito tributario a los ingresos de no menes de 
$60 para IndiViduos y de no menes de $120 para los demas. 
Impacto fiscal: Costas at Estado de $100 millones en 1995 - 96. 
Costas desconacidos perc potenciales en al futuro. ya que 81 
Estado no podrfa efectuar reducciones' del eredilo tributario de 
los inquilinos. 

IMPOSICION TRIBUTARIA: ORGANIZACIONES SIN FINES 
DE LUCRO. ENMIENDA CONSTITUCIONAL LEGISLATIVA. 
Exime a las organizaciones sin fines de lucre calificadas de las 
imposiciones tributarias locales sabre las licencias comerciales 
o sabre los aranceles medidos par los ingresos a a los ingresos 
brutos. Impacto fiscal: Minimo 0 nulo sabre los ingresos 
devengados a corto plaza par el gobiemo local. 

EXENCION TRIBUTARIA DEL IMPUESTO SOBRE LA PRD
PIEDAD. ACCESO DE PERSONAS INCAPACITADAS. 
ENMIENDA CONSTITUCIONAL LEGISLATIVA. Permite que I • 
Legislatura exima del impuesto sabre la propiedad a la 
construcci6n, InstaJaci6n, remoci6n a modificaci6n de todo 0 
parte de un edificio existente a estructura para permitir que las 
personas incapacitadas tengan acceso a dicho edificio a 
estructura. Impacto fiscal: Oespuas de varios anos, probables 
pardidas de los gobiemos locales de ingresos devengados ROr 
la recaudacl6n impasitiva sabre la propiedad de unos $10 
millones anuales. EI Estado reemplazaria las perdidas incurridas 
par los distritos escolares y de universidades comunitarias 
(aproximadamente la mitad del tOlal) . 

IIlIl!1tfoJiffi!j/lD!£_"ltttl!lJ; 
lU.£- It /J<:I' It. 111 UHi 'II II! 
fl'Il1IllIit!llQ IlTlij l!iln ~. t£ II!I 
A"'~J.'~60;<. Jtft!.An'!"'~'~ 
120;<. lIliUiI,: t£199S-96'F 
Jl(. fflllll't~jftlmlfA;<.:JII*~ 
ll*JlIfl'1. ill'l!itfl'lllll'tltllm. 
L\I 1:\ ffllJ[!I'I:JII '" !itA'! IJj(I1I1l!it fl'I . 
HTlql!iln~. 

ra$MHP~p UUIAftii!J~. rr 
lJ;tt lI! lJ; !U ;t;:. lH1':;l: It iil it 
lUI< It 1Il1l! fl'Ill! Iotl!i. 10 !lam 
1Il1l! (fJ It iii, ltI lit ' U':/o' "~ /J< 
!I\ JlUf (fJ ~ 1II!;,t 1II!ii) Ii! 'll! {I; 111 '* 
Af±'/1~i1I1lJ;,t'/1~~II!.IIli1Jt 

III .' II: 'F IJt (fJ It!!:>'f lJ[!I'I t£ Il! • 
Ij! I\lI: (fJ liEU; 'F:M ill 'f";< l< 
ti. 111 III (fJ til !Io (:I< l'J lid': §II (fJ 
-'i') :JllIIIffli1JtJlfIllM. 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 

CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 7,1994 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

NONPARTISAN BALLOT 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 7,1994 

MEASURES SUBMITTED TO VOTE OF VOTERS - STATE PROPOSITIONS 

178 PROPERTY TAX EXCLUSION. WATER CONSERVATION EQUIPMENT. YEs211 ... 

179 

180 

eaN 

22 

LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT. Amends state constitu
tion to exclude from property taxation the installation of water conservation 
equipment, as defined by Legislature, for agricultural purposes. Fiscal Impact: 
Property tax revenue losses to local governments after several years possibly up 
to $10 million annually. The state would replace those losses incurred by school 
districts (about half the total). 

MURDER: PUNISHMENT. LEGISLATIVE INITIATIVE AMENDMENT. 
Provides for a sentence of 20 years to life upon conviction of second-degree 
murder that is committed by intentionally shooting a firearm from a vehicle at 
another person outside of the vehicle with the intent to inflict great bodily injury. 
Fiscal impact: Unknown, probably not major, increase in state costs. 

PARK LANDS, HISTORIC SITES, WILDLIFE AND FOREST CONSERV A
TION BOND ACT. INITIATIVE STATUTE. Authorizes bond issuance of 
almost $2 billion for the acquisition, development, and conservation of designated 
areas throughout California. Fiscal impact: State costs of about $3.6 billion to pay 
off the principal ($2 billion) and interest ($1.6 billion) on general obligation bonds. 
Unknown state and local costs, potentially in the tens of millions of dollars, to 
operate and maintain properties. 

N0212 ... 

YEs218 ... 
N0219 ... 

YES224 ... 
N0225 ... 



SAMPLE BALLOT 

CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 7,1994 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

BALOTA APARTIOARIA IIUII;~;n~ 
CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO fi~ilH1hfl* liil"WlH -:1L:1LI1!I1F1\f]-I:;B F9 
ELECCIONES PRIMARIAS CONSOLIDADAS, 7 DE JUNIO DE 1994 ~3'l:;n~llt~1<~tB:Iff ~~ 
MEDIDAS SDMETIDAS AL VOTO DE LOS EL~CTORES - PROPOSICIONES ESTATALES 

.. 211 SI Wnx: 

.. 212 NO fifl 

.. 218S1 Wnx: 

.. 219 NO fifl 

.. 224s1 Wnx: 

.. 225 NO fifl 

EXCLUSION TRIBUTARIA DEL IMPUESTO SOBRE LA PRO, 
PIEDAD. EQUIPOS PARA CONSERVACION DE AGUA. 
ENMIENDA CONSTITUCIONAL LEGISLATIVA. Enmlenda la 
constltucl6n eslatal para exduir del impuesto sobre la propiedad 
la parte de cualquler majora efectuada a un bien rafz que 
consista de 18 instataci6n de equipos para conservaci6n de agua 
segun los define la Legislature. para fines agricolas. Impacto 
fiscal: Tras varies anos los gobiemos' locales podrian sufrir 
perdidas de i"gresos devengados por las recaudaciones 
impositivas sobre 18 propiedad de hasta $10 millones anuales. 
EI Estado reemplazarfa las perdidas incurrldas por los distritos 
escalares (aproximadamente 18 mitad del total). 

ASESINATO: CASTIGO. ENMIENDA LEGISLATIVA POR 
INICIATIVA. Estipula una sentencia de 20 alios hasta cadena 
perpetua para los que hayan sido declarados culpables de haber 
cometido un aseslnato de segundo grado par haber dlsparado 
un arma de fuego intencionalmente desde un vehiculo a otra 
persona fuera del vehiculo, con Is intenci6n de infligirle danas 
corporales graves. Impacto fiscal: Aumentos desconocidos, 
pera probablemente no slgnificatives, en los costos estatales. 

LEY DE BONOS PARA TERRENOS DE PARQUES, SITIOS 
HISTORICOS, CONSERVACION DE LA VIDA SILVESTRE Y 
DE LOS BOSQUES. LEY DE INICIATIVA. Autonza una emisi6n 
de bonos de cas! $2 mil millones para la adqulsici6n, desarrollo 
y conservaci6n de zonas designadas par todo California. 
Impacto fiscal: Costas aI Estado de unos $3.6 mil millones para 
pagar el capital" ($2 mil millones) y los Intereses ($1.6 mil 
millones) de los bonos de responsabilidad general. Costos 
estatales y locales desconocidos, potencialmente decenas de 
millones de d6lares, para manejar y mantener las propiedades. 

t1J!.HUi~m· {iffzkMlWfI· )T , 
IHt.l!;!tiFi<. lli:l:lIIlIlEJI! 
~~ III< 1I111l1 III 0& IU'IIi!. lllI JUl 
lUi ill A .III' III i!< ifijjll IT 3l: lUI 
eflilEfI'J, f;lllil1ll1l:lHf7l<a!lO 
lI.lfI'Ji:l:lt. RHlI:ll.: li'Fz 
tl! , lm1HllIIf !I8.1i! Jll fI'J IJI!!: , 
jij 'F or il! IT 11m. "'Ii! li!IlliJli "" 
Ulfl'JlJI!!:(~flIlfI'J-4'):A1ll1ll 
illlllflJlll1l. 

mn; HtIIti1. y#;11:il0J;tlif 
l!../lI.lElllIJI!lfll~JIlIlllI'I!llUl 
iIIM.JIl*fI'J~-1I!IA, 1t1!11 
lIIibUlmMHI \!J fI'J. - lHt 
'/OJ=Iil.'lUltztl!, JIlIJVIll'leli20 
'F1UJ",i\=!I l!at. 11/;&,,1/1: 
l1",nrfl'l, l!!'F*I!*:!:fl'JllliJr 
IIf IIA It fI'J 11I1m • 

Il!I Jti!, ?; ill H ¢ III IHlI! 1%iI! 
16.!>V'·l:!. jl![I'D'llWf!l. lllttJi 
VlTili# 1!Iil!20{l:rc rJlUz, l1li 
V, HiIu., ht fll,Uil!l: l£lJullill 
II!fl'JlIllElmlll.III;&Il'l: 111;& 
IIlll'l*li36{l7tfI'JlllH, 'J.itllR 
20{l7tz$litR 16{l7tzfoJ.G!.fI'J 
-AI!fII#. ",nrfI'J, orh~il!IiT 
J117tfI'JIIIRlm1f;&lIlfI'JllAltilllit! 
ITR!tM'lmM. 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 

CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 7,1994 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

NONPARTISAN BALLOT 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 7, 1994 

MEASURES SUBMITTED TO VOTE OF VOTERS - CITY AND COUNTY PROPOSITIONS 

SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT IMPROVEMENT BONDS. 
To incur a bonded indebtedness of $95,000,000 for the acquisition, construction 
and/or reconstruction of San Francisco Unified School District facilities, including 
facility upgrades, construction of new improvements, improvements to comply 
with the American Disabilities Act, removal and abatement of certain hazardous 
materials and related acquisition, construction or reconstruction necessary or 
convenient for the foregoing purposes. 

Shall the City enter into lease financing arrangements with the City and County 
of San Francisco Lease Finance Corporation, or a similar nonprofit corporation, 
the obligations or evidence of indebtedness with respect to which shall not exceed 
the aggregate principal amount of Sixty Million dollars ($60,000,000), for the 
purpose of constructing a combined dispatch center and acquiring related equip
ment, including a computer-aided dispatch system, for police, fire and emergency 
medical services? 

Shall the City's aggregate principal debt limit for the lease financing of equipment 
without voter approval be increased from $20,000,000 to $40,000,000, with the 
limit thereafter increased by five percent each year? 

Shall the City be required to employ a minimum of 1,971 full duty police officers, 
with an emphasis on assigriing officers to neighborhood policing and patrol? 

YEs237 * 
NO 238 * 

YES 244 * 
N0245 * 

YEs251 * 
N0252 * 

YES256 * 
N0257 * 



SAMPLE BALLOT 

CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 7,1994 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

DALOTA APARTIDARIA •• l1iiB:m F10 
CIUDAD Y CDNDADD DE SAN FRANCISCO !i~llJr1h-lli ~.g.WiB -:JL:JLI1!I~7\,ij-t:;B 
ELECCIDNES PRIMARIAS CONSOLIDADAS, 7 DE JUNID DE 1994 tI!~llJ!i;;llI:~~~tBrn, llitl!i; 
MEDIDAS SOMETIDAS AL VOTO DE LOS ELECTORES - P,ROPOSICIONES DE LA CIUDAD Y CONDADO 

.. 237S1 'It,ij)(; 

.. 238 NO &fl 

... 244 SI 'IIl,ij)(; 
.. 245 NO &fl 

.. 251 SI 'IIl,ij)(; 

.. 252 NO &~t 

.. 256s1 W,ij)(; 

.. 257 NO &fl 

BONOS PARA MEJORAR EL DISTRITO ESCOLAR UN I, 
FICADO DE SAN FRANCISCO. Para contraer una deuda en 
bonos de $95,000,000 para la adquisici6n, construcci6n y/a 
reconstrucci6n de las instalaciones del Distrito Escolar Unificado 
de San Francisco, las Que incluyen modificaciones a las 
instalaciones. construcci6n de nuevas majoras, majoras para 
scatar al Acta Americana de Incapacidades. eliminaci6n y 
disminuci6n de ciertos materiales peligrosos y la adquislci6n, 
construcci6n 0 reconstrucci6n relacionadas, necesarias 0 con
venientes para los prop6sitos anteriores. 

l,Oases que la eludad celebre contratos de financiamiento por 
arrendamiento con la Corporaci6n de Financiamiento por 
Arrendamlento de la Ciudad y Condado de San Francisco 0 una 
corporaci6n similar sin fines de lucro, cuyas obligaciones 0 
evidencia de endeudamiento no exceda la cantidad conjunta 
principal de Sesenta Millones de d61ares ($60,000,000) para el 
prop6sito de construir un centro de despacho combinado y 
adquirir equipos relacionados, entre los que se incluye un 
sistema de despacho asistldo por computadoras, para los 
servicios da poUeia, bombaros y medicos de emergencia? 

60esea que ellimite de I~ deuda conjunta principal de la Ciudad 
para el financiamiento por arrendamiento de equipos sin la 
aprobaci6n de los electores se aumente desda $20,000,000 a 
$40,000,000, aumentando dicho limite en adelante en un einco 
por ciento anual? 

60esea que sa requiera que la eludad emp/ae un mlnimo de 
1971 oficiales de policia de servicio total, con un enfasis an 
asignar ofieiales a vigilancia y patrulla en los vecindarios? 

A 71} 1j!-lI!itil ir ffI'IIU.J. m;l:;iIlI 
1lI:'I"L'lIlliHlltflJllllaII#II, 1Mb-
Il!Ilttllllllllllll;jll/Jt J!\lft, IlIItW 
Il!, iA""!Il.l,).~!j;IIi~, lfilj[ 
iIllIl'1 W • i- t1J lfi, lIUlI llli. jf 
0iil.UII ~lffl1,iF .'10 iilIHT
!lllI!!II Ii! if 1f;ll, ill Ijll1l ltll, 111 
!II III 'l' lQ III i8 '" T JOt 
(160,000,000)1 

iii lj[ ill III It III III iii! #II ffI f"I<lUJI 
!II III II l'1tt 1 2 a ,000 ,000 Jt IJIl jlJ 
140,000,000, it <Eft II! fiI'I'JtIJll 
5%ffil'l',e'li!iI 0!i!!i81 

liUi/!!;i!lfilj[iIl 'Il1-,lIti HJl,971 ~ 
i:SI. fl, l1milll'lii!!!illlitJil 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 

CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 7,1994 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

NONPARTISAN BALLOT 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 7,1994 

MEASURES SUBMITTED TO VOTE OF VOTERS - CITY AND COUNTY PROPOSITIONS 

Shall the City be required to maintain funding for the Library Department at levels 
no lower than that for the 1993-94 fiscal year, and to establish a Library Preser
vation Fund, to be used only for additional library services, by placing a certain 
amount of property tax revenues in that fund annually, and shall the City be 
required to keep open a main and 26 branch libraries for a specified minimum 
number of hours each week? 

ShaH retired City employees, who have special skiHs or knowledge, be allowed 
to return to work for the City for no more than 120 days or 960 hours each year 
and continue to receive retirement benefits while working? 

Shall the City's current line-item budget process be replaced with a mission-driven 
budget process? 

Shall the City be required to select the site for the Airport BART station that is 
the most cost-effective, convenient and safest, as defined by the measure, without 
raising City taxes or diverting City funds from police, fire, public health or library 
programs? 

Shall the City be required to take all actions necessary to extend BART service 
into the Airport terminal area, and shall the Airports Commission be required to 
take all appropriate actions to generate the revenue necessary for this BART 
extension, which shall first include using any available Airport, regional, state and 
federal funds, and if necessary, adopting a passenger facility charge, if approved 
by the federal government? 

YES263 ... 
NO 264 ... 

YES270 ... 
N0271 ... 

YEs274 ... 
N0275 ... 

YES278 ... 
N0279 ... 

YES283 ... 
N0284 ... 



SAMPLE BALLOT 

CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 7, 1994 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

HALOlA APARTIDARIA •• 11Ul~ F11 
CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO fi~l1Jrt'h/l;f- ~1iW~ -1L1Lgg~;t\Jl-l::; B . . 
ELECCIONES PRIMARIAS CONSOLIDADAS, 7 DE JUNIO DE 1994 tt3C~ft';f,t~~i'JHfJm ,/l;f-ttl> 
MEDIDAS SOMETIDAS AL VOlODE LOS ELECTORES - PROPOSICIONES DE LA CIUDAD Y CONDADO 

----------------------------------------------------------~~--~~~~--~--
.. 263 SI .1iX: 
.. 264 NO lift 

.. 270 SI WIiX: 

.. 271 NO IUt 

.. 274 SI Wlilt 

.. 275 NO &ft 

.. 278 SI .1iX: 

... 279 NO &Jt 

.. 283 SI WIiX: 

.. 284 NO &ft 

LOssea que S9 requiera que la eludad mantenga fondos ~ra 
81 Departamento de 8ibliotecas a niveles no inferiores que 
aquellos del ario fiscal 1993 - 94 Y que establezca un Fonda de 
Conservaci6n de la Biblioteca que sera. usado 0010 para servicios 
adicionales de la biblioteca, colocando una cierta cantidad de 
los ingresos provenlentes de los impuestos a la propiedad en 
dlcho fondo anualmente, y S9 requerira que la eludad mantenga 
abiertas una biblioteca principal y 26 sucursales durante una . 
cantidad m(nima especificada de haras por semana? 

"Oasea permltir que los empleados jubilados de la eiudad que 
tangan habilidades a conocimientos especiales puedan volver 
a trabajar para 18 eludad durante no mas de 120 dras a 960 
horas por ario y 8igan recibiendo banaficios jubilatorios mientras 
trabajan? 

i. Desea que el prOCBSO actual de generaci6n de presupuestos 
de 18 eludad por lista detallada de ftems sea reemplazado por 
un proceso presupuestario basado en cads proyecto? 

tOssea que se requiera que 18 eludad seleccione el sitio para 
Is estaci6n del BART del Aeropuerto que sea 91 mas econ6mico, 
practico y segura. tal como esla definido en la medids, sin 
aumentar los impuestos municipales y desviar fondos 
municipales de los programas de policfa, bomberos, salud 
publica 0 bibliotecas? . 

(,Desea que se requiera que la Ciudad tome todas las acciones 
necesarias para extender el servicio del BART al area de la 
terminal del Aeropuerto y que S8 requiera que la Comisi6n de 
Aeropuertos tome todas las acciones correspondientes para 
generar los fondos necesarios para esta extensi6n del BART, 
que primero utilizara cualquier fondo disponible del Aeropuerto, 
regional, estate! y federal, y s1 fuera necesario, adoptera un 
arancel para los pasajeros por el uso de las instalaciones, en 
caso de ser aprobado asto por el gobiemo federal? 

!JIi!iI!!~if;lllIl!JjIl.lIIll'JlIIat 
III! • l¥j\} 'I' f1U~ 199z.93R1 III '" Ill: 
1l'J>l<'I'.#IR.lt-II •• l¥1I 
fro /;I"'lIt •• fj!'ilI:"'IIIlJ-~ 
1l1Ii~$l'Ej;j!lIlit"'. iB:l!!;l¥1I 
lit 111'11 JIl ~ l1IlJO 1I.1II11! 8f: 1;.( 
&!JIi!i1!!~1I!1llIl!Jj.II •• 1ll 
26/111 #. il'J!IIl $ iii /IIIflj ~/;Ii.!I M 
!l>!IIW'f'J'1Ii1 

!JI i!i.'II~ g'JIt rmlllw .1llail'J 
Eo ill It; Il'J if; aJl. ini • ill /;I '" I 
W'I'tiJ/llllD8111<9<XVJ'IIi. ifiHiIlil'l 
l'EIWIliDlOJ1;.(aalJlllltil!lt; 
lit 1 

III '" ll' >It if; III JIIlli I!M: 1Jll! (IJ I!! 
;i! i1t 11! JIl Ii I£.j,: !<I< .y,. JIlli f~ 1< 
" Il'J ll!! 1.11) II! III /jj "Ul/HI! 
( "J\il!" ) 11111,.. ifii'l'1!·IJO& 

III< IiJ JIl if;.!II. f~!Ii. ffj !t1ll<1I 
•• iltlJil'JiIlilit? 

!JI '&'I!!~ if; iJ[ ffft!:1IIt - In 1!. J! 13 
lI!i. 1el!tIllIU! ( "'\il!" ) 11/ 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 

CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 7,1994 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

12E NONPARTISAN BALLOT 

J 

K 

eaN 

CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 7,1994 
MEASURES SUBMITTED TO VOTE OF VOTERS - CITY AND COUNTY PROPOSITIONS 

Shall persons be prohibited from loitering or lingering within thirty feet of a cash 
dispensing machine ("A TM") for more than one minute, while another person is 
using the A TM? 

Shall public or private sponsors, with financial assistance from a state pu blic body, 
be authorized to develop, construct and/or acquire low-rent housing developments 
with the City and County of San Francisco to provide not more than 3,000 
affordable rental units for living accommodations for persons and families of low 
income~ including the elderly or disabled? 

END OF BALLOT 

YES289 .. 
N0290 .. 

YES295 .. 
N0296 .. 



SAMPLE BALLOT 

CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 7, 1994 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

BALOTA APARTIOARIA ~:f;~lB~ F12 . 
CIUOAO Y CONOAOO DE SAN FRANCISCO li~il1m,!Il ~~WlB -:iL:iLi1!lifM'j-t B . 
ELECCIONES PRIMARIAS CONSOLlOAOAS, 7 DE JUNIO DE 1994 ~5llBR;r,t~;ni'lta'rm ~lli~f< 
MEDIDAS SDMETIDAS AL VOTO DE LOS ELECTDRES - PRDPOSICIONES DE LA CIUDAD Y CONDADO 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
... 289 SI _Jilt 
... 290 NO Bi.~t 

... 295 SI WJilt 

... 296 NO Bi.~t 

"Desea que 58 prohiba a las personas que holgazaneen 0 se 
quade" dentro de los treinta pies de una maquina de cajero 
automatico ("ATM") durante mas de un minute. mientras alra 
persona eSla usanda dicha maQuina? 

l.Desea que los patrocinadores publicos 0 privados, con la 
asistencia financiera de una agencia publica del estado, tengan 
la autorizaci6n de desarrollar, construir y/o adquirir proyectos de 
viviendas de bajo alquiler dentro de la eiudad y Condado de San 
Francisco para proporcionar no mas de 3000 unidades de 
alquiler econ6mico para el alojamiento de personas y familias 
de bajos ingresos. entre las que se incluyen personas ancianas 
o incapacitadas? 

FIN DE LA BALOTA 
!!!i ,(,017 
71'~ 

H A1'E1I' m fll!lII.ttIll(ATMllil 
#;~. Jznll!liAl£30Rl'll¥lilliIt 
/Iii! i/I-ttll. 19 \'i l' WJIl!: ? 

!ni~tlIIl!Il~ itl0 .. IIlHlIli!!lJfl') 
0f1.V~A(£B'_1111Iiff. if V 
Ji4. tt11!l~Mml!:!llliili!. !:Ifl!: 
~Aa<JfIIIAfIl;;(/f!. t!lIU'FA 
",l.lr;\lA ±!IIfJlltiS3.000Il!lJWlll 
111l!1\'l{;l:? 
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SAMPLE BALLOT 

CONSOLIDATED PRIMARY ELECTION, JUNE 7,1994 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

INSTRUCCIONES PARA LOS ELECTORES: 

SOLAMENTE DEBE PERFORAR LA TARJETA DE 
BALOTA CON EL INSTRUMENTO DE VOTACION QUE 
SE ENCUENTRA SUJETADO A LA MESA DE 
VOTACION; NUNCA DEBE UTILIZAR UNA PLUMA 0 UN 
LAPIZ. 

Para volar por un CANDIDATO cuyo nombre aparece en 
la Balola Oficial, perfore la taljeta de balota en el lugar 
senalado con una flecha al lade del numero que 
corresponda a dicho candidato. 

Para votar por un candidato NO LlSTADO, escriba el 
nombre del puesto y el nombre de la persona en el 
espacio en blanco provislo para tal prop6sito en la 
porci6n de la taljeta de balota con el titulo "Balota para un 
dandidato no listado." 

Para votar por cualquier MEDIDA, perfore la taljeta de 
balota en el lugar senalado por la flecha enfrente del 
numero que corresponda a las palabras "SI" 0 "NO." 

No haga niguna marca ni borradura en la taljeta de 
balota. Dichas marcas 0 borraduras anularan la balota. 

Si usted dobla, rompe 0 dana la taljeta de balota, 0 si la 
perfora incorrectamente, devueivala al miembro del 
consejo del lugar de votaci6n y obtenga una nueva 
tarjeta. 

~Rfflm~~~~~~m~Lrr~,w 

miil!ffl.~e!l-.o 

~.~~L~~mA'nm~~~~~~~ 
iDiiliiifilWni li2f111. • 

~~-€l-m~"~X'~'R~-F~~mL~ 
A~.A.~~~fl!! •• ~fna . 
~.ff~~~'Rmfi.ailiiifilWni~~"~" 
!i1G "NO" fHt • 

•• ilIllH~i!5tJilGlI!~I1.{1'* ' •• J!PfF-'I • 

ilIl*M~ •• IilJilG_7~ , JilGUBWM7R. ' 

R~m.m~~m.~~mmft'~~-~ •• -F· 

Instructions in English are on the first ballot page. 

PARA COMENZAR A VOTAR, 
VUELVA A LA PRIMERA PAGINA. 

I. TO START VOTING, 
TURN BACK TO THE 

FIRST PAGE. 



ASSESSOR 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
OFFICES TO BE VOTED ON THIS ELECTION 

The term of office for the Assessor is four years. The Assessor is currently paid $111,812 each year. 

The Assessor decides what property in the City is subject to property tax, and the value of that property for tax 
purposes. 

PUBLIC DEFENDER 

The term of office for the Public Defender is four years. The Public Defender is currently paid $123,323 each 
year. 

The Public Defender represents some persons who cannot afford to pay for their own lawyer. The Public Defender 
represents: persons accused of crimes, juveniles in legal actions, and persons in mental health hearings. 

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 oflicial 
I ' 

or agency. 
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Candidate for Assessor 

DORIS M. WARD 
My address is 440 Davis Ct. #1409 
My occupation is Assessor 
My qualifications for office are: I am deeply grateful that 
through my service on the Community College Board, the Board 
of Supervisors - culminating in my election as President - San 
Franciscans from every neighborhood, community and political 
persuasion have supported my efforts. 

As your Assessor, I am proud of our accomplishments since my 
appointment. 

We have modernized to improve efficiency, developed a new 
computer system to increase productivity and cost-effectiveness 
- providing better services to the public with a smaller staff. 

My commitment is to make this the best Assessor's office 
possible, at a cost we can afford. I would appreciate your vote to 
continue my work. 

Doris M. Ward 

The sponsors for Doris M. Ward are: 
Dianne Feinstein, 30 Presidio Terrace. United States Senator. 
Willie L. Brown, Jr., 1200 Gough St., #17C, Assemblyman. 
Charlotte Maillard Swig, 999 Green St. 
Frank M. Jordan, 2529 Fillmore St., Mayor, City and County of 

San Francisco. 
Angela Alioto, 2606 Pacific Ave .. President, San Francisco 

Board of Supervisors. 
Michael Hennessey, 74 Banks St., Sheriff of San Francisco. 
H. Welton Flynn, 76 Venus St., Public Accountant. 
Dr. Amos Brown, III Lunado Way, Pastor. 
Douglas Shorenstein, 2650 Divisadero St., Corporate President. 
Louise Renne, 3905 Clay Street, City Attorney. 
Matthew Rothschild, 339 Chestnut St., Attorney. 
Jeff Brown, 850 40th Ave., Public Defender, City & County of 

San Francisco. 
Henry Berman, 483 Euclid Ave., Consultant. 
Michael Hardeman, 329 Wawona, Union Representative. 
Cecil Williams, 60 Hiliritas St., Minister. 
Kevin Shelley, 20 San Antonio #IB, Member, Board of 

Supervisors. 
Sue Bierman, 1529 Shrader St., Supervisor. 
Carole Migden, 1960 Hayes St. #6, Member, Board of Supervisors. 
Terence Hallinan, 41 Grattan St., Member, Board of Supervisors. 
Willie B. Kennedy, 50 Chumasero Blvd. #7E, Supervisor. 
Bill Maher, 820 Laguna Honda Blvd., Member, San Francisco 

Board of Supervisors. 
Annemarie Conroy, 1135 Bay #11, Member, San Francisco Board 

of Supervisors. 
Nancy Lenvin, 9 Gerke Alley, Attorney at Law. 
CordeD Olive, 2828 Irving St., Manager, S.F. Housing Authority. 
Tina Burgess Cosn, 59 Chabot Terrace, Housewife. 
Deborah Rohrer, 1542 II th Ave., Corporate Vice-President. 
Natalie Berg, 20 Ashbury Terrace, Educator. 
Sandra Mori, 360 Precita Ave., Executive Secretary. 

Statementa ere voluntaered by the candidate. and have not been checked for eccuracy by any offIclalegency. 
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Candidate for Public Defender 

JEFF BROWN 
My address is 850 40th Avenue 
My occupation is Public Defender, City & County of S.F. 
My age is 50 
My qualifications for office are: It is the duty of the Public 
Defender to represent people accused of crimes who cannot afford 
an attorney. Since 1978 you have continuously elected me to this 
office. I am deeply grateful for this honor. 

In the last fifteen years the outstanding women and men of the 
Public Defender's office have worked timelessly to protect the 
rights of the poor people in our courts. In doing so, they have 
protected the rights of all of us. 

In the next four years we will continue to uphold the high 
standards of professionalism and efficiency that the people of San 
Francisco deserve. 

JejJBrown 

The sponsors for Jeff Brown are: 
Tom Ammlano, 162 Prospect Ave., Consultant. 
Henry E. Berman, 483 Euclid Ave .. Consultant. 
MIranda D. Brown, 850 40th Ave., Student. 
Wal Yung Brown, 850 40th Ave .• Artist. 
John L. Burton, 8 Sloat Blvd .. Assemblyman. 
JIm B. Clarke. 480 Funston Ave. 
Steven J. Dol, 1521 Larkin St., Attorney. 
John C. FarreU, 2990 24th Ave., Retired City Controller. 
Dianne FeinsteIn, 30 Presidio Terrace. United States Senator. 
Loretta M. Giorgi, 135 Gardenside Dr. #115, Attorney. 
David M. Goldstein, 1830 Beach St. #7, Attorney. 
Michael Hennessey, 74 Banks St., Sheriff of San Francisco. 
Thomas E. Hom, 950 Rockdale Dr., Attorney. 
Tom HsIeh, 1151 Taylor St., Supervisor. 
Cherlyn A. Jefferson, 1339 Pierce St .. Project Manager. 
Geraldine M, Johnson, 825 Masonic Ave. #3, Consultant. 
Peter G. Keane, 1438 Cabrillo, Attorney. 
Grant S. MIcklos, III, 507 Los Palmos Dr., Retired HRC Director. 
Frances M. McAteer, 130 Santa Ana Ave .. Retired Teacher. 
Carole V. Mlgden, 1960 Hayes St. #6, Member, Board of 

Supervisors. 
James B. Morales, 366 Arlington St., Public Interest Lawyer. 
Louise H. Renne, 3905 Clay Street, City Attorney. 
Rodel E, Rodis, 35 Paloma Ave., SF Community College 

Board Member. 
Stanley M. Smith, 15 Hearst Ave., Labor Union Official. 
Albert J, Vidal, 440 Gold Mine Dr., High School Principal. 
Eugene R. WaUach, 155 Jackson St., #907, Lawyer. 
L, Ling·ChI Wang, ~479 Post St., University Professor. 
Calvin P. Welch, 519 Ashbury, Community Organizer. 

Statamenta ara volunteared by tha candldata. and have not baan checked for accuraey by any offIclalaganey. 
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AN OVERVIEW OF SAN FRANCISCO'S BOND DEBT 

BACKGROUND 

What is Bond FInancing? Bond financing is a type of long-term borrowing used to raise money for projects. The City receives money 
by selling "bonds" to investors. The City must pay back to the investors the amount borrowed along with interest. 

The money raised from bond sales is used to pay for large capital projects such as fire and police stations, libraries and major earthquake 
repairs. The City uses bond financing mainly because these buildings will last many years and their large dollar costs are difficult to pay 
for all at once. 

Types of Bonds. There are two major kinds of bonds - Revenue and General Obligation. 

Revenue bonds are paid back from revenues generated by bond-financed projects. For example, the airport can finance a major 
expansion through revenue bonds which will be paid back from landing fees charged to airlines that use the improvements. 

General Obligation bonds are used to pay for projects that benefit citizens but do not raise revenue (for example: police and fire stations, 
libraries, major park rehabilitation or cultural facility projects). General Obligation bonds must be approved by the voters. Once they are 
approved and sold, they are repaid by property taxes. 

In addition, the City can borrow money through voter approved long-term /ease fUUJncing contracts. These are used primarily for 
purchases or equipment and are generally for less than 10 years. 

What are the direct costs of Dsing bonds? The City's cost for using bonds depends on the interest rate that is paid on the bonds and 
the number of years over which they are paid off. Most general obligation bonds are paid off over a period of \0 to 20 years. Assuming 
an interest rate of 6%, the cost of paying off bonds over 20 years is about $1.65 for each dollar borrowed - $1 for the dollar borrowed 
and 65 cents for the interest. These payments, however, are spread over the 20-year period, and so the cost after adjusting for inflation 
reduces the effective cost because future payments are made with cheaper dollars. Assuming a 4% future annual inflation rate, the cost of 
paying off bonds in today's dollars would be about $1.15 per $1 borrowed. 

THE CITY'S CURRENT DEBT SITUATION 

The amoDnt of City debt. As of March I, 1994, there was about $1.2 billion of general obligation debt authorized by the voters and 
either outstanding or unissued. Of this total, $593 million has been issued and is outstanding, leaving $604 million authorized to be issued 
in the future. The amount of bonds issued is less than the amount authorized since the City only issues the amount of debt that it needs at 
a given time. 

The City Charter imposes a limit on the amount of debt the City can have outstanding at any given time. That limit is 3% ofthe assessed 
value of real and personal property in the City and County. The current limit is about $1.7 billion. However a more prudent limit is 
somewhat less than the 3% legal cap. As noted above, the City currently has $593 million of bonds issued and outstanding. 

Debt Payments. Total general obligation bond "debt service" during 1993-94 should be $69.7 million. ("Debt Service" is the annual 
repayment of a portion of the monies borrowed plus the interest owed on all outstanding bonds.) This is paid by assessing 12.2 cents On 
every $100 of property tax assessed valuation. This means that a property owner with an assessed valuation of $250,000 would pay about 
$300 this year for debt service on the city's outstanding general obligation bonds (and $2,500 for general City operations, schools. 
community college, children's fund, open space and other government purposes - for a total tax bill of $2,800.). 

MEASURES ON THIS BALLOT 

Proposition A on this ballot would increase the total of bonds authorized by $95 million. If this bond were to be approved and issued, 
the debt service would add about one and one-half cents per $100 of assessed valuation to the property tax rate. However, the City Or 
School District typically does not issue all of the authorized bonds at one time. If these bonds are issued over time, there may be little Or 
no net increase to the property tax rate because other general obligation bonds will have been paid off and will no longer require funding 
through property taxes. 

In addition, Propositions B and C would authorize lease financing programs worth up to $80 million which could be partially paid back 
out of the general fund of the City. While these would have no impact on property taxes, they would be included in an investor's calculation 
of our debt limit. 

Prepared by the Office of the Controller 
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Arguments For and Against Ballot Measures 
On the following pages, you will find information about local ballot measures. For each measure, an analysis has been prepared bl' 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. There is a statement by the City's Controller about the fiscal impact or cost of ,,"ch 
measure. There is also a statement of how the measure qualified to be on the ballot. 

Following the analysis page, you will find arguments for and against each measure. All arguments are strictly tbe opinions of their 
autbors. They have not been checked for accuracy by tbis office or any otber City official or agency. Arguments and rebuttal" are 
reproduced as tbey are submitted, including typographical 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") are 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 5.74.5 of the San Francisco Administrative Code and were printed free of ch~ge. The Registrar does not edit the 
arguments. and the Registrar 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: 

"Proponent's Argument" 

I. 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 Boar~. 

3. The Mayor. 

4. Any bona fide association of citizens that has 
filed as a campaign committee in support of the 
measure. 

5. Any bona fide association of citizens. or combina
tion of voters and association of citizens. 

6. Any individual voter. 

Rebuttal Arguments 

"Opponent's Argument" 

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

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

3. The Mayor. 

4. Any bona fide association of citizens that has 
filed as a campaign committee opposing the 
measure. 

5. Any bona fide association of citizens, or combi
nation of voters and association of citizens. 

6. 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 Registrar of Voters 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" which are printed without charge, any eligible voter, group 
of voters, or association may submit paid arguments. 

Paid arguments are printed after the direct arguments and rebuttals. All of the arguments in favor of a measure are printed tog"ther, 
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 oftbeir autbors. Arguments and rebuttals are not checked for accnracy by tbe 
Registrar of Voters, or by any otber City official or agency. 
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WORDS YOU NEED TO KNOW 
by the Ballot Simplification Committee 

CHARTER - The Charter is the City's constitution. 

CHARTER AMENDMENT - A Charter Amendment 
changes the City Charter, or constitution, and requires a vote of the 
people. It cannot be changed again without another vote of the 
people. (Propositions C, 0, E, F, and G) 

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

GENERAL FUND - Each year, the Mayor and the Board of 
Supervisors decide how the General Fund will be used for City 
services such as police and fire protection services, transportation, 
libraries, recreation, arts and health services. Money for the General 
Fund comes from property, business, sales, and other taxes and 
fees. This money is not earmarked for any specific purpose. Cur
rently, the General Fund is 34% of the City's budget. The other 
66% of the budget comes from federal and state government grants, 
revenues generated and used by the same department, and tax 
money collected for a specific purpose. 

GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND - If the City needs money 
to pay for something such as a library, sewer line or school, the City 
may borrow the money by selling bonds. The City pays back 
the money with interest. The money to pay back these bonds 
comes from property taxes. A two-thirds majority of the voters 
must approve the decision to sell General Obligation Bonds. 
(Proposition A) 
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INITIATIVE - 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. (Propositions E and I) 

LEASE FINANCING - When a city or other local govern
ment wants to make improvements to buildings or land, or buy 
equipment, it may decide to USe lease financing as a method of 
payment. Usually, a non-profit corporation created for this purpose 
will buy the building, land or equipment and borrow the money to 
pay for it. The city then leases it from the corporation, paying back 
the pricipal plus interest in installments until it is fully purchased. 
(Propositions Band C) 

ORDINANCE - A law of the City and County, which is passed 
by the Board of Supervisors or approved by voters. (Propositions 
H, I, and J) 

PRIMARY ELECTION - An election to decide who will be 
a political party's candidates for the general election the following 
November. For each office there may be two or more people who 
want to be a party's candidate in November. The one who gets the 
highest vote in the primary election will be this candidate. 

The pupose of a primary election is to choose a POLITICAL 
PARTY'S CANDIDATE for each office. You will vote for a 
candidate from the party in which you are registered. A voter who 
has registered as an independent or has not chosen a political party 
will receive a primary b,dlot that lists only ballot measures and 
candidates for non-partisan offices. 



'I School Bonds 
PROPOSITION A 

SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT IMPROVEMENT BONDS. To incur a 
bonded Indebtedness of $95,000,000 for the acquisition, construction and/or re
construction of San Francisco Unified School District facilities, including facility 
upgrades,.construction of new Improvements, improvements to comply with the 
American Disabilities Act, removal and abatement of certain hazardous materials 
and related acquisition, construction or reconstruction necessary or convenient 
for the foregoing purposes. 

YES 
NO • • 

----------------------------------------------------
Analysis 

by Ballot Simplification Committee 

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The San Francisco Unified School 
District operates the City's public schools. Most school build· 

'ings are old and in need of repair. Federal and state laws 
.require that school buildings be made accessible to disabled 
people.' 

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition A would authorize the City to 
borrow $95 million by issuing general obligation bonds. The 
School District plans to use $58 million to repair existing 
schools and improve access for disabled people. The School 
District also plans to use $37 million to build an elementary 
school in the Tenderloin, to provide the School of the Arts 

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

statement on the fiscal impact of Proposttion A: 

In my opinion, should the proposed bond issue be author· 
ized and bonds issued at current interest rates, I estimate the 
approximate costs to be: 

Bond redemption $95,000,000 
Bond interest 56,356,250 ' 

Debt service requirement $152,356,250 
Bas'ed on a single bond sale and level redemption sched· 

ules, the average annual debt requirement for ,twenty (20) 
years would be approximately $7,612,812 which amount is 
equivalent to one and forty·six hundredths cents ($0.0146) 
in the current tax rate. The increase in annual tax for the 
owner of a home with a net assessed value of $250,000 
would amount to approximately $36.50. It should be noted 
however, that the City typically does not issue all authorized 
bonds at one time; if these bonds are issued over several 
years, the actual effect on the tax rate may be somewhat less 
than the maximum amount shown herein. 

with a more suitable building, and to rebuild and expand 
other schools. 

The principal and interest on general obligation bonds are 
paid out of property tax revenues. Proposttion A wlluld 
require an increase in the property tax to pay for the bonds. 

A "YES" VOTE MEA,NS: If you vote yes, you want the City to 
issue general obligation' bonds totaling $95 million for school 
repairs and construction. 

A "NO" VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not want the 
City to issue general obligation bonds for these PUrpOS'3S. 

How Supervisors Voted on "A" 
On February 22, 1994 the Board of Supervisors voted 11·0 

to place Proposition A on the ballot. 
The Supervisors voted as follows: 

YES: Supervisors Alioto, Bierman, Conroy, Hallinan, Hsieh, 
. Kaufman, Kennedy, Leal, Maher, Migden and Shelley. 

NO: None of the Supervisors voted no. 

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

37 



School Bonds 
PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION A 

San Francisco has a long tradition of strong support for its public 
schools. Six years ago we began a program to address school 
building needs that were the result of a decade of underfunding. For 
the first time in years, schools were painted, yards were paved, and 
roofs were repaired. Proposition A will continue San Francisco's 
commitment to providing safe, quality facilities for all of our 
64,000 public school children. 

Proposition A Funds will provide the opportunity, for the first 
time in decades, to build modem state-of-the-art facilities to house 
innovative and successful programs; such as: 

• A School of The Arts in the Civic Center. 
• The expansion of Rooftop Alternative School into the middle 

school grades. 
• Replacing crumbling "temporary" bungalows at Argonne Year 

Round School 
• An elementary school for the children of the Tenderloin who 

are now bused to over 40 locations throughout the City. 
• New facilities for Mission district schools, including Las 

Americas and George Moscone. 

Proposition A is the next stage of the maintenance program 
which will include: 

• Removing environmental hazards like asbestos and lead paint. 
• Installing exterior security lighting systems. 
• Providing full handicap access as required by law. 
• Replacing antiquated lighting and electrical systems. 
• Modernizing plumbing in bathrooms, kitchens and science 

laboratories. 
• Upgrading inadequate heating and ventilation systems. 
Public school facilities are important community meeting places 

for neighborhood organizations and civic groups. Adequate facil
ities are essential to the City's economic future and quality of life. 
Business and labor, teachers and parents, principals and civic 
leaders are joining with Superintendent Bill Rojas and the School 
Board to provide safe, quality schools for our children. We urge all 
citizens to vote YES on Proposition A. The future of San Francisco 
is dependent on our commitment to the children of this great City. 

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors. 

REBUTTAL TO PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION A 

Proposition A is another way to increase taxes on already 
overburdened San Franciscans. What is worse, the money will 
be wasted. 

According to Nanette Asimov, San Francisco Chronicle, January 
II, 1994: "As recently as December 21, 1993, Superintendent 
Rojas wanted to use all the bond money for repairs. . . but an 
advisory committee recommended that Rojas lower the amount of 
the bond and use some of the money to build new schools. 

"Rojas took half of the advice. He stood by the $95 million bond 
issue, but hastily collected requests for new buildings .... " 

The plan to move the San Francisco Community School into a 
new facility in the Sunset costing $1 million, once the John O'Con
nell High School is moved into a new building, includes no money 
to move O'Connell. 

It's "politics as usual". 
Meanwhile, these cost saving measures are ignored: 
• Leasing privately constructed and maintained buildings. 
• "Contracting out'~ routine administrative, janitorial, mainte· 

nance, and repair services'. 

• Encouraging creation of charter schools that use parents and 
community volunteers to perform janitorial and landscaping 
work. 

• Reducing the number of administrators so the money gets to 
the classroom . . 

Why give more money to a School Board that is better at making 
excuses than educating children, cannot maintain school discipline, 
and continues to waste money? Vote NO on Proposition A. 

George L. O'Brien 
Chairman, San Francisco Libertarian Party 

Mark Valverde 
Libertarian for State Senate, 8th district 

Mark Read Pickens 
Libertarian for Assembly, 13th district 

Anton Sherwood 
Libertarian for Assembly, 12th district 
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School Bonds 
OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION A 

'With Proposition A the San Francisco School Board is demanding 
more bonds to pay for facilities, yet these are the same people who 
permitted the existing schools to deteriorate. Apparently, they would 
rather put their operating funds into hiring administrators and paying 
non-classroom expenses than into repairs and maintenance. 

The School Board has lost all control of costs - but it's the 
taxpayers who suffer. Is it any wonder that middle class families 
are fleeing from a city with only one acceptable public high school 
and the highest cost of living in the nation? Is it any wonder that 
parents are sick and tired of paying for schools that can't keep their 
children safe or maintain discipline? 

'.' 

Is it any wonder that taxpayers who have watched less and less 
money go into teaching children and more and more money go to 
non-teachers salaries no longer trust the School Board? 

There are ways to save money, but the School Board would rather 
"stick it" to the taxpayers instead of behaving responsibly. Say 
"No" to bureaucratic waste. Vote NO on Proposition A. 

George L. O'Brien, Chairman, San Francisco Libertarian Party 
Mark Valverde, Libertarian for State Senate, 8th district 
Mark Read Pickens, Libertarian for Assembly, 13th district 
Anton Sherwood, Libertarian for Assembly, 12th district 

REBUTTAL TO OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION A 

Not one dollar of Proposition A bond proceeds will be spent on 
hiring school administrators or paying non-classroom expenses. 
Don't believe the political rhetoric of the opponents of Proposition 
A. The truth is, Proposition A funds will only be used to repair 
existing neighborhood schools and build additi9nal classrooms. 

In particular, Proposition A bond proceeds will be used to install 
security systems, expand libraries, remove asbestos hazards, ensure 
compliance with Americans with Disabilities Act requirements and 
replace antiquated heating, plumbing and electrical systems and 
science and computer laboratories in virtually every school in the 
District. 

Proposition A funds will also be used to rebuild a School of the 
Ans. and a new elementary for Tenderloin children; replace the 

. , 

crumbling "temporary" bungalows at the Richmond District's 
Argonne Year Round School and the Sunset district's John O'Con
nell School; provide new facilities for Mission district school"; and 
expand the Rooftop Alternative School in Twin Peaks. 

Our children deserve to learn in safe schools. Only by passing 
Proposition A will this happen. If the opponents of Proposition A 
are successful, San Franciscans will be "slUck" with schools that 
are unsafe, outdated and poorly equipped to allow our kids to 
compete in the years ahead. For the sake of our children, vote YES 
ON PROPOSITON A. 

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors 
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School Bonds 
PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION A 

San Francisco's most valuable resource is its children. They need 
a quality education in order to compete in the new world economy. 
Unfonunately, the schools are falling apan. Leaking roofs, rotting 
floors, non-working bathrooms, exposed asbestos, poor wiring, and 
terrible lighting interfere with quality education. Our children 
deserve better. Proposition A will fund desperately needed repairs. 
These repairs are an investment in OUf future. Vote YES on 
Proposition A. 

Frank lordnn 
Mayor 

The Tenderloin is the only San Francisco neighborhood with no 
public schools. By supponing Proposition A, you will be helping 
to establish a much-needed elementary school in the Tenderloin. 
You will also be voting for the upgrade and repair of nearly all of 
our public schools. 

The Bay Area Women's Resource Center has been actively 
working, along with neighborhood parents, for over two years 
towards the dream of establishing a school for our 4,OOOTenderioin 
children. Please help us by voting Yes on A. 

Bay Area Women's Resource Center 

The students of San Francisco need quality education in safe 
schools. Proposition A will allow the school district to renovate 
schools in every neighborhood in the city. 

The proceeds from the Proposition A Bond will provide safe, state 
of the an schools throughout the district. NOQe of the proceeds will be 
used to pay for administrators' or teachers' salaries. For the sake of 
our children's future, we urge you to vote YES on Proposition A. 

United Administrators of San Francisco 

San Francisco's public schools cannot prepare our city's children 
for the future with outdated equipment and dilapidated buildings. 

By building public schools that we can be proud of. Proposition 
A will build the spirit of pride in our young people. 

Please join me in voting YES on A. 

Carole Migden 
Supervisor 

There may be no single issue that Is more important to the 
community and to business than the education of our young 
people. The quality of public education is directly related to the 
quality of our lives and the health of the economy. 

Business relies on well-educated employees and. in fact, one of 
San Francisco's strongest selling points is the excellence of Our 
work force. If we are to continue to be competitive. we must 
provide excellent education for our children. 

Our public schools serve multiple purposes. from providing a 
learning environment for our youth to serving as after-hours recre
ation centers and providing emergency shelter in the event of a 
disaster. How much we care for our school buildings is a sign of 
how much we care for and value the programs within those build
ings. Without safe, functioning schools, we cannot provide decent 
education to our young people. 

We cannot let our public schools continue to deteriorate. 
While the Chamber of Commerce continues to be concerned with 
bond measures that are unfairly levied solely against property 
owners. we suppon Proposition A. It·s simple enough: The city's 
old school buildings need to be repaired and upgraded if we are to 
educate today's youth and prepare tomorrow's workers. Vote Yes 
on Proposition A. 

G. Rhea Serpan. President & CEO 
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 

PROPOSITION A will provide funds to improve the safety of 
our school age children, upgrade critical learning facilities. like 
libraries, science and computer laboratories and replace leaky 
roofs. outdated bathroom. heating and ventilation systems and 
provide handicap access as required by law. Proposition A will 
allow the School District to build a new school in the Tenderloin. 
a School for the Ans and new facilities in the Richmond, Mission 
and Sunset districts. Please vote yes on Proposition A. 

Congresswoman Nancy Pelosi 
State Senator Milton Marks 
Assemblyman Willie Brown 
Assemblyman John Burton 
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School Bonds 
PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION A 

, Vote Yes on PROPOSITION A, a $95 million bond initiative, 
which will be used to repair vinually every school in the City and 
build 6 new schools in the Richmond, Sunset, Mission, Twin Peaks 
and Tenderloin neighborhoods. The Unified School District has a 
clear plan for the expenditure of these funds and has built in cost 
controls for spending these bond proceeds. Help.build our kid's 
future. VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION A. 

Leland Yee 
President, San Francisco School Board 

The San Francisco Democratic Party is committed to improving 
our children's educational opportunities. We lirge you to vote Yes 
on Proposition A. ' 

Supe",isor Carol Migden 
Chair, Democratic County Central Commillee 

Children are the infrastructure of our society and education is its 
foundation. VOTE YES ON PROPOSmON A. 

Supervisor Kevin Shelley 

With only emergency maintenance over the last ten years, virtu
ally every school in the City has essential safety and maintenance 
needs that can only be made if Proposition A passes. For the sake 
of our school age children and all San Franciscans who use the 
schools, we urge. you to vote YES on PROPOSITION A. 

Public Defender Jeff Brown 
Sheriff Michoel Hennessey 

. District Attorney Arlo Smith 
Assessor Doris Ward 
City Allorney Louise Renne 

Our City's economic future and quality of life are dependent on 
educating our youth.' How we care for our school buildings is a 
sign of how much we care for the education that takes place in 
those buildings. Proposition A will allow the School District 
to make repairs in vinually every school in the City. Proposition 
A makes good sense for all San Franciscans. Vote YES ON 
PROPOSmON A. 

Lou Giraudo 

Top priority must go to schools. Violence is up, demographics 
are shifting. Instead of locking people up, we must create an 
environment where young minds are given the opportunity to 
capture their future. Parents in the Tenderloin need a n~ighborhood 
school in order to participate in their children 's education. Promises 
must be kept to replace antiquated bungalows with new classrooms. 
The School Board designated 135 Van Ness for the new Ans High 
School - a site where we can all panicipate in building a nation
ally recognized school. 

Ruth Asawa 

,. 

" 
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School Bonds 

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION A 

Vote "NO" on Proposition A. 
I, along with other propeny owners, recognize the need for the 

improvement of public schools within San Francisco. We are 
dedicated to supponing intelligent initiatives to invest in our ailing 
educational system. Since it is clear that all members of the San 
Franciscan .community would benefit greatly from a strong school 
system, doesn't it seem fair that all should share the burden of this 
effon? Unfonunately, this is not the nature of this bond measure. 
Instead of calling upon on all San Franciscans to help remedy this 
situation, this bond measure targets only owners of propeny, 
assessing them exclusively. without allowing them to share the cost 
with renters. While propeny owners are more than willing to do 
their share for this wonhy cause, it seems only fair that all citizens. 
be called upon to assist in this process. 

It is because of this unjust assessment of a select group of San 
Franciscans that I urge you to vote against this panicular bond 
measure. 

Property owners are enthusiastic about investment in our collec
tive community. We simply ask that the funds for these initiatives 
be raised in a just and fair manner. 

Peter Euteneuer 

Vote NO on Proposition A 
If your car were" 'I running would you give it a new coat of paint? 

Presumably, the San Francisco Unified School District would. 
And, that's the fallacy of Proposition A. 

It's no secret that public schools in San Francisco are a disgrace. 
Discipline is almost totally lacking, creating an atmosphere which 
is not at all conducive to teaching. That is one of the reasons 
students in San Francisco's schools have among the lowest test 
scores in the country. 

Proposition A would authorize the issuanceof$95 million in general 
obligation bonds for improvements to 110 school sites. The improve
ments would consist of 599 repair and new construction projects. 

Everyone can agree. San Francisco's public schools are in des
perate need of attention. But the district has its priorities mixed up. 
It should concentrate on elevating teaching standards first and then 
give attention to school facilities. 

A new coat of paint may make your car look great. but if the 
engine isn't working, it won't get you anywhere. 

Vote UNO" on Proposition A. 

San Francisco Association of Realtors 

Proposition A is UNFAIR. 
On its face, Proposition A is a good idea ... the way they propose 

to pay for it is a BAD idea. 
Most San Francisco voters do not own propeny. This means that the 

majority of San Franciscans can vote to impose bonds and taxes on 
the minority (propeny owners) for which they have no responsibility. 

Fairness dictates that anyone voting for taxes should pay for those 
same taxes. Why not votefor taxesfrom which you benefit but don't 
have to pay? Everyone's quality of life increases with passage of 
correct and needed bonds. Everyone should pay. Proposition A 
doesn't do that. 

As a parent with a school aged child, I urge to vote NO on 
Proposition A. 

Charles E. Moore 
President 
McGuire Real Estate 

San Franciscans are committed to our educational system. We all 
care about our schools. That's why in November of 1993, 80% of San 
Franciscans voted against Proposition 174, the voucher system. In 
June of 1993 we passed a 114 cent sales tax for schools, making per
manent the tax we voted for in 1991. In 1990 we approved a $127 
million special eanhquake tax for schools. And only six years ago, we 
approved another $90 million in school bonds. 

We care, and we've shown iL 
Now school administrators are asking us to go another $95 

million ($152 million with interest) into debt to pay for the main
tenance they deferred.· 

Isn't it time for the school administrators to show us what they 
can do? Shouldn't their priorities be increasing student's test scores 
and decreasing school violence? Before they ask us for more money 
they should show us that they can act responsibly with the financial 
commitment we have already made to our schools. 

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION A. 

Brook A. Turner, Treasurer 
Property Owners Against Excessive Taxation 
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School Bonds 

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION A 

Proposition A is a high-interest, high-cost bond issue to allow 
San Francisco's current public officials the luxury of avoiding hard 
choices. This general obligation bond measure, financed by our 
property taxes: intends to furnish a staggering $95,000,000 to the 
San Francisco Unified School District for a variety of so-called 
improvement projects. Proposition A doesn't provide for any over
sight or accountability for how these funds are spent. 

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION A! . 
A $90,000,000 school bond measure (Prop. A) was passed in 1988 

under similar auspices. Where has that money gone? We can't just 
hand our public administrators another check, a $95,000,000 check, 
with debt to be financed by our money and our children's money, 
without asking for more accountability and oversight! There is no 
assurance that the funds furnished by this bond measure will be used 
for worthwhile purposeS. Stop taking San Franciscans' money! 

We owe our children our strongest efforts to provide them with 
the best and safest educational facilities possible. We also owe them 
our unwavering commitment to fiscal responsibility and a promise 
that the funds we 'want spent in their behalf actually are. Proposition 
A does not provide accountability and does not deserve our votes! 
Taxpayers desene more accountabiJuj! 

PLEASE VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION A! 

San Francisco Taxpayers Association 
Eric Andresen, DireCtor 

Here they go again! Over the last five years the San Francisco School 
Board has imposed at least three new taxes on San Franciscans: a 
parcel tax, a bond, and a dedicated increase in the sales tax. Now they 
want another $95,000,000 bond for repairs and maintenance. 

Included in the latest list of projects is $10,000,000 for window 
sash replacements, $7,300,000 for toilet rehabilitation, and 
$2,250,000 for "door reh'abilitation." In the meantime, educational 
achievement deteriorates. 

Hey, School Board! It's not the doors that need rehabilitating! 
San Francisco property owners are tired of paying more and more 

for less and less. Until the School Board gets its priorities straight, 
Vote NO! on new taxes; No on Proposition A! 

Tim Carrico 
President, San Francisco Apartment Association 

If School Bond Measure A passes, the excellent progTarns and per
fectly good buildings currently located at Las Americas Children's 

, Center and George Moscone Elementary School will be needlessly 
destroyed, supposedly for a new site for John O'Connell High School. 

In its June 1994 General Obligation Bond, the S.F. Unified 
School District describes the Las AmericasIMoscone buildings as 
"temporary" and further alleges that their condition is "critical". 
THIS IS SIMPLY NOT TRUE! 

More than 600 parents, community members, and staff have 
signed petitions demanding that the School District abort its plan 
to tear down Las Americas and Moscone, but they have been 
ignored. We need to keep our sites and open space. Vote NO on 
Measure A. 

Uncia De La Rosa, Mission Resident & John 0' Connell HS 
Parent 

Andrew L Solow, Member - Mayor's Mission Tas'k Force 
Vicki Rega, Mission Resident & John 0' Connell HS Parent 
Alfred M. Lapez, Mission Resident 
Ron Norlin, Mission Resident 

Tough times have forced most of us to more strictly manage our 
personal budgets. We have learned how to make tough choices. 

Now, as responsible citizens, we are also faced with difficult 
budgeting choices. OUf beloved city is heavily in debt. And a drov" 
of important - and not-so-important -·causes are seeking money 
that we don't have to spend. 

I cannot support Proposition A because it stunts the growth of 
civic self-control - by pushing the cost of an important benefit 
solely upon a single class of citizens, namely property owners. 

What you may _not know is that San Francisco rent control does 
not allow residential landlords to pass on increased property t.,.es, 
to tenants. As a consequence, renters are empowered to increase 
city expenditures, without being required to help to pay the cm,t. 

As compelling as the physical condition of our schools may """m, 
it is both unreasonable and unfair that the cost of improving them 
should be levied against property owners, alone. Therefore, the deci
sion to incur this expense must be deferred, until there is a method to 
assure that those who want to spend the money will share in boO, the 
decision to spend the money and the responsibility of repayment 

This is a tough decision. Yet, I urge you to VOTE NO on Proposition 
A. It's time to forge a connection between benefits and burdens. 

Merrier Turner Ughtner 
Commissioner 
San Francisco Rent Stabilization & Arbitration Board 
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School Bonds 
PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION A 

This year the City is expecting a budget deficit of $100 million or 
more. In these difficult times we are all faced with difficult decisions. 
Unfortunately, the school administrators have chosen to use moneys 
that should have gone to maintain buildings for other purposes. 

We should also question the school districts priorities in contin
uing to hold some of San Francisco's prime properties. Unused 
assets like the vacant Grant school site in Pacific Heights, should 
be utilized to their highest and best use, before school officials ask 
us again for money. And what about the administrative building 
and surrounding property on Van Ness at the Civic Center? Again, 
this prime site needs to be evaluated for its best return on the 
taxpayers investment. 

Before we go into debt another $95 million, $152 million with inter
es~ the school district should make fiscally responsible decisions. 

It is poor fiscal practice to borrow money at high interest costs, 
for ongoing, regular expenses. Especially while holding such valu
able assets. 

Proposition A is bad fiscal policy. If they can't make the tough 
decisions we can. Tell the bureaucrats to better manage our reces
sion-restricted money by voting No on Proposition A. 

David Gruber 
Commissioner 
San Francisco Rent Stabilization & Arbitation Board 
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TEXT OF OR[)INANCE AUTHORIZING BOND ELECTION 
PROPOSITION A 

(Special Election) 
CALLING AND PROVIDING FOR A SPE
CIAL ELECIlON TO BE HELD IN TIlE CITY 
AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO ON 
TUESDAY, JUNE 7, 1994, FOR TIlE PUR
POSE OF SUBMITIlNG TO TIlE VOTERS OF 
TIlE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRAN
CISCO A PROPOSITION TO INCUR TIlE 
FOLLOWING BONDED DEBT OF TIlE CITY 
AND COUNTY FOR THE ACQUISITION, 
CONSTRUCTION OR COMPLETION BY 
TIlE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRAN
CISCO OF TIlE FOLLOWING MUNICIPAL 
IMPROVEMENTS, TO WIT: NINETY-FIVE 
MILLION DOLLARS ($95,000,000) FOR 
ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION ANDI 
OR RECONSTRUCTION OF CERTAIN 
IMPROVEMENTS FOR THE SAN FRAN
CISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT; AND 
THAT THE ESTIMATED COST OF CITY 
AND COUNTY OF SAID MUNICIPAL 
IMPROVEMENTS IS AND WILL BE TOO 
GREAT TO BE PAID OUT OF TIlE ORDI
NARY ANNUAL INCOME AND REVENUE 
OF TIlE CITY AND COUNTY AND WILL 
REQUIRE EXPENDITURES GREATER 
TIlAN TIlE AMOUNT ALLOWED TIlERE
FOR BY TIlE ANNUAL TAX LEVY; RECIT
ING THE ESTIMATED COSTS OF SUCH 
MUNICIPAL IMPROVEMENTS; FIXING 
TIlE DATE OF ELECTION AND TIlE MAN
NER OF HOLDING SUCH ELECTION AND 
THE PROCEDURE FOR VOTING FOR OR 
AGAINST TIlE PROPOSITION; FIXING TIlE 
MAXIMUM RATE OF INTEREST ON SAID 
BONDS AND PROVIDING FOR TIlE LEVY 
AND COLLECTION OF TAXES TO PAY 
BOTH PRINCIPAL AND INTEREST 
THEREOF; PRESCRIBING NOTICE TO BE 
GIVEN OF SUCH ELECTION; CONSOLl
DATING TIlE SPECIAL ELECTION WITII 
TIlE GENERAL ELECTION; AND PROVID
ING THAT THE ELECTION PRECINCTS, 
VOTING PLACES AND OFFICERS FOR 
ELECIlON SHALL BE TIlE SAME AS FOR 
SUCH GENERAL ELECTION. 

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

Section I. A special election is hereby called 
and ordered to be held in the City and County of 
San Francisco on Tuesday, the 7th day of June, 
1994, for the purPose of submitting to the elec
tors of the City and County a proposition to incur 
bonded indebtedness of the City and County of 
San Francisco for the acquisition. construction 
andfor reconstruction by the City and County of 
the municipal improvements hereinafter de
scribed in the amount and for the purpose stated: 

SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DIS
TRICT IMPROVEMENT BONDS, $95,000,000 
for the acquisition, construction and/or recon
struction'orSan Francisco Unified School District 
facilities. including facility upgrades, construc
tion of new improvements, improvements to com
ply with the American Disabilities Act, removal 

and abatement of cenain hazardous materia1s and 
related acquisition, construction or reconstruction 
necessary or convenient for the foregoing 
purposes. 

Section 2. The estimated costs of the municipal 
improvements described in Section ~ hereof 
were fixed by the Board of Supervisors by the 
following resolution and in the amount specified 
below: 

San Francisco Unified School District 
Improvement Bonds, Resolution No. 50-94, 
$95,000,000 .. 

That said resolution was passed by two-thirds 
or more of the Board of Supervisors and ap
proved by the Mayor, and in each said resolution 
it was recited and found that the sum of money 
specified was too great to be paid out of the 
ordinary annual income and revenue of the City 
and County in addition to the other annual 
expenses thereof or other funds derived from 
taxes levied for those purposes and will require 
expenditures greater than the amount a1lowed 
therefor by the annual tax levy. 

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

Said estimate of cost as set forth in Resolution 
No.'50-94 is hereby adopted and determined to 
be the estimated cost of said improvements. 

Section 3. The special election hereby called 
and ordered to be held shall be held and con
ducted and the votes thereat received and can
vassed, and the returns thereof made and the 
results thereof ascertained, determined and 
declared as herein provided and in all particulars 
not herein recited said election shall be held 
according to the laws of the State of California 
and the Charter of the City and County of San 
Francisco providing for and governing elections 
in the City and County of San Francisco, and the 
polls for such election shall be and remain open 
during the time required by said Jaws. 

Section 4. The special election hereby called 
shall be and hereby is consolidated with the 
General Election of the City and County of San 
Francisco to be held Tuesday, June 7, 1994. and 
the voting precincts, polling places and officers 
of election for such General Election are hereby 
adopted, established, designated and named, 
respectively, as the voting precincts. polling 

. places and officers of election for such special 
election hereby called, and reference is hereby 
made to the notice of election setting forth the 
voting precincts, polling places and officers of 
election for the General Election by the Registrar 
of Voters to be published in the official newspa
per of the City and County on the date required 
under the laws of the State of California. 

Section 5. The ballots to be used at the special 
election shall be the ballots to be used at the 
General Election. On the ballots to be used at 
such special election and on the punch card bal-

lots used at said special election. in addition to 
any other matter required by law to be printed 
thereon, shall appear thereon the following and 
appear upon the ballot as a separate proposition: 

"SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED 
SCHOOL DISTRICT IMPROVE
MENT BONDS. To incur a bonded 
indebtedness of $95,000,000 for the 
acquisition. construction and/or recon
struction of San Francisco Unified 
School District facilities. including 
facility upgrades. construction of new 
improvements. improvements to com
ply with the American Disabilities Act. 
removal and abatement of certain haz
ardous materials and related acquisition. 
construction or reconstruction necessary 
or convenient for the foregoing 
purposes." 

Each voter to vote in favor of the issuance of 
the Bonds shall punch the ballot card in the hole 
after the word "YES" to the right of the proposi
tion, and to vote against the proposition shall 
punch the ballot card in the hole after the word 
"NO" to the right of the proposition. If and to the 
extent that a numerical system is used at said 
special election. each voter to vote in favor of the 
proposition shall punch the ballot card in the hole 
after the number corresponding to a "YES" vote 
for the proposition and to vote against the prop
osition shall punch the ballot card in the hole after 
the number corresponding to a "NO" vote for the 
proposition. 

On absentee voter ba1lots. the voter to vote in 
favor of the proposition hereby submitted shall 
punch the absentee ballot card in the hole after tbe 
word "YES" to the right of the proposition. and 
to vote against the proposition shall punch the 
absentee ballot card in the hole after the word 
"NO" to the right of the proposition. If and to the 
extent that a numerical system is used at said 
special election. each voter to vote in favor of the 
proposition sha11 punch the absentee brulot card 
in the hole after the number corresponding to a 
"YES" vote in favor of the proposition and to vote 
against the proposition shall punch the absentee 
ballot card in the hole after the number corre
sponding to a "NO" vote for the proposition. 

Section 6. If at such special election it !.haU 
appear that two-thirds of all the voters voting on 
the proposition voted in favor of and autholized 
the incuning of a bonded indebtedness for the 
purposes set fonh in the proposition. then such 
proposition shall have been accepted by the elec
tors. and ronds shall be issued to defray tbe cost 
ofthe municipal improvements described herein. 
Such bonds shall bear interest at a rate not to 
exceed twelve percent (12%) per annum, payable 
semiannually. except that interest for the first 
year may be payable at the end of that yC:1f. 

The votes cast for and against the proposition 
shall be cO!Jnted separately and when two-thirds 
of the qualified electors. voting on such proposi
tion, vote in favor thereof, such proposition shall 
be deemed adopted. 

(CC!ntinued on next page) 
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LEGAL TEXT OF PROPOSITION A (Continued) 

Section 7. For the purpose of paying the prin
cipal and interest on the bonds, the Board of 
Supervisors shall, at the time of fixing the general 
tax levy and in the manner for such general tax 
levy provided. levy and collect annually each 
year until such bonds are paid, or until there is a 
sum in the Treasury of said City and County set 
apart for that purpose to meet all sums coming 
due for the principal and interest on the bonds. a 
tax sufficient to pay the annual interest on such 

bonds as the same becomes due and also such 
part of the principal thereof as shall become due 
before the proceeds of a tax levied at the time for 
making the next general tax levy can be made 
available for the payment of such principal. 

Section 8. This ordinance shall be published 
once a day for at least seven (7) days in the 
official newspaper of the City and County and 
such publication shall constitute notice of the 
election and no other notice of the election 

hereby called need be given. 
Section 9. The appropriate officers, employ

ees, representati ves and agents of the City and 
County of San Francisco are hereby authorized 
and directed to do everything necessary or desir
able to the calling and holding of the special 
election. and to otherwise carry out the provis
ions of this ordinance. 0 

TEXT OF PROPOSED RESOLUTION 
PROPOSITION B 

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS SUBMITTING TO THE 
QUALIFIED ELECfORS OF THE CITY AND 
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO A PROPOSI
TION AUTHORIZING THE CITY TO ENTER 
INTO LEASE FINANCING ARRANGE
MENTS FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A 
COMBINED DISPATCH CENTER AND THE 
ACQUISITION OF RELATED EQUIPMENT, 
INCLUDING A COMPUTER-AIDED DlS-
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PATCH SYSTEM, FOR POLICE, FIRE AND 
EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES. 

RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors 
acting pursuant to Charter Section 7.309(a) 
hereby submits to the electorate of the City 
and County of San Francisco the following 
proposition: 

Shall the City enter into lease financing 
arrangements with the City and County of San 
Francisco Finance Corporation, or a similar non-

profit corporation, the obligations or evidence of 
indebtedness with respect to which shall not 
exceed the aggregate principal amount of Sixty 
Million dollars (S60,()()(),()()(), for the purpose of 
constructing a combined dispatch center and 
acquiring related equipment. including a com
puter-aided dispatch system, for police. fire and 
emergency medical services? 0 



911 Dispatch 
Center Financing 

PROPOSITION B 

Shall the City enter Into lease financing arrangements with the City and County of 
San Francisco Lease Finance Corporation, or a similar nonprofit corporation, the 
obligations or evidence of Indebtedness with respect to which shall not exceed the 
aggregate principal amount of Sixty Million dollars ($60,000,000), for the purpose 
of constructing a combined dispatch center and acquiring related equipment, 
Including a computer-aided dispatch system, for pollee, fire and emergency medi
cal services? 

YES 
NO 

.. .. 
Analysis 

by Ballot Simplification Committee 

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The City operates an emergency 
dispatch (911) system. When a person dials 911, the persc,ln 

. is connected with an emergency operator. Depending on the 
type of emergency, the caller is transferred to a Police 
Department dispatcher, a Fire Department dispatcher, or an 
Emergency Medical Services (ambulance) dispatcher. The 
dispatchers are located in three separate buildings and use 
different dispatch equipment. 

The Fire dispatch equipment is about 20 years old. The 
Police equipment is about 10 years old. The Emergency 
Medical Services equipment is about 5 years old. ' 

C~ies make improvements to buildings and land, and buy 
equipment such as emergency dispatch systems by 1) 
paying for them all at once, or 2) leasing them until paid for. 
The second method is called "lease financing." A nonprofit 
corporation created for this purpose buys the equipment, 
building or' property and borrows money to pay for it. Cities 
then lease it from the corporation, paying back the principal 

Controller's Statement 01'1 "B" 
City Controller Edward Harrington has issued the following 

statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition B: 

In my opinion, should the City enter into the proposed 
lease-purchase of a building and computer assisted dispatch 
system for police, fire and emergency medical services, 
based on current estimates, the total cost of the project would 
be no more than $60 million. 

Funding for this project will be provided by fees from 
telephone services ($47.4 million), available bond fund pro
ceeds ($2.3 million) and general fund appropriations ($10.3 
million). Telephone access fees and general funds will be 
collected and appropriated over a period of approximately 10 
years to provide funding for project costs and debt service at 
the rate of approximately $5.8 million per year. 

plus interest in installments. 
With certain exceptions, the C~ may not use lease 

financing w~hou1voter approval. " 

THE PROPOSAL: Propos~ion B would allow the City to use 
lease financing to construct a combined dispatch center for 
police, fire and emergency medical services and to buy new 
emergency dispatch equipment. This equipment would in
clude a computer system to assist police, fire and emer-' 
gency medical services dispatchers. The total owed for this 
lease financing could not be more than $60 million pillS 
interest. 

A "YES" VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want to allow the 
City to use lease financing to build and equip a combined 
dispatch center. 

A "NO" VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not want to allow 
the City to use lease financing for this purpose. 

How Supervisors Voted on UB" 
On February 7, 1994 the Board of Supervisors voted '11-0 

to place Proposition B on the ballot. 
The Supervisors voted as follows: 

YES: Supervisors Alioto, Bierman, Conroy, Hallinan, Hsieh, 
Kaufman, Kennedy, Leal, Maher, Migden and Shelley .. 

NO: None of the Supervisors voted no. 

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE. 
THE FULL TEXT OF PROPOSITION B IS ON PAGE 46. 
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911 Dispatch 
Center Financing 

PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION B 
VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION B. 
Your "YES" vote on Proposition B will provide a prudent, cost 

efficient method of financing a new 911 Emergency Dispatch 
Center. Included is the up-to-date computer equipment necessary 
for the Fire and Police Departments to respond more quickly to 
protect you in an emergency. 

The current Fire Dispatch System is antiquated and subject to 
failure. The 911 and Police Dispatch systems are among the oldest 
still in use. 

What is proposed is a new earthquake resistant response center, 
combining Fire Dispatch, Police Dispatch and 911 response. Pro
vision is made to include Ambulance Dispatch in the future. Dis
patch and Communications Equipment would be the most 
up-ta-date available as selected by the Fire, Police and other 
Emergency forces. 

The cost of the new building and necessary Computer and 
Communications Systems will be up to $60 Million Dollars. The 
City has established a small surcharge on most telephone bills 
which over a period of years, would pay off a preponderance of the 

,bonds we need to issue now for the cost of the new 911 Emergency 
Response System and Center. Proposition B will approve this 
financing method. 

We urge you to vote "YES" on Proposition B. This financing 
plan is the most feasible way to get a much needed new 911 System 
and Emergency Response Center built quickly so that you and our 
firefighters and Police Officers nO longer have to depend on an 
outdated Emergency Response and Dispatch System. 

VOTE "YES" ON PROPOSITION B 

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors. 

REBUTTAL TO PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION B 

NO, LEASE FINANCING IS NOT THE MOST FEASIBLE 
WAY - ONLY THE MOST EXPENSIVE 

Nobody is against upgrading the City and County of San Fran
cisco's 911 Emergency Dispatch. 

Under Proposition B, lease financing proposal over $60 million 
will be borrowed at high interest. Is credit card government the best 
way to pay for routine police, fire, and emergency needs? 

We think such programs as all should be paid out of current tax 
revenue - without extra credit interest being tacked on. 

Lease financing is really used as a political bait and switch game. 
Necessary programs which can be paid by current tax revenues are 
placed on the ballot as lease financing proposals so current tax 
revenue may be used to pay for more questionable programs. Some 
current City Hall expenses; include paying political consultants, 
raises for overpaid administrators and giving public streets away 
without compensation to developers (e.g. Commercial Street). 

Let's send a message to City Hall. We're tired of tax revenues 
being wasted. Can We afford to give Supervisors a blank check? 
VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION B. 

