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‘ A Spanish translation of this entire ballot
) pamphlet has been prepared and is available

‘ free upon request. You may obtain a
translated pamphlet by returning the

postage-paid card enclosed between pages 24

, and 25. PRINT your name and address on the
card, and mail it no later than May 27, 1976.
After that date, contact your County Clerk or
; " | - Registrar of Voters to secure a-translated
copy. '

' . _ AVISO:
97 Existe una traduccion de este folleto de
- utte 9’ ’ 6 - balota que se proporciona al ser solicitada.
Habra de recibir el folleto de balota traducido

4 ’
tm Em si envia por correo la tarjeta prepagada
L adjunta’ entre las péginas 24 y 25. Favor de

Gl

escribir su nombre v direccion con letra de
molde en dicha tarjeta y mandarla por correo
a méas tardar el dia 27 de mavo, 1976. Al
término de esa fecha, comuniguese con el
Secretario del Condado o el Registrante de
Votantes para conseguir un ejemplar
traducido.
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Secretary of State

SACRAMENTO 850814

Dear Californians:

This is the English version of the California ballot
pamphlet for the June 8, 1976, Primary Election. It
contains the ballot title, short summary, legislative
vote cast for and against any measure proposed by the
Legislature, -the Legislative Analyst's analysis and
fiscal effect prediction, pro and con arguments and
rebuttals, and the complete texts of each of the measures.

You will note a Spanish-language caption on the front

cover of this pamphlet. This caption and the Spanish-
language postcard attached between pages 24 and 25 are the
state's method of complying with the 1975 amendments to the
Federal Voting Rights Act. These amendments provide

for minority-language elections materials in those

counties where a single-language minority comprises

five percent of the total population within that county.

I urge you to take the time to carefully read each of the
measures and accompanying information so that you will
understand what your "yes" or "no" vote means when you
_exercise your right to vote on June 8.

Legislative propositions and citizen-sponsored initiatives
are designed specifically to give the electorate the
opportunity to¢ influence the laws which regulate us.

I encourage all of you to take advantage of this

opportunity.



Secretarp of State

SACRAMENTO 95814

Estimados californianos:

Esta es 1la versidén inglesa del folleto de balota de California
para la Eleccidén Primaria que se celebrari el dia 8 de junio de
1976, Contiene el titulo de balota, un resumen breve, la votacidn
legislativa en favor o en contra de determinada medida propuesta
por el cuerpo legislativo, el anAlisis del analista legislativo

¥y el efecto fiscal conjeturado, los razonamientos en favor y en
contra y sus réplicas, y el texto integro de cada medlda.

Ud. notara una anotacién en espafol en la portada de

este folleto. Esta anotacidén y la tarjeta postal impresa en
espanol adjunta las paAginas 24 y 25 representan el cumplimiento
de las enmiendas al Decreto Ley Federal del Derecho de Votar
que se llevaron a cabo en 1975. Estas enmiendas estipulan

la formulacidén de materiales para las -elecciones en lenguas
minoritarias en aquellos condados donde una lengua minoritaria
represente ol 5% .del pueblo del condado.

Insto a Ud. a que-lea cuidadosamente cada una de las medidas, asi
como la informacidén que las acompana, para que llegue a entender

cual sera el efecto de su voto positivo o negativo al ejercer el

derecho de votar en el dia 8 de junio.

Las proposiciones legislativas y las 1n101at1vas patroclnadas por
grupos de .ciudadanos tienen la meta especifica de darles a los
electores la oportunidad de ejercer cierta influencia en las
leyes que nos rigen. Insto a todos a que aprovechen esta

oportuni@ad.
Whonch Forca U
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THE STATE SCHOOL BUILDING LEASE-

PURCHASE BOND LAW OF 1976

Ballot Title

for construction or improvement of public schools.

THE STATE SCHOOL BUILDING LEASE-PURCHASE BOND LAW OF 1976 YES
Provides for a bond issue of two hundred million dollars ($200,000,000) to provide capital outlay

NO

FINAL VOTE CAST BY LEGISLATURE ON AB 32 (PROPOSITION 1):

ASSEMBLY—Ayes, 66
Noes, 2

SENATE—Ayes, 27
Noes, 11

Analysis by Legislative Analyst

PROPOSAL:

Background. For the past 24 years the State of
California has helped local school districts finance their
building needs by selling state general obligation bonds.

Both the state and the local school districts share in the

repayment of these bonds. Since this program began
about $24 billion ip such bonds has been authorized.

Previous bond issues have been sold under the 1952
School Building Aid Law which authorized two major
aid programs: (1} state aid for school districts
experiencing high enrollment growth, and (2) state aid
for those school districts that must repair or replace
structurally unsafe buildings or buildings recently
damaged by an earthquake.

Proposal. This proposition would finance a new
major state school building aid prograrm (authorized by
Chapter 1009, Statutes of 1975) under which the state
would enter into lease-purchase agreements with
participating school districts.

Under this proposal, the state would be authorized to
sell and administer $200 million in general obligation
bonds to aid school districts for (1) building new school
facilities in high growth attendance areas, and (2)
reconstructing, remodeling or replacing educationally
inadequate school buildings over 30 years old.

This new program is basically similar to the existing
state school building aid growth program with the
following major exceptions:

&) (1) School districts would enter into a lease-purchase
= agreement with the state rather than receive a
@ direct construction loan from the state. The state
would pay for the construction or replacement of

school buildings and lease them to applicant
school districts. Districts would own the

buildings at the end of the lease period.

(2) Districts would be required to obtain a simple

majority approval of local voters to enter the
. lease-purchase arrangement rather than a %
voter approval to qualify for state aid.

(3) Local districts would be required to repay the
full cost of the general obligation bonds
(principal and interest) under the lease rather
than sharing the .cost of repayment with the
state.