Citizens Against Endless Tax Increases 
Alexa Smith 

Democratic Central Committee Member 
Arlo Hale Smith 

Past President BART Board 
Robert Silvestri 

Republican Central Committeeman 
Terence Faulkner 

Past Chairman San Francisco Republican Party 
Ramona Albright 

President Twin Peaks Council 
Andrew de Ia Rosa 

Democratic Central Committee Candidate 
Ilene Hernandez 

Democratic Central Committee Candidate 
Max Woods 

Past Republican Central Committeeman 

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

48 



911 Dispatch 
Center Financing 

OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION B 

''LEASE FINANCING" EQUALS "MORE GAMES WITH 
TAXPAYERS MONEY"!!! 

Proposition B, if passed, would permit the City to borrow another 
$60'million pl~s interest. Measure B, disguised as leasefinancing, 
is requesting voter approval for City departments to borrow another 
$60 million plus interest on credit. A similar ballot measure 
requesting only half the amount of money for department loans was 
defeated in the last election. 

The City and County of San Francisco should BUY NEEDED 
EQUIPMENT. . 

Lease financing allows City departments to buy equipment on 
credit, thus running up MORE LONG-TERM COSTS FOR THE 
CITY. 

Many of the BUREA UCRATS running our City departments 
would have trouble balancing their own personal check books: DO 
YOU REALLY WANT THOSE "CREATIVE" CITY BUREAU
CRATS TO RUN THE TOWN $60 MILLION MORE INTO 
DEBT??? 

Citizens Against Endless Tax Increases 
Arlo Hale Smith 

Democratic Central Committeeman 
Andrew de La Rosa 

Democratic Central Committee Candidate 
Terence Faulkner 

Past San Francisco Republican Chairman 
Alexa Smith 

Democratic Central Committee Member 
Robert Silvestri 

Republican Central Committeeman 
MaxWoodr 

Past Republican Committeeman 
Ilene Hernandez 

Candidate for Democratic Central Committee 
John Riordan 

Past San Francisco College Board President 

REBUTTAL TO OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION B 

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION B 
We believe that the citizens of San Francisco need and deserve a 

reliable, fully integrated 911 Police, Fire, and Emergency Dispatch 
Center. We believe that our firefighters and police officers deserve 
to be supported by a fast and reliable dispatch system. 

Importantly, we believe that we and they deserve it NOW! The 
opponents apparently disagree. The fact is that there is no practical 
way to pay for this major building and communications project on 
a "pay as you go" basis and still have it available for our citizens 
and crime and fire fighting forces in a timely manner. It would take 
many years for the minor telephone service fee to accumulate the 
money necessary to pay for it all at once. To accept the opponents' 

arguments to do so, we would have to wait for years to get our new 
911 System in place. 

Your YES vote on PROPOSITION B will support our ability to 
move forward immediately on the new 911 Emergency Dispatch 
Center by doing what most of us as individuals or business people 
do as a matter of course; paying off major investments over a period 

·oftime. 
Do not delay the new911IFire-Police-Emergency Dispatch Center. 
VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION B 

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the a~thors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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911 Dispatch 
Center Financing 

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION B 
Proposition B is an investment in saving lives and property. 911 

failed during the Lorna Prieta earthquake. It will fail again unless 
it is located in an earthquake safe building. San Francisco's 911 
problems can't be solved with a band-aid. The tragedy last July at 
101 California is a painful example of the importance of a reliable 
911·system. We must invest in new technology and modern plan
ning to guarantee a reliable 911. Vote YES on Proposition B. 

Frank Jordan 
Mayor 

OUf antiquated emergency response system has failed to protect 
public safety, with tragic results. 

Your life and the lives of your family, friends and neighbors 
could literally depend on Proposition B. 

Please join me in voting YES on B. 

Carole Migden 
Supervisor 

As chair of the City's Public Safety committee, I strongly urge 
all San Franciscans to vote YES on Proposition B. 

Our investigation last year showed how these outdated systems 
endanger your safety. Proposition B will provide for long-overdue 
upgrades. Please join me in voting YES on B for a safer city. 

Supervisor Kevin Shelley 

No Paid Arguments Were Submitted Against Proposition B 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been cheeked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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Equipment Lease 
FinanQing Limit 

PROPOSITION C 

Shall the City's aggregate principal debt limit for the lease financing of equipment 
without voter approval be increased from $20,000,000 to $40,000,000, with the limit 
thereafter increased by five percent each year? 

YES 
NO • • , '. 

Analysis 
by Ballot Simplification Committee 

THE WAY IT IS NOW: Cities buy equipment such as computers 
and cars by 1) paying for them all at once, or 2) leasing them 
until paid for, The second method is called "lease financing." 
A nonprofit corporation created for this purpOse buys the 
equipment and borrows money to pay for~, Cities then lease 
it from the corporation, paying back the principal plus interest 
in installments, 

The City Charter allows equipment to be lease financed 
without voter approval if the total principal owed for all such 
equipment leases does not exceed a specified lim~, currently 
$23 million, This limit goes up 5% each year, 

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition C is a charter amendment that 
would increase the City's debt limit for equipment lease 
financing, The City could lease finance equipment without 
voter approval if the total principal owed did not exceed $40 
million, Thi~ limit would go up 5% each year, 

A "YES" VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want to increase 
the City's debt limit for equipment lease financing to $40 
million, 

The City now owes more than $21 million in equipment A "NO" VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not want to adopt 
lease finance agreements, this measure, 

. Controller's Statement on "C" 
City Controller Edwarq Harrington has issued the following 

statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition C: 

In my opinion, if the proposed charter amendment is 
adopted and implemented, it will increase the amount of City 
debt service and lease purchase costs by an amount de
pendent upon the amount of new obligations undertaken, If 
the entire $20 million additional authorization were obligated 
for one project at current rates, financing costs would amount 
to approximately $1 million per year, 

How Supervisors Voted on "C" 
On January 31, 1994 the Board of Supervisors voted 9-0 

to place Proposition C on the ballot. 
The Supervisors voted as follows: 

YES: Supervisors Alioto, Bierman, Hsieh, Kaufman, 
Kennedy, Leal, Maher, Migden and Shelley, 

NO: None of the Supervisors present voted no, 

ABSENT: Conroy and Hallinan. 

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE, 
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Equipment Lease 
Financing Limit 

PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION C 
VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION C 
Your "YES" vote on Proposition C would extend a successful 

lease financing program authorized by the voters as Proposition 
"C" in lune of 1990. 

This voter approved Proposition allowed us to establish a non
profit Lease Financing Corporation to lease purchase the City's 
equipment at rates cheaper than what is available in the private 
market. A limit of $20 million was placed on the Corporation at 
that time and increases by 5% a year. 

Since 1990, the City has used the Lease Finance Corporation to 
acquire major equipment, primarily Fire Trucks, Police Vehicles, 
Ambulances, Hospital Equipment and Computers. By using this 

tax exempt financing method, we have been able to buy more of 
this kind of equipment than would otherwise have been possible. 

We are now within sight of the limit and need your authority to 
continue this successful, money saving program. 

Proposition C would increase the limit on our non-profit Leasing 
Corporation's debt to $40 million, plus 5% per year. This would 
allow us to continue to upgrade the major equipment needs of our 
Police, Fire and Health Departments at the lowest possible cost. 

PLEASE VOTE "YES" ON PROPOSITION C 

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors. 

REBUTTAL TO PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION C 

DO YOU WANT TO DOUBLE AN ALREADY 
GEOMETRICALLY EXPANDING "CREDIT CARD 

GOVERNMENT" CANCER??? 
Already expanding geometrically at 5% per year, the so-called 

"successful lease financing program" is really just over-priced San 
Francisco "credit card government" at its worst. 

Now, with Proposition C, we are faced with a proposal to DOU
BLE the equipment lease-financing credit cancer!!!· 

To refer to equipment lease-financing as a "money saving pro
gram" is FRAUD on its face. Were the members of the Board of 
Supervisors to make such a false representation in a prospectus to 
sell stocks or bonds, the federal Securities and Exchange Commis
sion (SEC) would immediately bring a lawsuit. 

Credit costs San Francisco taxpayers' money: Cash that cannot 
be used for needed government fire, police, hospital. or computer 
services. 

The City and County of San Francisco, up to its ears in debt, needs 
to start paying down on its present obligations. 

Current San Francisco equipment needs should be paid for out of 
current tax money. Financing and interest charges should be avoided. 

If you really want to achieve "the lowest possible cost" - VOTE 
"NO" ON MONEY-WAISTING PROPOSITION cm 

Citizens Opposed To Proposition C 
Terence Faulkner 

Past Chairman San Francisco Republican Party 
Arlo Hale Smith 

Past President BART Board 
Patrick Fitzgerald 

Democratic State Senate Nominee 
Max Woods 

Past Republican Central Committeeman 
Alexa Smith 

Democratic Central Committee Member 
Karen Fitzgerald 

Democratic Central Committeewoman 
Ilene Hernandez 

Democratic Central Committee Candidate 
Andrew de la Rosa 

Democratic Central Committee Candidate 
Robert Silvestri 

Republican Central Committeeman 

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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Equipment Lease 
Financin Limit 

OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION C 

, VOTE ''NO'' ON "FUNNY -MONEY" PROPOSITION C 
, In re~ent years the San Francisco Board -of Supervisors has 

-be~ome increasingly addicted to using so-called "Equipment 
Lease-Financing" and other "funny-money" credit devices to pay 
for routine City Government expenses. 

Equipment- Lease'Financing needs to be hnlt~d - not expanded 
-_ as this unwise proposed City Charter amendment allows. 

Equipment Lea~e-Financing is just an expensive way to "antici
pate" local tax revenues at great additional expense to the City and 
County of San Francisco. . 

Added long-term costs and reduced long-term product values are 
the natural results of "credit card government" with Equipment 
Lease-Financing. 

Regular City Government expenses should be paid for out of tax 
funds as received. 

The virtual bankruptcy of New York City in the mid-1970's was 
the logical result of using local bonds and other credit "games" to 
pay for the normal needs of a community. 

Bad business practices are bad business practices .. 
Equipment Lease-Financing is a bad business practice. 
San Francisco already has a hugh bonded indebtedness - we 

certainly do not needmore "ninny-money" credit games to. further 
run up OUf costs. 

Vote ''NO'' on Equipment Lease-Financing. 
Vote "NO" on Proposition C. 
Also vote ''NO'' on related Proposition B. 

Citizens Opposed to Proposition C 
Terence Faulkner 

FOl111cr City Commissioner 
Patrick C. Fitzgerald 

Democratic Stale Senate Nominee 
Robert Silvestri 

Republican Central Commineeman 
Alexa Smith 

Democratic Central Committee Member· 
Max Woods· 

Past Republican Committeeman 
John Riordan 

Past College Board President 
Arlo Hale Smith 

Democratic County Committee Member 

REBUTTAL TO OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION C 

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION C 
Lease financing of major items of equipment is a common 

business practice. It allows for the acquisition of major pieces of 
equipment which have a longer useful life and pays for them over 
time. What is good business practice in the private sector is good 
business practice in the public sector as well. 

·Most of the equipment the City has lease financed through the 
existing authorization are Police cars, Fire trucks and major medi-; 
cal equipment for San Francisco General Hospital. All of these 
lease financed purchases are approved by the Board of Supervisors 
in the annual budget process. 

If Proposition C were rejected, the City'S ability to use its 

non-profit leasing corporation for future lease financings would be 
severely constrained for a number of years. Thus, much needed 
equipment would either not be acquired at all or lease financed 
through the private commercial market at a much higher interest 
rate than is available through our public non-profit leasing corpo
ration. 

Proposition C saves money in the lease financing of equipment 
as compared to what such transactions cost in the private market. 

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION C 

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors 

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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Equipment Lease 
Financing Limit 

o 

No Paid Arguments Were Submitted In Favor Of Proposition C 

PAID ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION C 

Proposition C is another attempt by San Francisco's public officials 
to avoid hard choices. It would enable the Board of Supervisors to add 
another $20,000,000 to our public debt. Our taxes payoff city debts; 
we have a right to approve the debt ahead of time. 

exempt bonds to build or buy something, then lease the facility or 
equipment back to the city. This is a no-interest loan and taxpayers 
pick up the tab. We aren't prepared to have this debt doubled by the 
propagation of this contrivance! 

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION C! 
The issue of a public voice on all debt measures has been with us 

since passage of a Charter amendment to require voter approval of 
all revenue bonds and "lease financing" plans. Now is the time to 
stand up against public indebtedness and vote no on Proposition C. 

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

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION C! 

Undercurrent law, the city is allowed to lease-finance $20,000,000 
worth of equipment purchases. Proposition C would double this 
amount to $40,00,000. $21,345,000 of San Francisco's current debt is 
the result of this scheme, where non-profit corporations issue tax-

San Francisco Taxpayers Association 
Cheryl Arenson 
Director 

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

TEXT OF PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENT 
PROPOSITION C 

DESCRIBING AND SElTlNG FORTH A 
PROPOSAL TO THE QUALIFIED ELEC
TORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN 
FRANCISCO TO AMEND THE CHARTER 
OF SAID CITY AND COUNTY BY AMEND
ING SECTION 7.309 THEREOF RELATING 
TOTHE FINANCING OFTHE ACQUISITION 
OF EQUIPMENT. 
NOTE: Additions or substitutions are indicated 

by bold face type; deletions are indi
cated by smite 6tH t) pe. 

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 June 7. 1994. a 
proposal to amend the charter of said city and 
county by amending Section 7.309 thereof to 
read as follows: 

(a) The board of supervisors shall not approve 
the lease financing of public improvements or 
equipment unless a proposition generally 
describing the public improvements or equip-
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ment and the lease financings arrangement is 
approved by a majority of the voters voting on 
the propOSition. The board of supervisors may by 
resolution submit such a proposition to the qual
ified voters of the City and County of San Fran
cisco at a general or special election. 

(b) For the purpose of this section. "Iease fi
nancing" occurs when the city and county leases 
land. buildings, fixtures. or equipment from a 
10int Powers Authority. the San Francisco Rede
velopment Agency. the San Francisco Housing 
Authority. the San Francisco Parking Authority. 
or a nonprofit corporation, and does so for the 
purpose of financing the construction or acquisi
tion of public improvements or equipment. 

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

(I) to any lease financing which was approved 
in fact or in principle by a resolution or ordinance 
adopted by the board of supervisors prior to Apri I 
l, 1977; provided. that if the resolution or ordi
nance approved the lease financing only in prin-

ciple. the resolution or ordinance must describe 
in general terms the public improvements or 
equipment to be financed; or 

(2) to the approval of an amendment to a lease 
financing arrangement or to the refunding of 
lease financing bonds which results in lower total 
rental payments under the terms of the lease; or 

(3) to lease financings involving a nonprofit 
corporation established for the purposes of this 
subsection for the acquisition of equipment, the 
obligations or evidence of indebtedness with 
respect to which shall not exceed in the aggregate 
at any point in time a principal amount of ~ 
$40 million. such amount to be increased by five 
percent each fiscal year in the year following 
approval of this subsection; provided, however, 
that prior to each sale of such obligations or 
evidence of indebtedness, the Controller certifies 
that in his or her opinion the net interest cost to 
the City will be lower than other financings 
involving a lease or leases. 0 



Police Staffing 
PROPOSITION D 

Shall the City be required to employ a minimum of 1,971 full duty police officers, 
with an emphasis on assigning officers to neighborhood policing and patrol? 

YES 
NO • • 

Analysis 
by Ballot Simplification Committee 

THE WAY IT IS NOW: There is no law setting a minimum 
number of police officers; the number of officers is set 
through the City's budget process. Each year the Police 
Commission, which is appointed by the Mayor, proposes a 
budget for the Police Department. This budget includes 
salaries and benems for a specijied number of officers. The 
Mayor or the Board of Supervisors can reduce the number 
of officers in the proposed budget. 

Police officers who are fully able to perform police duties 
are called full duty officers. Officers who have been injured 
or are unable to perform all police duties are called light duty 
officers. 

As of March 1, 1994 there were 1,695 full duty officers 
and 128 light duty officers. In add~ion there were 48 recruits 
in the Police Academy, and the C~ planned to hire 50 
experienced officers from outside the department. 

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition D is a charter amendment that 

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

statement on the fiscal impact of Propos~ion D: 

In my opinion, should the proposed charter amendment be 
adopted, it would increase the cost of government, based on 
1993-94 staffing and salary levels of the Police Department, 
by at least a range of $13.8 to $17.3 million depending upon 
the number of light duty police officers being returned to full 
duty. These amounts could increase or decrease in future 
years with changes in salary rates and benefits granted 
Police Officers. 

would require a minimum number of police officers. Begin·· 
ning June 30, 1995, the police force would always bo 
required to have at least 1,971 full duty officers. The numbe,r 
of full duty police officers now assigned to neighborhood 
policing and patrol could never be reduced. Beginning July 
1, 1994, all new police officers would be assigned to neigh
borhood policing, patrol and investigations. 

Each year the Police Commission would have to decide 
how many Police Department jobs could be filled by civilians 
in order to increase the number of police officers on Ihe 
street. 

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

A "NO" VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not wantto make 
these changes. 

How Supervisors Voted on "D" 
On January 31,1994 the Board of Supervisors voted' 9-2 

to place Proposition D on the ballot. 
The Supervisors voted as follows: 

YES: Supervisors Alioto, Conroy, Hsieh, Kaufman, 
Kennedy, Leal, Maher, Migden and Shelley. 

NO: Bierman and Hallinan. 

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

PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION 0 
Proposition D puts more police on our streets and creates 

saler neighborhoods, with no increases in taxes 
San Franciscans don't feel safe in our own neighborhoods. We 

cannot continue to tolerate a seriously understaffed police 
department. 

Our Police Department is 535 officers below the national aver
age. Needed crime prevention programs have been cut. This is good 
news for criminals and bad news for the rest of us. Our city's violent 
crime rate is the highest in the state, up almost 12 percent. 

We must maximize police presence in our neighborhoods. 
Ten years ago, the staffing level was set at 1971 officers. But the 

Department has been operating with less than 1,800 officers, jeop
ardizing public safety. 

Proposition D creates a charter amendment mandating that the 
Department be brought up to full strength and kept there. 

Money for more police is available without increasing taxes. 
Last year voters passed Proposition 172, giving the City $44 

Million dollars per year to spend on public safety. 
None of this money has been used to hire more police officers! 
Voters deserve to have this money spent fighting crime. Propo

sition D will cost $13.8 million to $17.3 million to implement full 
police staffing. That's only a third of the funds available from 
Proposition 172. 

Vote YES on Proposition D to ensure that Proposition 172 money 
is used to hire at least 200 more officers for community policing, 
patrols and investigations - not desk jobs. More police officers 
on our streets will be a visible deterrent to crime. 

This Charter Amendment has support from neighborhood 
groups, district merchants and other concerned citizens from every 
corner of this city - and your Board of Supervisors - who want 
to make the streets of San Francisco safer for everyone. 

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION D 

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors. 

REBUTTAL TO PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION 0 

DON'T BE FOOLED! VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION D! 
If the Mayor and Board of Supervisors really want to put more 

police on the streets, they could do it now without Proposition D! 
Proposition D does not guarantee more police on our streets. It does, 
however, continue to make government unresponsive to changes 
that are urgently needed to make our City work. 

Proposition D will increase costs without regard to getting our 
money's worth! The enormous cost of this measure - millions of 
dollars - will come from the City's general fund at the expense of 
many other worthwhile services. Don't kid yourselves - this is not 
a free ride! 

There are no excess monies from Proposition 172 to pay the 
$17.3 million necessary to carry out Proposition D. All available 
monies from Proposition 172 have been used to offset statewide 
property tax loss 10 cities and counties. 

As wise voters, we would never write the number of soldiers in 
the military in the Constitution. As wise voters, we must streamline 
our Charter to make government provide City services cost-effec
tive. VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION D. We deserve Charter 
Reform not arbitrary and expensive charter manipulation! 

Esther Marks 

Arguments prInted on this page are the opInion of the authors and have not been checked for accurscy by any officIal agency. 
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OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION D 

OPPOsmON TO PROPOSmON D 
In November, voters directed the City to streamline our Chaner 

to'inake government cost effective and responsive. Writing police 
staffing levels into the Chaner is the exact opposite. Let's give 
Chaner reform a chance! Vote NO on Proposition D. 

Ina Dearman 
Nan McGuire 
David Looman 
Sara Simmons 

Tony Kilroy 
Pamela Ayo YeruOOe 
Jean Kortum 
Michael Nolan 
Eileen Collins 
Neil GeOOel 
Esther Marks 
Dan Dillon 
Sue Bierman 

REBUTTAL TO OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION D 

Proposition D is a very simple chaner amendment that does a 
very important thing: it puts more police on our streets. 

By adding 10-12 beat cops to each district, we will be safer in our 
homes, stores, and neighborhoods. 

Your government has a basic commitment to protect the safety 
and security of its citizens. Nearly 15 years ago, the city set a 
minimum staffing level of 1,971 police officers. That commit
ment has never been met. 

Fighting crime must be one of our top priorities; we need more 
police for our neighborhood patrolling. This chaner amendment 
gives us the authority to help fight crime with a fully staffed police 
force . 
• Last November, Californians voted for Proposition 172, a dedi

cated revenue source for public safety. $44 million was directed to . . 

our city coffers by the voters for permanent public safety enhance
ments. Proposition D ensures that at least a portion of those dollars 
will go where we voted to send them. 

Opponents will argue Proposition D is bad fiscal policy beeaus,: 
it sets a rigid police staffing level. 

They are wrong. 
It simply sets a minimum level we should never fall below. The 

Board of Supervisors still retains police staffing discretion above 
that number. Two hundred more police officers on our streets wlll 
be a strong, visible deterrent to crime. 

PLEASE VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION D. 
Let's set our priorities straight! 

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been cheeked for accuracy by any official a!Jency. 

57 



Police Staffing 

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION D 
We are currently short of our Charter mandated number of 1,972 

police officers. 
This shortage not only affects the safety of our citizens, and the 

services that they rightly deserve but also presents additional 
officer safety for the Cop on the street. 

Voters overwhelmingly passed Proposition 172 in November of 
1993 which mandated $44 million to the City of San Francisco to 
be directed towards public safety. Now is the opportune time to 
bring our Department back to full strength. 

OUT citizens deserve it!! 
Our officers deserve it!! 
The San Francisco Police Officers' Association supports ''Citi

zens for Safer Streets" in their efforts to legislatively assure ade
quate protection for all of San Francisco. We urge a Yes Vote for 
the Police Full Staffing Measure. 

San Francisco Police Officers Association 

As co-author of this charter amendment, I realize this is the only 
. way the Police Department will be brought up to a staffing level 

that will sufficiently protect the people of San Francisco. 
Adding 200 officers to neighborhood patrols will only take 113 

of the money we get annually from Prop. 172 - money that voters 
wanted spent to improve public safety. 

I was outraged that no money from Prop. 172 was used to hire 
more police officers. Express your outrage at the ballot box and 
vote YES on Prop. D. 

Supervisor Bill Maher 

A fully staffed police force - along with active involvement of 
residents, merchants and city officials - is vital to preventing 
crime and violence in our neighborhoods. 

Proposition D won't raise taxes. But it will make sure that City 
Hall gets its priorities straight. 

Please join me in voting YES on D. 

Carole Migden 
Supervisor 

The San Francisco Police Department has not been fully staffed 
since J 983. Because the Department is currently 200 short, the gang 
task force, the vice detail, community policing, and walking beat 
cops have been virtually eliminated. 

The "prime" responsibility of Government is to "protect" its 
citizenry - Full Force Funding is a basic right for all- it's a 
priority. 

Vote yes 00 Proposltioo D. 

Calle22 

The Independent Grocers Association urges you to vote YES on 
PROPD. 

Every business in every neighborhood knows how reassuring it is 
to have a beat cop walk into your business. We have lost our beat cops. 

This charter amendment will make sure that we have officers 
patrolling in the neighborhoods. 

This is the way to get more police officers without raising our taxes. 
The money comes from the state sales tax that we already pay. 

We urge you to vote YES on PROP D. For the safety of our 
families and businesses. 

Zuheir Erakat 
Independent Grocers Association 

Iustice for Murder Victims supports the full staffing of the San Fran
cisco Police Department because it will mean more police officers on 
the streets to protect us from those who commit violent crimes. 

San Francisco h~ the highest rate of violent crime in the state. 
Meanwhile our staffing levels continually decrease. We need more 
officers to protect our citizens from violent crime. 

We urge you to vote YES ON PROP D. 

Harriet Salama 
Founder ':--'Iustice for Murder Victims 

Cristine Mack 
Member 

Helga D'Arcy 
Member 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accurscy by any official agency. 
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PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION 0 
We, the Richmond District Merchants Associations & Residents 

support wholeheartedly the "FULL FORCE FUNDING" initia
tive. Your vote can make a difference- Vote for more patrol 
officers, safer streets, less violent crime, more drug arrests, and 
cleaner neighborhoods, - support "FULL FORCE FUNDING" 
for San Francisco. Let's make sure Prop. 172 funds are used to 
bring the police department up to full strength and keep it main
tained at that level of 1971 officers not 1750, as it is today. Let's 
make San Francisco a safer, greater place to live, work, & visit. 
"CARPE DIEM." 

George M. Patterson 
President, Greater Geary 'Merchants Assoc., Inc. 
Realtor, The Prudential California Realty 
Vice-President, Superior Business Services, Inc. 

Designate your Tax Dollars for Public Safety. 
More Cops, no new taxes. 
Vote YES on Proposition D. 

Ron Norlin 
Mission District Residents for Safer Streets 

Citizens attending monthly meetings of the Richmond District 
Community Police Forum have expressed increasing concern 
about assaults, rapes, gang activity and murders on our streets. 

Although an escalating violent crime rate is argument enough for 
a fully-staffed police department, a host of additional complaints 
about our city's deteriorating lifestyle would also be answered by 
hiring inore police officers. 

Our community has learned from bitter experience that leaving 
the critical matter of providing for more police staffing at the 
discretion of elected public officials is both naive and foolish. 

We are long overdue for a charter amendment that compels the 
city to better ensure our safety through full force funding of the 
police department. 

Paul von Beroldingen & Tom Field 
Co-Founders. 
Richmond Community Police Forum 

My company has been in San Francisco since 1877. Our twenty
five employees now live in fear of car theft, burglary and worse. 
Our building is defaced daily. There is garbage everywhere. WE 
NEED BEAT COPS. If we do not get help soon, we (and lots of 
other businesses) will be forced to move. 

Jack Bethards 
Schoenstein and Co. 

The staffing level of the Police in San Francisco is 225 officers 
below the national average for cities and 515 officers below the 
average for the ten largest cities. 

Public safety is good business for San Francisco. Proposition D 
ensures that the 225 officers that are hired will be used for neigh
borhood policing without any increase in taxes. 

Vote yes on Prop. D. 

JP Gillen, President 
Noe Valley Merchants and Professionals Assoc. 
Owner, Little Italy Restaurant 

Our opponents are right! We should not have to put police 
staffing in the charter, but the City has promised us more beat cops 
for 15 years and has never deli vered. The lat~st slap in the face is 
the use of Prop. 172 funds for everything but beat cops! Visible 
police presence is the most immediate way to curb the crime, 
vandalism and filth that is killing our city. Vote Yes on Prop. D. 

AI Fernandez 
CAL WATCH 
Mission District 
Business Neighborhood Watch Group 

With police on patrol I would feel safe again. Now I am afraid to 
leave home because my house might be burglarized! My car is not 
safe. When parked it is subject to burglary and vandalism; when 
driving it is subject to carjacking. 

Vote YES for more police patrols. 

Diane Delu 
Sunset Resident 

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 IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION D 
Proposition "D" insures a constant level of public safety 

resources for San Francisco. 
Citizens deserve and our tourist industry demands a visible, fully 

staffed police force. 
This measure ensures proper allocation of funds, not new taxes. 

Susan Horsfall 

Nothing is more essential to San Franciscans than public safety. That 
is why I co-authored this critical "Full Force" Charter Amendment. 

When citizens passed Proposition 172, thereby earmarking tax 
monies for public safety, they sent a clear message that public safety 
was their top concern. This Charter Amendment will ensure that 
Proposition 172 monies are appropriately spent on public safety. It 
commits to funding the police department at the "Full Force" of 
1,971 sworn officers. 

I strongly urge you to vote for this Charter Amendment. A "Full 
Force" means a safer San Francisco. 

Supe11lisor Annemarie Conroy 

Proposition D will ensure that the voters get the public safety they 
voted for when they passed Proposition 172. 

The number of police on the streets has gone down in the last ten 
years while crime has increased. RAD (Residents Against Druggies) 
was formed not of desire but necessity. RAD is a group of residents 
from the Haight that patrol their own streets in the hope of stopping 
violence. Government has failed us when we have to patrol our streets 
because of insufficient policing. 

Don't let your safety be jeopardized. 
Vote Yes on Proposition D. 

Joe Konopka, President 
RAD 

Neighborhood policing and patrols necessitates FULL FORCE 
FUNDING for 1,971 Police Officers. 

To safeguard our neighborhoods vote YES on Proposition D. 

Coalition For San Francisco Neighborhoods 

For too long the Police Department has been understaffed. For too 
long, criminals have been getting away with murder on our streets. 

In some neighborhoods, parents make their children sleep in bath
tubs so they won't get shot. Merchants are easy targets for brazen 
criminals undeterred by broad dayligbt or crowded sidewalks. 

Everyone talks about making our streets safer. Now we can 
actually do something about it. Proposition D win put 200 more 
police officers on our streets wbere we need them most. 

We're tired of rhetoric and excuses. We need a community·based 
police force working to prevent crime instead of pursuing crimi· 
naIs after we've been hurL Proposition D will make that happen. 

Vote YES on Prop. D so we can be safe in our own city again, 

San Franciscans for Safer Streets 
Ilene Hernandez, Member, Civic Alliance 
Alexa Smith, Member, Democratic Central Committee 
Terence Faulkner, Past County Chairman, SF Republican Party 
Andrew Solow, Member Mayor's Mission Task Force 
Thomas Garber, SF Apartment Association 
George Michael PaUerson, President, Greater Geary Merchants 
Marion Aird, League of SF Neighbors 
Ron Norlin 
Glenda Powell 
Krista Huntsman 
Michael & Barbara Russell 

Prop. 172 funds (112 c.int sales tax) were intended to go to Public 
Safety. The Board of Supervisor's decided not to direct these funds 
to Police Services as the voters had requested. 

We must now mandate that the Board of Supervisors, through a 
Charter Ammendment, increase the Police Department staffing 
level to a minimum of 1971 officers, maintain this level as a 
minimum and do so by June of 1995. It will not cost us any more 
money. 

Furthermore, the Charter Ammendment will put the additional 
officers where their needed most, on our streets! 

Public Safety is the#l priority of the majority of people surveyed 
recently. This statement can't become a political interpretation. 
You can take this issue out of the hands of Politicians by a yes vote 
for safer streets in San Francisco. 

Michael A. Fluke, President 
Save Our Streets 
Tenants & Merchants Assoc. 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authora and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION 0 
The San Francisco Republican Party believes that the first duty 

of the local government is to provide public protection. 
The majority of San Francisco vote,rs agree. 
That's why virtually all Judges appointed by Republican Gover

nors have won election in San Francisco, why Frank Jordan was 
elected Mayor, why the Aggressive Panhandling ()rdinance passed 
(even in the Tenderloin), and why 63% of San Franciscans sup
ported Sta~e Proposition 172 (which earmarks state sales tax mon
ies to be used for public safety purposes). 

Unfortunately, most of our elective officials have seen fit to cut 
police staffing by 10% in the past ten years while the incidence of 
violent crime in the City has increased by 26% during the same period. 

That's why the Police Staffing Charter Amendment is necessary. 
The monies provided by Proposition 172 have already been set 

aside. That issue is settled. We must use those monies to bring our 
Police Department to full-strength and for other public safety 
purposes, or we face the likelihood that the monies will be returned 
to the State. The choice is ours. 

Vote Yes on Proposition D, 

The San Francisco Republican County Central Committee 
Arthur Bruzzvne Roberta Boomer 
Christopher L. Bowman Donald A. Casper 
Albert Chang Rose Chung 
Lee Dolson James E. Gilleran 
Anna M. Guth Sam T. Harper 
Jun Hatoyama Harold Hoogasian 
John Sidlille . Joanne "Jody" Stevens 
Marc Wolin , Charles J. Wong 
Lee B. Vanderveld 

We join neighborhood leaders from all corners of San Francisco 
and urge you to vote "Yes" on Prop. D. 

San Francisco Democratic Central Committee 
Matthew Rothschild 

Proposition D is a fiscally sensible proposal to make San Fran
cisco safer. Proposition D uses funds already approved by the 
voters to bring our police department up to full staffing. I urge all 
San Franciscans to join me in voting YES on D. 

Supervisor Kevin Shelley 

In 1993 the people passed Proposition 172, The Public Safety 
Act. As a result our city was allocated 44 Million dollars from the 
state, to be used for Public Safety. 

This public mandate has been ignored with approximately 4/5lhs 
of the money diverted elsewhere. 

Nothing is more vital than public safety, therefore we must take 
action to guarantee these funds are used for that purpose. 

This charter amendment will bring our Police Department to it's 
full strength with 200 more officers to patrol our neighborhoods 
with no increase in taxes. In the best interest of our city and for your 
own safety please vote yes. 

Harry J. Aleo 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any offlcllliagency. 
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PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION 0 
DON'T HANDCUFF S.F.'S ABILITY TO RESPOND TO 

PUBLIC SAFETY CONCERNS 
Approved by nine members of the Board of Supervisors, this glib 

bit of derangement of our city's Charter trivializes that grand 
document by writing into it a clause which establishes forever 
1,971 as the number offull duty police officers of the San Francisco 
Police Department. 

A chaner is a constitution, devoted to broad policy principles and 
containing powers, duties and limitations upon power. It is an enabling 
document, authorizing the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors to 
implement its general policies by ordinance andlor resolution. 

Proposition D sets the number of police officers at 1,971, not 
1,970 or 1,972, but 1,971. It thereby locks police department 
personnel into a staffing number which, five years from now, or 
perhaps 20 years from now may be entirely irrelevant to the needs 
or the ability of San Franciscans to sustain themselves. 

Currently, as part of the budget process, the Mayor proposes the 
level of funding consistent with desired staffing of the Police Depart
ment - and every other city department. The Board of Supervisors 
is empowered to adopt such budget ordinance and staffing provisions: 

If 1,971 officers is in the public interest, why haven't our Mayor 
and Supervisors provided such staffing in this year's annual budget 
ordinance, last year's budget ordinance (or the year before) and 
why isn't it already a "given" for the 1994 -1995 budget ordinance 
ofthe City and County which will be adopted in June? ProposiJion 
D is a way for Supervisors and the Mayor to avoid accountability. 

VOTE NO ON PROP D! WE NEED FLEXIBILITY 
TO MEET OUR CITY'S NEEDS: NOT IRONCLAD 

EARMARKS HARD TO CHANGE! 

San Francisco Taxpayers Association 
Kenneth Cera 

San Francisco Tomorrow urges Vote NO on D. There is no 
reason to believe that more bodies on the police force will make us 
any safer. The police force needs to better use the resources it 
already has. 

San Francisco Tomorrow 

Stop the political grandstanding on the crime issue. These Pete 
Wilson wannabes want you to approve a $200 million dollar budget 
buster. Just say and Vote No! 

David C. Spero 

This is a fiscally irresponsible, expensive scheme placed on the 
ballot by Supervisors who wish to exploit legitimate concerns 
about crime to get elected mayor. 

There is no documentation in the legislative record that we need 
200 more police officers and a $17.3 million increase in the police 
department's budget in one year. 

San Francisco has 2.5 police officers for every 1,000 residents 
compared to 1.5 for San Jose, 1.7 for San Diego, 1.9 for Oakland, 
and 2.4 for Los Angeles. 

Implementation of this measure will lead to cuts in direct neigh-
borhood services. . 

Throwing money at a problem is not the solution. Better manage
ment that focuses on improving organizational effectiveness and 
efficiency should be the first priority. 
Mand~ting an arbitrary staffing figure is bad public policy. 
Vote No on D. 

Joel Ventresca 
Budget and Policy Analyst 

Proposition 0 is not the way to provide more police officers. It 
locks an arbitrary number into the Charter at a cost of as much as 
$17.3 million. 

Proposition 0 will take away general fund monies from critical 
services like health, drug prevention, and youth facilities. In addi
tion to its $17.3 million pricetag, Proposition D increases costs for 
courts, prosecutors, defense, and sheriff. 

The Charter is not meant to spell out this type of detail. Such 
measures should be legislated in the annual budget by the very 
elected officials who now support Proposition D. 

Proposition D makes it impossible to achieve efficiencies in 
police services through strong management and new technologies, 
and it encourages featherbedding. 

With our City facing massive budget deficits, flexibility is 
needed, not irreducible, increased personnel costs. 

VOTE NO ON PROPOSmON D 

leffBrown 
Public Defender 
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PAlO ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION 0 
"San Francisco needs a full force police department That fact is not 

in dispute. The question is, why doeS it have to be spelled out in the 
city Charter? The Mayor and Board or Supervisors can make the 
decision 'right now to foUy fund the SFPD. In fact this year the 
Supervisors approved funds for 100 new police officers - and they 
did it without a Charter amendment. They can do it again. 

Last November, you - the voters of San Francisco - gave the 
city a mandate to reform and simplify the Charter. Now, your 
elected representatives are looking for an easy way out of their 
responsibilities to set priorities and allocate resources. Decisions 
about how many employees are required to provide adequate 
service should be made as the need arises. Adding such require
ments to the Charter locks the city into providing specific services, 
making it difficult to respond to changing circumstances and com
peting needs for scarce public funding. Such mandates constrain 
the city's fiscal flexibility and dilute the accountability of the 
Mayor and the Board of Supervisors. It's just bad government. 

The Charter is already too complex and unwieldy. We urge 
Mayor Jordan and the Board of Supervisors to say yes to public 
safety and to bring the SFPO up to full staffing. And we urge them 
to do it now. We don't need another Charter amendment. 

Vote NO 0" Proposition D. 

G. Rhea Serpan, President & CEO 
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 

In 1978 we voted to spend no city funds on enforcement of the 
marijuana laws. Since that date over 50,000 persons have been 
arrested. In 1991 80% of us voted to legalize medical marijuana. 
Since that date 8,000 persons have been arrested for marijuana. 
Millions have been spent. Lives have been destroyed. The jails are 
filled with innocent people. When will this agony end? 