FISCAL EFFECT:

Interest rates vary depending on the bond market
when the bonds are actually sold. Assuming an interest
rate of six percent and a 20 year repayment period, the
total interest cost of the $200 million general obligation
bonds would be approximately $126 million for a total
principal and interest cost of $326 million ($200 million
in bonds 4+ $126 million in interest = $326 million).

The state cost of this program will be limited almost
entirely to the administration of the lease-purchase
program. Approximately $1 million in bond funds will
be used for such administration. This cost, plus $630,000
to repay the compound interest on the $1 million,
would result in a total state cost of $1,630,000 over 20
years.

The remaining $324,370,000 in principal and interest
costs is fully repayable by the participating school
districts. The actual effect on individual participating
school districts will vary with the construction,
replacement and remodeling needs of the district.

A summary of these costs follows:

Cost State of Local :
Facrors. California Schools Tora!
State Administration $1,630,000 —_ $1,630,000
Local Building Pro-
P PO —  $324370,000 324,370,000
Totalerrireccorrencense $1,630,000  $324,370,000 $326,000,000




. Text of Proposed Law

This law praposed by Assembly Bill No. 32 (Statutes of 1975,
Chapter 1007) is submitted to the people in accordance with the
provisions of Article XVI of the Constitution.

This proposed law does not amend any existing law. Therefore, the

provisions thereof are printed in italic #ype to indicate that they are

new. .

PROPOSED LAW
SECTION 1. Chapter 7 (commencing with Section 19301) is
nd;ied to Division 14 of the Education Code, to read:

CHAPTER 7. STATE SCHOOL BUILDING
LEASE-PURCHASE BOND LAW OF 1976 i

19301, This act may be cited as the State School Building
Lease-Purchase Bond Law of 1976. :

19302. The State General Obligation Bond Law (Chapter 4
(commencing with Section 16720)) of Part 3 of Division 4 of Title 2 of
the Government Code) is adopted for the purpose of the issuance,
sale and repayment of, and otherwise providing with respect to, the
bonds authorized to be issued by this chzz)ter, and the provisions of
that law are included in this chapter as though set out in full in this
chapter. All references in this chapter to “herein” shall be deemed
to refer both to this chapter and such law.

13303, As used in this chapter, and for the purpases of this chapter
as used fn the State General Obligation Bond Liw, the following
words shall have the following meanings: ]

(a) “Committee” means the State Schoo! Building -Finance
Commijttee created by Section 19510.

(b) “Board" means the State Allocation Board, *

Fll(:é “Fund” means the State School Building Lease-Purchase

19304,  For the purpose of creating a fund to provide aid to school
districts of the state in accordance with the provisions of the State
Schoo! Building Lease-Purchase Law of 1976 and of all acts
amendatory thereof and supplementary thereto, and to provide funds
to repay any money advanced or loaned to the State School Buildii
Lease- hase Fund under any act of the Legislature, together w1l
interest provided for in that act, and to be used to reimburse the
General Obligation Bond Expense Revolving Fund pursuant to
Section 167245 of the Government Code the carnmittee shall be and
is hereby authorized and empowered to create a debt or debts,
liability or liabilities, of the State of California, in the aggregate

amount of two hundred million dollars ($200,000,000} in the manner

provided herein, but not in excess thereof.

19305 All bonds herein authorized, which shall have been duly . '

sold and delivered as herein provided, shall constitute valid and
Ifﬁﬂy binding general obligations of the State of California, and the
full faith and credit of the State of California is hereby pledged for the
punctusl payment of both principal and interest thereof,

There shall be coflected annually in the same 'manner and at the
same time as other state revenue is collected such 4 sum, in addition
to the ordinary revenues of the state, as shall be required to pay the
gg‘napa] and interest on said bonds as herein provided, and it is

reby made the duty of all officers charged by law with any duty in
regard to the collection of said revenue, to do and perform each and
every act which shall be necessary to collect such additional sum.

On the several dates of maturity of said pn‘nc&al and interest in
each fiscal year, there shall be transferred to the General Fund in the
State Treasury, all of the money In the fund, not in excess of the
principal of and interest on the said bonds then due and pavable,
except as herein fro vided for the prior redemption of said bo.ru:l‘:.’li and,
in the event such money so returned on said dates of maturity is less
than the said principal and interest then due and payable, thven the
balance remaining unpaid shall be returned into the General Fund

" to the State School Building Lease-Purc:

IS

in the State Treasury out of the fund as soon thereafter as it shall
e gvailable. ‘

19306,  All money deposited in the fund under Section 19373 of this
code and pursuant to the fﬂwﬁons of Part 2 (commencing with
Section 16300) of Division 4 of Title 2 of the Government aﬁg, shall
be available only for transfer to the General Fund, as provided in
Section 19305. When transferred to the General Fund such money
shall be applied as & reimbursement to the General Fund on account
-of principal and interest due and payable or paid from the General
Fund on the earliest issue of school building bonds for which the
General Fund has not been fully reimbursed by such transfer of funds.

19307, There is hereby appropriated from the Ceneral Fund in
the State T for the purpose of this chapter, such an amount as
will equal the following:

(a) Such sum annually as will be necessary to pay the principal of
and the interest on the bonds issued and sold pursuant to the
p’%w:ﬁmi ff this chapter, as said principal and interest become due
and payable. :

(b) Such sumn as is necessary to c. out the provisions of Section
19308, which sum is appropriated without regard to fiscal years.

19308. For the purposes of carrying out the provisions of this
chapter the Director of Finance may by executive order authorize
the withdrawal from the General Fund of an amount or amounts not
to exceed the amount of the unsold bonds which the committee has
by resolution authorized to be sold for the purpose of i cart;'yi out this
chapter. Any amounts withdrawn shall be dteg?ﬂ'red in the fund to be
allocated by the baard in accordance with this chapter. Any mone
made available under this section to the board shall be returned by
the board to the General Fund from moneys received from the sale
of bonds sold for the purpose of carrying out this chapter.