Let's put this money toward helping people. Let us show the 
nation how to makc peace in our society. We will all be safer and 
feel better about ourselves. . 

VOTE NO! 

Dennis Peron 
Director, Americans for Compassionate Use. 

Proposition 0 will waste $15 million a year. If the Mayor and 
Board of Supervisors wanted to reduce violent crime they would 
demand a change of priorities. 

Do we need: 
• clerical officers at $75,000 a year each? 
• police providing parking and crowd control at sporting events'! 
• police bodyguards for President Clinton and Governor Wilson 

at campaign fund-raisers? 
• narcs busting marijuana users, dealers and people with AIDS? 
• jails crowded with non-violent offenders? 
• cops ticketing skateboarders, Deadheads and unlice,,;sed strf:et 

vendors? 
• vice cops arresting hookers and gamblers? 
• police arresting peaceful political' protesters. and people who 

give away food without a license? 
• police committing illegal searches and seizures? 
Proposition 0 won't make our streets safer; it will only expand 

the police state. 

George L O'Brien, Chairman 
San Francisco Libertarian Party 

Mark Valverde 
Libertarian for State Senate, 8th district 

Mark Read Pickens 
Li~ertarian for Assembly, 13th district 

Anton Sherwood 
Libertarian for Assembly, 12th district 
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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 3.531-1 to establish 
and maintain a minimum staffing level of police 
officers for the City and County of San Fran
cisco. 

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 June 7, 1994, a 
proposal to amend the Charter of said city and 
county by adding Section 3.531-1 to read as 
follows: 
NOTE: The entire section is new. 

3.531-1 MINIMUM POLICE STAFFING 
LEVEL 

(a) Not laterthan}une 30, 1995, the police force 
of the City and County shall at all times consist of 
nOl.fewer than 1.971 full duty sworn officers. The 
staffing level of the San Francisco Police Depart
ment shall be maintained with a minimum of 
1,971 full duty sworn officers thereafter. 

(b) All officers and employees of the City and 
County of San Francisco are directed to take all 
acts necessary to implement the provisions of this 
section. The board of supervisors is empowered 
to adopt ordinances necessary to effectuate the 
purpose of this section including but not limited 
to ordinances regulating the scheduling ofpoJice 

training classes. 
(c) Further the San Francisco Police Commis

sion shall initiate an annual review W civilianize 
as many positions as possible to maximize police 
presence in the communities and submit that 
report to the Board of Supervisors annually for 
review and approval. 

(d) The number of full duty sworn officers in 
the Police Department dedicated to neighborhood 
policing and patrol for fiscal year 1993 - 1994 
shall not be reduced in future years, and all hew 
full duty sworn officers authorized for the Police 
Department beginning with fiscal year 1994-
1995 shall also be dedicated to neighborhood 
community policing, patrol and investigations.D 

TEXT OF PROPOSED CHARTER AMMENDMENT 
PROPOSITION E 

To the Board of Supervisors of the City and 
County of San Francisco: 

We, the undersigned, registered and qualified 
voters of the State of California, residents of the 
City and County of San Francisco, pursuant to 
Section 3-of Article XI of the California Consti
tution and Chapter 2 (commencing with Section 
34450) of Part I of Division 2 of Title 4 of the 
Government Code, present to the Board of 
Supervisors this petition and request the follow
ing proposed amendment to the charter of this 
city and county be submitted to the registered and 
qualified voters of the city and county for their 
adoption or rejection at an election on a date to 
be determined by the Board of Supervisors. 

The proposed charter amendment reads as 
follows: 
San Francisco Charter Section 6.416 
LIBRARY PRESERVATION FUND 

(a) There is hereby established a fund for 
libraries, which shall be called the San Francisco 
Library Preservation Fund and shall be main
tained separate and apart from all other city and 
county funds and appropriated by annual or sup
plemental appropriation pursuant to sections 
6.205 and 6.306 of this charter. Monies therein 
shall be expended or used exclusively by the 
library department specified in section 3.560 of 
the charter, solely to provide library services and 
materials and to operate library facilities in ac
cordance with this section. 

(b) So long as the Library Preservation Fund 
exists as provided in this section, the following 
requirements shall apply: 

(I) The library department shall operate no 
fewer than 26 branch libraries, a main library, 
and a library facility for the blind (which may be 
at a branch or main library). 

(2) Not later than November I, 1994, at least 
one public hearing shall be held at the main and 
each branch library, which at least one library 
commissioner shall attend and which shall 
receive the results of a survey of users' prefer
ences as to the facility's operating hours. 

(3) Following these public hearings, effective 
no later than January, I, 1995, the library com-
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mission shall establish service hours for the main 
and each branch library, which shall not be 
reduced during the five years beginning January 
I, 1995. Total annual average service hours shall 
be at least 1028 hours per week (that is, a level 
approximating the total service hours during fis
cal year 1986 - 1987). 

(4) The public hearing process specified in 
subsection (2) shall be repeated at five year inter
vals, being completed not later than November I 
of the year in question. 

(5) Following these subsequent public hear
ings, the library commission may modify the 
individual and aggregate service hours estab
'lished under subsection (3), for the five-year 
period beginning January I, 2000 or January 1, 
2005 respectively, based on a comprehensive 
assessment of needs and the adequacy of library 
resources. 

Increasing library hours throughout the system 
and acquiring books and materials shall receive 
priority in appropriating and expending fund 
monies to the extent the funds are not needed to 
meet the preceding requirements of this subsec
tion (b). Any requirement of this subsection may 
be modified to the extent made necessary by a 
fire. earthquake, or other event which renders 
compliance with the requirement impracticable. 

(c) There is hereby set aside for the San Fran
cisco Library Preservation Fund, from the reve~ 
nues of the tax levy pursuant to section 6.208 of 
this charter, revenues in an amount equivalent to 
an annual tax of two-and-one-half cents ($0.025) 
for each ,one hundred dollars ($100.00) of 
assessed valuation for each of the fifteen fiscal 
years beginning with fiscal year 1994-1995. 
The treasurer shall set aside and maintain said 
amount, together with any interest earned 
thereon, in said fund, and any amounts unspent 
or uncommitted at the end of any fiscal year shall 
be carried forward to the next fiscal year and, 
subject to the budgetary and fiscal limitations of 
the charter, shall be appropriated then or thereaf
ter solely for the purposes specified in this sec
tion. Said fund shall be in addition to any other 
funds set aside for libraries. 

(d) The fund shall be used to increase the 
aggregate City appropriations and expenditures 
for services, materials and operation of facilities 
provided by the library department. To this end, 
the City shall not reduce the amount of City 
appropriations for the library department (not 
including appropriations from the Library Pres
ervation Fund) in any of the fifteen years during 
which funds are required to be set aside under 
this section below the amount so appropriated, 
including appropriations from the San Francisco 
Children's Fund pursuant to section 6.415 of the 
charter and including all supplemental appropri
ations, for the fiscal year 1992:'" 1993, adjusted 
as provided below. Said base amount shall be 
adjusted for each fiscal year after 1992 - 1993 
based on calculations consistent from year to 
year, by the percentage increase or decrease in 
aggregate City -appropriations for all purposes 
from the base year as estimated by the Controller. 
Errors in the Controller's estimate of appropria
tions for a fiscal year shall be corrected by adjust
ment in the next year's estimate. For purposes of 
this subsection. (i) aggregate City appropriations 
shall not include funds granted to the City by 
private agencies or appropriated by other public 
agencies and received by the City, and (ii) library 
department appropriations shall not include 
funds appropriated to the library department to 
pay for services of other City departments or 
agencies, except for departments or agencies for 
whose services the library department was 
appropriated funds in fiscal year 1993 - 1994. 
Within ninety days following the end of each 
fiscal year through fiscal year 2008 - 2009, the 
Controller shall calculate and publish the actual 
amount of City appropriations for the library 

, department. 
(e) If any provision of this section, or its appli

cation to any person or circumstance, shall be 
held invalid or unenforceable, the remainder of 
this section and its applications shall not be 
affected; every provision of this section is 
intended to be severable. 0 
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Library Fund 

PROPOSITION E 

Shall the City be required to maintain funding for the Library Department at a level 
no lower than that for the 1992 - 93 fiscal year, and to establish a Library Preser
vation Fund, to be used only for additional library services, by placing a certain 
amount of property tax revenues in that fund annually, and shall the City be required 
to keep open a main and 26 branch libraries for a specified minimum number of 
hours each week? 

YES 
NO • • 

Analysis 
by Ballot Simplification Committee 

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The amount of money the City spends 
for public libraries is set each year through the budget 
process. The City is not required to spend a particular 
amount of money on libraries. The City does not have to keep 
open a specific number of branch libraries orto have libraries 
open a specific number of hours each week. 

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition E is a charter amendment. 
Under Proposition E, for. the next 15 years, the City would 
have to spend at least as much for libraries as it did in fiscal 
year 1992-93. The City would also have to use a specific 
percentage of its property tax revenues for a Library Preser
vation Fund. The Fund could only be used to increase 
spending for library operation, services and materials. 

During the term of the Fund, the Library would have to 

Controller's Statement on "En 
City Controller Edward Harrington has issued the following state

ment on the fiscat impact of Proposition E: 

If the proposed charter amendment is adopted, in my opinion, it 
would mandate the current level of spending on library services 
($20.8 million) plus reallocate funds (an additional $13.7 million in 
1994-95) from current city services to expand specific library 
services as set forth in the measure, for a total funding commitment 
of approximately $34 million in 1994-95 wilh escalation factors in 
future years. 

To the extent property tax revenues would be shifted 10 library 
programs, olher current City spending would have to be curtailed 
or new revenues found to support these continuing expenditures 

Between 1994-95 and 2009-10, these dedicated funds would 
grow in two ways: The base $20.8 million would be increased by . 
the general percentage increase in all City appropriations; the 
$13.7 million of additional funding would grow based on the in
crease in assessed values of City properties. 

operate a main library and at least 26 branch libraries, 
including a library for the blind. 

After public hearings, the Library Commission would set 
the hours that the main library and each branch are open. 
From 1995 through 1999, Proposition E specifies the aver· 
age number of hours libraries must be open per week. After 
1999, the Library Commission could change the averago 
number of hours libraries must remain open, after holding 
public hearings and based on a study of needs and th,e 
adequacy of library services. 

A "YES" VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want to establish 
these funding and service requirements for libraries. 

A "NO" VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not want to maKe 
these changes. 

How "En Got on the Ballot 
On March 11, 1994 the Registrar of Voters certified that 

the initiative petition, calling for Proposition E to be placed 
on the ballot, had qualified for the ballot. 

42,503 valid signatures were required to place an initiative 
charter amendment on the ballot. This number is equal to 
10% of the registered voters at the time the petition was first 
filed with the Registrar. 

A random check of the signatures submitted on February 
23, 1994 by the proponents of the inititative petition shClwed 
that more than the required numberof signatures were valid.' 

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE. 
THE FULL TEXT OF PROPOSITION E IS ON PAGE 64. 
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PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E 
San Francisco's neighborhood libraries are in danger of 

closing because politicians are looting library budgets to pay 
for pet projects, robbing our children of safe havens to learn 
and take refuge from increasingly dangerous streets. 

Proposition E will save San Francisco's neighborhood library 
branches. This charter amendment guarantees a small portion of 
the budget goes to keeping our 26 branch libraries open. 

City Hall has ravaged our public library system. For a decade, 
book budgets were slashed, library hours cut and branch closures 
threatened. Demand for library services has increased, but 
resources have diminished. Every year, politicians take money 
from the libraries and make it harder for our children to improve 
themselves and ensure their futures. 

The Charter Amendment is direct democracy. We the citizens 
will set our government's priorities. We say that libraries are a 
priority, and we will not allow libraries - and our children - to 
become victims of the budget process, merely receiving the crumbs 
remaining after the special interests are finished. 

The Library Preservation Fund guarantees: 
• a minimum of 26 neighborhood branches; 
• a dramatic increase in the number of hours for these branches, 

back to 1985/86 levels; 
• money for a respectable book budget; 
• a library for the blind; 
• the main library; 
• much needed services for the children of San Francisco. 
The Library Preservation Fund Charter Amendment Is not 

a tax increase. It simply guarantees that a small portion of the 
budget -less than 2 percent - be spent for libraries. 

Just this much will save branches, buy books and increaSe hours. 
Libraries are more than books, more than buildings - they are the 
glue that holds our society and our neighborhoods together. Vote 
yes on Proposition E. 

Diane Filippi 
Chair, Save San Francisco's Public Libraries 

REBUTTAL TO PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E 

San Francisco neighborhood libraries are in no danger of 
closure. No one in the Office of the Mayor, the city administration 
or on the Board of Supervisors has advocated such a drastic step, 
nor will they. 

The truth is that we have a Library Commission committed to 
keeping neighborhood libraries open through good management, 
and various city departments and the Office of the Mayor have 
developed numerous strategies and plans to enhance the services 
of neighborhood libraries and expand their hours. 

To vote for this proposition will flood the library system with 

unneeded funds which will come from already financially strapped 
departments such as the Health Department, Recreation and Parks, 
and various public safety agencies such as police and fire. 

Do not be misled by language stating that Proposition E is not 
a tax increase. In fact. it is a raid on the general fund with no 
thought for good government or what is best for the city overall. 

Vote NO on Proposition E. 

Frank M. Jordan 
Mayor 

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 E 

I strongly urge a NO vote on Proposition E. 
Put simply, it is bad government. 
It would mandate that a fixed percentage of the general fund be set 

aside each year for libraries. If it passes today, it would double the 
libraries' budget from $17 million to approximately $33 millio~. 

In practical terms this arbitrary and binding dollar increase trans· 
lates into: 

• Closure of eight district police stations and cancellation of plans 
to hire 100 new police offers, OR 

• Elimination of20 percent ofthe city's bus service, including all 
night bus service, OR 

• Elimination of all nine of the city's health centers and elimina
tion of outpatient services at San'Francisco General Hospital, 
OR 

• Eliminate all adult recreation programs offered by the Recrea
tion and Parks Department and eliminating maintenance at 

Golden Gate Park or all neighborhood parks 
Proposition E would force your elected officials to make choices 

that would reduce essential services and safety in the city. No one 
can deny that libraries are important to this city and I am committed 
to keeping all branches' open, and to finding ways to increase 
service. That is a commitment I will keep. 

But, I implore the voters not to tie my hands and the hands of the 
. Board of Supervisors with this fiscally destructive Proposition. 

If this passes, then advocates of the city services such as police 
or parks will put similar measures on the ballot and create budget.· 
ary chaos of unprecedented proportions. 

Pollow common sense. Vote NO on Proposition E. 

Frank M. Jordnn 
Mayor 

REBUTTAL TO OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION E 

Mr. Mayor, the Police Department's budget is almost $200 
million, there are 10 districi stations, and you're going to close 8 if 
Proposition E passes and gives libraries $10 million? You've got a 
thing or two to learn about "good government". 

Adequate police staffing, quality health care, and clean parks are 
important, but so are libraries. It's not enough to promise you'll 
keep them open when you're unwilling to provide sufficient fund
ing for books, librarians and a standard number of hours. 

Since you've been mayor, the library budget has declined over 
$1 million, and you might cut it another $1.7 million. Our busiest 
branches - which used to be open 55 hours per week - are now 
open only 34, others, just 18. 

In 1988, San Prancisco voted overwhelmingly to build a new 
Main Library and renovate branches. In 1990, we voted to renovate 

more branches. Over 13,000 San Pranciscans have contributed 
more than $29 million to complete and enhance those projects. San 
Pranciscans want libraries to be a priority. That's why over 67,500 
voters signed petitions to put Proposition E on the ballot. The 
people are keeping faith with the library. You have not. 

Empty rhetoric won't work, the library budget is headed in the 
wrong direction. Proposition E demands clear priorities and better 
management. The sky won't fall if Proposition E pass",;. It's 
unfortunate and inappropriate to claim otherwise. 

Yes on Proposition E. Guarantee full funding for neighborhood. 
libraries. 

Diane Filippi 
Chair, Save San Prancisco's Public Libraries 

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 IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E 
As Jaw enforcement officials for the City and County of San 

Francisco, we strongly endorse the Library Cbarter Amendment 
It is critical that our youth have alternatives to street life and 

crime. The libraries have always been a key alternative, a safe 
haven from crime and a refuge from drugs. 

When the library budget is cut, so are the hours for neighborhood 
libraries. When library hours are reduced, we deny our kids access 
to the tools of learning and take away ~ attractive alternative to 
gangs and drugs. We believe a strong library system helps prevent 
crime by giving youth a place to go and a place to learn. We don't 
have to throw the book at kids who take refuge in books. Last year 
alone, more than 500,000 youth visited San Francisco's neighbor
hood branch libraries. 

Help combat crime by giving our kids an alternative. Vote yes 
on Proposition E to save the libraries. 

AI Triguero, President SF Police Officers Association 
Arlo Smith, District Attorney 

Kids visit the San Francisco Library system more than 500,000 
times each year. It provides a safe haven for our children - a 
supervised environment where they can grow and learn in their 
after-school hours. 

If we don't pass the Library Preservation Charter Amend
ment, we will lose many of our neighborhood Iibraries_ It'sjust 
that simple_ Let's not take chances with our kids futures. Let's 
guarantee that our libraries remain open, they have useful and 
convenient operating hours, they have books to read and librarians 
to help our children grow. Vote yes on Proposition E - for our 
kids and for San Francisco's future. 

Margaret Brodkin, Coleman Advocates for Children 
Norman Yee, Wu Yee Resource Center 
Midge Wilson, Bay Area Women's Resource Center 
David Tran, Tenderloin Youth Advocates 
Elizabeth VonKolnitz, TNDC Tenderloin After-School Program 
Sebene Selari, TNDC Tenderloin After-School Program 
Orelia Langston, Income Rights Project 
Linnea Klee, Children's Council of San Francisco 

San Francisco's branch libraries are essential to the future of 
our children, our seniors and our neighborboods. The ooly way 
to ensure that libraries remain open is to vote yes on PROPO
SITlONE_ 

As representatives of the neighborhood library branches, we 
support the Charter Amendment for one simple reason: it guaran
tees our Branch Libraries will be open for the next 15 years. It 
mandates 26 branches - not inaccessible, understaffed "reading 
centers" but fully functioning libraries in every neighborhood. That 
means more books, accessible hours and full-time librarians. 

The Charter Amendment also enables branch representatives -
in every neighborhood - to participate in decisions affecting their 
neighborhood library, such as what hours would best serve each 
neighborhood. Vote Yes on Prop E. Save the branches and help 
ensure a bright future for our children and our neighborhoods. 

Liesel Aron, Anza Branch 
Larry Ware, Miriam Pavis, Bayview Branch 
Ellen Egbert, Lisa Kaborycha, Bernal Heights Branch 
Jade Snow Wong, Chinatown Branch 
Joe Rosenthal, David Axel, Eureka Valley/Harvey Milk 

Memorial Branch 
Joe Sugg, Excelsior Branch 
Maggie McCall, Ruth Brush, Marina Branch 
Ann Anderson, Merced Branch 
Mario Chang, Hilda Bernstein, Mission Branch 
Miriam Blaustein, Andrew Grimstad, Noe Valley Branch 
Sue Cauthen, Nan McGuire, North Beach Branch 
Margaret Coughlin, Ortega Branch 
Rachel Ellis, Park Branch 
Carol Adee, Karen Bovelander, Parkside Branch 
Daniel Harper, Portola Branch 
Richard Millet, Potrero Branch 
Marcia Popper, Presidio Branch 
Linda Ackerman, Richmond Branch 
Barbara Berman, Diane Budd, Sunset Branch 
Kathleen Richards, Vincent Chao, Visitacion Valley Branch 
Bud Wilson, West Portal Branch 
Donald Ray Young, Martha Thibodeaux, Western Addition 

Branch 
Carol Steiman, Susan Tauber, Glen Park Reading Center' 
Roberta Ruizz, Golden Gate Reading Center' 
Ella Driscoll, Ingleside Reading Center' 
Heather Bricklin"Oceanview Reading Center'" 

'Reading Centers will become libraries again after Proposition E 
passes! 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion 01 the authors and hava not been checked lor accuracy by any official agency_ 
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PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E 
':, 

As fonner Library Commissioners, we've witnessed the devas-
. tation of San Francisco's library system first-band. In recent 
years,libraries have been the big loser in the city's budget wars. 
Reduced and unaccessible hours, meager book budgets and insuf
ficient staffing now characterize our city's branch libraries. 

It is our collective opinion that the only way to save our .failing 
library system is to support the Charter Amendment. By allocating just 
a tiny per\,~ntage of the city's annual budget (1.5%) to library funding, 
we all can be assured that San Franciscans will enjoy the quality library 
system we deserve. Branches wi II remain open, shelves will be stocked 
with books and librarians will be there to help. 

Fund the libraries. keep the branches open and invest in San 
Francisco's future. Let's not close one of the best tools we have for 
educating our children. Vote yes on Proposition E, the only 
option to save San Francisco's libraries. 

Former Library Commissioners: 
Ed Bransten 
Raye Richardson 
Dale Carlson 
Jean Kalil 
Edward CallallQIl 
Steve Coulter 
Marjorie. Slern 
Mary Louise Slong ... 
Virginia, Gee ,\' 
Ken Romines 

, .~ 

. " 

" 

. ' .. 
, 

The Library for the Blind is a special and unique facility, It 
fills a vital need in the lives of hundreds of visually impaired San 
Franciscans and it absolutely must be preserved. Without this 
valuable resource, we would not have easy access to the Braille and 
Talking Book reading materials and special facilities that many of 
.us depend on every day. 

With Proposition E, the future of the Library facility for the Blind 
is guaranteed. Please vote yes on Prop E - for all of us who 
depend on our libraries, 

Dr. Rose Resnick 
Rudy Mellolle 

Library for the Blind 

As senior citizens, we snpport the Charter Amendment to 
save one of this city's most important treasures - our branch 
libraries, Branch libraries are valuable to all San Franciscans but 
serve a special need in the lives of many seniors, who use them 
every day. Convenient and well-located, our branches are commu· 
nity Centers as well as safe havens for learning. 

Passage of Proposition E will keep our neighborhood libraries 
open without raising taxes. That is essential to those of us on fixed 
incomes. Proposition E will guarantee that our libraries will have 
the newspapers and magazines we cannot afford to buy. as well as 
the books we all love. 

Our library system cannot survive further cutbacks. Save our 
branch libraries - Vote Yes on Prop E! 

Thelma Faltus 
Barbara Elias-Baker, Senior Action Network 
Joe Lacey, Old St. Mary's Housing Committee 
Faye Lacey, Senior Action Network 
Rod Rodrigues 
Landis Whistler, The Neighborhoods Together 
Tatiana Lorber, 
Gerda Fiske 
Jeremiah Sullivan 
Robert Pender, Park Merced Resident's Organization 
Jack Coli, Retired Librarian . . . 

The last three mayors have threatened to close neighborhood 
libraries and cut the library budget for nearly a decade. 

Proposition E will keep 26 neighborhood libraries open and 
adequately fund the entire system. 

Vote Yes on E, 

Joel Ventresca 
Budget and Policy Analyst 

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 IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E 

As supervisor and former president of the San Francisco Unified 
School Board, I recognize the necessity of San Francisco's branch 
libraries for neighborhoods and our youth. 

Branch libraries must remain as an alternative to the street for 
children. If the branches close where will they go? 

As a legislator, I am supporting the charter amendment because 
I know we will lose libraries if Proposition E fails. 

Proposition E is direct democracy and sets a priority for our city. 
VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION E! 

Supervisor Bill Maher 

Nothing is morc important to the education of our children, and 
the quality of life in our city, than our public library system. 

Unfortunately, the mayor has imposed budget cuts that will result 
in most neighborhood branch libraries being closed and our beau
tiful new main library never being fully stocked and staffed. 

I wish Proposition E wasn't necessary. But it is. 
Proposition E will save OUf libraries - without tax increases. 
Please join me in voting YES on E. 

Carole Migden 
Supervisor 

We are two branch librarians writing to express our personal 
viewpoint on Proposition E. 

San Franciscans have become pretty cynical about city govern
ment. We're promised the moon and we get Peoria. Can't they do 
anything right? 

But a city can run a public library. Really well. For about what 
it would cost each resident to buy two hardback books per year, 
you have access to billions of words on every conceivable topic. 

If this proposal passes, San Francisco will have a great library 
system. World class, just like its home. Branches open when you 
expect them to be open. Full of new books for you and your children 
to read. Compact discs and cassette tapes to listen to. Videos to 
watch. With friendly, professional staff to help you find it all. Free 
of charge to any resident. 

Please vote yes on Proposition E to give us the resources we need 
to serve you well. 

Laura Lent 
Blaine Waterman 

Save our Neighborhoods 
Save our Children's Futures 
Save our Branch Libraries 
VOTEYESONE 

Bernal Library Committee 
Excelsior Library Committee 
Merced Library Committee 

Guaranteed full-service Branch Libraries, no closures, reasonable 
open hours, upgrading of "Reading Centers", and Books, Books, 
Books: that's what our 26 Branch Library Support Groups say you 
want. and that's what this amendment will provide - for 15 years. 

Library TNT (The Neighborhoods Together) 

As public school administrators we are very concerned about the 
future of our neighborhood libraries. Many of us in the public school 
system have relied heavily on the public libraries in recent years since 
our school library budgets have been drastically reduced. 

Proposition E will guarantee 26 open branch libraries with cur
rent book budgets. qualified librarians and convenient weekend and 
evening hours. 

These branches are an important tool in educating our youth. 
Public school administrators say YES on Proposition E and urge 

you to also vote YES on E. 

United Administrators of San Francisco 

San Francisco Tomorrow urges Vote YES on E. Libraries are 
one of the mainstays of civilization. The Neighborhood Branch 
system serves the elderly, children and the poor. Save them before 
it is too late. 

San Francisco Tomorrow 

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 IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E 
As a former Human Rights Commissioner who spoke out against 

the Mayor's position on human rights and immigration issues, I 
Uliderstand personally the frustration Library Commissioners, past 
and present, must feel when trying to balance the needs of the 
community against the political will of the Mayor. 

Proposition E is a positive expression of udirect democracy." 
Nearly 70,000 San Franciscans from every neighborhood, commu
nity and background felt that people, not politics should prevail on 
the question of preserving our cherished neighborhood branch 
library system. 

As a candidate this November for the San Francisco Community 
College Board, I understand the usefulness of libraries as a local 
extension of the learning process. Please join me in voting yes on 
Proposition E! 

Lawrence Wong 
Candidate, San Francisco Community College Board 

. . , 
As former mayors of San Francisco, we understand the need 

for a fully· functioning library system with open, accessible 
branches, full-time librarians and an adequate book budget. It 
is essential to maintain the quality of life that San· Franciscans 
deserve. . '. ' .. 

Proposition E, the Library Charter Amendment is not a tax 
increase. It is a reallocation of existing city funds that will require 
tighter fiscal management and better priorities from city leaders. 

Branches will be open on the weekends with corivenient hours 
for the people of every neighborhood. The book budget will be 
restored. Proposition E will also provide enough funding for the 
new Main Library to be open seven days a week. 

San Francisco is a world-class city and libraries are a key com
ponent of that greatness. If we're to successfully compete into the 
21st century, our libraries are an essential tool. 

Restore San Francisco's public libraries and vote YES on 
Proposition E. 

Former Mayor Art Agnos 
Former Mayor Joe Alioto 

As a former San Francisco Library Commissioner, it is difficult 
to watch the declining state of our library system. A branch with 
inadequate books, no librarian and minimal hours is not a true 
neighborhood library. A Main Library that has its stacks half-filled 
is not a true Main Library. 

Proposition E will stop the deterioration of our library system by 
allocating money for 26 Branch Libraries and adequate funding for 
the overall book budget. It will restore funds to keep branches ol'on at 
least as many hours as they were back in 1985. Proposition E would 
require less than 1.5% of the City's budget to be spent on libraries. 

A YES vote on Proposition E will restore our neighborhood 
libraries to normal hours of operation. It means that our children 
will be able to enter the world of imagination, wonder, and learning 
that libraries offer. It means you will have a better chance to 
succeed in a future governed by the world of information. lnat is 
why I have endorsed the Library Preservation Fund Charter 
Amendment: because a healthy, thriving public library system is 

, essential for our City's future. 
I u~ge you to vote YES on Proposition E! 

Congresswoman Nancy Pelosi 

The business community believes that a strong library system 
is essential for a vibrant, growing city economy. 

Nothing is more important than keeping our families and 
economic base here in the city. A city without libraries is simply 
not an acceptable place to live. Existing businesses will leave 
San Francisco, and new businesses will not locate here. Jobs 
will be lost. 

Proposition E will save San Francisco's Libraries without rais
ing taxes. By allocating only 1.5% of existing city revenues to 
Library funding we will be guaranteed 26 branches, full-time 
librarians, convenient hours and a decent book budget. Money 
spent on books and libraries is not an expense but an investment in 
our city's economic well-being. It is an investment in the next 
generation of working Americans. They are the backbone of our 
economic future. Vote YES on Proposition E. 

Charles Moore, McGuire Real Estate 
Angelo Quaranta, Allegro 
Leonila Ramirez. Don Ramons 
Theodore Seton 

Argumenta printed on this page are the opinion of the euthors and have not been checked for accuracy by any offi<:lal agency. 
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PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E 

The San Francisco Democratic Party supports neighborhood 
branch libraries. We urge you 10 vote YES on Proposition E so 
that we can keep the city's neighborhood branch libraries open 
for all San Franciscans to utilize and enjoy. 

Democrats have long supported the public library system and we 
believe that it is an institution to be cherished and protected. 
Proposition E will do just that. It is a charter amendment that will 
ensure full staffing and full-time hours, so that children. seniors and 
working people will find their neighborhood branches accessible. 

Even during the worst of the Great Depression of the 193Os, 
President FrankIln Roosevelt managed to keep libraries open 
seven days a week. The Democratic Party of the 1990' s is convinced 
that the same community values and commitment exists today. 

Please join the Democratic Party in voting YES on Proposi
tion E, 

Supervisor Carole Migden, Chair, SF Democratic Party 
Assembly Speaker Willie Brown 
Assembly Member John Burton 
Central Committee Members: 

Jeanna Haney 
Marie Plazewski 
Rev. Arnold Townsend 
Peter Gabel 
Vivian Wiley 
Alexa Smith 
Karen Fitzgerald 
Patrick Fitzgerald 
Eddie Chin 
Lulu Carter 
Leslie Katz 
Matthew Rothschild 
Natalie Berg 
Caitlin Cunin 
Claire Zvanski 
Maria Martinez 
Mike Basia 
Mary lohnson 
Elaine Collins-McBride 
Ronald Colthirst 

Libraries are supported by every community in San Fran
cisco. All San Franciscans have a stake in their future. Whether it's 
the Eureka Valley/Harvey Milk branch library in the Castro, 
Noe Valley, Bernal Heights, Glen Park, Potrero Hill or the Library 
for the Blind, Gay and Lesbian San Franciscans, like most resi
dents, want the neighborhood branches to remain open. 

Our community contributed significantly to the new Main 
Library which will have a Gay/Lesbian Historical Center - the 
first of its kind in the nation. Without adequate funding, however. 
its doors may never open and the Milk branch library will close. 

In order to secure the future of our library system, we must pass 
Prop E. It will not raise taxes. and the percentage of the budget set 
aside for libraries (1.5%) is small compared to the price we will all 
pay for a city deprived of neighborhood libraries. 

Gay and Lesbian community leaders say vote YES on Prop
osition E. 

Jim Rivaldo 
AI Baum 
Chuck Forester 
Tanya Neiman 
Tom Ammiano 
Lawrence Wong 
Leslie Katz 
Roberto Esteves 
Del Martin 
Phyllis Lyon 
Dorrwin Buck Jones 
Jim Haas 
Bill Walker 
Tim Wolf red 
Mike Housh 
Rick Pacurar 
Matthew Rothschild 
Jim Hormel 
Ray Mulligan 
Mark Leno 
Kevin McCarthy 
Carole Cullum 
Ken Foote 
Robert Barnes 

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

As educators, we are committed to providing quality education 
to all the children and youth of San Francisco. The City's library 
system has always been a cornerstone of quality education. In the 

., , J 

last decade, our schools have suffered severe cutbacks, forcing us 
to rely heavily on branch libraries as a source of educational 
materials for our kids. 

A "Closed" sign on a library door is a blockade on the path to 
opportunity and learning. We simply cannot deny our kids ih~ 
chance to learn and to obtain the skills they will need for a 
successful future. For the sake of education in San Francisco -
for the salke of our children - vote yes on Prop E, 

Evan Dobelle, Chancellor, San Francisco Community College 
Joan-Marie Shelley, President, United Educators of San 

Francisco 
Dr. Leland Yee, President, SF Board of Education 
Tom Ammiano, SF Board of Education 
Dr. Dan Kelly, SF Board of Education 
Dr. CarlOIa del Portillo, SF Board of Education. 
Steve Phillips, SF Board of Education 
Jill Wynns, SF Board of Education 
Maria Monet, President, SF Community College Board 
Dr. Tim Wolfred, SF Community College Board 
Bob Burton, SF Community College Board 
Mabel Teng, SF Community College Board 
Rodel Rodis, SF Community College Board 

Good Government Provides Good Libraries! 
Good government ensures that taxpayers get the city services 

they pay for! Good government means clean streets. safe schools 
and open, well-stocked libraries in all neighborhoods for all citi
zens. Good government works to find well thought ou! solutions 
to tough problems. 

Good government does not layoff loyal and skilled employees, 
then contract out their jobs, paying lower salaries with no benefits! 
Good government does not mistake volunteers for experienced 
professionals. 

Good Government preserves democratic institutions like neigh
borhood branch libraries. In fact, good government is impossible 
without good libraries. We support good government, We'sup
port Proposition E! 

John Lazarus, President, Friends of the Library 
Jane Winslow, Executive Director. Frie~ds of the Library 
Ronald Cole, DDS 
Ellen Huppert 

As elected officials in the city and county of San Francisco, 
we urge you to vote yes on Proposition E. We believe this is Ithe 
best chance we have to keep the city's neighborhood library 
branches open for our children, seniors and aU of us who .. ely 
on this essential resource. 

We agree that libraries are an essential part of San Francisco. 
We're not a world-class city without them. They help educate our 
children and give them a safe place to go after school and on 
weekends. They offer our senior citizens a place to meet and 
socialize, as well as engage in lifelong learning. Libraries are" key 
resource that businesses use when assessing whether to locate here, 
or stay here. 

Unfortunately, today's budget realities require tough choices. 
Important programs cannot always receive the funding they need. 
The political process often leaves losers. 

San Francisco's neighborhood branch libraries a,'O 100 
important to risk becoming losers in this process. That is why 
we support the Charter Amendment and urge you to vote yes on 
Proposition E. By doing so, you guarantee that the library branches 
will remain open, they will have accessible hours, their shelves will 
be well-stocked with books and periodicals, and librarians will be 
there to help you and your children learn . 
. Proposition E will not raise taxes. It merely guaranlf!eS that 
a portion of the budget goes 10 funding the libraries. A small 
amount -less than 2% - is all that's needed to k"ep our 
libraries open and available to us all. 

It's a small price to pay for something so important. So join 
us in voting Yes on Proposition E. 

Supervisor Angela Alioto 
Supervisor Kevin Shelley 
Supervisor Susan Leal 
Supervisor Bill Maher 
BART Director Michael Bernick 

Argumenta 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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Library Fund 

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E 
We who spend our lives working in the community know that 

neighborhood libraries are more thanjust buildings with books 
and desks. They are part of the fabric of San Francisco society 
- a vital part that we simply cannot afford to watch slip away. 

PROPOSITION E gives the voters of San Francisco an oppor· 
tunity to stop the decline of our library system and fund the 26 
branch libraries for the next 15 years. That means OUT libraries no 
longer will be the victim of political power struggles. 

Libraries will no longer be funded by the remaining scraps of the 
budget process, which would ensure the closure of neighborhood 
branches. PROP E guarantees that a set of percentage of the city's 
annual budget will go to the libraries. It lets us decide what's 
important for San Francisco. 

As community leaden and neighborhood activists, we think 
that PROPOSITION E is the City's last chance to save our 
libraries, It certainly is a key step 10 take if we're to accomplish 
many goals we care about: give kids an alternative to crime and 
drugs; provide seniors with a quality community experience and 
ensure an urban climate good enough for all of San Francisco's 
unique and special neighborhoods. 

Vote YES on Proposition E. 

Gordon Chin, Director, Chinatown Resource Center 
Lorraine Lucas. Chair, League of SF Neighborhoods 
Mitchell Omerberg, Chair, Affordable Housing Alliance 
Enola Maxwell, Direclor, Potrero Hill Neighborhood House 
Jane Morrison, Social Services Commissioner 
Polly Marshall, Rent Board Commissioner 
LeeAnn Hanna Prifti, President, Diamond HgtsCommunity 

Assn. 
Jaen Graf, Mercy Charilies 
Ruth Passen 
Bernie Choden 
PelerMel.ey 
lean-Louise Thacher 
Ann Willer-Gillelle 
Sue Hestor 
Calvin Welch 
Rene Cazenave 
David Spero 
Brad Paul 
Kelly Cullen 
Ruth Asawa 
Joe 0' Donoghue 

Every community in San Francisco has a vested interest in 
the future of our libraries. The City's 26 branches are a valuable 
outlet for accessible information. They contain knowledge about 
the lives and traditions of all people and are invaluable to our 
children's education and quality of life. 

Neighborhood branches are in many ways community cen· 
ters that provide a safe place for our children, friends and 
seniors to meet and to learn. Branches are sensitive to the needs 
of the communities and cultures of this city and we simply cannot 
afford to lose them. The loss of a neighborhood branch library 
represents lost opportunity and lost hope. 

We are supporting Proposition E because it is the only way to 
save something that we believe must fully operate if San Francisco 
is to remain the city we know and love. 

San Francisco can't afford to lose its libraries. Vote Yes on 
Proposition E. 

Harold ree 
Dr. Ahimsa Sumchai 
Claudine Cheng 
Antonio Salazar-Hobson 
Gene Coleman 
Mauricio Vela 
Dr. Arthur Coleman 
Renee Dorsey-Coleman 
Sabrina Saunders 
Leroy Looper 
Clifford Lee 
Lawrence Wong 
William IAnier 
Ronald Colthirst 

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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Library Fund 

j)AID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E 
Once upon a time, a magnificent city by a· bay enjoyed fine 

libraries. Neighborhood branches were chock full of wonderful 
'new books, staffed by kindly librarians, and open seven glorious 
days a week. The good citizens of the city approved tax increases 
to build new libraries and expand old ones, and they generously 
gave for new furniture and bookshelves. 