18309. Upon reguest of the board, supported by a statement of the
apportionments made and to be made under Sections 19350 to 19397,
inclusive, the committee shall determine whether or not it is
necessary or desirable to issue any bonds authorized under this
clzgrer in order to make such apportionments, and, if so, the amount
of bonds then to be issued and sold. Fifty miilion dollars ($50,000,000)
shall be available for apportionment on July 1, 1976, and seven million
dollars ($7,000,000} aﬁo bevome available for apportionment on the
fifth day of each month thereafter until a total of two hundred million
dollars ($200000.000} has become available for apportionment.
Successive issues of bonds may be authorized and sold to make such
agpom‘onments progressively, and it shall not be necessary that all of
the bonds herein authorized to be issued shall be sold at any one time.

19310. In computing the net interest cost under Section 16754 of
the Covernment Code, interest shall be computed from the date of
the bonds or the last preceding interest payment date, whichever is -
latest, to the respective maturity dates of the bonds then offered for
sale at the coupon rate or rates mﬁﬁedin the bid, such computation

‘to be made on a 360-day-year

18311, The committee may authorize the State Treasurer to sell
all or ang;part of the bonds herein authorized at such time or times
as may be fixed by the State Treasurer. s

19312 All proveeds from the sale of the bonds herein authorized
deposited in the fund, as provided in Section 16757 of the
CGovernment Code, except those derived from premium and accrued -
interest, shafl be available for the purpose herein provided, but shall
not be available for transfer to the General Fund pursuant to Section
19305 to pay principal and interest on bonds.

19313." With respect to the of bonds authorized by this
chapter, all the provisions of Sections 19350 to 18397, inclusive, shall

apply. .
15614. Out of the first money realized from the sale of bonds
under this act, there shall be repaid any mon%edvanced or lpaned
hase d under any act of
the Legislature, together with interest provided for in that act.



o The State School Building Lease-Purchase Bond Law of 1976

Argument in Favor of Proposition 1

Proposition 1 deserves your “yes” vote. It will de-
crease the cost of financing school construction. It will
provide a less complicated and less costly way for school
districts to finance new construction. It will permit dis-
tricts to modernize or replace dilapidated school build-
ings that aré more than 30 years old.

There will be no cost to the State. No State tax dollars
are involved. No project will be built without a favora-
ble vote of the school district voters. School districts
would enter lease-purchase agreements with the State
provided they first obtain a favorable vote from a sim-
ple majority of the district’s voters. {Presently, school
districts can enter lease-purchase agreements through
a more costly complex nonprofit corporation arrange-
ment by the same simple majority vote.}) Under Propo-
sition 1 the State would lease the rehabilitated or newly

constructed school facility to the district for a period not

to exceed 30 years, during which the district would
have fully repaid the State the money borrowed from
the proposed $200 million bond issue. The savings avail-
able through this measure lie in the use of the State’s
guarantee of the bonds as opposed to the local district's
guarantee of its bonds. A recent school district bond
issue of $35 million was sold at an interest rate of 7.22%.
The State’s interest rate at the same time was 5.6%. Had
this proposal been available, the district could have ob-
tained exactly the same facilities following the identical
vote and construction cost, but at a savings of approxi-
mately $10 million to the local taxpayers because of the
lower interest rate. A more recent State bond sale at
5.2% would have offered a still greater savings.

Proposition 1 simplifies and reduces the cost of lease-
purchase agreements and guarantees 100% repayment
for the facilities constructed.

School construction plans are developed by local dis-
tricts under Proposition 1 exactly as they are presently
developed. As with all State-aided school projects, cost
allowances and square foot area allowances are ap-
proved by the State Allocation Board which administers
the program. Districts are encouraged, under this pro-
gram, to rehabilitate existing facilities rather than re-
place them. Districts are also encouraged to design a
portion of their facilities as relocatable structures to be
moved within the district as the schoo! population de-
mands. This program uniquely encourages districts to
seek other than conventional, nonreplenishable energy
sources for heating, cooling and lighting.

Proposition 1 deserves your favorable vote. It will use
the State’s credit to reduce the local district’s cost of
borrowing money. It will continue all existing safe-
guards. Proposition 1 will guarantee local taxpayers the
opportunity to vote on any proposed local school
project under this act and guarantee the lowest possible
cost to the local people who must pay for it.

WILSON RILES .
Californin State Superintendent of Public Instruction

JOHN A. SUTRO
Attorney and Civic Leader

LEROY F. GREENE
Member of the Assembly, 6th District
Chairman, Assembly Education Committee

Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of Proposition 1

The primary fault with Proposition 1 is that it will
allow approval of school construction projects by a sim-
ple majority vote, not the two-thirds currently required
in most cases. Thus, instead of exploring ways to use
existing facilities more effectively, school districts may
be encouraged to enter into costly construction
projects.

What this lease-purchase concept really does, then, is
allow local school districts to circumvent the two-thirds
vote requirement for building projects.

Also with the state as a guarantor of loans, what would
happen if a school district overextends? The state would
then be stuck for the loan.

The lessons of New York City are fresh enough in our
minds so that taxpayers should avoid making it easier
for government entities to go deeper into debt.

Vote NO on Proposition 1.

H. L. RICHARDSON
Member of the Senate, I19th District

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



The State School Building Lease-Purchase Bond Law of 1976

Argument Against Proposition 1

There are several reasons to vote “NO™ on this $324.7
million school bond proposition, but two of them stand
out above the rest:

1. A simple majority vote of school district voters
would be required to qualify, instead of the current

two-thirds majority.

2. Easing of bonding requirements would encourage.

school districts to go into deeper debt, and taxpayers
statewide would be on the hook should any of them be
unable to fulfill their obligations.