But the beautiful city was ruled by acoldhearted king who cut library 
funding. Soon, branches were open just a few hours each week. They 
didn't have as many books, and librarians were banished. 

"We want to go to the library!" the children cried. "Not today," 
replied the unhappy parents. "The library isn't open in the after
noon anymore." 

The people protested, "This isn't fair. We want more books. We 
want neighborhood branches open longer, the way they used to be. 
We want our children to have a safe place to learn." The people 

.sent the king petitions with thousands of signatures, pleading for 
better library service. 

"No way," the king proclaimed. "I'll close police stations if you 
vote for better libraries. I'll punish the poor by closing hospitals 
and clinics. I'll stop planting flowers in the park." 

This made the children very sad. "Why is the king so mean?" 
they asked. 

The people were very angry. They defied the tyrannical king and 
approved more funding for libraries. 

The following year, the people dethroned the King. 
Yes on E. 

Barbara Berman 
Writer 

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

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION E 

Business leaders share with the community an appreciation of the 
importance of libraries to the quality of life in our neighborhoods. 
In fact, the San Francisco business community has contributed 
many millions of dollars to the Main Campaign and are closely 
involved in the planning of the new library. 

But library funding, like other city services, is the responsibility of 
our elected officials. Citizens who care deeply about libraries should 
urge the Mayor and Board of Supervisors to provide adequate funding 
to keep branches open, fully stocked and fully staffed. They can do it 
- they don't need a Charter amendment to take action now. 

Last November, you - the voters of San Francisco - gave'the 
city a mandate to reform and simplify the Charter. Managing the 
city through Charter amendments is bad government. Entitle
ments and set asides constrain the city's fiscal flexibility and tie the 
hands of government so that your elected representatives can no 
longer be accountable for doing their job of running the city. 

The Charter is already too complex and unwieldy. 
Vote NO on Proposition E, 

G. Rhea Serpan, President & CEO 
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 

SPUR suppons libraries. SPUR is San Francisco's citizens' organi
zation for good government. OUf libraries are one of San Francisco's 
important public services. Our libraries have been shortchanged. But 
in these difficult times, so have all other city public services. Proposi
tion E would guarantee money for libraries - by raking it away from 
other vital city programs. 

The additional money which Proposition E would give to librar
ies could force cuts in Muni bus lines. Or health centers. Or senior 
services. 

Would you like to vote to cut Muni buses, or health care, or senior 
services? We elect a Mayor and Supervisors to make those hard 
decisions. Guaranteeing one program's money in the City Charter, 
leaves Jess money to divide among other important programs. 

OUf libraries need more money. But guaranteeing it to them in 
the City Charter is bad government. Library budgets must be set 
by city legislators and managers, responding from year to year to 
all of San Francisco's changing needs. Like the U.S. Constitution, 
the Charter should be San Francisco's broad statement of purpose 
and outline of government, not a catalog of administrative detail. 
Times change. Needs change. The City Charter is inflexible and 
hard to change. Proposition E sends us in the wrong direction. 
VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION E. 

SPUR: San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association 

This further intrusion on the ability of the Mayor and Board of 
Supervisors to govem the city will create yet another special fund and 
siphon apprQximately $14,400,000 per year from property tax revenue 
of the City and County. We all love our libraries, but it is the height 
of fiscal imprudence to place the General Fund in a straigh~acket by 
inserting management details in the Charter. The library's annual 
appropriation is approximately $20,000,000. This would increase that 
appropriation by 70 percent! It would divert money from such depart
ments as police, fire, health and recreation and parks. Proposition E 
also includes micro-management details such as operating no less than 
26 branch libraries, plus a main library and a library for the blind, and 
imbeds in the Charter a requirement of one or more public hearings at 
each branch library and the main library for determining each branch's 
operating hours. It makes the Library Commission establish 1986-
1987 hours and prohibits changing those hours for at least five years. 
One asks why the E doesn't simply abolish the Library Commission. 
In fact, the Board of Supervisors and Mayor could as well be elimi
nated from any process respecting library operations. One could 
always also ask why departments other than the library shouldn't pos
sess a dedicated portion of property tax revenue. Why shouldn't the 
Police Departmen~ Fire Department, Health Department, Recreation 
and Parks Department, Department of Public Works also take a per
centage of the property tax BEFORE it reaches the General Fund? 
Therein lies the vice of "quick fixes" which use sacred subjects like 
the library without thinking of long term financial consequences. 

Vote no on Proposition E. It's not the way to manage a City. 

San Francisco Taxpayers Association 
Quentin L Kopp 

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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Employment after Retirement 
PROPOSITION F 

Shall retired City employees, who have special skills or knowledge, be allowed to 
return to work for the City for no more than 120 days or 960 hours each year and 
'c~ntlnue t'! receive retirement benefits while working? 

YES 
NO • -

Analysis 
by Baliot Simplification Committee 

THE WAY IT IS NOW: Under the Charter, most retired City 
employees may not work for the City again. Some retired 
City employees may work for the City again, but can not 
receive retirement benefits while working. Retired teachers 
may have consulting contracts' wnh the School District or 
Community College District and still receive their retirement 

" benefits. 

THE PROPOSAL: Proposnion F is a charter amendment that 
would allow all retired City employees to work for the City, 
when their special skills or knowledge are required. These 
employees could not work for more than 120 days or 960 

Controller'S Statement on "F" 
City Controller Edward Harrington has issued the following 

statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition F: 

The proposed amendment would allow the City to hire 
retired employees with special skills for a limited period of 
time. If the retired employees are used in lieu of either hiring 
additional permanent employees or paying overtime to exist
ing employees, in my opinion, there could be savings in an 
indeterminate, but probably not significant, amount. 

hours per year. They would continue to receive retirement 
benefits while working, but these benefits would not be 
increased by this work. These retired City employees .~ould 
not replace permanent civil service employees. 

A "YES" VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want to allow 
retired City employees to work for the City wnhout suspend
ing their retirement benefits. 

A "NO" VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not want te. make 
this change. 

How Supervisors Voted on "F" 
On February 14, 1994 the Board of Supervisors voled 9-0 

to place Proposition F on the ballot. 
The Supervisors voted as follows: 

YES: Supervisors Ali.oto, Bierman, Hallinan, Hsieh, 
Kaufman, Kennedy, Maher, Migden and Shelley. 

NO: None of the Supervisors present voted no. 

ABSENT: Conroy and Leal. 

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGIE. 
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Employment after Retirement 

PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION F 
We urge a YES vote on Proposition F to help the City reduce 

its personnel costs. 
The City Charter currently prohibits the City from bringing most 

retired City employees back to work, even if doing so could save 
money. 

Proposition F would allow retired employees to work part-time 
up to 960 hours per year to perConn work that would otherwise 
be done by employees being paid OVERTIME. 

Retired employees can be paid at the lower salary range for City 
jobs, and there would be no health or retirement costs associated with 
this work. That means Proposition F would make It possible for 
retired employees to fill jobs temporarily to save the City money. 

Proposition F could also encourage cost savings for the City by 
providing an incentive to existing employees to retire and work a 
significantly reduced work schedule. 

Some 70% ofthe City's $1.6 billion general fund budget is spent 
on personnel. Reducing the cost of government requires finding 
creative ways to reduce personnel costs. Proposition F can signif
IcanUy reduce the cost of salaries, overtime and benefits paid 
by the City. 

We urge you to vote for refonn to City government. Vote YES 
on Proposition F. 

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors. 

REBUTTAL TO PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION F 

SAN FRANCISCO ALREADY HAS PART -TIME TEMPO
RARY CIVIL SERVICE EMPLOYEES - PROPOSITION F 
WILL SAVE THE CITY NOTHING. 

Proposition F will cost the taxpayers of San Francisco money. 
Most retired City civil service employees with all their years of 
service would earn much higher salaries than regular part-time and 
temporary civil service employees. 

With the City's high unemployment rate, why doesn't San Fran
cisco hire more part-time and temporary employees? Why should 
retired civil service employees, making high salaries, take job 
opportunities away from individuals in need of work? 

Measure F, as proposed, would increase City expenditure, take 
job opportunities away from people, and allow the City to hire 
high-priced City employees. Many of the jobs under Measure F 
would be political patronage positions. 

Proposition F is a mere fiction. This measure makes no sense. 
Measure F, if implemented, would be very expensive and would 
not provide any new job opportunities. 

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION F. 

San Franciscans Against "Freeloading" 
Max Woods 

Past Republican Central Committeeman 
Alexa Smith 

Democratic Central Committee Member 
Robert Silvestri 

Republican County Committeeman 
Terence Faulkner 

Past San Francisco Republican Party Chairman 
Ramona Albright 

President Twin Peaks Council 
Andrew de la Rosa 

Democratic Central Committee Candidate 
Karen Fitzgerald 

Democratic Central Committeewoman 
Ilene Hernandez 

Democratic Centra1 Committee Candidate 
Arlo Hale Smith 

Past President BART Board 

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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Employment after Retirement 

OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION F 
., 

"F" IS FOR "FREE-LOADING"! 
Proposition "F' is a corrupt proposal that could have been penned 

by the.!ate Mayor Eugene Schmitz and Boss Reuf! 
The Sari'F~ancisco Charter quite properly bars employees from 

collecting both a paycheck and retirement. 
Proposition "F' would elminate this protection for the public 

treasury and allow retired City employees to go back to work while 
still collecting their retirement checks. 

What a bonanza for the favored friends of the politicians at City 
Hall. Two checks for one job! 

But are you surprised! 
This measure w"!' put on the ballot by the same Supervisors who' 

have raised taxes for small businesses, overseen vast increases in 
sewer services charges, and proposed hundreds of millions of 
dollars of new bonds at a time when the City is running an operating 

deficit of over $100 million. 
Say "NO" to double-dipping! 
Say "No" to free-loading by friends of the City Hall politicians! 
Say "No" to Proposition "P ," 

San Franciscans Against "Free-Loading 
Arlo Hale Smith 

Past BART Board President 
Terence Faulkner 

Past San Francisco Republican County Chairman 
Alexa Smith 

Democratic Central Committee Member 
Max Woods 

Past Republican Committeeman 

REBUTTAL TO OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION F 

VOTE YES ON PROPOSmON F TO REDUCE THE CITY'S 
PERSONNEL COSTS. 

The City Charter's ancient and arbitrary prohibition against 
people working after retirement may have served some useful 
purpose early in the Century, but in 1994 it is not in the best interest 
of a well-run organization. 

To help the City reduce its labor costs, Proposition F would allow 
Departments to have qualified retired people do work that can be 
performed at lower cost than using permanent employees. Retired 
employees could not work full time. The fact is they could only 
work up to 960 hours a year. 

Every employee who returned to work under Proposition Fwould 

be required to apply and be interviewed under personnel rules. 
Department heads would not have the,power to choose to return 
friends to work. 

What real difference does it make if a retired person "an return 
to work on a limited basis if this system can save the City a 
substantial sum of money? 

Please vote to modernize the City Charter and give the City a 
much needed tool to reduce costs. 

Please vote YES on Proposition F. 

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors 

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

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION F 
I sponsored Proposition F because it will help reduce city gov

ernment's labor costs. 
Proposition F will allow the City to hire back retired employees 

for part-time work that would otherwise require expensive over
time to be paid. 

Proposition F will save money. so that more money is available 
for the services we really need. 

Proposition F will save San Francisco money. City depanments 
could hire experienced retired employees for overtime work or to 
fill temporary positions. The pay would be at the bottom of the 
salary range. This would save money and employ qualified people. 
Efficiencies like these are needed for tax payers to receive maxi
mum service for minimum cost from city government. Vote YES 
on Proposition F. 

Proposition F is the kind of sensible refoom we need more of in 
City Hall. 

Please join me in voting YES on F. 

Carole Migden 
Supervisor 

Frank Jordan 
Mayor 

No Paid Arguments Were Submitted Against Proposition F 

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 F 

Describing and setting forth a proposal to the 
qualified electors of the City and County of San 
Francisco by amending Sections 8.511, 8.559-
13. 8.585-13. 8.586·13 and 8.588-13 thereof. 
regarding employment after retirement for 
retired persons. 

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 June 7. 1994. a 
proposal to amend the Charter of said City and 
County by amending Sections 8.511. 8.559·13. 
8.585-13.8.586-13 and 8.588·13 thereof. to read 
as follows: 
NOTE: Additions or substitutions are indicated 

by bold face type; deletions are indi~ 
cated by stFilte But t, pe. 

8.511 Pensions of Retired Persons 
(a) Except as provided in subsection (c) of this 

section. no person retired for servict!ordisability, 
and in receipt of a retirement allowance under the 
retirement system. shall serve in any elective or 
appointive position in the city and county ser· 
vice. including membership' on boards and com~ 
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missions, nor shall such persons receive any pay· 
ment for service rendered to the city and county 
after retirement. provided that service as an eJec~ 
tion officer or juror, or in the preparation for or 
the giving of testimony as an expert witness for 
or on behalf of the City and County of San 
Francisco before any court or legislative or 
administrative body. shall not be affected by this 
section or by Section 8.509. Section 8.546 or 
Section 8.58 t of the charter. 

(b) Should any retired person, except persons 
retired for service prior to January 8, 1932. and 
persons retired because of disability incurred in 
the performance of duty, engage in a gainful 
occupation prior to auaining the age of 62, the 
retirement board shall-reduce that part of his/her 
monthly pension or retirement allowance which 
is provided by contributions of the city and 
county, to an amount which, when added to the 
amount earned monthly by himlher in such occu~ 
pation. shall not exceed the compensation on the 
basis of which his/her pension or retirement 
allowance was determined. 

(c) Limited employment in positions requir-

ing special skills or knowledge: 
(1) A retired person, who is a certificated 

employee. may enter into a consultancy contract 
with the San Francisco Unified School District 
or the San Francisco Community College Dis· 
trict to the extent authorized by state law. Not
withstanding any other provisions of this charter 
to the contrary. a certificated employee who 
enters into such a consultancy contract shall not 
be reinstated as a member of the retirement sys
tem. No deduction shall be made from his or her 
compensation as contributions to the retirement 
system. and his or her retirement allowance shall 
not be terminated or suspended. 

(2) A retired person may be employed In a 
position other than a certificated position, re· 
Quiring special skills or knowledge, Cor not to 
exceed 120 working days or 960 houl'Sy which· 
ever is greater, in anyone fiscal year and may 
be paid ror that el\)ployment. That employ
ment shall not operate to reinstate tbe person 
as a member of the retirement system or to 
terminate or suspend tbe member's retire· 
ment allowance, and no deductions shaD be 

(Continued on next page) 



LEGAL TEXT OF PROPOSITION F (Continued) 

made from his or ber salary as contributions 
to the retirement sys~m. Furthermore, this 
employment shaD not replace 8 permanent 
clvll service employee. 
8.559-13 Limitation on Employment During Re· 
tirement 

Except as otherwise provided In section 
8.511 or this charter, uNo person retired as a 
member under Section 8.559 for service or dis
ability and entitled to receive a retirement allow
ance under the retirement system shall serve in 
any elective or appointive position in the city and 
county service. including membership on boards 
and comnussions. nor shall such person receive 
any payment for service rendered to the city and 
county after retirement. provided that service as 
an election officer or juror. or in the preparation 
for, or the giving of, testimony as an expert 
witness for or on behalf of the City and County 
of San Francisco before any court or legislative 
body shall not be affected by this section. 
8.585-13 Limitation on Employment During 
Retirement 

Except as otherwise provided In section 
8.511 or this charter, uNo person retired as a 
member under Section 8.585 for service or dis
ability and entitled to receive a retirement allow
ance under the retirement system shall serve in 
any eJective or appointive position in the city and 
county service. including membership on boards 
and commissions. nor shall such person receive 
any payment for service rendered to the city and 
county after retirement, provided that service as 
an election officer or juror, or in the preparation 
for, or the giving of, testimony as an expert 
witness for or on behalf of the City and County 
of San Francisco before any court or legislative 
body shall not be affected by this section. 
8.586-13 Limitation on Employment During 
Retirement 

<a) Except as provided in Section 8.511 or this 
charter and in Subsection (b) of this section, no 
person retired as a member under Section 8.586 
for service or disability and entitled to receive a 
retirement allowance under the retirement sys
tem shall be employed in any capacity by the city 
and county. nor shall such person receive any 
payment for services rendered to the city and 
county after retirement I 

(b)(I) Service as an election officer or juror. or 
in the preparation for or giving testimony as an 

expert witness for or on behalf of the city and 
county before any court or legislative body shall 
be affected by the provisions of Subsection <a) of 
this section. 

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

(3) If such retired person is elected or 
appointed to a position or office which subjects 
himlher to membership in the retirement system 
under Section 8.586, he/she shall re-enter mem
bership under Section 8.586 and hislher retire
ment allowance shall be cancelled immediately 
upon such re-entry. The provisions of Subsection 
(a) shall not prevent such person from receiving 
the compensation for such position or office. The 
rate of contribution of such member shall be the 
same as that for other members under Section 
8.586. Such member's individual account shall 
be credired with an amount which is the actuarial 
equivalent of hislher 'annuity at the time of 
his/ber re-entry, but the amount thereof shall not 
exceed the amount of his/ber accumulated con
tributions at the'time ofhislher retirement. Such 
member shall also receive credit for hislher ser
vice as it was' at the time of hislher retirement. 
. (c) Notwithstanding any provision ofthis char· 

ter to the contrary, should any person retired for 
disability engage in a gainful occupation prior to 
attaining the age of 55 years, the retirement board 
shall reduce that part of his/ber monthly retire· 
ment allowance which is provided by contribu
tions of the city and county to an amount which. 
when added to the amount of the compensation 
earnable, at the time he/she engages in the gainful 
occupation, by such person if he/she held the 
position which he/she held at the time of hislher 
retirement, or, if that position has been abolished, 
the compensation earnable by Ihe member if 
he/she held the position from which he/she was 
retired immediately prior to its abolishment 
8.588-13 Limitation on Employment During 
Retirement ' 

(a) Except as provided in Section 8.511 oUbis 
charter aod in Subsection (b) of this section. no 
person retired as a member under Section 8.588 
for service or disability and entitled to receive a 
retirement allowance under the retirement sys-

tem shall be employed in any capacity by the city 
and county. nor shall such person receive any 
payment for services rendered to the city and 
county after retirement 

(b)(l) Service as an election officer or juror,,;)r 
in the preparation for or giving testimony as an 
expert witness for or on behalf of the city a'ad 
county before any coun or legislative 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 IUlY 
board or commission of the city and county and 
receiving the compensation for such office, pro
vided said compensation does not exceed $100 
per month. 

(3) If such retired person is elected or 
appointed to a position or office which subjects 
himlher to membership in the retirement sy:.tem 
under Section 8.588. he/she shall re-enter mem
bershipunder Section 8.588 and his/ber Mire· 
ment allowance shall be cancelled immediately 
upon hislher re-entry. The provisiOns of Subsec
tion (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 atlier 
members under'Section 8.588. Such member's 
individual account shall be credited with an 
amount which is the actuarial equivalr!nt of 
hislher annuity at the time of hislher re-entry. 
but the amount thereof shall not exce!d the 
amount of hislher accumulated contributions at 
the time of hislher retirement. Such member 
shall also receive credit for his/her service as it 
was at the time of hislher retirement. 

(c) Notwithstanding any provision of this char
ter to the contrary. should any person retir~ for 
disability engage in a gainful occupation prior to 
attaining the ageof55 years. the retirement board 
shall reduce that part of hislher monthly retire
ment allowance which is provided by contribu
tions' of the city and county to an amount which, 
when added to the amount of the compensation 
earnable. at the time he/she engages in the gainful 
occupation. by such person if helsbe held the 
position which he/she held at the time ofhislher 
retirement, or. if that (X)sition has been abolished, 
the compensation earnable by the member if 
he/she held the position from which hf!lshe was 
retired immediately prior to its abolishment. 0 
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TEXT OF PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENT 
PROPOSITION G 

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 amending Section 6.201 and adding 
Sections 6.20 I-I and 6.201-2 relating to require
ments for mission driven budgeting. 

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 June 7.1994, a proposal to 
amend the Charter of said city and county by 
amending Section 6.201 and adding Sections 
6.201-1 and 6.201-2. and to read as follows: 
NOTE: Additions or substitutions are indicated 

by bold face type; deletions are indi
cated by .trike •• 11) 1"'. 

6.281 Folln of Budget Estimates 
The ehlssifieahea of "reposed expeRsiftnes 

iftehtded in budget estimates shall be ttftifoffft fef 
all dep8ftmeftlS, effiees. lnlfeftHS, di. isiefts Md 
Immehes. The estimates shall iftelude Br be Be 

eempanied b) the fel1e .. iRg iftfermatiaft: 
(8) Aft itemized estimate ef Ute talal expeft3e 

efeaftduetiftg eaeh tiep8ftmeftt, bureau, di. isi6R, 
affiee 6r b68fd fer the eRsuiftg fiseal )ear, ta 
gether .. i~ a sepM'ate sehedule ef the prepesed 
.. eriE pregram. 

€b) Ststemeftf:3 ef the expeRditttres b) items fer 
the l83t eemplete "seal )ear, legether lIith a sepa 
rete sehedule ef the prepesetJ .. 6rk pregfBfHs. 

fe) The fe83t1ft3 far pfflp6sea iflet'e83CS tlf de 
ereMes, as esmpM'e6 ''''ith the eUffeftl Hsew ) eM', 
ift 8:8) items 6f the p,spased estimste. 

(d) A sehedule afpssitisRs and eempeftsstieRs 
shelliftg an)' iftereases Sf deereMes ift the RUHI 
ber sf PSSiti6f1S ar I ales af p~ . 

(e1 Sueh ather iftfermatiafl 83 the ms) sr Br the 
ehief edmiftistf8ti. e tlmee, me) deem desirable. 
Section 6_201 Mission Driven Budget 

Beginning In fiscal year 1995 - 1996 and no 
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later than Dscal year 1997 - 98. each depart
mental budget shall describe in detail eaeb 
proposed activily of that deparbnent and the 
cost of that activity. In addition, each depart
ment shall provide the Mayor and Board of 
Supervisors with the following details regard
ing Its budget: 

a) the overall mission and goals of the 
department 

b) the speciDc programs and activities con
ducted by the deparbnent to accomplish Its 
mission and goals 

c) the customer(s) or cUent(s) served by the 
department 

d) the service outcome desired by the cos
tomer(s) or client(s) of the department's pro
grams and activities 

e) strategic plans tbat guide eaeb program 
or activity 

I) productivity goals that measure progress 
toward strategic plans 

g) the total cost of carrying out each pro
gram or activity 

h) the e.tent to which tbe department 
achieved, exceeded, or failed to meet its IRfs.. 
slons, goals, productivity objectives, service 
objectives, strategic plans and spending con
straints IdentiDed In subsections a through f 
during the prioryear. 

It is the intention of the people that this 
mission driven budget process be phased in 
over the three year period mentioned in this 
section with the Mayor Identifying for each of 
the three years approximately one-third or the 
City deparbnents that shall thenceforth be 
required to comply with the requirements of 
this section and sections 6.201-1 and 6.201-2. 
Deparbnental budget estimates sball be pre
pared in such form as the Controller, after 
consulting with the Mayor. directs in writing_ 

Sectlon 6.201-1 Departmental Budget 
Commitments 

It shall be the duty of eacb omc .... Board or 
Commission ultimately responsible for the 
management of each department to certify to 
the Mayor and tbe Board or Supervisors 
hislber or Its commitment to perform the pro
grams and activities with speciDed levels of 
performance ror specified costs as outUned In 
the budget description and other Information 
required by section 6.201. 

Section 6_201-2 Departmental Savings and 
Revenue Gains 

Within thirty days of the Controller's Issu· 
ance of the combined annual Dnanclal report 
of the City and County of San Francisco. the 
Controller shall repori to the Mayor and the 
Board of Supervisors regurdlng the exrent to 
whieb eaeb department has succeeded In the 
prior Dscal year In achieving savings measured 
by the difference between projected and expe
rienced expenditures and the e.rent to whieb 
eacb departinent in the prior flscal year has 
recovered additional revenues measured by 
the difference between projecred and experi
enced revenues. The people of the City and 
County of San Francisco declare that It sball 
be City pollcy to encourage the Mayor and the 
Board of Supervisors, upon receipt of ibis .... 
port, through the supplemental appropriation 
process to give serious consideration to .... 
warding those departments that the Controller 
has certified pursuant to this section exceeded 
their revenue goals or met or exceeded depart
mental operational goals e.pending less than 
bad been projected In the budgeL 0 



Mission-Driven Budgeting 
PROPOSITION G 

Shall the City's current line-item budget process be replaced with a mission-driven 
budg~t process? 

YES 
NO • • 

Analysis 
by Baliot Simplification Committee 

THE WAY IT IS NOW: Each year the City must adopt a 
"line-item" budget. This "line-item" budget must contain an 
~emized list of all expenditures for each department, and a 
separate list of each department's programs. 

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition G is a charter amendment that 
would eliminate the City's "line-item" budget and replace ~ 
w~h a "mission-driven" budget. Each department would have 
to spell out its goals and organize ~s budget according to 
those goals. For .each goal, the department would be re
quired to spell out what it will do to meet that goal, whom it 
expects to serve. and how much it will cost. 

The budget would also include an evaluation' of the de
partment's performance in the year before. 

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

statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition G: 

In my opinion, should the proposed charter amendment be 
adopted, in and of itself, it should not affect the cost of 
government. 

The "mission-driven" budget would be phased in over 
three years. 

The Controller would report to the Mayor and the Board 
of Supervisors on each department's ·success in operating 
within its budget. The Mayor and the Board 01 Supervisors 
would be encouraged to reward departments that eXCl3~ded 
their goals while spending less. 

A "YES" VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want the City to· 
change from a "line-item" budget to a "mission-driven" 
budget. 

A "NO" VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not want to make 
this change. ' 

How Supervisors Voted on "G" 
On February 22, 1994 the Board of Supervisors voted 11-0 

to place Proposition G on the ballot. 
The Supervisors voted as follows: 

YES: Supervisors Alioto, Bierman, Conroy, Hallinan, Hsieh, 
Kaufman, Kennedy, Leal, Maher, Migden ancl Shelley. 

NO:· None of the Supervisors voted no. 

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE. 
THE FULL TEXT OF PROPOSITION G IS ON PAGE 82. 
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Mission-Driven Budgeting 

PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION G 
We urge a YES vote on Proposition G to make City government 

run morc efficiently, encourage cost savings and improve services. 
The City's current budget process badly serves taxpayers, It 

encourages city managers to spend every cent they have budgeted, 
and in some cases to overspend. The system does nothing to 

encourage cost savings and good management of programs that 
assure the public's needs. 

A YES vote on Proposition G will establish a Mission Driven 
Budget for San Francisco. This new system will require City 
Departments to describe in an annual report all the services they 
provide, to determine what the public expects from services, and 
to report on whether they are meeting those goals. 

Proposition G will require City Departments to justify the cost of 
each service or program they conduct so that the Board of Super-

visors can assess whether each expenditure of funds is necessary. 
Proposition G will mean that when City Departments fail to meet 

performance goals, they will be held accountable. It creates incen
tives for managers to save money. 

Mission-driven budgeting has been adopted by other forward
looking Cities where it has eliminated duplications in services, 
improved service levels and reduced costs. It is a cornerstone of 
the nationwide drive to ''reinvent'' government. 

Proposition G is a powerful tool to help make City government 
more responsive, effective, and fiscally responsible. We urge you 
to vote YES. 

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors. 

REBUTTAL TO PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION G 

The Proposition G talk about a "Mission Driven Budget" is lifted 
directly from the book Reinventing Government, by writer David 
Osborne and one-time Visalia city manager Ted Gaebler (see 
Chapter 4 - "Mission·Driven Government: Transforming Rule
Driven Organizations"). 

Osborne and Gaebler have a lot of useful warnings about govern
mental waste. Their discussions of civil service "deadwood", 
seniority problems. and non-working employees should be repro
duced on a special "WARNING TO VOTERS" page in the front 
of this "Voters Handbook". 

Osborne and Gaebler fail to understand why Visalia has only a 
two-page budget and - for good reason - "rule-driven" San 
Francisco has a two feet thick budget (see page 123). 

The answer is that San Francisco has had MAJOR GOVERN
MENTAL CORRUPTION PROBLEMS: 

Visalia has never had a criminal political boss like Abraham 
Ruef, a disgracefully removed from office 1901-1906 Mayor 
Eugene Shmitz, or their "Boodle Board" of Supervisors. 

The City and County of San Francisco needs to KEEP TIGHT 
CONTROL ON THE BUDGET, 

San Francisco is not Visalia. 

VOTE "NO" ON UNWISE PROPOSITION G 

Citizens For Budget Sanity 
Terence Faulkner 

Past Chairman of San Francisco Republican Party and Former 
Executive Committeeman of California Republican Party 

Arlo Hale Smith 
San Francisco and California Democratic Central 
Committeeman and Past BART Board Presiden.! 

Alexa Smith 
San Francisco and California Democratic Central Committee 
Member 

Andrew de la Rosa 
Democratic Central Committee Candidate 

Ilene Hel7UJndez 
Democratic Central Committee Candidate 

Max Woods 
Past Republican Central Committeeman 

Robert Silvestri 
Republican Central Committeeman 

Arguments printed on thIs page are the opInIon of the authors and have not been checked for accuraey by any offIcIal agency, 

84 



Mission-Driven Budgeting 

OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION G 

"G" IS FOR ''GOUGING''!' 
Proposition "G" is a cynical shell-game by City Hall politicians 

who are operating the City at a deficit of about $1 00 million to make 
us think they are doing something to bring spending under control. 

What a joke! 
The change from a "line item" to Umission driven'';'budget is certain 

to become an excuse for more studies and more spending to detennine 
what the appropriate "missions" and "goals" should be. 

About five years ago, the BART Board of Directors spent several 
hundred thousand dollars on "research" and "studies" to "imple
ment" a "mission statement." With the City's vastly greater tax 
revenues and much more imaginative politicans. how much will 
the Mayor and Supervisors manage to blow on "mission driven" 
budgets? Two million? Ten million? Twenty million? Fifty mil
lion? After all, the only limit is our pocketbooks! 

Don't be GOUGED by Proposition ''G'', 
Vote "NO" on ''G''! 

Citizens for Budget Sanity 
Arlo Hale Smith 

Past BART.Board President 
Terence Faulkner h' 

Past San Francisco Republican County Chairman 
Alexa Smith 

Democratic Central Committee Member 
Andrew de la Rosa 

Democratic Central Committee Candidate 
Max Woods 

Past Republican Committeeman 

I, ! 

REBUTTAL TO OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION G 

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION G. 
Don't allow the opponents of this.measure to get away with their 

trickery. 
Proposition G will not require the City to perform studies or 

spend any money to bring about an improvement in the way the 
City'S budget is written. Many other Cities have switched to 
mission-driven budgeting, and the information San Francisco 
needs to make this improvement in the way it does business exists 
without the need to spend a cent. 

The truth is that Proposition G can make a vast improvement in 
the way the City operates. It will involve the public in setting goals 
and standards of performance for City Departments. It will make 

, '. 
clear the true cost of services so that City managers can decide 
whether those services are justified. Ilt.I.JI·O~ J '.If I 

Most importantly, Proposition G will create a system of account
ability for City managers who will be required to report each year 
on whether their services are performing up to the standards that 
have been set for them. 

The voters have a right to demand a better run City gov,:rnment. 
The same people are opposing every' attempt at refoml on this 
ballot. Don't let them block progress toward a better managed City. 

Vote YES 'on Proposit!on G. 

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any 0111(:181 agency. 
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Mission-Driven Budgeting 

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION G 
The City's budget is too important to be left to the budgeteers. 
San Franciscans for Tax Justice suppons Proposition G, panicu

larly the requirement that depanment budgets describe programs 
and provide measurable goals. 

The people of San Francisco have a need for a wide range of 
public services - health care, public safety, social services, trans
portation, education, libraries, parks and recreation. 

But indecipherable budget documents and secretive budgeting 
methods hide the fact that Downtown and the corporate elite are 
noi paying their fair share - while working people, residents and 
neighborhood businesses are paying more and getting less. 

We suppon this chaner amendment, but we need more! We need 
"Neighborhood-Based Budgeting": 

BREAK IT DOWN: Detail taxes, spending and services by 
neighborhood so that people know who is paying their fair share 
and who isn't. 

OPEN IT UP: Require depanments to develop mission state
ments and program goals in public hearings. 

GET /TOUT: Require the Mayor to submit a preliminary budget no 
later than March I so that people have time to analyze and debate it. 

KEEP IT OUT: Make public the budget data now available only 
to the budgeteers, depanment heads and Downtown lobbyists. 

BRING IT HOME: Mandate public budget hearings in the 
neighborhoods. 

MAKE IT PLAIN: Produce a budget that is readable and under
standable. 

San Franciscans for Tax Justice: 
Peter Donohue. Ph.D., consulting economist 
Marc Norton, community activist 
Joel Ventresca, budget and policy analyst 
Calvin Welch, community activist 

I sponsored Proposition G to refonn city government's wasteful 
budget process. 

Modern budgeting procedures will result in better public services 
for the people of San Francisco - without tax increases. 

Reduce the waste in City Hall! 
Please join me in voting YES on G. 

Carole Migden 
Supervisor 

No government needs "reinventing" more than San Francisco 
city government. I co-authored Proposition G as an imponant first 
step toward restoring fiscal sense to the City'S budget. Please join 
me in voting YES on G. 

Supervisor Kevin Shelley 

No Paid Arguments Were Submitted Against Proposition G 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have nol been cheeked for accureey by any official agency. 
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Ai rport . BART Station 

PROPOSITION H 

Shall the City be required to select the site for the Airport BART station that Is the 
mo'st cost-effective, convenient and safest, as defined by the measure, without 
raising City taxes or diverting City funds from pollee, fire, public health or library 
programs?, 

YES 
NO -• 

Analysis 
by Ballot Simplification Committee 

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The San Francisco Airports Commission 
manages the San Francisco Intemational Airport. The Com, 
mission's Master Plan for the Airport includes a free light-rail 
train system to connect all terminals, maintenance shops, 
parking lots and ground transportation. The Plan also pro
poses that the light-rail system extend to a bus and train 
station planned for a s~e across Highway 101 from the 
Airport. 

The Bay Area Rapid Trans~'s (BART) line through San 
Francisco currently ends in Daly C~. BART is working on 
extending service farther south, which could include a station 
for the Airport. 

to make sure that the most economical, safest and most 
convenient location is selected for an Airport BART station. 
Propos~ion H lists a number of factors that the Airports 
Commission would have to apply in considering a location 
for the station. 

Propos~ion H would prohibit the City from using money 
from police, fire, heanh or library budgets or raising tro:es to 
build an Airport BART station. ,.- .. , 

A "YES" VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want the C~ to 
choose a station location for BART service to the Airport 
based on economy, safety and convenience. 

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition H is an ordinance that would A "NO" VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not want ttl adopt 
require City officials and agencies to do everything they can this measure. 

Controller's Statement on "H" 
City Controller Edward Harrington has issued the following state-

ment on the fiscal impact of Proposition H: . 

If the proposed ordinance is adopted, ij would require that the 
"most cost-effective, safest and most convenlenr BART station 
site be selected for construction at the Airport. While estimates 
vary, most experts place the cost of extending BART from Colma 
to a station near the Airport at up to $1 billion, with an additional 
$100 million to $400 million to put a station in the terminal area 
depending on which of various alternative locations is selected. 

According to the ordinance, the City would not be allowed to 
"divert any City and County funds from essential City and County 
programs nor raise C~ and County taxes" to fund this project. 
"Essential City programs" are defined as police, fire, public health, 
par1<s or library services. The ordinance assumes that revenues 
will come from the Airport and other government agency grants. 
Given limited funding at alt levels of government, this project would 
compete with other Transportation or Airport projects and funding 
this proiect may mean that other projects would not be funded. 

In my opinion, ij is highly unlikely that General Fund monies 
would be requested and made available to assist in the funding of 
this project. 

How "H" Got on the Ballot 
On March 3, 1994 the Registrar of Voters recE.ived a 

proposed ordinance signed by Supervisors Bierman" Hsieh, 
Kaufman, Maher and Migden. 

The Charter allows four or more Supervisors to place an 
ordinance on the ballot in this manner. 

Notice to Voters: Propositions H and I appear to be of the 
same general purpose. If both measures are approved by 
the voters, and there is a conflict between the two measu res, 
the one receiving the greater number of "YES" \lotes will 
become law. 

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

PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION H 
Like most San Franciscans, we want BART to go to the Airpon 

and as quickly as possible. But we also want to make sure that 
the chosen plan maximizes taxpayer dollars, is' convenient, and 
delivers the most mass transit passengers. Proposition H is our 
insurance policy. 

Construction has begun on extending BART from Daly City to 
the Airpon. BART is evaluating several Airpon station options 
each with very different costs. 

Regional and federal funding has already been secured for a 
station at the Airpon for BART, CalTrain, SamTrans and the 
Airpon light rail shuttle. 

If San Francisco relocates the BART station someplace else on 
Airpon propeny, San Francisco would have to lind funding or 
pick np the added cost - between $100 million and $400 million 
more! 

None of these other station alternatives has funding. San Fran
ciscans shouldn't be asked to write a blank check for BART to 
the Airport when there is a fully-funded, more convenient 
station alternative. And we shouldn't be asked to spend enormous 

sums if a project doesn't deliver more passengers. 
Proposition H would guide the Airport BART station selec

tion process and guarantee taxpayer money is spent wisely by: 
• Requiring San Francisco officials to select the most cost-effec

tive Airpon BART station, based on lowest total construction 
costs and cost per mass transit passenger. 

• Prohibiting new San Francisco taxes to pay for an Airpon 
BART station. 

• Forbidding diversion of funds from essential city services, such 
as police, fire, public health or libraries to pay for BART. 

Let's make sure San Francisco gets a fair deal. We urge you to 
join us in snpporting Proposition H. 

TELL THE CITY TO USE COMMON SENSE! 
VOTE YES ON H. 

Supervisor Carole Migden 
Supervisor Barbara Kaufman 
Jennifer Clary, President, San Francisco Tomorrow 
Doris Ward, Assessor 

REBVTTAL TO PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION H 

Proposition I reaffirms the historic promise to San Francisco 
taxpayers of direct BART access into our Airpon. That promise, 
for which we've paid over $2,000,000,000 in taxes since 1963, was 
most recently reiterated in a 1990 Board of Supervisors resolution 
sponsored by Supervisor Hsieh stating: 

'The Board of Supervisors hereby affirms its suppon for an 
extension of BART directly into the airline terminals at San Fran
cisco International Airport". 

Proposition I's initiative notice makes clear no local tax is needed 
or allowed for such station, and that it won't affect City services or 
be a charge to our General Fund. Proposition I allows passengers 
to arrive faster and more conveniently and saves more money. 
regardless oftrip length. Of the world's 10 largest and best airpons, 
eight enjoy rail transit directly into the airport. 

Constructing a BART station within the new International 

Terminal creates jobs and secures SFO's future as a world-class 
gateway by 2000. Passengers can ride Airpon Iightrail to other 
Airpon locations (Proposition I does NOT eliminate that service) 
and utilize joint nearby BART/CalTrain stations. The alternative, 
Proposition H, dumps passengers with baggage 1.5 miles west of 
SFO, and destroys large wetlands and endangered species. Propo
sition I enables use of Airpon surplus for public transit on Airpon 
propeny. This VOTER initiative compels Airpon cooperation 
which under the Chaner even the Mayor and Board of Supervisors 
couldn't assure us. 

Don't stop BART 1.5 miles outside the Airpon. Be safe: VOTE 
YES ON I, NO ON H. 

Senator Quentin L Kopp 

Argumenta printed on thIs page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accurscy by any offIcial agency. 
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Airport BART. Station 

OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION H 

Once the fancy words and phrases are stripped from Proposition 
H, its trUe meaning is unmistakable: it's written so you'll be forced 
t6 transfer from a BART station I In miles from the Airport in 
order to use in'iblic transit to SFO!!!. 

Proposition H defies logic and common sense. Why would 
Proposition H's supporters ask us to end our journey to San 
Francisco International Airport I In miles away, across Highway 
101, from the existing and planned terminals of SFO? 

Airport'planners estimate that SFO's planned expansion will 
generate an additional 300 flights per day, as many as 70,000 more 
vehicles on our roads daily and 51,000,000 passengers by the year 
2006! What's needed is a transit system which'induces travelers to 
leave their cars at home and provides direct service into the Airport 
terminal area. This peculiar proposal discharges San Franciscans at 
a remote station distant from the terminal area and compels travel
ers to transfer - luggage and all!!!! 

City and airport officials of our country's largest cities - Chicago, 

Atlanta and Washington - provide transit systems which direc:tly 
serve their city cores. Even now engineering plans under the auspices 
of the FAA are beginning to linkJFK Airports and LA Guardiadire;tly 
with New York City and its suburbs. 

Five naysayers on the Board of Supervisors, submitted this 
lunacy known as Proposition H contradicting the Board's 'duly 
adopted 1990 resolution which affirmed its "support for an exten
sion of BART directly into the airline terminals at San Francisco 
International Airport". This cute bunch and other Prop H support
ers not only have no transit sense - they have no memory!!! 

VOTE NO ON TRANSFERS!!! SAY NO TO A BART STA
TION ACROSS HIGHWAY IOI-MORE THAN A MILE 
FROM SFO!!! VOTE NO ON PROPOSmON H! 

Senator Quentin Kopp 
Kopp's Good Government Committee 

REBUTTAL TO OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION H 

Senator Kopp's argument attacks a fictional BART station I-Iii 
miles away from SFO. It is fictional because Proposition H 
requires the City to cboose the most convenient station tlat the 
Airport" located "on Airport property." 

We need a BART system that delivers the most passengers. 
Like WaSh,ington and other cities, San Francisco deserves regional 
transit serving all Airline terminals directly. The Kopp measure 
serves only the International Terminal, transporting 328,000 fewer 
BART passengers annually than other sites. 

Environmental leaders support Prop. Ii because we need the best 
site to get passengers and 31,000 Airport employees out of their 
cars. The other plan does not 'consider Airport workers, 213rds of 
whom work outside the tenninal area; its station leaves most 
employees miles from their workplaces. 

Proposition H requires selection of the BART Airport station that 

best maximizes BART ridership to SFO while minimizing costs. 
The competing proposition requires construction in a specific area 
- regardless of cost, ridership or safety. 

Proposition H forbids raising taxes or cutting essential ser
vices to pay for an Airport station. San Francisco shou.ld spend 
its money on better city services -like police protection, AIDS 
care and libraries - not the wrong BART station. We just can't 
afford the hundreds of millions of dollars in new taxes or bonds 
proposed by the alternative plan. 

Vote YES on H for direct service to all SFO terminals. 

Supervisor Carole Migden 
Supervisor Barbara Kaufman 
Jennifer Clary. President, San Francisco Tomorrow 
Doris Ward, Assessor 

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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Airport BART Station 

'PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION H 

Proposition H is the only fiscally responsible plan to achieve our 
longtime goal extending BART to San Francisco International 
Airpon. 

San Franciscans have paid over a billion dollars in sales taxes to 
suppon BART, although relatively few of us ride the system. 

But now some politicians would have us pay even more - up to 
$400,000,000 more! - to extend BART to the airpon. 

We've paid our fair share! 
Proposition H will get us to the airpon conveniently without new 

taxes or cuts in other vital services. 
Please join me in voting YES on H. 

Carole Migden 
Supervisor 

San Francisco Tomorrow urges Vote YES on H. This is a better 
plan because it serves our regional transponation needs and is 
cheaper. Similar systems in Boston and Chicago work well. 

- San Francisco Tomorrow 

All San Franciscans want BART to go to the airpon as quickly 
as possible. 

Proposition H will ensure that BART construction to the airpon will 
be done in the most cost·efficient, expeditious, convenient manner. 

Proposition H requires San Francisco officials to select the most 
cost-effective airpon BART station based on the lowest total 
construction costs and cost for mass transit passenger. 

It would prohibit new San Francisco taxes to pay for an airpon 
BART station. 

It will forbid diversion of funds from other city services such as 
police, fire, public health and libraries to pay for the BART 
construction. 

It is for these reasons that I suppon Proposition H. 

Assemblyman John Burton 

Wby are some politicians opposed to the Cost Effective Airpon 
BART Ordinance? Because they intend to WASTE OUR 
MONEY! Proposition H would force politicians to select the most 
cost-effective, safest and most convenient BART station slte
without raising OUf taxes, cutting essential city services, or stealing 
from the city's general fund. 

Some politicians want to waste up to $500 million of our money 
to build a single BART station that will only serve international 
passengers. 

We're sick of politicians saying, "Trust me!" With Proposition 
H we don't have to rely on empty promises; we can ensure that the 
BART station really will be the most cost-effective, safest and most 
convenient. 

Terence Faulkner 
Past Chairman of the San Francisco Republican Pany and 
former California Republican Pany Executive Committee 
member 

Max Woods 
Former member of the Republican County Central Committee 

This is the sman BART plan for getting the most people to the 
airport at the best cost. 

This measure simply requires that the City choose the most cost 
effective and efficient system for transponing passengers to the 
airpon on BART. 

That's a good test for any city spending. It protects us from 
overspending scarce financial resources or raiding airport funds 
needed for job development. 

As Mayor. I fought for public transit against some of these same 
politicians who wanted more of our state and local dollars to go 
towards highways instead of helping bus and Muni riders. We need 
good public transit that includes the airpon. We don't need to raise 
taxes to get the job done right. 

Proposition H keeps our priorities right and makes government 
get the job done right. 

Art Agnos 

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

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION!i 
We all want BART to the airport, but we can't afford to approve 

any scheme that's proposed just because we hope it will work. We 
need a BART station that we can alTord, that's really feasible, 
and that really meets our transit needs. 

• Prop. H would require the selection of the most cost-elTective plan 
to bring BART to the airport - one that won't cost taxpayers 
millions of dollars and won't jeopardize the future of the airport.! 

• Prop. H would require the BART station to be convenient for 
travellers who don't want to drag heavy luggage around, and 
which will reduce freeway congestion by connecting the air
port's 31,000 employees to their job sites. 

• Prop. H would require the selection of the sorest BART plan 
which doesn't leave passengers stranded late at night without 
transit options and doesn't cause environmental problems. 

Proposition H makes good fiscal sense. We urge you to vote 
YES on The Cost Effective BART to the Airport Ordinance (PTop
osition H). 

San Francisco Assessor Doris M. Ward 
Supervisor Carole Migden 
Supervisor Bill Maher 
Supervisor Barbara Kaufman 
Supervisor Tom Hsieh 

There's been a proposal that San Franciscans should be forced to 
spend an additional $100-$400 million on a BART station, even if we 
have more pressing civic needs or there are better BART options avail
able. We need BART to the airport, but we can't alTord to ralse 
taxes or rald the City's general fund to pay for it if there's a better 
BART option. Proposition H would prohibit any new city taxes or 
ralds on the city's general fund to pay for a BART station. 

In addition to transit needs, San Francisco faces several pressing 
problems - AIDS, homelessness, juvenile crime, public safety, 
library services - and we need to protect funds for those com
munity issues from predatory politicians. 

Proposition H would stop politicians from wasting public 
money to build a BART station and ensure a BART station that is 
the safest. most convenient, and efficient. 

Supervisor Susan Bierman 
Dr. Dan Kelly, Vice president, Board of Education 
Radel Rodis, Vice president, Community College Board 
Robert Barnes, North Chair, Lesbian/Gay Caucus 

California Democratic Party 
Lawrence Wong. Former Human Rights Commissioner 

Proposition "H" assures the most convenient transit to die 
airport without draining vitally needed funds from Muni. 

The most convenient transit is an integrated rail system serving 
the whole region; including: 

• A joint airport station on the CalTrain line for: CalTrain (elec
trified, extended downtown, on BART schedules), BART (if 
extended to SFO), future high speed rail to LA and SarnTrans 
buses. CalTrain will provide the major transit from the pe.nin
sula, and will be IO - 16 minutes faster than BART from 
downtown SF. 

• A free airport light rail shuttle that whisks passengers and 
workers in 2 to 10 minutes to the terminals, maintenance 
facilities, or a future ferry to Oakland Airport. 

Why wouldn't a BART extension to the terminal area t<: the 
"most cost-effective and convenient"? 

• The station would be below the future International Tenninal. 
Domestic passengers would walk up to 1,300 feet to theirairline 
terminal, or take the light rail shuttle. . 

• The $100 - $400 million additional cost of BART would pre
clude the joint CalTrainlBART/shuttle station, so CalTrain, 
high speed rail and SamTrans passengers would have to transfer 
to BART outside the airport, pay a fare, wait up to 20 minutes 
for BART, and most will still take the light rail shuttle from 
BART to their terminals. 

• If additional BART costs scuttle the shuttle, passenger; would 
have to walk, and the 31,000 airport employees would drive, 
increasing congestion. The Metropolitan Transportation Com
mission projects 700 fewer daily BART passengers than with a 
joint terminal. . 

.Or San Francisco may have to pick up the extra cost,.: $100-
$400 million ($300 - $1,300 per family), or cut Muni service. 

Environinental and transit leaders urge you to Vote YES on 
Prop. H, 

John Holtzclaw, President, 
San Francisco League of Conservation Voters 

Jeffrey Henne, Former President, . 
San Francisco League of Conservation Voters 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any o"I<:lal agency. 
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Airport BART Station 

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION H 
Vote YES on Proposition H! 

Proposition H will keep the airport expansion on schedule and 
add 15,000 jobs to the Bay Area's economy. Prop, I wiD delay 
the airport expansion for yean; and put 15,000 jobs on hold, 

A relocated BART station mandated by law will cost taxpayers 
an extra 100 - 400 milUon doDan;, money that is not available 
and will come out of essential city services. 

The Airport Multi-Transit Center site approved by BART is 
aiready paid for and will be up and running by 1998. 

The current plan provides free light rail shuttles 24 hours a day, 
making it easy for airport employees riding Caltrain, Samtrans and 
BART to get to work. 

Proposition H helps San Francisco officials select the right site for 
a good BART station. Prop. H emphasizes that THE BEST 

STATION IS ONE THAT'S SAFE, CONVENIENT AND 
AFFORDABLE; we don't want a station that's going to result in 
higher taxes or hurt the local economy by delaying much needed jobs. 

Let's help public officials make the right choice for working 
people. 

VOTE YES ON PROPOsmON H. 

San Francisco Labor Council, AFL-CIO 
Sanitary Truck Drivers and Helpers, Local No. 350 
Air Transport Employees, District Lodge 141 
Jerry Nelson, International Association of Machinists, 

Local No. 1781 (representing 15,000 Airport Employees) 
George Wong, Asian-American Federation of Union Workers 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accurscy by any official agency_ 
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Airport BART Station 

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION H 

pfoposition H is a disgustingly wasteful half-measure that refuses 
to answer San Francisco's transportation concerns. The true intent 
of Prop. H is obscured by empty sloganeering and appeals, but can 
be found with'. just a little COmmon sense. The proponents of 
Proposition H seek to destroy the greatest public transportation 
opportunity in our city's history in the name of special interests and 
political obfuscation. 

SAY NO TO THE OBSTRUCTIONISTS AND NO ON H! 
San Francisco needs, and ,was promised. a BART station within 

the airport. Such a station would enable travelers and employees 
the opportunity to ride BART directly into the airport. A station 
outside the airport, which Proposition H prescribes, would be 
penny,-wise. pound-foolish. and a transit user's nightmare! 

SAN FRANCISCO TAXPAYERS SAY NO ON H! 
A decision of this magnitude does not deserve half-measures. The 

funding mechanisms are in place for BART service directly into the 
airport and such a plan will not raise your taxes or raid our city's 
General Fund. San Francisco deserves to be included in the illustrious 
group of American cities - such as Washington, Atlanta, and Chi
cago - that encourage ellicient, direct, public transportation from 
their city cores into their airports. Don't allow the doomsayers to 
weave their webs of deception and prevent this advance! 

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION H AND YES' ON PROPOSI
TION If 

San Francisco Taxpayers Association 
Cheryl Arenson, Director 

NOONPROP.H 
If bad public policy was a felony BART across the highway 

would be Supervisor Hsieh's third strike. 
Strike one: Hsieh's solution to Muni funding problems was to 

eliminate transfers. San Francisco lost money on this misguided 
proposal and repealed it after six months. 

Strike two: Hsieh's early retirement proposition cost San Fran
cisco four million dollars and added a net of 5 new employees 
according to a study by Budget Analysist Harvey Rose. 

Strike three: Taking BART across the highway instead of INTO 
the airport. 

THREE STRIKES YOU'RE OUT! 
If bad public policies were felonies, Supervisor Hsieh would not 

ever be eligible for parole. Vote No on Prop. H. 

David C. Spero 

Prop H doesn't deserve your support and shouldn't even be on 
the ballot. Supervisors Hsieh and Maher - the Beavis and 
Butthead of San Francisco politics - didn't have the courage to 
oppose Senator Kopp's BART Into the Airport initiative ordinance 
signed by more than 15,000 San Franciscans, so they hired politi,,,1 
consultants to draft a competing initiative with provisions that 
sound good but would kill BART into the Airport.. ., ' .. '. I ' 

Prop H is about hatred. It's motivation is not public policy but to 
get even with Quentin Kopp. You see, Kopp supported Jordan over 
Hsieh for Mayor and Alioto over Hsieh for President of the Board 
of Supervisors. 

Now we have an alliance of environmentalists who dislike 
BART, airline carriers who benefit from parking fees, and two-bit 
politicians who have political axes to grind with Kopp. 

What a sick bunch. . . 

If Prop H wins we should name the station a mile and a half off 
the Airport property for Tom Hsieh so that future generation:; will 
neyer forget the two-bit machinations of a hateful man. 

Jack Davis 

The pack of jackals which supports Proposition H needs a history 
lesson. In 1990, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors PIISSed a 
resolution that endorsed the extension of BART directly into the 
Airport. Some, illustrious members of the current board seem to 
have forgotten that promise of just 4 years ago. Now they stand in 
the way of San Francisco's greatest step for public transportation 
in the city's history. 

Why the obstruction?Why the reversal? Proposition H is th" iII-con
ceived offspring of narrow-minded politicians and greedy special 
interests! Instead of looking out for the best interests of San Francisco, 
this cabal looks to enlarge its own agenda at public expense. 

YOTENOONH! 
If ever the odor of a measure could be sniffed out by just glancing 

at the names of its supporters, it is Proposition H. 
Look carefully. Proposition H supporters are the old guard of the 

tax-and-spenders, the artists of distortion, and the lapdogs of 
entrenched special interests. 

YOTE NO ON THIS RACKET! NO ON PROPOSITION H! 

George S. Bacigalupi, CPA 

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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Airport BART Station 

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION H 
Proposition H is a misleading specimen of buffoonery that pur

pons to be an environmentally friendly ordinance. In reality, Prop
osition H is a grave threat to the delicate ecosystem of the Bay Area. 
By propounding a BART station west of Highway 101, the sup
poners of Proposition H are eager to destroy our wetlands and 
annihilate the home of three endangered species. 

VOTE NO ON PROPOSmON H! 
Officials estimate that SFO expansion will bring 70,000 more 

vehicles daily to the freeways of San Francisco and the peninsula. 
With all this extra congestion. 'commuters need a direct, environ· 
mentally safe alternative transponation route into SFO. Proposition 
H is a wolf in sheep's clothing: it's not direct and it will only 
devastate our irreplacable natural habitat! 

PLEASE VOTE NO ON PROPOSmON H!!! 

Frank Cvetovac 
Owner, Waste Resource Technologies 

Proposition H is wasteful of your tax dollars. 
It only makes sense that BART should go directly to the airpon. 

Prop. H would leave the job incomplete. Prop. H would dump passen
gers outside the airporr, where they will have to transfer to a light rail 
train to take them the remaining distance to the terminal. This extra 
step adds inconvenience and great disincentive to use the service. 

Proposition H is politically, not practically motivated. 
There is already a plan for BART to go directly to the airpon. A 

plan that will not raise your taxes but will get the job done 
completely. Prop. H will undermine this plan in order to serve the 
whims of special interests. 

Don't get fooled, taxed, or left short. Vote No on Proposition H. 

Brook A. Turner, Treasurer 
Property Owners Against Excessive Taxation 

The San Francisco Residential Builders Association urges you to 
vote NO on Prop. H. Building BART a mile and a half away from 
the airpon would be like building a driveway a mile and a half away 
from the house. Prop. H is half baked. 

Vote No on Prop H. 

Joe O'Donoghue 
Residential Builders Association 

I strongly suppon a YES vote on Proposition I for one simple 
reason: Direct BART access to San Francisco International Airpon 
is in the best economic interest of the city. 

As the world's ''Number One Tourist Destination," and one of 
the world's leading service industry cities, we need transponation 
that serves travelers cost effectively and efficiently. Only Proposi
tion I offers such service to the airpon. 

Arguments against, and alternatives to, Proposition lare largely 
political smoke fueled by groups and individuals who can see no 
furrher than their self serving special interests. 

Vote YES on Proposition I. 

Jon Kouba 
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency Commissioner 

Labor in San Francisco is a traditional supponer of public trans
ponation. Many of our members are working-class people who 
often rely on the efficiency that public transponation provides. 
Proposition H doesn't provide this efficiency. Instead, it delivers 
BART passengers almost two miles away from the airpon and 
forces them to transfer onto other conveyances. 

WHAT A WASTE! LET'S DO THIS RIGHT AND VOTE NO 
ON THE IDIOCY THAT IS PROPOSmON H! 

For years, public officials in the City and County of San Fran
cisco have attempted to stymie this major transportation advance. 
They've spent money on pet projects and reduced public services 
and conveniences. Now they want us to support a half-measure that 
doesn't address our needs. Currently, the airpon is home to 250,000 
passengers and employees per day. Of the 100,000 vehicle trips to 
and from the airpon daily, more than 60% travel Highway 101. 
Direct BART service into SFO would reduce congestion created 
by airpon expansion along this already busy corridor. 

VOTE NO H AND YES ON I! 

Alex Corns 
Business Manager and Secretaryrrreasurer 
Hod Carriers, Union, Local No. 36 

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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Airport BART Station 

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION H 

VOTE YES ON PROP. I - BART INTO the Airport. 
It's the only consumer-friendly BART measure on the ballot.l!"s 

the only plan to bring BART directly into SFO. By approving 
Proposition'I San Franciscans have an opportunity to ensure fast. 
convenient BART service into SFO. 

PROP. H. IS'A WASHOUT!!! Who wants the BART station a 
mile and a half from the Airport? 

Prop. I is'the answer. PROP. I is an intelligent vision for San 
Francisco and the Bay Area. i's plan brings BART directly 'under 
the Airport's soon to be constructed International Terminal- the 
largest passenger terminal facility at SFO. The plan also includes 
an intermodal station, including connections to CALTRAIN. Prop. 
I makes sense: COMMON SENSE! It will drop off passengers 50 
feet from a major airline ticket counter!!! 

We cannot pa~s up this s~perlative plan. 
Vote for San Francisco - Vote for BART directly into SFO-

VOTE YES ON PROP I. -

Thomas F. Hayes 
Former BART Director 

Patrick J. Dowling 
Anne Quilter 
Charles J. 'Sullivan 
Mary C. Sullivan 
Joan Finucane 
Dan Dunnigan 
Margaret Mylett 
William Fitzgerald 
Julia Fitzgerald 
Thomas McGarvey 
Nancy McGarvey 
Patricia Hayes 
Mary O'Donnell 

V.P. John Maher Irish-American Political Club 

WOMEN WANT SAFETY, CONVENIENCE AND AN ' 
INEXPENSIVE WAY TO GET TO SFO! 

Prop. H means that BART stops I 1/2 miles from the Airport. 
forces passengers (and their luggage) to transfer to another form of 
public transit before they reach their destination in SFO. 

Prop. I means that BART will take passengers directly into the 
Airport. No muss, no fuss. No darkly lit, cavernous bus terminals 
- just a state-of-the·art, 21st century BART station inside SFO's 
brand new International Terminal. 

No need to worry about safety or convenience. A baggage 
check-in facility will free passengers of heavy luggage. 

AS WOMEN WE ARE CONCERNED WITH SAFETY AND 
CONVENIENCE, WE ENDORSE PROP. I AS THE BEST 
ALTERNATIVE TO REACH SFO SAFELY. "YES" ON I AND 
"NO"on H! 

Lisa Hallinan 
Geraldine M. Johnson 
Vivian Hallinan 
Marie Acosta-Colon 
Blanche L Streeter 
Ina Dearman 
Edith Jenkins 
Heike Peters 
Sharon Roberts 
Laura Herding 
Lisa Haering 
Nelma R. McCready 
JoDaly 

Former San Francisco Police Commissioner 
Patricia Sherick-Gronlund 
Josephine Roberts 
Karen McManus 
J.B. Hirst 
Joanne Fay 
Janan New 
Raquel Pasco 

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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Airport BART Station 

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION H 
VOTE NO ON PROP H (Hsieh). Prop H is an ill-conceived 

plan which forces passengers to detrain across the freeway, more 
than I 112 miles from the Airport!! 

PROP H might as well be rewritten to read: Get on the train, get 
off the train, get on a different train, get off the different train, carry 
your luggage, drag your luggage, hurry up and wait!!!! 

PROP H is unfriendly to the elderly and to the disabled. It forces 
passengers to use as many as three modes of transportation to get 
into SFO. For many seniors in San Francisco and the Bay Area, the 
constant physical obstacles and high cost associated with shuttle 
buses, buses and cabs serve as an impediment to travel. We have a 
chance to vote for Prosition I which takes BART directly into SFO. 
Don't let down our elderly and disabled by approving Hsieh's plan 
for BART I 112 miles from SFO. 

VOTE NO ON THE UNFRIENDLY, EXPENSIVE PROP H!!!! 

Dorice Murphy, Pres. Eureka 
Valley Trails and Art Network 

Frank J. Murphy 
Babette DreJke 
Roger Perez 
Espanola Jackson 
Irma Morawietz 
Bruce Murphy 
Virginia Woo 
Frank LaPaglia 
Mae L. Lee 
Addie L. Lanier 
Peter Weverka 
William A. Lanier 
Ruth A. Lanier 
Hudson Lanier 
Emanuelll N. Catena 
Lawrence Goo 
Richard A. Wilson 
Evelyn L. Wilson 
Robert F. Milne 
Margaret Sigel 
Rosemary Moore 

Proposition I reaffirms the historic promise to San Francisco 
taxpayers of direct BART access into OUf Airport. That promise, 
for which we've paid over $2,000,000,000 in taxes since 1963, was 
most recently reiterated in a 1990 Board of Supervisors resolution 
sponsored by Supervisor Hsieh stating: 

'The Board of Supervisors hereby affirms its .suppqrt for an 
extension of BART directly into the airline termimils at San Fran
cisco International Airport", 

Proposition l's initiative notice makes clear no local tax is needed 
or allowed for such station, and that it won't affect City services or 
be a charge to our General Fund. Proposition I allows passengers 
to arrive faster and more conveniently and saves more money, 
regardless of trip length. Of the world's 10 largest and best airports, 
eight enjoy rail transit directly into the airport. 

Constructing a BART station within the new International Ter
minal creates jobs and secures SFO's future as a world-class 
gateway by 2000. Passengers can ride Airport lightrail to other 
Airport locations (Proposition I does NOT eliminate that service) 
and utilize joint nearby BARTICalTrain stations. The alternative. 
Proposition H, dumps passengers with baggage 1.5 miles west of 
SFO, and destroys large wetlands and endangered species. Propo
sition I enables use of Airport surplus for public transit on Airport 
property. This VOTER initiative compels Airport cooperation 
which under the Charter even the Mayor and Board of Supervisors 
couldn't assure us. 

Don't stop BART 1.5 miles outside the Airport. Be safe: VOTE 
YES ON I, NO ON H. ' ... . " 

Senator Quentin L. Kopp 

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 H 

AN ORDINANCE PROVIDING FOR THE SE
LECTION OF THE MOST COST-EFFEC
TIVE. SAFEST AND MOST CONVENIENT 
BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT STATION SITE 
AT THE SAN FRANCISCO INTERNA
TIONAL AIRPORT. 

Be it ordained by the People of the City and 
County of San Francisco: 
SECTION 1. This ordinance shall be known as 
"The Cost-effective BART to the Airport 
Ordinance." . 
SECTION 2. The People of the City and County 
of San Francisco declare that: 

<aJ It is in the best interests of the City and 
County of San Francisco to use available revenues 
and taxpayer funds as cost-effectively as possible 
in order to fund critical government service; 

(b) BART and other regional transit agencies 
have already agreed to pay for extending BART 
to a multi-transit Airport station connecting 
BART, Caltrain, SamTrans and a new Airport 
rapid light rail shuttle; 

(c) San Francisco residents and businesses 
should not pay more taxes for an Airport BART 
station when property and sales taxes have been 
paid for decades on the promise that these funds 
would finance a BART extension to the Airport. 

SECTION 3. It shall be the law of the City and 
County that any BART station constructed at the 
Airport shall be the most cost-effective. safest 
and most convenient. and that all necessary 
actions shall be taken by the City and County and 
its officers to ensure that the most cost-effective, 
safest and most convenient station site be 
selected for construction. To implement such 
law. the Mayor. the Board of Supervisors. the 
Airports Commission. and all City and County 
officers and agencies with any authority over any 
aspect of the construction or funding of a BART 
station at the Airport shall adopt such ordinances 
and resolutions and take all other actions neces-

sary to ensure that the most cost-effective. safest 
and most convenient BART stalion site be 
selected for construction at the Airport. 

SEcnON 4. For purposes of this ordinance. 
all of the following, factors shall be considered in 
determining the most cost-effective BART sta
tion at the Airport: the station that uses the lowest 
actual construction costs per passenger to extend 
rail service from the nearest station off Airport 
property to one on Airport property; the station 
that uses the lowest actual construction costs to 
extend rail service from the nearest station off 
Airport property to one on Airport property; the 
station that uses the lowest actual construction 
costs to build the actual Airport station on Airport 
property; the station that uses the lowest cost per 
passenger to build the actual Airport station on 
Airport property. and. the station that entails the 
lowest cost associated with delaying or intenupt
ing current Airport operations and current or 
approved Airport expansion projects. 

SECTION 5. For purposes of this ordinance. 
the safest BART station at the Airport shall be 
the one that is determined to best meet federal 
standards for Airport safety and for such hazards 
as fires. terrorist acts and earthquakes. 

SEcnON 6. For purposes of this or,dinance. 
all ofthe follo;.ving factors shall be considered in 
determining the most convenient BART station 
at the Airport: the nearest estimated start date for 
the operation of BART service to the Airport; the 
shortest average travel time for all airline passen
gers and Airport employees to airline terminals 
and employee work areas; the least disruption or 
delay to current travel to and use of the Airport 
by airline passengers and Airport employees; the 
least disruption or delay to new mass transporta
tion services to the Airport for airline passengers, 
and Airport employees; the shortest required 
walking or wheel-chair distance from transit 
stops; and, the least disruption or delay to com-

pletion of the planned Airport light-rail system 
and the multi~transit hook-up to BART, Caltrain 
and SamTrans. 

SECTION 7. The Airports Commission shall 
make the determinations provided for in thi:; 
ordinance by using available data from the Met
ropolitan Transportation Commission. BART. 
other regional transit agencies, and studies con
ducted by the Airport. Such determinations by 
the Airports Commission shall be final and con
clusi ve unless two-thirds of the members of the 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors vote within 
thirty (30) days of the Airports Commission's 
determinations under this ordinance to rejt.ct 
these determinations. If such deierminations are 
rejected. the Airports Commission shall rec6n'
sider its decision. 

SECTION 8. The Mayor. the Board of Super
visors, the Airports Commission. and all City and 
County officers and agencies with any authority 
over any aspect of construction or funding of a 
BART station at the Airport shall neither divert 
any City or County funds from essential City and 
Cohnty programs nor raise City or County taxes 
to construct a BART passenger station within the 
area of the Airport or to extend BART rail service 
directly into the Airport terminal area. For pur~ 
poses of this ordinance. essential City and 
County programs refer to those involving police, 
fire. public health or library services. 

SEcnON 9. Should any part of this ordinance 
for any reason be held to be invalid or unconsti
tutional. or its application be held invalid 10 any 
circumstances. the remainder of this ordinance 
and its application to other circumstances shall 
not be affected thereby but shall remain in full 
force and effect. The People of the Cily and 
County of San Francisco hereby declare that they 
would have passed each part of this ordinance 
irrespective of the unconstitutionality or invalid
ity of any part or parts thereof. 0 
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TEXT OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE 
PROPOSITION I 

ORDINANCE PROVIDING FOR THE 
EXTENSION OF RAPID TRANSIT 
SERVICE INTO SAN FRANCISCO 

INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
An ordinance providing for the extension of 

transportation services by the San Francisco Bay 
Area Rapid Transit District to and within San 
Francisco International Airport. together with 
provisions for funding thereof, and providing a 
severability clause. 

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

Section I. It is hereby declared that the most 
efficient. effective and economical means of 
improving rapid transit services to and from the 
San Francisco International Airport (Airport) is 
by means of an extension of the rail service 
provided by the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid 
Transit District (BART) to a passenger station 
located within the Airport terminal area. Such an 
extension will best serve the residents of both San 
Francisco and other Bay Area communities. Air· 
port workers, airline customers, tourists and per
sons traveling between the Airport. San 
Francisco and other Bay Area locations served 
by BART. The people of the city and county find 
and declare that the extension of such rapid tran· 
sit services to a point within the Airport terminal 
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area is in the best interest of said city and county 
and the entire San Francisco Bay Area and that 
the actual station location within the Airport ter· 
minal area shall be one which attracts the most 
passengers. 

Section 2. It shall be and is the law of the city 
and county that a BART passenger station be 
constructed within the area of the Airport termi· 
nals and that all necessary actions be taken by the 
city and county to secure extension of BART rail 
service directly into the Airport terminal area. To 
implement such law, the Mayor. the Board of 
Supervisors. and all city officers and agencies. 
including airport commissioners. with any 
authority over any aspect of the extension of the 
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
into the Airport shall adopt such further ordi· 
nances and resolutions and take all other actions 
as necessary to effectuate the direct extension of 
BART service into the San Francisco Interna· 
tional Airport terminal area as a part of BART 
expansion. 

Section 3. The San Francisco airports commis· 
sion shall take all appropriate actions to generate 
the revenue necessary to finance the BART 
extension and station construction referred to 
herein. which shall first include the utilization of 
available Airport. regional. stale and federal 

funds. and may include the adoption of a passen· 
ger facility charge as authorized by Section 
15 I 3(e), Title 49 (Appendix) of the United States 
Code. Any imposition of a federally authorized 
passenger facility charge shall not exceed a 
period oftive years unless necessary to complete 
the aforementioned construction and unless 
extended upon a two·thirds vote by the Board of 
Supervisors. 
Section 4. Any adoption of a passenger facility 
charge may occur only if the airports commission 
has applied for and secured federal authorization 
to spend the revenue therefrom for the construe· 
tion of BART into the terminal area. 

Section S. If any section. subsection. sutxlivi· 
sion. paragraph. clause or phrase in this Ordi
nance or any part thereof is for any reason held 
unconstitutional. invalid or ineffective by a court 
of competent jurisdiction. such decision shall not 
affect the validity of effectiveness of the remain
ing portions of this Ordinance or any pan thereof. 
It is hereby declared that this Ordinance and each 
section, subsection. subdivision. paragraph. 
clause or phrase thereof. would have been passed 
irrespective of the fact that anyone or more other 
sections, subsections. subdivisions. paragraphs. 
clauses or phrases had been declared unconstitu
tional, invalid or ineffective. 0 



BART to the Airport 
PROPOSITION I 

Shall the City be required to take all actions necessary to extend BART service into 
the Airport terminal area, and shall the Airports Commission be required to take all 
appropriate actions to generate the revenue necessary for this BART extension, 
which shall first Include using any available Airport, regional, state and federal 
funds, and if necessary, adopting a passenger facility charge, If approved by the 
federal government? 

YES 
NO -.. 

Analysis 
. by Ballot Simplification Committee 

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The San FranciscoAirports Commission 
manages the San Francisco Intemational Airport. The Com
mission's Master Plan for the Airport includes a free light-rail 
train system to connect all terminals, maintenance shops, 
parking lots and ground transportation. The Plan also pro
poses that the light-rail system extend to a bus and train 
station planned for a sne across Highway 101 from the. 
Airport. 

The Bay Area Rapid Transifs (BART) line through ~n 
Francisco currently ends in Daly cny. BART is working on 
extending service farther south, which could includ.e a station 
for the Airport. 

THE PROPOSAL: proposnion I is an ordinanc~ that wciuld 

Controller's Statement on "I" 
cny Controller Edward Harrington has issued the following state

ment on the fiscal impact of Proposition I: 

If the proposed ordinanca is adopted, n would require the Airports 
Commission and cny officials to take all action necess81)' to ensure 
a BART station is buiU wnhin the Airport Terminal area. While esti
mates val)', most experts place the cost of extending BART from 
Colma to a siation near the Airport at up to $1 billion, wnh an additional 
$100 million io $400 million to put a station in the terminal area 
depending on which of various altemative locations is selected. 

The ordinance requires that funding for this project come first 
from Airport, regional, state and federal funds. Given limited fund
Ing at all levels of govemment, this project would compete wnh 
other Transportation or Airport projects and funding this project 
may mean that other projects would not be funded. In addition, the 
ordinance allows for revenues to be generated by a federally 
authorized passenger facility charge of up to $3 per departure 
ticket (for a limHed period of up to five years unless extended by 
the Board of Supervisors). 

In my opinion, n Is highly unlikely that General Fund monies. 
would be requested and made available to assist in the funding of 
this project. 

require cny offiCials and agencies to do everything they can 
to have a BART station located wnhin the Airport terminal 
area. 

To pay for this project, Proposnion I would require the 
Airports Commission first to use Airport, regional, state and 
federal funds, if available. The Commission could alse, adopt, 
wnh federal approval, a passenger charge. 

A "YES" VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want BART 
service to the airport to go to a station within the Airport 
terminal area. 

A "NO" VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, Y9u d.o not wantto adopt 
this measure. 

~.' .... ~ .', .. 
HoW "I" Got on the Ball<;>t 

On March 11, 1994 the !'Iegistrar of Voters certdied that 
the inniative petition, calling for Proposnion I to be placed on 
the ballot, had qualified. for the ballot. 

9,694 valid signatures were required to place ar, inniative 
ordinance on the ballot. This number is equal to !5% of the 
total number of people who voted for Mayor in 1991. 

A random check of the signatures submitted on February 
22, 1994 by the proponents of the innitative petition showed 
that more than the required number of Signatures lYere valid. 

Notice to Voters: Proposnions H and I appear to be of the 
same general purpose. If both measures are approved by 
the voters, and there is a conflict between the two measures, 
the one receiving the greater number of "YES· votes will 
become law. 

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE. 
THE FULL TEXT OF PROPOSmON liS ON PAGE 98. 
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BART to the Airport 

PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION I 
vom YES ON PROPOSmON I!!! It guarantees a BART 

extension to a passenger station within the Airport Terminal area. 
Proposition I is an intelligent expression of vision. Proposition I 
ensures San Franciscans will have what they want - direct BART 
access into SFO. Prop I is the only sensible, responsible choice to 
secure San Francisco's reputation as a great city with great transit 
- like London, Zurich, Tokyo, and Frankfurt. 

The opportunity is golden. The Airport's $2,400,000,000 expan
sion offers an unrivaled opportunity to build a BART station within 
the Airport without disrupting the Airport's operations. 

Prop I is a commonsensical plan, painstakingly crafted, which 
enjoys the support of the mayors of San Francisco and its airport 
neighbors, five BART Board of Directors members, a San Fran
cisco Airports Commissioner and local elected officials and transit 
professionals. 

Funds to build the station will come from available Airport, state 
and federal funds. SF's General Fund will not be used!!! SFO, with 
a surplus of more than $250,000,000 can easily afford to pay its fair 

share for direct BART service. Parking revenues at SFO alone are 
projected to be approximately $35,000,000 this year!!!! No wonder 
they don't want you out of your car!!! Going directly into the 
Airport saves approximately $100,000,000 that needn't be paid for 
right-of-way outside the Airport. 

The convergence of 3 critical factors: the Airport's expansion, 
available funding, and the resolve of the people of San Francisco 
for direct BART service into SFO creates an unprecedented oppor
tunity to do the right thing. Let's seize the moment. 

VOTE YES ON PROP L It's the only sound, responsible and 
consumer-friendly choice. Give future generations the benefit of 
our vision and determination by providing direct BART service 
into SFO. 

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION I!! Bring BART INTO 
SFO!!! 