The lessons of New York should be very clear. Gov-
ernment bonds are no insurance of solvency, especially
when fiscal prudence is not practiced.

Everythmg in this proposition is designed to make it
easier for school d:stnct taxpayers to get deeper into
debt.

The debt limits are increased, districts need not be
bonded to capacity to qualify, growth qualifications can
be based on attendance areas within a district instead
of the entire district, and so on.

The California Legislative Analyst’s office estimates

the potential cost of this program at $324.7 million to "~

local school districts over 20 years, and this does not

‘count hundreds of thousands of dollars in administra-

tive costs. Increased administrative cost really means

~ added bureaucracy.

It is claimed that there will be a savings of tax dollars,
because the construction money really would be pro-
vided through state bonds, which have a lower interest
rate than district bonds—as long as the state remains
solvent,

This is like saymg you saved money by buying some-
thing on sale. You may not have bought it at all had you

© mot gone shopping in the first place.

This is no time for any government agency to get
itself deeper into debt without the most careful consid-
eration. Local taxpayers should have to be totally con-
vinced that such indebtedness is absolutely necessary.
This kind of protection is erased with removal of the

two-thirds vote requirement for approval.

Fiscal responsibility requires that a “NO” vote be cast
on Proposition 1.

H. L. RICHARDSON
Member of the Senate, 19th Distriet

Rebuttal to Argument Against Proposition 1

The opposition disregards present law, which already
allows simple majority votes for lease-purchase bonds as
well as many other kinds of local school financing.
Proposition 1 does nothing to “ease” voting or bonding
reqmrements

The State is assured repayment by participating
school districts, for the State repays itself out of a dis-
trict’s established Average Daily Attendance fund al-
lowances.

Far from encouraging local indebtedness, Proposi-

tion 1 enables school districts to obtain a much lower
rate of interest than they can get with their own bond
issues. Proposition 1 substitutes the power of the State’s
credit for weaker local credit. Last summer State bonds
sold at 5.6% when local school district lease-purchase
bonds sold at 7.22%. Recent State bonds sold at 5.2%.
The State’s solvency is reflected in its superb credit
rating, which Proposition 1's protections will preserve.

Further, -this measure reduces construction costs

through strict cost-per-square-foot and area-per-stu-
dent limits. It relieves districts of hundreds of thousands
of dollars in administration costs. The State’s Allocation
Board, with no increase in personnel, will service this
program as it does all state-aided programs, relieving
local districts of costly paperwork burdens.

Such fiscally responsible organizations as the
California State Chamber of Commerce endorse
Propositien 1 because it is a prudent measure and
leaves participation up to the voters of each school
district. A “Yes” vote will result in great local savings in
the costs of necessary school repairs and replacement.

WILSON RILES

Californis State Superintendent of N
Public Instruction

]OHN A. SUTRO

Attomey and Civic Leader

LEROY F. GREENE, Member of the Assembly, 6th District
Chairman, Assembly Education Committee

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been
checked for accuracy by any official agency. . 9



VETERANS BOND ACT OF 1976

Ballot Title

FOR THE VETERANS BOND ACT OF 1976

and home aid for California veterans.

This act provides for a bond issue of five hundred million dollars ($500,000,000) to provide farm

and home aid for California veterans.

AGAINST THE VETERANS BOND ACT OF 1976
This act provides for a bond issue of five hundred million dollars ($500,000 000) to provide farm

FINAL VOTE CAST BY LEGISLATURE ON AB 1782 (PROPOSITION 2):

ASSEMBLY—Ayes, 69
Noes, 0

SENATE—Ayes, 27
Noes, 1

Analysis by Legislative Analyst

PROPOSAL:

For the past 54 years, the state has sold general
obligation bonds to permit the state Department of
Veterans Affairs to purchase farms and homes on behalf
of veterans. The farms and homes are then resold, on
contract, to qualified California veterans who make
monthly loan payments with low interest rates to the
Department of Veterans Affairs. The monthly
payments are to {1) repay the department for its costs
of purchasing the farm or home, (2) cover all costs of
the bonds, including the bond interest, and (3) pa'y all
costs for operating the loan program.

This proposition, the Veterans Bond Act of 1976,
would authorize the issuance and sale of an additional
$500 million state general obligation bonds to continue
the farm and home loan program.

FISCAL EFFECT:

The last $75 million in authorized veterans bonds
were sold on April 2, 1975. The average interest rate on
that sale was 5.9847 percent and the total interest cost
over the life of those bonds will be about $62.8 million.
Based on an average interest rate of 6 percent, the total
interest cost over the life of this proposed issue of $500
million will be $315 million, for a total bond cost of $815
million, excluding administrative costs.

Because the state has always guaranteed payment of
general obligation bonds, if for any reason the payments
for the veterans participating in the farm and home
loan program do not cover the costs of the bonds, the
state’s taxpayers would be required to pay the
difference. However, throughout its 54-year history, the
program has been totally supported by the
participating veterans at no cost to the general
taxpayer.

Study the Issues Carefully

10



Text of Proposed Law

This lagagproposed by Assernbly Bill No. 1782 (Statutes of 1975,
Chapter is submitted to the people in accordance with the
provisions of Article XVI of the Constitution.

This proposed law does not amend any existing law. Therefore, the
provisions thereof are printed in italic fype to indicate that they are
new.

PROPOSED LAW
SECTION 1. Article 5m (commencing with Section 998.001) is

added dto Chapter 6 of Division 4 of the Military and Veterans Code,
to read: . .

Article 5m. . Veterans Ba;rd Act of 1976
ggg&oox, This article may be cited as the Veterans Bond Act of
1 ; . ] X

998002 The *State General Obligation Bond Law, except as
otherwise provided herein, is adopted for the purpase of the issuance,
sale, and repayment of, and otherwise providing with respect to, the
bonds authorized to be issued by this article, and the provisions of that
law are included in this article as though set out in tull in this article.
All references in this article to “herein” shall be deemed to refer both
to this article and such law.

998.003.  As used in this article and for the purposes of this article
as used in the State Ceneral Obligation Hond Law, Chapter 4
(commencing with Section 16720), Fart 3, Division 4, Title £ of the
Government Code, the following words shall have the following
meanings:

(a) "Bond” means veterans bond, a state general obligation bond

issued pursuant to this article adopting the provisions of the State
Ceneral Obligation Bond Law, . -

(b) “"Committee” means the Veterans' Finance Committee of
1943, created by Section 991. '

(5) “Board " means the Department of Veterans Affairs.

(d) “Fund” mearns the Veterans' Farm and Home Building Fund
of 1943 created by Section 988,

(e) "Bond Act” means this article authorizing the issuance of State’
CGeneral Obligation Bonds and adopting' Chapter 4 (commencing
with Section 16720), Part 3, Division 4, Title 2 of the Government
Code by reference.

998.004. For the purpose of creating a fund to provide farm and
home aid for veterans in accardance with the provisions of the
Veterans® Farm and Home Purchase Act of 1974 and of ail acts
amendatwdl; thereof and supplemental thereto, the Veterans'
Finance Committee of 193, -created by Section 991, shall be and
hereby is authorized and empowered to create a debt or debts,
liability or lizhilities, of the State of California, in the aggregate
amount of five hundred million doilars ($300,000,000), in the manner
provided herein, but not otherwise, nor In excess thereof,

998.005. All bonds herein authorized, which shall have been duly
sold and delivered as herein provided, shall constitute valid and
legally binding general obligations of the State of California, and the
full faith and credit of the State of Californiia is hereby pledged for the
punctual pavment of both principal and interest thereof.

There shall be collected annually in the same manner and at the
same Hme as other state revenue is collected such a sum, in addition
to the ordinary revenues of the state, as shall be required to pady the
grina‘pai nm/’ interest on said bonds as herein provided, and it is

ercby made the duty of all officers charged by law with any duty in
regard to the collections of said revenue, to do and perform each and
every act which shall be nex to collect such additional sum.

On the several dates oen which funds are remitted pursuant to
Section 16676 of the GCovernment Code for the payment of the then
maturing principal and interest on the bonds in each fiscal year, there
shall be returned into the Ceneral Fund in the State Treasury, all of

the money in the Veterans’ Farm and Home Building Fund of 1943,
not in excess of the principal of and interest on the said bonds then
due and payable, except as hereinafter provided for the pnor
redemption of said bands, and, in the event such money so returned
on said remittance dates Is less than said principal and interest then
due and payable, then the balance remaining unpaid shall be
returned into the General Fund in the State Treasury out of said
Veterans’ Farm and Home Building Fund of 1943 as soon thereafter
as it shall become available, together with interest thereon from such
dates of maturity until so returned at the same rate as borne by said

_ bonds, compounded semiannually.

8006, - There is hereby appropriated from the General Fund in
the State Treasury for the purpose of this article, such an amount as
wweqsqﬂhefoo e a5 will be h val of

(a) Such sum ann as wil necessary to pay the principal ol
and the interest’ on the bonds issued and mic’f‘él pursu’;m‘ to the
pn&viﬂbni Iof this article, as sard principal and interest become due
and payable.

(b) Such sum as is necessary to carry out the provisions of Section
998,007, which sum is appropriated without regard to fscal years.

995.007. For the pu of carrying out the provisions of this
article the Director of Igm:' ance may by executive order authorize the
withdrawal from the General Fund of an amount or amounts not to
e.rcb\e;.’csfo!}lée !gmc;’unt of the u;}fsold bonds whtt'(j"h havedbeen authorized
to r the purpose of carrying out this article. Any amounts
withdrawn shall é depasited in thge_ Veterans' Farm. and Home
Building Fund of 1943, Any moneys made available under this article
to the board shall be returned by the board to the General Fund from
moneys received from the sale of bonds sold for the purpase of
carrying out this article, together with interest at the rate of interest
fixed in the bonds so sald. .

998.008. Upon request of the Department of Veterans Affairs,
supgarted by a statement of the plans am:"frq)bcrs of said deglrtmenr
with respect thereto, and approved by the CGovernor, the Veterans'
Finance Committee of 1943 shall determine whether or not it is
necessary or desirable to issue any bonds authorized under this article
in order to carry such plans and projects into execulion, and, if so, the
amount of bonds then to be issued and sold. Successive issues of bonds
may be authorized and sold to carry out said plans and projects
progressively, and it shall not be necessary that all the bonds herein -
authorized to be issued shall be sold at any one time.

995.009.  So long as any bonds authorized under this article may be
outstanding, the Director of Veterans Affairs shall cause to be made
at the close of each fiscal year, a survey of the financial condition of
the Division of Farm and Home Purchases, together with a projection
of the division’s operations, such survey to be made by an
independent public accountant of recognized standing. The results of
such surveys and projections shall be set forth in written reports and
safd independent public accountant shall forward copies of said
reports to the Director of Veterans Affairs, the members of the
California Veterans Board, and to the members of the Veterans’
Finance Committee of 1943. The Division of Farm and Home
Purchases shall reimburse said independent public 2ccountant for his
services out of any funds which said division may have available on
deposit with the Treasurer of the State of California,

985.010. The committee may authorize the State Treasurer to sell
all or an épart of the bonds herein authorized at such ime or imes

as may be fixed by the State Treasurer,

998.011. Whenever bonds are sold, out of the first money realized
from their sale, there shall be redeposited in the General Obligation
Bond Expense Revolving Fund established by Section 16724.5 of the
Government Code such surns as have been expended for the furpases
specified in Section 16724.5 of the Government Code, which may be

for the same purpose and repaid in the same manner whenever
additional sales are made.
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Veterans Bond Act of 1976

Argument in Favor of Proposition 2

Your vote in favor of this Bond Act will enable the
State to continue the Cal-Vet Program which each year
provides low-cost home and farm loans to thousands of
California veterans in recognition of their devoted
wartime service to our country.