Quentin Kopp 
BART To The Airport Campaign 

REBUTTAL TO PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION I 

San Franciscans want the most convenient transit to SFO. Prop
osition "P' Is not the answer. With Proposition I, domestic pas
sengers must walk 400 - 1300 feet, or transfer to the shuttle to 
their airline terminal. 

Ajoint Airport station for BART, electrified Caltrain from down
town, SamTrans, and Airport light rail is the answer. This fully
funded solution brings passengers directIy to each terminal by rail. 

Proposition "P' does not guarantee BART to SFO. The extra 
$100,000,000 -'- $400,000,000 is not available: 

o The Metropolitan Transportation Commission refused state and 
federal money for this station. 

o All "surplus" funds are appropriated for Airport expansion. 
o San Francisco's Charter and federal law forbid using Airport 

money/airline passenger fees for BART. 
San Franciscans have paid $1.4 billion in extra sales taxes 

because we were promised BART to the Airport. It isn't right to 
force us to pay even more when a fully-funded Airport station has 

already been agreed to, at no extra cost to San Francisco. 
Proposition 1 doesn't guarantee City monies won't be used 

to fund this extension, or essential services cut. This project 
could compete with other transportation projects - money for 
replacing old buses and METRO cars might be diverted to BART. 
This means MUNI fare bikes, breakdowns and delays. 

We have an unprecedented opportunity to do the right thing. 
Let's not blow it. 

Vote NO on "I." 

Sierra Club 
League of Conservation Voters 
Assembly Speaker Willie L Brown Jr. 
Supervisor Susan Bierman 
Supervisor Bill Maher 
Supervisor Carole Migden 
Supervisor Tom Hsieh 

Argumenta 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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BART fo the Airport 

.' OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION I 

Proposition "r' forces taxpayers to pay as much as $400 million 
- for the wrong Airport BART station. The Proposition "I" station 
could require many passengers to make 2 transfers (Caltrain! 
BART/shuttle), or walk a quarter-mile ti> their terminals. 

In an era of tight budgets, taxpayers' money must go for critical 
services - MUNI, police and fire protection, libraries and health 
care. Resources cannot be wasted on the wrong BART station. 

There is no $100 - $400 million to waste. The federal Airports 
Improvements Act prohibits use of Airport funds or passenger 
departure fees for BART. There are no ideniified federallstate 
transportation subsidies available. 

Who pays for the wrong BART station? Proposition "I" requires 
San Francisco to sign a BLANK CHECK! 

A "BETTER SOLUTION: Bay' Area transit agencies bave 
already agreed to a fully-funded Airport BART station at no 
extra cost to San Franciscans. Passengers travel directly to each 
airline terminal by light-rail in 2 to 5 minutes from this Cal train! 
SAMTRANSIBART station. Baggage could be cnecked at this 
Airport station. 

The proposed Proposition "I" station only serves one terminal. 
It's the wrong station because it: . 

.. 

;.' :.. .. . . ~; . ,'. 

.• Forces domestic passengers to walk up to 1,300 feet to tlleir 
terminals; 

.Doesn't transport 20,000 employees to their Airport work
places outside the terminal area; 

• Reduces BART/Airport ridership up to 700 passengers by 
eliminating the light rail connection to domestic airlines and 
employee workplaces; 

• Requires up to 2 transfers and 20-minute waits for some pas
sengers. 

Environmental leaders oppose Proposition 'T' because the 
wrong station could burt regional transportation, decrmse rider
ship and reduce MUNI funding. Vote No on wasteful spending. 

Vote NO on Proposition I! . 

Sierra Club 
San Francisco League of Conservation Voters 
Assembly Speaker Willie L Brown Jr. 
Supervisor Sue Bierman 
Supervisor Carole Migden 
Supervisor Tom Hsieh 

.~ .. . . 

.'. , ,,' 

No Rebuttal Was Submitted To Opponent's Argument 
Against Proposition I 

, 
Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authora and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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BART to the Airport 

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION I 
Proposition I delivers on a promise voters received almost 30 

years ago: BART to the airport. BART in the airport, not across the 
highway, will reduce vehicle traffic and air pollution. It will pro
vide the ultimate convenience for the business traveler and tourist. 
Many elected and appointed officials have procrastinated with this 
issue long enough. Now is the time to do what is right for the future 
of the region. San Francisco is a world class city and it deserves a 
world class transportation system. Vote YES on Proposition l. 

Frank Jordan 
Mayor 

BART almost into the Airport is like not coming. Go all the way. 
Yes on l! 

Lee Goland 
Singer/Songwriter/Activist 

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION I - BART directly into the 
Airport. It's an insurance policy for the most effective and econom
ical means of improving rapid transit. I.et's vote for the most bang 
for the buck!! 

As a watchdog group for taxpayer dollars, we fully support BART 
directly into SFO. Prop I uses available Airport stateand federaJ funds. 
Prop I eliminates a station in San Bruno, for a savings of approximately 
$60,000,000 which could be redirected for tunneling directly into 
SFO. Prop I has other potential savings; less right-of-way needs to be 
purchased, the Airport's people mover wiD not have an additional 
almost 2 miles of track offsite, and no construction delays, as BART 
into SFO can dovetail with the Airport' s $2,400,OOO,OOOdollar expan
sion. BART has committed to fund 100% of the tracks, power, signal 
and platform!! Never before has such an fortuitous set of circum
stances afforded such a grand and golden opportunity for transporta
tion policy in the Bay Area. 

CARPE DIEM Ii! The time is now to vote for BART directly into 
the Airport. PROP I will Dot raise your taxes, and its passage will 
not raid the SF General Fund!!! Who do you believe?? 

SFTA, defenders of fiscal responsibility and Senator Kopp a 
proven, experienced watchdog over your tax dollars or the tax and 
spend liberals who oppose PROP I?? 

Vote YES ON PROPOSmON l!! It's the only sensible,logical 
choice. 

San Francisco Taxpayers Association 
Cheryl Arenson, Director 

We believe maximizing public transit use to the Airport is critical. 
Without effective public transit, future increased Airport use will put 
70,000 more cars onto Bay Area freeways daily. Proposition I would 
minimize the need to transfer for the greatest number of people by 
ensuring extension of BART into the terminal. The expanded terminal 
will remain compact and can be weD-served by public transit 

BART now serves a quarter million people daily. Although not 
perfect, it's by far the most frequently used regional system we 
have. We should strive to improve it A BART terminal station need 
not impair Caltrain Airport service. 

I.et's not repeat the mistake at Oakland Airport, where BART 
users must transfer to get to the terminal. Instead, let's model our 
Airport's future on the success of Atlanta, Baltimore, London and 
other airports where public transit takes you into the terminal. 
Anything else would be a costly disaster. 

Richard M. Hills, Attorney 
Curt Holzinger, Architect 

Direct Access from the airport to San Francisco and vice versa is 
a necessity for the future of Bay Area Businesses. Provincial 112 
measures that go "almost" to and from the Airport are not enough! 
Proposition I will propel San Francisco's public transportation into 
the twenty-first century and will maintain San Francisco's status as 
a world class city. 

LETS MOVE FORWARD! VOTE YES ON PROPOSmON l! 

Robert P. Varni 
Community College District Trustee 

Stanley D. Hervtein, Jr. 
Businessman 

Peter M. Finnegan 
Former Community College Trustee 

Jeffrey L. Pollack 
Restaurateur 

Daniel Vien-Chevreux 
Businessman 

Dylan Sanders 
Businessman 

Elena L. Gracoman 
Businesswoman 

George Semivan 
Businessman 

Kenneth Burger 
President 
Fisherman's Wharf Merchants' Association 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors Bnd hBYB not bean checked fo, accuracy by Bny official agency. 
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BART to the Airport 

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION I 

Are there politics involved? You bet there are. Leading the charge 
against this Proposition I is Supervisor Tom Hsieh. On October 22, 
1990, eight often supervisors, including Sup: Hsieh, voted FOR a 
resoluiion of the Board of Supervisors supporting an in-terminal 
Airport BART station. That resolution (#872-90) reads in part" 

''WHEREAS, In May 1971: the consultants to the San Fran
cisco Airport Access Project identified the feasibility and de
sirability of constructing an extension of BART directly into 

, San Francisco International Airport with a main line station one 
level below the central parking garage. ' 
WHEREAS the ~ombined cost to San Francisco taxpayers in 
1975 and 1976 of the planning and construction work for the 
proposed BART extension was approximately $5 million. 
WHEREAS, the "BART trace" is graphically depicted in the 
San Francisco International Airport master plans dated 1979 
and 1985 ... 
"RESOLVED, THAT the Board of Supervisors of the City 
and County of San Francisco hereby affirms its support for 
an extension of BART directly into the airline terminals at 
San Francisco international Airport." 
Now, Supervisor Hsieh opposes Proposition I. Why? Because he 

is opposed to Mayor Frank Jordan and Senator Quentin Kopp. 
Come on Tom Hsieh. Pull your head out of the sand and see the 
light. BART should go into the Airport! 

Philip J. Siggins 
Myron Healman 
AnGroza 

YES ON I means BART directly into the Airport. It's the only 
common sense approach. 

Sometimes we do things because they .rejust the right things to 
do. PROP I is one of them. BART should go directly into the 
Airport terminal area - not 1.2 miles away. . 

Future generations will thank us for having the vision and cour
age to do what's right. 

VOTE YES ON PROP I - Let's do the right thing!!! 

Roben S. Basker 
Wm. G. Daniels 
Pauline Rosenbaum 

. Vote with your head and heart on Proposition I. Vote YES if 
'you want a BART station IN the Airport. Vote NO if you w,mt a 
I BART station located over one mile away from the Airport. But 
) don't be frightened into voting against Proposition I with lies a.bout 
, cuts in our City services. . 

As commissioners we know the real facts are: The Airports 
Commission and the Airport operate' technically as a utility, almost 
apart from the City with completely separate funding sourcef,. The 
Airport gets NO MONEY from the City's general fund, or from 
any other City funds. In addition, the Airport sends no airline 
monies, and only 15% of concession revenues, to the City's general 
fund. The Airport has a 30 year contract with the airlines -- that 
runs well into the next century - that prohibits the Airport from 
sending any other monies to the City's general fund. Period! 

Vote Yes On Prop. I 

Vincent J. Ravett;, Commissioner, Parks and Recreation 
Beverly ImmendoTf, Pres. S.F. Film & Video Arts Commission 
Jim Herlihy, President, SF Public Library Commission 
Ike Fe/zer, Commissioner Board of Permit Appeals 
Jack ImmendoTf, Pres. Rec & Park Commission 

YES ON I means BART directly into the AirPort. It's the only 
common sense approach. 

,Prop I's opponents are lying by suggesting that BART into the 
Airport will rob taxpayers of essential services. Fact is -- PROP I 
will cost $260,000,000 more than building a station 1.2 miles west, 
across Highway IO\. 

BART has agreed'to put $100 million into the projec:t and the 
Airport (which currently has a $250,000,000 surplus) would have· 
to find the remaining $160 million.' Prop I calls on the Airport to 
use available federal, state and local transit monies to make up the 
difference. 

It is nothing more than blatant lies and scare tactics to say that 
general fund money, police, frre, libraries, social services, etc.
could be used. Don't be fooled by their scare tactics!! VOTE YES 
ON PROPOSmON I!!! 

Rick Hauptman 
'President 
Noe Valley Democratic Club 

" 

Argumenta printed on this pege are the opinion of the authors arid have not bee~ cheeked for accuracy by any official agency. 
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BART to the Airport 

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION I 
As agenerai contractor, construction manager, and licensed pilot, 

I was appointed last year to the Airports Commission, a body 
responsible for the governance of San Francisco Airport. I strongly 
believe that convenient transit to and from the Airport is of the 
utmost importance. 

By 2006 we estimate that 51,000,000 people will pass through 
San Francisco Airport each year. There are over 33,000 people 
employed there. It's vital that we build a transit system which 
serves passengers and workers. As many as 70,000 additional 
vehicles will be thrust out onto Highway 101 every day as a result 
of Airport expansion. How do we prevent total gridlock? 

A BART STATION WITHIN SFO IS THE ONLY SOLUTION 
WmCH TRULY ADDRESSES GRIDLOCK! Travelers to SFO 
must have a convenient transit system. That means no transfers and 
no diversions. 

The time is right. This is our only chance. As part of the Airport's 
$2.4 billion expansion, a new 2,000,000 square foot International 
Terminal will be constructed and a BART station must be included. 
A BART station, which has the support of the Mayor and BART's 
own planners. can be constructed at the very same time with no 
delays! It will be an integral part of the expansion without extra 
construction time and without any significant expense. Moveover, 
no San Francisco general fund money will be used. It takes no 
money from any social program. 

There is no world-class city airport being built today without 
direct rail transportation. 

Let's be just as good as London, Amsterdam, Zurich, Frankfurt 
and Singapore! 

PLEASE VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION I! 

Michael Strunsky, Commissioner 
San Francisco Airports Commission 

We as candidates for the 8th Senatorial District may not agree on 
every issue but certainly agree on the merits of Proposition I. 
Half-measures and blind party politics won't improve rapid transit 
in the Bay Area. Proposition I will!!!! 

Whether you're a Democrat, Republican, Independent. or Liber
tarian, Proposition I is the right choice. 

VOTE YES ON I!! 

Pat Fitzgerald, Democratic Candidate for the State Senate 
Tom Spinoza, Republican Candidate for the State Senate 
Senator Quentin L Kopp, Independent Candidate for the State 

Senate 

Proposition I is a delivery on a 25 year old promises of direct 
BART service into SFO. Since 1969, residents of San Francisco 
have had a BART extension direct from San Francisco to SFO 
dangled before them. We have even paid extra sales tax in the 
amount of $1 ,500,000,000 since 1969 for a BART extension! But 
because of naysayers and special interests, it hasn't been delivered 
yet. In fact, this promise has been broken time and again, yet we 
keep paying and paying! Now five free,spending Supervisors want 
to block direct BART service into SFO. Don't let them keep taking 
your money. Your vote for Proposition I will propel San Francisco 
public transportation into the 21st century! 

Let's move forward! Vote yes on Proposition I! 
A structural "trace" already exists for a BART station within the 

airport and construction will not interfere with any airport opera
tions. In 1990, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted a 
resolution endorsing the extension of BART service directly into 
the airport. The plans are in place and it's time we make our public 
officials deliver! 

No more delays! Please vote yes on Proposition I and deliver 
what has been promised to us! 

Shirley K. Clot 
Sherrie Matza, President, Golda Meir Jewish Amer. Demo Club 
Carlos Ruling, Treasurer, Norwegian Club 

70% of our constituents repeatedly in polls declared that they 
want direct BART service into San Francisco International Airport. 

We share that belief. 
In October 1990, the Board of Supervisors adopted a resolution 

affirming its support for an extension of BART directly into the 
Airport terminals at SFO. 

That remains the policy of the City and County of San Francisco. 
We urge you to ensure execution of that policy by voting for 

Proposition I. 
VOTE YES FOR PROPOSITION I! 

Supervisor Angela Alioto 
President, San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

Supervisor Annemarie Conroy 
Supervisor Terence Hallinan 
Supervisor Kevin Shelley 
Supervisor Willie Kennedy 

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 IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION I 

It's sad that 5 visionless members of the Board of Supervisors 
don't want San Francisco to be a world class city where visitors 
from allover the world can be whisked, from SFO directly to their 
destinations. San Francisco hotels, extraordinary restaurants and 
cultural attractions will be losers if Proposition I fails. 

It'sjust as sorrowful that San Francisco may be prevented from 
constructing transit systems like Zurich, Frankfurt, and London 
which bring riders directly from the airport to the city core. 

US cities like Chicago, Atlanta, Washington (National) and 
Cleveland provide systems which are visitor-friendly. Why not a 
TRANSIT-FIRST city like San Francisco? Vote to ensure San 
Francisco's reputation a modem urban cultural mecca ' 

KEEP SAN FRANCISCO FIRST AS THE #1 VISITOR DES
TINATION IN AMERICA! . 

VOTE "YES" ON PROPOSmON Ii , 

Harriet Ross 
Hans Hansson 
Shirlee iI. Felzer 

As members of the BART Steering Committee we firmly believe 
that the public deserVes the most efficient, economical and canve· 
nient transit system possible. Careful and repeated analysis of the 
plans reveal that Proposition I is the only one that works. By placing 
a BART station inside the Airport, the need for any transfer 
conveyances is eliminated. the convenience of the public is served 
and the eventUal gridlock on 10 1 is avoided. 

The alternative proposition, to build a BART terminal 1.5 miles 
away from the Airport, is penny-wise and pound-foolish. Hseih's 
Prop. H approach would leave us with a one time savings in 
construction and a lifetime of lower riderships due to the inconve
nience of having to transfer to yet another transit system to even
tually reach the Aiiport. 

San Francisco has had its share of boondoggles that purportedly 
saved money; 'much maligned Candlestick Park and a train that 
stops short of Downtown are the results of such shortsighted 
planning. Voters have the opportunity to do something right. 
VOTE FOR PROPOSmON I. Let's Do it right the first time. 

Richard M. Hills 
Richard Traverso 
Thamas F. Hayes 
Marc Libarle 
Paul Silvestri 
Mary C. O'Shea 
Jon Rubin 

Proposition I meets the criteria of two critical tests - common 
sense and good planning. 

It is common sense that tourists, business travelers and local 
citizens would be most efficiently and conveniently served by a 
BART extension that takes them DIRECfL YTO AND FROM San 
Francisco International Airport, NOT ACROSS THE FREEWAY 
from the airport. Proposition I is the only alternative that achieves 
direct access to the airport. Other alternatives would have travelers' 
taking a train to catch another train to the airport. 

In planning, one has two alternatives: 
• Plan for the long run and serve present and future generations, or 
• Plan for the short run and find yourself back at the drawing 

board in a short while. 
Proposition I will be cost effective in the long run, becaus" it will 

meet the transportation needs of the future and cost far le,;s over 
time. Other alternatives are band aid patches that will not work and 
will result in costly catch up measures in the future. 

Vote YES on Proposition I. 

Sidney Unobskey 
President 
San Francisco Planning Commission 

Don't' be misl«<l! Proposition I will NOT raise your taxes! 
Property owners know Proposition I will modernize San Fran

cisco public transportation and give Bay Area businesses theboost 
they deserve. 

Who wants a BART station that isn't in the airport and doesn't' 
meet the needs of today's business travelers? Let's do this project 
right the first time and provide direct BART access for passengers 
and employees into the Airport! 

VOTE YES ON PROPOSmON I FOR SAN 
FRANCISCO'S BUSINESS AND TRANSIT FUTURE! 

Nick Sapunar, Realtor 
Paul Barbage/ata, Realtor 
Anna Barbage/ata, Realtor 
Pius Lee, Realtor 

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 IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION I 
Proposition I makes CENTS. Vote YES on I. 
Opponents claim that Proposition I costs more money, that it will 

bankrupt City departments, and that a BART station located over one 
mile from the Aitport terminals is the right solution. BALDERDASH! 

Senator Quentin Kopp, affectionately known by virtually all San 
Franciscans as the former "tightwad Supervisor," is no spendthrift. 
He's for Proposition I because it makes sense - and will make 
CENTS, too! 

Imagine 20 years from now. Imagine the future if Proposition I 
loses. Bayshore freeway 101 is an 18 hour per day parking lot. The 
BART station, erroneously sited over one mile from the Airport, 
sits virtually empty. Few people will change trains one mile from 
the Airport, then carry their luggage into another train at the Airport 
Intermodal People Mover Station. 

Imagine then the real cost of lost time changing trains, or sitting 
in traffic on the Bayshore freeway. 

Imagine then the added cost of gasoline while parked on the freeway. 
Imagine then the added costs of more air pollution. 
And imagine then the cost of running 1W0 train systems: BART 

and the Intermodal Airport People Mover. 
Vote YES on I - BART into the Airport. Proposition I makes 

sense - and will make CENTS tomorrow. 

Nancy Ho, Vice President of Placer Holdings 
Louis N. Haas, Partner, Haas & Najarian 
Frederic Weicher, Secretary 
Dina Fiegener, Haas & Najarian - Secretary 
Christine Ahboitin, Haas & Najarian - Secretary 
Susan Lee, Admin. Asst - Haas & Najarian 
Patricia White, Haas & Najarian - Secretary 

As Gays and Lesbians we join the rest of the Greater San 
Francisco Community in support of BART going into the Airport. 
We don't always see eye to eye with Senator Kopp but this isssue 
is not about personalities, it's about public policy. We urge you to 
VOTE FOR PROP. I! 

Allen White, Journalist 
Wayne Friday. San Francisco Police Commissioner 
Jo Daly, Former San Francisco Police Commissioner 
Dennis Collins 
Doug Comstock 

Secretary, Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual Voters Project 

Transportation needs for the African American community have 
been overlooked time and again. We need an affordable, fast and 
direct choice in Public Transit. Proposition I will bring jobs and 
improved transportation. 

VOTE YES ON PROP. I FOR OUR FUTURE! 

Hadie Redd 
Orelia Langston 
Erica M. Henri 
Ahimsa Sumchai, M.D. 
Naomi Gray 
Reverend John H. Lane 
Lois J. De Gayette 
Joel E. De Gayette 
Wilfred Ussery 
H. Jess Amelle 
Benjamin James, Jr. 
Karen Pierce 

President, Bay View District Democratic Club 
Drevelyn Minor 

Southern Heights Democratic Club 
Millie Francois 
Brian Francois 
Doris R. 11wmas 

Public policy cannot be based upon narrow political agendas! While 
I disagree with Senator Kopp on some issues I support BART into the 
Aitport because it's the right thing for San Franciscans. 

I've been a member of the Finance Committee for four years and 
know that general fund money could never be used for BART into 
the Airport. Those costs will be born by BART, Federal, State and 
other local transit monies. The opponents of Prop. I are trying to 
mislead and scare the public. Not a penny of General Fund money 
can legally be used to pay for BART into the Airport. 

DO THE RIGHT THING. VOlE YES ON PROP. I! 

Supervisor Terence Hallinan 

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 IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION I 

Chinatown and Japantown are home to the largest concentration 
of elderly Asian Americans in San Francisco. Many of these 
people, who are in the twilight years of their lives, have close family 
who wish to see them living in China, Japan, the Philipines and 
other Asian countries. The onc thing many Asian American seniors 
have to look forward to, after spending a lifetime in America, is 
seeing a great grand child, grandchild, a grandchild's new spouse, 
a daughter left behind or a long-lost sibbling. For many seniors, 
being able to receive and host their loved-ones with dignity after 
months and maybe years of waiting is their dying wish. One of the 
most important duties of the Asian host is to be with the visitors 
when they arrive and when they depart. Often the greeting and the 
farewell define the role and memory of the host. 

Unfortunately, Asian . American seniors have great difficulty 
getting to and from the San Francisco Airport in their effort to fulfill 
their final obligations to their family members. Most seniors find 
airport shuttle services fares are beyond their fixed-income budgets 
and almost inaccessible due to language and cultural barriers. 
Extending BART directly to the airport would allow Asian Amer
ican seniors to commute to the airport inexpensively. conveniently, 
quickJy and without relying on others for assistance. In addition, 
seniors are already accustomed to using mUDi and mUDi metro to 
do their shopping and commuting within San Francisco. Going to 
the airport would mean that seniors need only transfer from the 
familiar Muni system to the BART system. Extending BART to 
the airport is the best way to serve their needs. 

RlU/uel C. Pasco 
Emesto A. Pasco 
Josie P. Corpuz 
Laurel E. Ayag 
Noemi N. Sab/ad 

Citizens of San Francisco agree: BART should be extended 
directly into SFO! All residents would benefit from convenient 
access to public transportation. Proposition I will enable all San 
Franciscans to travel directly to and from the Airport. Now is the 
time for action! 

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION I! 

Carlota del Portillo 
Manuel A. Rosales 

Vice Pres Redevelopment Commission 
Margaret Cruz 

As your representatives on the BART Board, we have cloBely 
studied the BART alignment for years. 

BART must go directly into San Francisco International AiIJ,ort. 
Any other alignment would be transit craziness. 

• The Airport's Master Plan for expansion includes an increase 
from 31,000,000 passengers in 1991 to a projected 51,300,000 
by the year 2006, an increase of 151,000 daily vehicles. Only 
the most effective rail transit system can save our region from 
traffic gridlock from the Bay Bridge to the Airport. 

• The first principle of rail transit is that when riders are required 
to transfer, ridership decreases sharply. BART directly into the 
Airport enables riders to go into the Airport without changing 
to another conveyance. 

• Speak with transit officials at other major rail systems, and there 
is strong agreement: a rail transit connection to an airport needs 
to go directly into the airport to be effective. 

Michael Bernick, San' Francisco BART Director 
James Fang, San Francisco BART Director 
Wilfred Ussery, San Francisco BART Director 

For more than 25 years, BART has been planned, operated, and 
expanded so as to provide direct BART service into San Francisco 
Airport. We've taxed ourselves repeatedly to enjoy such SI:rvice. A 
windfall looms: the expansion of SFO, including a new International 
Terminal. Combining these projects (a BART station within the new 
terminal) conserves time and money. Proposition I eliminates the bane 
of public transit: forcing riders to transfer, a process which has ruined 
Coltrain ridership for decades and renders futile the use of BART to 
Oakland Airport. A BART station in the Airport reduces congestion 
on Highways 101 and 280, facilitates use of SFO' s people-mover and 
brings employees and passengers to their destination. 

This initiative's petition notice specifically states no local tax is 
needed or allowed, that financing won't affect city services or be a 
charge to the General Fund. Please don't be deceived by Proposition 
H, sponsored not by taxpayers but by sly supervisors. Its purpose is 
confusion; Proposition I's is progress, jobs, comfort, and no cumber
some transferring. Proposition I is a common-sense business issue. 

VOTE YES ON I! 

Senator Quentin L Kopp 

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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BART to the Airport 

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION I 

Pacific Rim commerce and tourism have been major sources of 
economic relief and jobs for the Chinatown area. However, tourists 
and business travelers from allover the world have complained to 
shop owners and hotel managers that transportation to and from 
San Francisco Airport ("SFO") is expensive and inconvenient. 
They cite the long delays between disembarking and securing 
ground transportation, the high cost of airport parking, the often 
stressful freeway commute, and the predatory behavior of some 
private transit operators as unpleasant and unnecessary distractions 
that travelers to San Francisco endure frequently. 

An effecti ve, regional transit system such as BART fills and 
important niche in the movement of tourists and business visitors 
in and out of San Francisco. Inefficient ground transportation 
particularly jeopardizes the tourism trade upon which Chinatown 
has depended during the recession. 

San Franciscans can ill-afford to allow Chinatown to suffer 
economic dislocation when the jobs of thousands of the City's 
Asian Americans depend in large part on the tourism industry. 

Extending BART directly into the International Terminal at SFO 
is the best way to provide Pacific Rim Travelers efficient and 
convenient access to San Francisco. 

Jackson Wong 
Glenn Tom 

Restauranteur 
BenHam 

Businessman 
Mae Woo 

SF Film Commissioner 
Joe Kwok 

Businessman 
Jonathan Leong 

Businessman 
Eric Chung 

Businessman 
Anton Qiu 

Realtor 
Samson W. Wong 

1993 President, Chinese 
American Democratic 
Club 

FionaMa 
CPA 

David E. Lee 
Community Activist 

Douglas Chan 
Commissioner, Board of 
Permit Appeals 

Calvin Louie 
Commissioner, Human 
Rights Commission 

ThomasNg 
Commissioner, Fire 
Commission 

Florence Fang 
Businesswoman, 

Ro/andQuan 
CPA 

Airline Companies have historically been insensitive to the needs 
of people with AIDS and other disabilities. Now they are financing 
the campaign to drop passengers over a mile away from the airport. 
How dare they! Don't fly the unfriendly skies. 

VOTE YES ON PROP. I 

Joe Caruso 
AIDS Health Care Provider 

Fr. Gerard F. Lupa 
AIDS Health Care Provider 

Scott Oswald 
AIDS Activist 

Richmond Young 
HIV Task Force 

Mike Yestat 
AIDS Activist 

Dave Robb 
S.F. AIDS Foundation 

Les Pappas 
AIDS Educator 

Kate Stafford 
HIV Task Force 

Proposition I is the public safety choice for concerned San 
Franciscans. Proposition I provides direct BART service into SFO 
without transfers! 

Proposition H, on the other hand, would deposit BART riders 
over a mile a away from the terminal, west of Highway 101, and 
force them to wait and transfer to another conveyance to continue 
on to the airport! 

As crime-conscious San Franciscans, we believe Proposition I is 
the best choice that protects San Franciscans! 

VOTE NO ON UNSAFE H! 
VOTE YES ON I FOR GREATER PUBLIC SAFETY! 

Anthony Ribera 
San Francisco Chief of Police 

Harriet Salerno 
Founder, Justice for Murder Victims 

Arlo Smith 
San Francisco District Attorney 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for eccuracy by any official agency. 
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BART to the Airport 

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION I 

The facts are simple - efficient, convenient public transit cuts 
wasteful private transportation. Prop. I is a great boon for the 
environment. Avoiding the pollution created by superfluous sys
tems of added people-movers and buses that Prop. H calls for and 
attracting people out of their cars makes Prop I the inevitable choice 
for the future of the Bay Area. 

VOTE YES ON PROP. I 

Marie Cleasby 
Henry M. Ortiz 
Nathan Ratner, S.F. Commission on the Environment 
Supervisor Kevin Shelley 

Perhaps just once every generation are we presented with the 
opportunity to determine the future's course wisely. By voting YES 
on I, we can ensure that rapid transit - BART - goes directly 
INTO tlie airport. Prop I is the only way to go! 

BART service into the new International Terminal will encour
age passengers to take rapid transit. The "almost at the Airport" 
BART station being propounded by the No on I naysayers will 
simply mean that fewer people will choose rapid transit, and stay 
in their cars. 

Let's choose the correct course for the future. Vote YES on 
Proposition 1.- BART Into the Airport. 

John Lee 
Battalion Chief, SF Fire Dept. 
John A. Ertola 
President, Fire Commission 

YES ON I means BART directly into the Airport. It's the only 
common sense approach. 

Prop I asks a basic question: Should a BART station be built 
directly into the Airport or on wetlands 1.5 miles away from the 
Airport? 

Vote YES ON I for a BART station in the Airport. Vote yes on 
Prop H is you want a BART station built 1.5 miles from the 
terminals across Highway !OI!!! 

Y Oll don't have to be a rocket scientist - or an Airport engineer
to understand the difference between locating the BART station in the 
Airport versus 1.5 miles away. Prop I gets you there!!! Prop H 
doesn't!! 

VOTE for the logical choice. VOTE YES ON PROP I!'!!! 

Jan Allen 
R.G. Lee, Deputy Director & Chief Engineer (Retired), 

S.F. Airport 
A rt Rosenbaum 
Shirley Rosenbaum 
Ronald Page Lemmon 
Nada I. Lemmon 
Honor Bulkley 
Jonathan Bulkley 

As a member of the committee that negotiated funding for BART 
to the Airport, I cannot conceive why anyone would support less 
than BART into the Airport. Proposition I will implement what the 
BART Board intended when we negotiated BART into the Airport. 
Vote "YES" on "rO! 

Arlo Hale Smith 
Former BART President 
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BART to the Airport 

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION I 

VOTE YES ON PROP I - BART Into the Airport. It's the 
only consumer-friendly BART measure on the ballot. It's the only 
plan to bring BART directly into SFO. By approving Proposition 
I San Franciscans have an opportunity to ensure fast, convenient 
BART service into SFO. 

PROP H IS A WASHOUT!!! Who wants the BART station a 
mile and a half from the Airport? 

PROP I is the answer. PROP I is an intelligent vision for San 
Francisco and the Bay Area. Prop I's plan brings BART directly 
under the Airport's soon to be constructed International Terminal 
- the largest passenger terminal facility at SFO. The plan also 
includes an intermodal station. including connections to 
CALTRAIN. Prop I is so incredible, it actually will drop off 
passengers 50 feet from a major airline ticket counter!!! 

We cannot pass up this superlative plan. Vote for San Francisco 
- Vote for BART directly into SFO - VOTE YES ON PROP I. 

Christine Hansson 
Keith Consoer, Pres 

Presidio Ave. Assoc. of Concerned Neighbors 
Margaret Verges, Vice Pres. 

Presidio Ave Assoc. of Concerned Neighbors 
Barbara R. Meskunas 

Pres., Planning Assn. For Oi visadero Street 
George S. Bacigalupi, CPA 
Dorice Murphy 
Evelyn L. Wilson 

The proponents of Proposition H and their ill-informed "environ
mentalist" cohorts try to sell us a proposal which destroys wetlands. 
True environmentals know that more than 80% of historic wetlands 
in San Francisco Bay have already been annihilated. Yet, some 
environmentalists strangely believe that a station, I 112 miles from 
the Aiport, on 180 acres of wetlands containing three Endangered 
Species, is the cat's meow. 

Equally frightening is the fact that the federal Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) has told BART that NO station could be 
approved at the site (Prop H) unless BART can prove that no 
practical alternative site exists. 

WE HAVE AN AL TERNA TIVE - AND IT'S INSIDE THE 
AIRPORT! 

WE KNOW BETTER AND SO SHOULD THE RENEGADE 
ENVIRONMENTALISTS!! A BART station in the Airport does 
not destroy wetlands. 

VOTE FOR THE ENVIRONMENT! YES ON I! 

David C. Spero 
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BART to the Ai rport 

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION I 

San Francisco Tomorrow urges Vote NO on I. This plan is too 
expensive. Any BART station at the allport will require a People 
Mover. This station fails to serve our regional transportation needs. 

San Francisco Tomorrow 

San Francisco voters face two propositions on the location of the 
San Francisco Airport BART station. 

Environmental leaders and transit advocates urge you to vote 
YES on Prop. H and NO on Prop. I. 

Proposition H requires building the BART station in the "most 
cost-effective, safest, and most conve~ient location." Proposition I 
requires building the BART station in "the airport terminal area" 
- which is not the most cost·effective, safest, and most convenient 
location for the following reasons: 

• The Proposition H station will be built in an area central to all 
airport terminals and employment sites, and connects them with 
a fast and frequent rail shuttle. This plan will take domestic 
airline passengers to their gates more quickly, with less walking 
and hassle than Proposition I. 

• The Proposition H station costs at least $180 million less and 
can be completed more quickly. 

• The Proposition H plan would connect BART, CaiTrain, and 
the airport's light rail station in a single airport transit station 
improving transit access to the airport. The Proposition I pi';'; 
would require CaiTrain passengers to transfer twice to reach the 
domestic terminal. 

• The Proposition H plan would serve the airport's 31,000 work· 
ers better, reducing highway congestion. 

We believe Propositions H and I should not be on the ballot. 
These questions need more careful debate and analysis than can be 
done in political campaigns. B~t, since they are on the ballot, we 
urge you to vote: 

YES on Proposition H. 
NO on Proposition L 

Beryl Magi/avy, Chair 
Commission on San Francisco's Environment 

John Holl1.claw, Sierra Club 

(Organizations listed for identification purposes only.) 

Proposition 'T' would make transit less convenient for most transit 
passengers, reducing its use and increasing traffic congestion. 

WITHOUT PROPOSITION I: 
• The Metropolitan Transportation Commission funds a joint 

station for: CaiTrain (electrified, extended downtown, on 
BART schedules), BART (if extended to SFO), future high 
speed rail, and SamTrans buses. CaiTrain will provide the 
major transit from the Peninsula, and will be 10 - 16 minutes 
faster than BART from downtown SF. 

• Passengers can check baggage at the joint station. 
• A free light rail shuttle will whisk passengers and workers in 2 

to 10 minutes to the terminals, maintenance facilities, or a future 
ferry to Oakland Airport. . 

HOW PROPOSITION I WOULD CHANGE THIS: 
• BART would be extended to below the ne"; International 

Terminal between the present terminals and US I 0 I. Domestic 
passengers would walk up to 1,300 feet to their airline terminal, 
or take the light rail shuttle. 

• The $100-$400 million additional cost of BART would pre· 
clude the joint CalTrainlBARTlhigh speed raiVshuttie station, 
so CaiTrain, high speed rail and SamTrans passengers would 
have to transfer to BART outside the airport, pay a fare, wait 
up to 20 minutes for. BART, and most will still use the shuttle 
to get from BART to their terminals. 

• If the additional BART costs scuttle the shuttle, passengers 
would have to walk, and the 31,000 airport employees would 
drive, increasing congestion. The Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission estimates 700 fewer daily BART passengers. 

• Or San Francisco may have to pick up the extra costs: $100-
$400 million ($300 - $1,300 per family), or cut Muni service. 

Environmental and transit leaders urge you io Vote NO on 
Proposition L 

John Holl1.claw, President, San Francisco League of 
Conservation Voters 

Jeffrey Henne, Former President, San Francisco League of 
Conservation Voters 

Arguments printed on this page" are the opinion of ihe authors and have not been checked for accurecy by any official age,;;;; 
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BART to the Ai rport 

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION I 
Proposition I is the wrong choice for San Franciscans. It will 

mean higher costs, more inconvenience, and further delays in SFO 
transit improvements. 

• Higher costs - taxpayers will Pay up to $400 million. Don't be 
fooled! There is no surplus account to cover these higher costs. 

• More inconvenience - airline passengers will be forced to 
walk up to one-quarter mile to their terminals; many passengers 
will require two transfers; 20,000 airport employees who work 
outside the terminals will not be served. 

• Further delays - Proposition I guarantees protracted political 
battles to secure extra funding, either from San Francisco 
taxpayers or other essential city services. 

Is there a better choice? Yes! 
San Franciscans already have paid $1.4 billion in sales taxes to build 

an airport BART station. The proposed CalTrainiSamTranslBART 
station is more convenient and has been agreed to by Bay Area transit 
agencies. And it is fully funded, with no extra cost to taxpayers. 

Proposition I is a divisive, bloated proposal. There are no surplus 
funds available. Be aware - the supporters of Proposition I will 
return soon, to support extra taxes from San Franciscans, or to shift 
critical funds from Muni, police, fire, libraries, and health care to 
pay for their white elephant. 

Vote against' higher costs, inconvenience, and political gridlock. 
Vote no on Proposition I. 

Willie L Brown, Jr. 
Speaker, California State Assembly 

We know a better idea when it comes along. 
BART service into the SFO terminals once seemed like a good 

idea, but in reality, it will be inconvenient, costly, and will discour
age public transit use to the Airport. Vote NO on Proposition I. 

Under Proposition I, BART would only go to the International 
Terminal. But how many people going to Europe or Asia will take 
BARTlo the airport?! Hyou are one of the vast m,yOlity of airHne 
passengers going to L.A., New York or another U.S. destina
tion, you could be forced to drag your luggage more than 1,300 
feet to your terminal. 