Since its inception in 1921, and through 15 previous
bond issues, the Cal-Vet Program has been completely
self-supporting and has been operated at no cost to any
taxpayer. Even administrative costs are paid out of
interest revenues received from veteran loan holders.

Excellent management and adequate financial
reserves have assured total self-sufficiency, even during
periods of economic decline. The self-liquidating
Cal-Vet Program concept supports the principle of

lending a hand, rather than a handout, to our veterans.
" Thus far, the Cal-Vet Program has enabled almost
300,000 California veterans to become home and farm
owners. Most of these have been veterans of World War
I, World War I, and the Korean War. It is now
necessary to provide the same benefits to the 800,000
Vietnam veterans residing in California.

In addition, the Cal-Vet Program also offers

significant economic and social benefits to the people of
California. Expanded home building and home
ownership are financed by private investors who
purchase the bonds. The real estate, insurance, home
supply, and building materials industries all benefit
from the increased economic activity generated by the
Cal-Vet Program. The result is that thousands of jobs

-are created and maintained in these industries, and

millions of dollars of new purchasing power are
developed, stimulating the entire California economy.

For all of these reasons, the Cal-Vet Bond Act
deserves your support. Your “YES” vote will insure the
continued ability of the State to provide low interest
farm and home loans to deserving California veterans,
at no cost to the taxpayers.

We urge you to cast your vote in favor of this
important measure.

- RECHARD ALATORRE
Member of the Assembly, 55th Distriet

JACK SCHRADE
Member of the Senate, 39th District

Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of Proposition 2

The Cal-Vet Program does NOT offer economic or
social benefits to the people of California. It does NOT
increase economic activity. It does NOT create new
jobs or new purchasing power.

Proponents of this measure would have you believe
that prosperity can be created out of thin air, through
the magic of a government bond issue. In fact, all this
measure will do is SHIFT a massive amount of money
away from private capital markets for the benefit of a
few favored industries. This money would otherwise be
used to create jobs and new purchasing power in ALL
segments of California’s economy, resulting in
diversified, healthy economic growth.

Every government bond reduces the money
available for private investment and inflates interest
rates for every other borrower. The Cal-Vet Program
presently owes investors over 1.3 BILLION dollars. If
the government program defaults in any way,

California taxpayers MUST cover the costs. New York -

City’s recent experience should cause us to look long
and hard at ANY increase in government debt.

Rather than artificial stimulants and indirect
subsidies, the Libertarian Party believes military
personnel, building trades and construction industries
should be compensated for services they render, by the
mutua) consent of every individual involved.

If you support this half-BILLION-dollar-plus bond
issue, recognize that you WILL suffer the indirect
economic consequences—and that your children could
suffer them directly, Vote AGAINST the Veterans
Bond Act of 1976.

WILLIAM WESTMILLER
State Chairman, Libertarian Party

RAYMOND CUNNINGHAM, Lt Com., USCGR
State Vice-Chairman, Libertarian Party

EDWARD WOLFORD
State Secretary, Libertarian Party

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



‘Veterans Bond Act 0f 1976 .

LN

is not a vote against veterans, nor a voté against the
construction industry. Your vote against this
proposition is a vote in favor of economic responsibility,
voluntary trade and individual property rights.

The Veterans Bond Act is a social welfare program
which benefits a few veterans, workers and
businesses—at the expensé of évery other Californian.

Because the costs are not yet paid directly through’

taxes, there seem to be no bad consequences. In fact,
every government bond issue draws hundreds of
millions of dollars away from the private investment
market—money which could have produced even
greater economic benefits for alf Californians.

Every government bond is a liability backed by the
_tax powers of the State. Because of that taxing promise,
money that might have created more jobs, better
products and lower consumer prices in productive
private ventures goes into larger government debts and
special benefits. Those who do benefit can be
counted—but those who suffer from the loss of
alternative private ventures are never seen. For
example, a half billion dollars could create as many as
15-thousand permanent jobs in pnvate business—if it
didn’t go to'government.

It is true that home construction creates some
temporary jobs. If that construction is justiied by
private demand, those jobs would continue to exist
through private channels. It is-true that loans benefit
some veterans (less than one percent). If these loans
are sound, they would have been made privately. Your
vote against this Act will no¢ terminate present Cal-Vet
loans.

However, the queshon of greatest importance is
whether it is proper for government to,operate a

Argument Against‘ Proposition 2 ' -
Your vote AGAINST the Veterans Bond Act of 1976

business. The Cal-Vet program is a government loan

. scheme “in direct competition with private loan

companies. /f the State can properly compete with
private lenders, then it should be able to compete with
all private busmesses

The basic reason it should not—the reason for the

failures of socialist economies—is that governmentisan -

agency of force, not persuasion. Government programs
must be rigid, controlled and compulsory rather than
open, creative and voluntary. When the law -limits
government to justified retaliation against true
criminals, society can benefit. But, when the law
attempts to dictate individual behavior through police
coercion, it can only destroy creativity, incentive,
production and the multitude of economic benefits
derived from individual liberty. A society so dominated
by government is a police state headed for destruction.

The Libertarian Party challenges the “something for
nothing” myth of government programs and defends
the right of every individual to his own life, liberty and

-property. The Libertarian Party believes government

should end its competition with business, terminate al/

direct and indirect give-aways and return to the

functions intended by the Founding Fathers.

Your vote AGAINST the Veterans Bond Act of 1976
will not fully restore your individual liberty, but it will
be a small step toward economic responsibility,
voluntary trade and limited government.

'WILLIAM WESTMILLER -
State Chairman, Libertarian Party

RAYMOND CUNNINGHAM, Lt. Com., USCGR --
State Vice-Cheirman, Libertarian Party

EDWARD WOLFORD
State Secretary, Libertarian Party

‘Rebuttal to Argument Against Probosifion 2

The opponents’ argument against the Veterans Bond
Act is a fabric of self-contradiction:
In the name of “economic responsibility” they would

kil a program which has been so economically-

responsible that, without one“dime of cost to the
taxpayers, it has made possibie farm and home
purchases by 300,000 California veterans.

The opponents talk about “voluntary trade”; but who
‘asked the veterans about voluntary trade when they
were risking their lives in defense of our country? Are
we so forgetful and ungrateful that these sacrifices are
now to be cast aside for economic sloganism?

In helping deserving veterans to become
homeowners, the Veterans Bond Act creates individual
property rights, and the respect and appreciation for
those rights which only home ownership can bring,

The opponents confess that the Bond Act will aid
veterans, the construction industry, and provide jobs.

Then in their same argument, they say a vote against
this act .is not a vote against veterans and the
construction industry. This is a direct contradiction.
The use of the word “socialist” by the opponents is
misleading. It is no more socialistic to aid veterans to
become homeowners than it is to interrupt their lives

_ to defend the nation in time of war,

Punishing the veterans is not a step toward
“individual liberty”, but a cruel and senseless betrayal
of a public obligation to those who risked their lives to
preserve our freedom.

Vote “YES” on Veterans Home Purchase Bond Act of
1976.

RICHARD ALATORRE
Member of the Assembly, 55th District

JACK SCHRADE
Member of the Senate, 39th District

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not heen -
checked for accuracy by any official agency. 13

-



CALIFORNIA SAFE DRINKING WATER

BOND LAW OF 1976

Ballot Title

standards.

FOR THE CALIFORNIA SAFE DRINKING WATER BOND LAW OF 1976.

This act provides for a bond issue of one hundred seventy five million dollars (3175,(110,000)' to
provide funds for improvement of domestic water systems to meet minimum drinking water

AGAINST THE CALIFORNIA SAFE DRINKING WATER BOND LAW OF 1976.

This act provides for a bond issue of one hundred seventy five million dollars ($175,000,000) to
provide funds for improvement of domestic water systems to meet minimum drinking water

standards. :
FINAL VOTE CAST BY LEGISLATURE ON AB 121 (PROPOSITION 3):
ASSEMBLY-—Ayes, 65 SENATE—Ayes, 29
Noes, 0 Noes, 0
Analysis by Legislative Analyst
PROPOSAL: The first priority for grants and loans will be given to

For the last 16 years the state has constructed or
helped finance local construction of water supply
systems and wastewater treatment facilities by selling
general obligation bonds. About $2.25 billion in such
bonds have been authorized by the state's voters.

This proposition would extend the state’s
involvernent in local water systems by authorizing loans
and grants to supply clean water for customary human
and household uses. It would authorize the state to sell
$175 million in general obligation bonds to help finance
the construction, improvement, or rehabilitation of
public or private water systems needed to provide
clean water to meet health and cleanliness standards
established by the State Department of Health. The
loans are to be administered by the Department of
Water Resources.

Toans and Grants. At least $160 million must be
used for loans to water suppliers. No supplier may
receive more than $1.5 million unless approved by the
Legislature. Up to $15 million in grants can be made to
water suppliers which are public agencies, if they are

unable to meet minimum drinking water standards .

without a grant. No one supplier can receive more than
$400,000 in grants. The Legislature must authorize the
grant program.

14

water suppliers with the worst health problems. Second
priority will be for loans to suppliers having the greatest
difficulty in obtaining money from other sources.

. FISCAL EFFECT:

The total loan costs to water users will amount to
about $462.250,000. This includes $160 million for
repayment of the loans plus $302,250,000 for interest.
These costs plus minor administrative costs will
probably be paid by water users through water service
fees charged by the suppliers. There should be no state
cost for the loans. The repayment of any loans to a
private water supplier would be a private cost and not
a local government cost.

If the maximum of $15 million is authorized for grants
the cost to the state will be $15 million plus $29,750,000
in interest for a total of $44,750,000. The repayment of
this money will be the respensibility of the state’s
General Fund.

Basis for Interest Cost. The above estimates for
interest cost assume a 6% percent interest rate based on
current market conditions. The interest cost on the
loans also assumes a 50 year repayment period with the
possibility that during the first 10 years when the design
and construction of the project is occurring, only the
interest will be paid.



Text of Proposed Law

g;mdbyﬂ.m:?riﬂiﬂﬂo.lﬂ (&fmﬁﬂnﬂn 1008) isndmﬁttad

law does not amend any existing law. 'lhu'énre,!heprwmnlhumfm
mmmmw

they are new.