By contrast, a multi-transit station linking the airport to BART, 
SamTrans and CalTrain is already fully funded and approved, with 
a free light rail shuttle system - running every 2-3 minutes - that 
will check your baggage and deliver you directly to your departure 
terminal. We think that's much more convenient. 

What's more, Proposition I doesn't offer the safes, transit 
option. Airport travelers arriving on CaiTrain or SamTrans after 
BART stops service could find themselves stranded late at night 
without transit options. Even when BART is running, they could 
be forced to wait an additional 20 minutes for BART. 

Most of all, we consider it irresponsible to spend money we don', 
have on this inconvenient Proposition I station. If there's a magic 
pot of $300 mlUion out there, we'd rather see It spent on 
important city services, not the wrong BART station. 

Proposition I is lunacy: 
It costs more, but is less convenient. 
It costs more, but won't get people out of their cars. 
And there's no planned way to pay for it. 
Vote NO on Proposition I. 

National Women's Political Caucus 
Donna Provenzano. President 
Anna Shimko, Political Action Chair 

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

112 



BART to the Airport 

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION I 

San Francisco could be forced to reduce essential city services 
if Proposition I is approved. Proposition I would require the city to 
support a $300 - $500 million BART station at the aiIport, even 
though we can't afford it and no matter what our other civic 
priorities may be. 

• If we need more police or firefighters - Prop, I says, TOO 
BAD!! Proposition I says that San Francisco must take "all 
necessary actions" to build a $300 - $500 million station, even 
if we have to steal from the general fund and cut essential 
services to do it! 

• Ifwewantcleaner,saferstreels - Prop. I says, TOO BAD!! 
Proposition I says we have to put our money into a multi-million 
transit station, even if it isn't financially feasible! 

• If we want a BART station that will serve the most people 
- Prop. I says, TOO BAD!! Proposition I says we have to pay 
for a station that isn't as safe. convenient or accessible as the 
multi-transit BART station and light rail system already ap
proved and funded for the airport. 

Vote NO on Proposition I to ensure that our libraries, bus routes, 
and essential services like police and fire aren't cut back. 

Alice B. Toklas Lesbian/Gay Democratic Club 
Matthew Rothschild, Chair 

Democratic County Central Committee 
Carole Migden, Chair 
Lulu Carter 
Eddie Chin 
Caitlin Curtin 
Jeanna Haney 
Leslie Katz 
Maria Martinez 
Ektine Collins McBride 
Cktire Zvanski 

Jim Riva/dQ 
Norman Rolfe 

PROPOsmON I IS A BLANK CHECK THAT WE CAN'T 
AFFORD TO SIGN. The proponents of this measure want you to 
approve spending $300 - $500 million - butthey haven 'tjigllredout 
who's going to pay for Prop. I. Sure, they've mentioned several 
''potential'' sources of funding, but it's ILLEGAL to use most of that 
money for BART. Federal law prohibits use of airport funds or pas
senger feeS for facilities that aren't owned by the airport, and tlleMet
ropolitan Transportation Commission bas already said that additional 
funds for an expensive station directly into the airport would have to 
be paid by San Francisco. 

That means that SAN FRANCISCANS Wll..LBE LEFT nOLD
ING THE BAG. The approval of this measure could force San Fran
cisco to divert public funds from public libraries, health care and law 
enforcement or to impose new taxes to pay for this expensive scheme. 

Proposition I means expensive, wasteful and inefficient 
BART service. State and federal funds have already been approved 
for a multi-transit station linking the airport with BART, MUNI 
and CalTrain. While it won't cost San Franciscans another dime to 
build this multi-transit station, the Prop. I station could cost San 
Francisco half a billion dollars. Prop. I Isn't the best choice to get 
BART to the airport, and we can't afford to impose new taxes or 
to cut back essential city services to pay for this scheme. 

In tough economic times, it would be FISCALLY IRRESPONSI
BLE to spend money we don't have. Vote NO on Proposition L 

Terence Faulkner 
Past Chairman of the San Francisco Republican Party and 
former California Republican Party Executive Committee 
member 

Max Woods 
Former member of the Republican County Central Committee 
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BART to the Ai rport 

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION I 

Don't be deceived. There are NO PUBLIC FUNDS TO PAY 
FOR PROPOSITION I. 

I. Federal law prohibits the use or airport funds or passenger 
finance charges ror BART. 

2. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission has already 
determined that MTC will not provide federal or state 
transit funds for the Prop. I station. 

3. There are no other sources offederal or state funds avail· 
able to pay for this expensive, wasteful scheme. 

The airport has already approved a plan to bring BART, CalTrain 
and SarnTrans to the airport. This multi-transit station is fully 

funded and will serve more than 328/000 additional passengers 
each year than the Prop. I station. 

VOTE NO ON PROPOSmON I. 

Tom Hsieh 
San Francisco Member, Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission 

Willie Brown 
Speaker, California State Assembly 

Bill Maher 
San Francisco County Transportation Authority 
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ATM Area 

PROPOSITION J 
Shall persons be prohibited from loitering or lingering within thirty feet of a cash 
dispensing machine ("ATM") for more than one minute, while another person Is 

YES 
NO • • using the ATM? . 

Analysis 
by Ballot Simplification Committee 

THE WAY IT IS NOW: No existing law specHical1y regulates 
what people can do at or near an ATM (automatic teller 
machine). 

THE PROPOSAL: Propos~ion J would make it a crime to 
remain within thirty (30) feet of an A TM for more than one 
minute, while someone is using that ATM. 

However, Proposition J would not prohibit someone from 
engaging in any lawful business that must be conducted 
Mhin thirty (30) feet of an ATM, such as wa~ing in line to 
use an ATM, waiting for a bus, or wa~ing to enter a theater 
or other business. 

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

statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition J: 

In my opinion, in and of ~self this measure should not affect 
the cost of government. 

Before.c~ing or arresting someone under this ordinance, 
a police officer must give the person a warning and a chance 
to comply w~h this law. 

After July 1, 1995, the Board of Supervisors could amend 
or repeal this ordinance. 

A "YES" VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want to specifi
cally regulate what people can do w~hin thirty (30) feet of an 
ATM. 

A "NO" VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not want to adopt 
this ordinance. 

How "J" Got on the Ballot 
On March 9, 1994 the Registrar of Voters received a 

proposed ordinance signed by the Mayor. 
The Charter allows the Mayor to place an ordinance on the 

ballot in this manner. 

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE; 
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ATM Area 

PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION J 
I urge your YES vote on Proposition J. 
This is the third time I have had to ask the voters to act when the 

Board of Supervisors could not resolve an issue. You approved a 
law against aggressive panhandling and reformed the City's multi
million dollar welfare system. Now you can improve public safety 
around A 1M machines. 

Over 150 crimes occurred at A 1Ms in San Francisco last year, 
more than 50 were armed robberies. That is 150 too many. San 
Francisco must return its streets to law abiding citizens. 

Proposition J will protect people using A 1Ms by creating a safe 
zone of 30 feet around A 1Ms. Only people engaged in legitimate 
business activity, such as waiting at a bus stop or in a theater line, 
can remain in this zone when the AlMs are in use. This law won't 
make criminals out of law abiding citizens, and it doesn't prohibit 
the exercise of First Amendment rights. It will keep San Francisco 
safer, and panhandlers who see A 1Ms as fertile territory will be 

discouraged. 
Proposition J strikes a reasonable balance between ensuring your 

safety at A 1Ms and respecting the rights of all people to use 
sidewalks. Without Proposition J, anyone can stand next to you at 
an A1M, and the police can't do anything. Proposition J will let 
the police keep you safe. 

The police will be able to keep people out of the safety zone who 
have no business being there. You won't have to worry about 
people hovering over you while you open yoUr purse or wallet, 
punch in your identification number, and handle cash. 

If you want to be safer when using A 1Ms, if you want the police 
to be able to protect you and those you care about, then vote YES 
for Proposition J. 

Frank Jordan 
Mayor 

REBUTTAL TO PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION J 
A careful look at Proposition J shows that while it pretends to 

increase public safety, it will not. 
The Mayor proposed this law to reduce crime. But will a law 

establishing a 30 foot zone around A1M's really prevent people 
intent on robbing or harassing A 1M customers from doing so? No, 
of course not. 

Will Proposition J succeed in keeping people from entering the 
30 foot zone around A1M's? A careful look at the language 
suggests it will not. The Mayor has proposed that people unable to 
conduct their business elsewhere can enter the 30 foot zone. 
Police Officers will be required to spend their time deciding 
whether people are conducting legitimate business, rather than 
addressing serious crime problems. 

What is the point of creating a "safety" zone so large it cannot 

pretend to keep people away from an A1M. Many people with 
legitimate business will continue to stand near A1M's. The May
or's law seeks to play on the public's emotions while providing no 
real benefits. 

What the Mayor really appears to be doing then, is using this 
excessive law to prevent people from panhandling near A1M's. 
The fact is that the sidewalks are public property and the Courts 
are clear that everyone Is entitled to use them. 

Let's not allow Proposition J to suffice for a real response to 
crime in our City. Let's ask the Mayor to do better. 

Vote No on Proposition J. 

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors 
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ATM Area 

OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION J 

We urge you to vote NO on Proposition 1. 
San Franciscans are entitled to safety and privacy when using 

A'rM machines. The Board of Supervisors should adopt reason
able measures to further those goals. It has considered several 
different approaches to the difficult issues posed by prohibiting 
people from standing near A TM's while also respecting the consti
tutionally protected right to use our sidewalks. Proposition J 
dIsregards those protected rights of free speech and assembly. 
It does nothing In improve public safety. 

Proposition J is not necessary and it is not reasonable. It is 
not necessary because the City already has laws prohibiting people 
from harming and robbing others. The City also has a law prohib
iting aggressive panhandling which is used by the Police Depart
ment to protect the public while using ATM's. 

Proposition J is unreasonable. It says no one can stand within 
30 feet of an ATM unless they are using the machine or cannot 

conduct their business, such as waiting for a bus, elsewhere. 30 feet 
is an excessive limit. Consider what Proposition 1 means. It means 
you may be breaking the law if you wait for a frie~d outside Ii store 
or talk with a friend on a sidewalk. ' 

San Franciscans are concerned about crime. The Board of Super
visors has taken many initiatives to reduce crime and violence in 
our City. 

Proposition J will not make us any safer. It is being advanced 
by the Mayor to appear to provide increased public safety while 
doing precious little to make us safer. Enforcing a law to keep 
people from standing near A TM' s is not a good use of scarce Police 
resources. 

Let us put our energies to use solving the real problems of our 
City. We urge you to vote NO on Proposition 1. 

Submitted by the Board of Supervisors. 

REBUTTAL TO OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION J 
Proposition 1 is necessary and reasonable. 
You have a right 10 feel safe when using anATM, and Propo

sition J gives you lhat righl. How many robberies or harassing 
panhandlings must take place before we take action to protect 
people? 

Current laws only take effect after crime has occurred, and they 
don't provide a zone of safety. Proposition J will protect people 
before they become victims and provide a safe zone. 

Thirty feet is reasonable. Some cities have limits of 50 feet or 

more. The police can't help assure public safety if the zone is.!ess 
than 30 feet. 

Proposition 1 will make us safer. Keeping people away from you 
while you use an A TM will improve safety. Anyone who shouldn't 
be in the zone, will be made to move. 

I urge you 10 vole YES on Proposition J. 

Frank Jordan 
Mayor 

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for eccurecy by any official agency. 
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ATM Area 

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION J 
People, who make legitimate use of A TM's feel threatened and 

fearful because of person loitering near machines. At night it is 
extremely scary, everyone has had at-least one experience, at night, 
where someone who has made them fearful. Support public safety. 

Richard C. Millet 
President, Potrero Boosters and Merchants Association 

Clifford Waldeck 
President, Waldeck's Office Supply 

Geroge Michael Patterson 
Greater Geary Blvd. Merchants & Property Owner 
Association, Inc. 

Karim Al Sa/ma 

A TM machines continue to be targeted sites for robberies in San 
Francisco. Prohibiting loitering andlor lingering at or near these 
machines should decrease the incidence of these crimes by provid
ing law enforcement officers an additional crime fighting tool that 
would not infringe on any person's basic rights. 

Vote Yes on "J" 

Glenda C. Powell 
President, Inner Mission Neighbors 

Connie Ramirez Webber 
Board Member, Inner Mission Neighbors 

AlaRomo 
Board Member, Inner Mission Neighbors 

Proposition J will give the police the tools to fight the increasing 
crime that is occurring at A TMs in the City. The buffer zone is 
needed to protect our citizenry waiting in line from panhandlers, 
from verbal and physical abuse, and from robbery, especially at 
night. Proposition J will make our use of A TMs significantly safer. 

Manuel A. Rosales 
Elected Member, San Francisco County Republican 
Central Committee 

Proposition J is a matter of safety and privacy. 
THERE ARE NO LAWS THAT PROHmIT A PERSON 

FROM STANDING INCHES AWAY FROM YOU WHILE 
YOU ARE DOING YOUR BANKING. 

Going to the bank in San Francisco should not have to be like 
running through a mine field. The fact is that often times it is. The 
average citizen now has to vote to protect their personal safety and 
privacy. 

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION J. 

Supervisor Bill Maher 

The opposition say's we would violate panhandler's civil rights 
by restricting them from trying to take your money while standing 
at an A TM machine. 

Who's civil rights are being violated? 
We need a safe zone to allow us an opportunity to conceal our 

money before others try to take it away. We need protection, WE 
NEED OUR RIGHTS PROTECTED! 

If you haven't been approached by a panhandler at an A TM yet, 
then help those who have. We need our yes vote for our protection. 

Michael A. Fluke, President 
Save Our Streets 
Tenants and Merchants Assoc. 

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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ATM Area 

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION J 
If Mayor Jordan wishes to confront the homeless problem, he 

should place a more meaningful measu,\, on the ballot. Why 
doesn't Mayor Jordan keep his campaign promises? 

Attach the receipts of over $400 per month, in cash, that the 
City gets for each homeless from state and federal programs 
for mandatory drug and alcohol detoxification!!! 

Under Mayor Jordan, San Fran.,;g.,o continues to pay the 
homeless the highest money benefits In the Bay Area, and in the 
country. Why doesn't Mayor Jordan do something to reform the 
City's approach to the homeless, such as creating programs to get 
jobs for the homeless? 

Terence Faulkner 
Past San Francisco Republican County Chairman 

Arlo Hale Smith 
Past BART President 

Ilene Hernandez 
Democratic Central Committee Candidate 

Alexa Smith 
Democratic Central Committee Member 

This is acynical attempt to distract us from the fact that the mayor 
has no effective, comprehensive homeless program. 

Vote NO on J. 

Joel Ventresca 
Budget and Policy Analyst 

Proposition J will not make our neighborhoods any safer, but it 
is a danger to the civil rights of all San Franciscans. Restricting 
access to public spaces won't solve the problems of crime, poverty 
and homelessness. Tell Mayor Jordan you're sick of band·aid 
approaches. Vote NO! 

Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council 

I proposed reasonable, responsible legislation at the Board of . 
Supervisors to protect the safety and privacy of people using bank 
A TM machines. 

But the mayor was more interested in exploiting an emotional 
issue for political gain. 

Proposition J isn't reasonable or responsible. It's extreme, unen
forceable and absurd. 

Under Proposition J, you could be fined - or even jailed - for 
talking with a friend or handing out a leaflet or other innocent 
actions if an A TM machine is nearby. How will public safety be 
enhanced by that? . 

Proposition J will waste vital police resources without making 
anyone safer. 

Please join me in voting NO on J. 

Carole Migden 
Supervisor 

Don't let Mayor Jordan turn San Francisco into a police state! 
Proposition J is a major attack on the civil liberties of all San 
Franciscans, with the poor and homeless the prime targets. If we 
surrender our public spaces, what's next? Vote NO. 

San Francisco Green Party 

Vote No on Proposition J! 
Proposition J wastes precious police resources. 
Laws already exist to protect A TM users. 
Proposition J violates the First Amendment. 
You would be breaking the law waiting for a friend or soliciting 

signatures for a petition near an ATM. 
Proposition J allows police harassment of the poor, but does 

nothing to increase our safety. 

Harvey Milk Lesbian/GaylBisexuai Democratic Club 

Argumenta 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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ATM Area 

PAID ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION J 
Proposition J goes too far. 
Before you believe the politicians' claims that it "won't make 

criminals out of law-abiding citizens," read Proposition J and 
decide for yourself. 

This new law would declare broad areas of our public sidewalks 
essentially "off-limits" for ordinary citizens. New "no lingering" 
zones would stretch out 30 feet in every direction from every A 1M 
in San Francisco. 

The only people authorized to "linger" in these sidewalk zones 
would be people using the A 1Ms, or waiting for a bus or in a line. 
The law specifically states that any other activity that "can be 
conducted" outside of these zones, must be. So, under Proposition 
J, it would be a CRIME just to: 

• chat with a friend, 
• distribute flyers, 
• sip coffee, 
• hail a cab, 
• gather petition signatures. or 
• read a newspaper. 
Defining the act of "lingering" to be a crime just won't work. 

People can and should be arrested if they actually do something 
wrong - if they commit a criminal act. But merely "lingering" or 
remaining on a public sidewalk or using these public spaces for 
innocent purposes should never be enough to justify an arrest, a 
citation or even a police order to "move along," Do we want OUf 

police chasing innocent people out of "no lingering" zones or do 
we want them fighting serious crime? 

Proposition J is simply a bad law and bad laws are inevitably 
enforced unfairly. 

Of course, people should not be "in your face" at an A 1M. But 
should innocent people - not bothering you at all - have to give 
up their right to use the public sidewalk just because they happen 
to be within 30 feet of an A 1M? Of course not. 

Vote "NO" on 1. 

Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rights 
American Civil Liberties Union 

Proposition J has no real chance of preventing violent crime. A 
perimeter zone will not deter those intent on committing theft or 
robbery. If deterring crime is really our goal, the solution is for 
banks, which earn money from our deposits, to provide security 
areas for people to do their banking. The reality is that Proposition 
J is aimed at our feelings of frustration and discomfort at the 
number of homeless people living on our streets, and our inability 
to deal with their repeated requests for money. 

No one likes to be hassled by people persistently begging for 
money. But Proposition J further hardens us to the plight of those 
whose suffering we should be seeking to alleviate. !t's the wrong 
direction for us to be taking as a society. 

San Francisco Democratic Party 

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

120 



TEXT OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE 
PROPOSITION J 

(Prohibiting Loitering At or Near Cash Dispens
ing Machines) 
AMENDING THE SAN FRANCISCO MU
NICIPAL CODE, PART II, CHAPTER 8 (PO
LlCE CODE) BY ADDING SECTION 121 
THERETO PROHIBmNG PERSONS FROM 
WITERING AT OR NEAR CASH DISPENS
ING MACHINES 
NOTE: This section is entirely new. 

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

Section I. The San Francisco Municipal Code, 
Part II, Chapter 8 (Police Code) is hereby 
amended by adding Section 121 thereto reading 
as follows: 

SEC. 121. WITERINGATOR NEAR CASH 
DISPENSING MACHINES PROHIBITED. 

(a) Flndlnga. The People of the City and 
County of San Francisco find that persons who 
loiter or linger at or near cash dispensing 
machines imperil the public's safety and welfare. 
Cash dispensing machines have become the site 
of robberies and assaults. Prohibiting loitering or 
lingering at or near such machines may decrease 
the incidence of these crimes by providing law 
enforcement officers with an additional crime 
fighting tool that does not infringe on any per
son's basic rights. 

In addition. the People find that persons mak
ing legitimate use of cash dispensing machines 
have become intimidated and fearful for their 
safety because of the presence of persons loiter
ing at or ncar the machines. No state law 
addresses this type of behavior or protects the 
public from these problems. 

(b) ProhIbition. In the City and County of San 
Francisco. it shall be unlawful for any person to 
loiter or linger at or near any cash dispensing 
machine located on the exterior of any building. 

(c) Definitions. 
(I) For the purpose of this ordinance, a person 

loiters or lingers at or near a cash dispensing 
machine when the person remains within thirty 
(30) feet of such a machine for a period of over 

one minute. while another person is conducting 
lawful business by using the cash dispensing 
machine. 

(2) For the purpose of this ordinance, a cash 
dispensing machine is any machine at which a 
person may obtain cash by inserting a coded card. 
Cash dispensing machines include what are com
monly referred to as automatic teller machines. 

(d) Application. This ordinance is not 
intended to prohibit any person from engaging in 
any lawful business that must be conducted 
within thirty (30) feet of a cash dispensing 
machine, such as (I) conducting a transaction at 
a cash dispensing machine; (2) waiting in line to 
conduct a transaction at a cash dispensing 
machine; (3) accompanying or assisting another 
person, with that person's pennission, in con
ducting a transaction at a cash dispensing 
machine; or (4) activities such as waiting for a 
bus at a bus stop or waiting in line to enter a 
theater or other business where the bus stop or 
line is within thirty (30) feet of a cash dispensing 
machine. Lawful business does not include any 
activity that can be conducted more than thirty 
(30) feet from a cash dispensing machine. 

Before any law enforcement officer may cite 
or arrest a person under this ordinance, the officer 
must warn the person that his or her conduct is in 
violation of this ordinance and must give the 
person an opportunity to comply with the provis
ions of this ordinance. 

(e) Penalties. 
(I) FIrst Conviction. Any person violating 

any provision of this section shall be guilty of a 
misdemeanor or an infraction. The complaint 
charging such violation shall specify whether the 
violation is a misdemeanor or infraction, which 
decision shall be that of the District Attorney. If 
charged as an infraction, upon conviction, the 
violator shall be punished by a fine of not less 
than $50 or more than $100, and/or community 
service, for each provision violated. If charged as 
a misdemeanor. upon conviction, the violator 
shall be punished by a fine of not less than $200 

or more than $500, andlor community service, 
for each provision violated, or by imprisonment 
in the County Jail for a period of not more than 
six months, or by both such fine and imprison
ment 

(2) Subsequent Convictions. In any accusa
tory pleading charging a violation of this section, 

. if the de(endant has been previously convicted of 
a violation of this section, each such previous 
violation and conviction shall be charged in the 
accusatory pleading. Any person violating any 
provision of this section a second time within a 
thirty day period shail be guilty of a misdemeanor 
and shall be punished by a fine of not less than 
5300 or more than $500, andlor community ser
vice, for each provision violated, or by imprison
ment in the County Jail for a period of not mOre 
than six months, or by both such fine and impris
onment Any person violating any provision of 
this section a third time, and each subsequent 
time, within a thirty day period shall be guilty of 
a misdemeanor and shall be punished by a fine 
of not less than $400 and not more than $500, 
andlor community service, for each provision 
violated, or by imprisonment in the County Jail 
for a period of not more than six months, or by 
both such fine and imprisonment. 

(0 Severability. If any subsection, sentence, 
clause, phrase, or word of this Section be for any 
reason declared unconstitutional or invalid or 
ineffective by 'any court of competent jurisdic
tion, such decision shall not affect the validity or 
the effectiveness of the remaining portions of this 
Section or any part thereof. The People hereby 
declare that they would have adopted this Section 
notwithstanding the unconstitutionality, invalid
ity or ineffectiveness of anyone or more of its 
subsections, sentences, clauses, phrases, or 
words. . 
Section 2. After July I, 1995, the Board of Super
visors shall have the power to amend or repeal this 
Ordinance if the Board finds that such amendment 
or repeai is in the best interest of the People of the 
City and County of San Francisco. 0 
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OOPS! 
Sometimes we make mistakes, but when we do we admit it. 

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

June 1, 2, and 3 

Look in the Public Notices section of the San Francisco Chronicle, San 
Francisco Examiner and San Francisco Independent. 



Low-Income 
Rental Housing 

PROPOSITION K 

Shall public or private sponsors, with financial assistance from a state pilbllc body, 
be authorized to develop, construct and/or acquire low-rent housing developments 
with the City and County of San Francisco to provide not more than 3,000 affordable 
rental units for living accommodations for persons and families of low Income, 
Including the elderly or disabled? 

YES 
NO • • 

Analysis 
by Ballot Simplification Committee 

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The State Constnution requires that City 
voters approve the building of certain types of low-rent 
housing unns that receive govemment financial assistance. 

In 1976, San Francisco voters approved building up to 
3,000 low-rent housing unns. Since then, nearly 3,000 such 
housing unns have been buitt, and current City plans would 
exceed that number. 

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

statement on the fiscal impact of Proposnion K: 

Should the proposed measure be approved, in and of ~self 
it will have no impact on the cost of government. If individual 
projects are authorized and developed, in my opinion, they 
will most often result in minor decreases in property tax 
revenue to the City. 

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition K would allow up to 3,000 more 
low-rent housing unns to be buitt in San Francisco. 

A "YES" VOTE MEANS: If you vote yes, you want to allow up 
to 3,000 more low-rent housing unns in San Francisco. 

A "NO" VOTE MEANS: If you vote no, you do not wantto adopt 
this measure. 

How UK" Got on the Ballot 
On March 7, 1994 the Registrar of Voters received a 

proposed declaration of policy signed by the Mayor. 
The Charter allows the Mayor to place a declaration of 

policy on the ballot in this manner. 

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THIS MEASURE AND ITS FULL TEXT IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THIS PAGE. 
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Low-Income 
Rental Housing 

PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION K 
Proposition K is necessary for improving the economic and social 

conditions of our City. Proposition K does not fund or approve any 
specific housing development. However, because of regulations 
established in Article 34 of the California Constitution, voters must 
approve the idea of City funding and regulating certain new rental 
units. 

Without your yes vote, we cannot continue to use state or federal 
housing funds to build new affordable rental housing. Without your 
yes vote, we cannot begin the construction of Mission Bay which 
calls for at least 1000 of the 8000 housing units to be affordable 
rentals and another 1000 to be affordable homeownership units. 

In 1976, San Francisco voters authorized the City to see that 3000 

units of new affordable rental units be built. Developments that 
have needed such prior approval include Coleridge Park Senior 
Homes in Bernal Heights, Steamboat Point Apartments in South 
Beach, Tenderloin Family Housing in the Tenderloin. and 
Mendelsohn House in the South of Market. 

In order to use state and federal housing funds for new affordable 
rental developments, in order to continue to provide a mix of 
housing opportunities, and in order to provide construction 
employment opportunities, vote yes on Proposition K. 

Frank M. Jordan 
Mayor 

REBUTTAL TO PROPONENT'S ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION K 

NO, WE DON'T HAVE TO "APPROVE THE IDEA OF 
CITY FUNDING - WE VOTERS WANT TO APPROVE 
SPECIFIC HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS." 

Proposition K would deprive the voters of San Francisco the 
RIGHT to 'vote on specific housing developments. Recent Califor· 
nia Court cases have asserted that voting on public housing funding 
without a specific location gives local officials the right to choose 
public funding housing sites without voter approval. 

The voters of San Francisco have repeatedly rejected outrageous 
Balboa Reservior housing developments in already overcrowded 
area around San Francisco City College. Proposition K would take 
away your right as a voter to approve funding for specific public 
funded housing projects. 

Unfortunately, when public officials are permitted to make public 
housing decisions without voter approval, often the size of a 
developer's check to their campaigns influences their decisions. 
Whitewater is one such example. 

The developers in Proposition K are already suggesting Mission 

Bay as a site for a public-funded housing project. Mission Bay is 
sand-filled and has been proclaimed more geologically unsafe than 
the Marina in the event of an earthquake. Mission Bay is an unsafe 
site for any human habitation. 

Let's not give the developers and special interest groups a blank 
check! Measure K takes away your constitutional right to vote on 
each public-funded housing project. 

Citizens For Orderly Growth 
Alexa Smith 

Democratic Central Committeewoman 
Arlo Hale Smith 

Past President BART Board 
Robert Silvestri 

Republican Central Committeeman 
Terence Faulkner 

Past Chairman San Francisco Republican Patty 
Ramona Albright 

Arguments printed on thIs page are the opInion of tha authors and have not been checked for eccuracy by any official agency. 
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Low-Income 
Rental Housing 

OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION K 

Proposition K, if passed, would permit the City to double the 
number of City-fmanced low cost housing unUs from 3,000 to 
6,000. Besides doubling your tax burden, this proposal allows the 
Supervisors total discretion over where the public-funded hous
ing units can be located. Proposition K takes away your constitu
tional right as a voter to approve each housing project. 

In the last couple of elections the Supervisors have placed a 
public-funded housing projects on the ballot which would take City 
College property away from the students. The voters have twice 
rejected such proposals. Do we want the Supervisors to have the 
right to take land away from City College or anywhere else without 
a vote? Perhops the next public-funded housing project will be in 
your neighborhood. With twice the number of public-funded hous
ing projects proposed under Proposition K, these housing units will 
be everywhere. 

Proposition K gives the Supervisors a blank check. Measure K 

takes away your constitutional right to vote on each public funded 
housing project. Why should you double your t,ax burden and give 
up your right to approve each public-funded housing project. 

Vote NO on Proposition K. ' 

Citizens for Orderly Growth 
Alexa Smith 

Democratic Central Committee Member 
Arlo Hale Smith 

Democratic Central Committeeman 
Terence Faulkner 

Former Executive Committeeman of California Republican 
Party 

Roben Silvestri 
Republican Central Committeeman 

REBUTTAL TO OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION K 

Proposition K will not increase anybody's tax burden. Proposi
tion K will make the City morc attractive to businesses and thereby 
increase its economic health. 

Proposition K will not give the Supervisors or anyone sole 
responsibility to approve a low-income rental development. Under 
state and local law, no new rental development can be approved 
without environmental review, public hearings and a finding by the 
Planning Commission that the new building meets existing zoning 
and master plan guidelines. 

The affordable housing that we have been assisting over more than 
a decade has improved our City. Though we have different political 
and economic positions, we firmly believe that the new affordable 
rental housing has helped stabilize many neighborhoods. 

We believe that we should continue to plan for and assist such. 
new rental housing because this housing provides hope and oppor
tunity for lower income households. Because we provide such hope 

and opportunity, we are all better. 
Under the state constitution, if San Francisco employment and 

business are to continue, we need to approve Proposiiion K. If we 
are to continue in the never ending task of improving the City, we 
need to approve Proposition K. Don't be swayed by those few 
individuals who are against everything. Vote Yes on K. 

Frank M. Jordan 
Mayor 

Sue Bierman 
Chair, Supervisor's Housing and Land Use Committee 

Randy Shaw 
Director. Tenderloin Housing Clinic 

Ronald E. Bansemer 
President, San Francisco Association of Realtors 

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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K Low-Income 
Rental Housing 

PAID ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION K 
San Francisco needs more affordable housing. 
Proposition K will allow more affordable housing units to be built 

- at no additional cost to taxpayers. 
Please join me in voting YES on K. 

Carole Migden 
Supervisor 

Vote YES on Proposition K 
San Francisco is known throughout the world for its cultural and 

ethnic diversity. But with some of the most expensive housing in 
the country, it is not always possible for individuals of limited 
means to live here. 

San Francisco has attempted to accommodate these individuals 
over the years by securing funds, from various sources, for the 
construction of low income rental housing. However, the city's 
ability to obtain these funds, in many cases, is contingent upon the 
voters authorizing the development of such housing. 

Proposition K is a Declaration of Policy placed on the ballot by the 
mayor seeking authorization from the voters to apply for funds for the 
development of 3.000 new low income housing units in the city. 

The last time voters authorized 3,000 units of low income rental 
housing wasJn 1976. Of these units, 1,662 have been completed, 622 
are under construction and 374 units are in the planning stage. The 
primary impetus for Proposition K is the requirement that 1,000 low 
income rental housing units be constructed at Mission Bay. 

San Francisco will benefit from the construction of new low 
income rental housing at Mission Bay and elsewhere. 

Vote "YES" on Proposition K. 

San Francisco Association of Realtors 

San Francisco needs to continue to provide housing opportunities 
for all of its residents. We urge everyone to Vote Yes on K. 

Art Agnos 
Gerson Baker 
Lynne Beeson 
Paul Boden 
AI Borvice 
David Brigode 
Public Defender Jeff Brown 
Thomas W. Callinan 
Rene Cazenave 
Gordon Chin 
Anni Chung 
Kelly Cullen 
Caitlon Curtin 
Pamela David 
Yut/um Digdigan 
John Elberling 
Marty Fleetwood 
Helen H. Helfer 
Daniel Hernandez 
Sue C. Hestor 
Leroy King 
Jim Lazarus 
Jerry Levine 
Rick Mariano 
L Kirk Miller 
Maurice Lim Miller 
Robert E. Oakes 
Mauri Schwartz 
Victor Seefa 
Rita R. Semel 
Michael Simmons 
San Francisco Green party 
Charles B. Turner, Jr. 
Assessor Doris M. Ward 
Rufus N. Watkins 
Calvin Welch 

Arguments printed on thIs page are the opInIon of the authors and have not been checked for accurecy by any offIcIal agency. 
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Low-Income 
Rental Housing 

PAID ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION K 
Voting NO preserves your right to vote on individual projects. 
The Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods has always 

supported affordable housing when neighborhood concerns are 
adequately addressed. But this measure gives blanket approval to 
developers anywhere, anytime, and at any density. It is an end run 
around hard won state constitutional protections passed by voter 
initiative. 

Giving developers the green light to steam roll over neighbor
hood concerns does not build more and better affordable housing. 
It leads to lawsuits and ballot battles that could have been avoided 
by compromise. 

Since 1976, when 3000 units were given blanket approval, a number 
of neighbOrhoods have been forced to collect signatures to put propos
als on the ballot In the cases of the Balboa Reservoir and the Farmer's 
Market, neighbors were willing to compromise but the developers 
were not. With the 1976 declaration of policy behind them, the devel-

opers stood firm resulting in unn~ confrontation and ultimately 
lost or altered significantly their projects. 

The City spent hundreds of thousands of dollars 'on each of these 
projects when that money could have been saved had the City 
followed the procedure outlined in the State Constitution. 

Proposition K is a BLANK CHECK! We don't know when, we 
don't know where, and wedon't know how dense the housing will be. 

Proposition K is an attempt to set aside a process designed to hold 
developers accountable to neighborhood concerns. 

The City should let the public participate and the electorate 
decide. 

Vote NO on K! 

Joel Ventresca 
President, Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods 

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

TEXT OF PROPOSED DECLARATION OF POLICY 
PROPOSITION K 

DECLARATION OF POLICY: Shall public 
or private sponsors. with financial assistance 
from a state public body, be authorized to 

develop. construct andlor acquire low-rent hous
ing developments within the City and County of 
San Francisco to provide not more than 3,000 

affordable rental units for living accommoda
tions for persons and families of low income, 
including the elderly or disabled. 0 
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Find yourself a best friend. 
We're open 7 days a week, 

12:00 to 5:30. em AND OOUNTY or SAN fRANCISCO 

Visit or cail us today. 
1200 15th Street, S.F. 

(415) 554-6364. 



Telephoning the "Registrar of Voters 
The Registrar now has special telephone lines for specific For your convenience and because of the huge number of calls 

during the weeks leading up (0 the election, the Registrar 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 numbers to 
direct their calls to the right desk. Callers with rotary phones may 
wait on the line for an operator or to le,ave a message. 

purposes: 

To register to vote, call 554-4398; 

To request an Absentee Ballot application, call 554-4399; 

For information about becoming a Poll Worker, call 554-4385; 

For election results on Election Night, call 554-4375; or 

For all other information, call 554-4375. 

AVOID LONG LINES - VOTE BY MAIL , 

It's as easy as 1·2·3. 

1. Complete the application on the back cover. 

2. Put a 29¢ stamp where indicated. 

3. Drop your completed application into a mailbox. 

Within two weeks, you wi.1I receive your Absentee Ballot. 

YOUR POLLING PLACE 
The location of your polling place is shown 00 the label on the back cover of the Voter Information Pamphlet which was sent to you. 

Of the 7,000+ telephone calls received by the Registrar of Voters on Election Day, almost all of them are from voters asking where they 
should go to vote. . 

Remember on Election Day, take the back cover of your Voter Information Pamphlet with you. The address of your polling place is on 
the top part of the mailing label on the back cover of the Voter Information Pamphlet which was sent to you. You may also wish to write 
down the address of your poUlng place in the space provided on the PoUlog Place Card. 
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POLLING PLACE CARD: Read this pamphlet, then write down the names and numbers of the candidates of your choice. 
Write the number that matches your choice of "YES" or "NO" for each State and Local Propositions 

PARTY CANDIDATES· # This is a PRIMARY ELECTION. Only voters who are 
NONPARTISAN CANDIDATES· Name # 

Name registered as members of a political party may vote State sup!. of Public Instruction 

Go>ernc> for candidates for partisan offices such as Governor, 
Controller, Congress, the Legislature, and County Assess<>< 

ll~ Central Committee. All voters may vote for the 
nonpartisan officers and State and Local PubrlC Defender 

Secretary of State propositions. 

LOCAL 
Con"""" COUNTY CENTRAL COMMITTEE STATE PROPOSITIONS Check ballot for the number of candidates to vote for. PROPOSITIONS 
Treasurer Nama # Name # PROP YES NO 

PROP YES NO 
A 

Attorney General 1. 8. lA 
B 

Insurance Convnissionef 2. 9. 
lB 

C 
lC 

, 

Member, Board of Equalization 3. 10. D 
175 

E 
U,S. Senator 4. 11. 176 

F 
177 

u.s . ...,.....,taW. I'· I"· G 
178 

SIa1ll Sena1o< 6. 13. H 
179 

I 
Member, State Assembly 7. 14. 180 

J 

K 
.. 

To save time and reduce waiting lines, take this page with you to the polls. Show your mailing label to the poll worker. 
The location of your Polling Place is on the mailing label on the other side of this page. 



OFFICE OF THE REGISTRAR OF VOTERS 
City and County of San Francisco 
Room 158 - City Hall 
400 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4691 
(415) 554-4375 

Ballot Type 

421 
Republican Party 

8th Congressional District 
8th State Senate District 
12th Assembly District 

~LC."'~ 

ee!flf/'N 
vll~ 

BULK RATE 
U.S. POSTAGE 

PAID 
San Francisco, 

California 
Permit No. 2750 

CAR-RT SORT 

Precincts Applicable 

2001 through 2216 
2701 through 2714 
2901 through 2919 

Voter, if you vote at your Polling Place, please bring this entire back page with you. 
The location of your Polling Place is shown on the label below. 

Please DO NOT remove the label from the application below. 

If you wish to vote by mail, please cut or tear the application below along the perforated lines. 