SECTION 1 WESI}WQOPOSE:A)SM g)‘ edded to Division 7 of
. 1]
the Water Cods, to read:
' CaPTEn 1085, CALIFORNIA SAFE DRINEING WATER
0. This clper shall be koo sy B e £ the Cebfrnia S Drinbing
-
Wmﬂmdhwa"lﬂ& . i
13551 The Legichinre heveby finds and declares that it is necessary for the, wbion

of the bealth, afety, and welfsre of the J&lxﬁ:’mlﬂﬂmzﬂbff:ﬁm
purpases be pure, and Md:andaxﬁwﬁebaﬂbaﬁmd

wholesome,
Bumzn and that water mHi'e dmﬁut
beingy frrfur 8 'in adequate quantily presure for

hecteriolygical, cherical
mdtblrﬂnmtbemhuﬂﬂhmﬂvtbﬂ
the State of Celifornia provide and finsncial ssistance to the end that the people
d&h&nnmmnm’zn&.dmd:ﬂ;md’pﬂ:ﬂa r of water for domestic
mw‘wnnﬂﬂemmmd pressare for bealth,
1858 %WWMW&#&B&M%W
fo provide upgrading of domestic water aipply systems to une domestic
waler 4t Jeast meet minimum domestic water supply standards establidhed under
{commencing with Sechion #01) of Part | of Division 5 of the Health and Safety
l.ﬂii The State General Qbligation Bond Law & adapted for the prrpose of the isuanee,
yment of, zod otherwise providing with respect i, the boods sutborized to be
by T e b s
sct out in fidl in o
Bood Law, the bands sutharired hereunder shall bear such rates of interest, or

of the commitiee, snd mmmmﬂyafhndrdaﬂmtemd.ﬂym the
date of the bonds, or from the dite of each respective series. The maturity of eech respective
series shall be calculsted from the date of such series.

13857 As uved in this chapter, and for prrposes of this nusadmtbem
wmwm the following words shall kave m%
&“ﬂmm ‘means the Safe Drinking Water Finance Committee, crested by

(8) "Department mm!belkp:rmra‘%mrm

(e} “Domestic water system” m:mfw&mmhmm
water for buman eonsmption, f ach LBias at beast 15 sorvive connections or
supplies water to ot lexst £5 Suct: tern inchudes any water trml:ml,

and distribution Geiities under the control of the aperaior of.

i Water Fimd

fe, "ar “supptier of wxter” means any perwa, p 1, CorpOrating, SOres-
bm{r mﬁrywwm&&cm omwcp:n&udnm

(f) ederal sssistarce ™ memns fimds avedable or whiich may become svailsie to & supp-
hmmammwwmmwwmsm
whmhtbemmm!a‘ water systems,

(#) “Trestment works " means any devices or systems used in the treatment of water
ﬁ;ﬂum necessery fnds, -Mrm:baduwbam whadesame, and pots-

purpose.
h) “Project ™ means proposed (edlities for the construction, improvement, or rebabidie.
({fwemmmm inclade water supply, treatment worky, o off
‘/mfaf: water distrifertion system, & such inclusions sre necessery to carry out the purpose

13558 Ik&&ﬂmhqume(hnmm.swaamd The comumittee
shall corist of the Governor, the Sate Tressurer, the Director of Finance, the Director of
Water Resourres, and the Director of Health or their designated representatives A majorily
of the cammittee may st for the commitiee.

1385 There is in the State Treanny the Californis Safe Drinking Water Fand which
fund is beredy

ahm&ddebtardﬁhh’&ly
ar Eabilities, shall be awfad&rtﬁéilmpudpuvxﬁmlbeﬁmdtak:adﬁrﬁem
mfmb.ped‘iafm.fecbml
nL Tkmmtbﬁﬂmhﬁ;’mwwaﬂwk
purposes set forth in this seetion

uxi interest
_h(n'} on the

(&) The department i3 authorized to enter into contracts with suppliers Aeving authoniy
{o canstrucy, #od muainizin domestic waler for ko to sty toad
mtbcmmd mwm&m bmﬁdlmmmm;mb

dinking water standards establiched m&qﬁa? mmmm
amnwnmsarum f )

contract parsuant to tﬁnm mchde
upg %}mﬁam and any sch m;.:;'tM ‘mtﬁhm

%ﬁ d?yemﬁ:tﬁlm I&T dmmtb of
agreement to ] frery progress
he parts
mzmgw%lﬁemdm mﬁﬁ%mb
a’;g:‘&' 2
ﬁmmr nnlbatnm,wydc period ered 0
(b} mm!d'tblmn, mmmd':uﬁd:;m!m

widudemmhﬂﬂehmﬂnﬂem
(‘)Aﬂ wwma/&mwmwmwm

progect, (G mmmmmm mmnﬂw
operate snd the project mdma.- the applicelile provisions A
foqmbfhaﬂmﬁermm Io secure foderal assistance for the ﬁvﬁg
secare spproval of the department and of the State of Health

lmhM,-, and (v} to provide for paymesit of the spplier s share of the cost of the project,

(Jﬂym the Legidsture may sothorire bond proceeds. to be oxed for 2 grant
pmbnmwdm’  that are political subdividons of the stets, ¥ 2 i
defammdtblnd.' um&mmmmmm%dmbﬂm
Mmﬁh&x[ %Hmmmﬁ&unﬂo)d Iof
Dlmidnhﬁ The totz! amount of grants siell pot exceed fifves
aﬂmdaﬂm(ﬂm mdmaxawﬁunymmtbﬂmwed
1532 F n!c( )af“nadzmw of this ofiaper, the tota/ expend-
or the purpose pmm
rmsaf dqmmnnd&emnqwmar oof exveed 3 percent of
proceeds depasited in the fimd nzﬂm‘:wm&
Mkd’xbm:ﬂmﬁa; MhMbpﬂbmuw&mm&w
13951, to reimberse the stete for the costy of state thes chapler.
Jr ] As much of the mtﬁeﬁnfﬂmykwﬂﬁkndwm
&W%&%WWMEWW&&

4 capacity :
be made for all ar any part of the cost of constrocting, improving ar rebabiliiting ay sl
wbnmmeﬁ%wdﬁcm dﬂmﬁmmmw
nmmymmﬁe
of suffisent ‘ather domestic purposes. No
mﬂmﬂﬁthmw@
(#1.500000), undesy the by an ot raices the Emit specified in this section,
13885 Flrst priovily for loans dhall be given to suppliers with the mast criticel poblic
Wﬂmfyﬁrhmmﬂ:bkmmmﬁrm&wtm

afdamd'tbepmd Muﬁebﬂpﬁnﬁum
be,myl;’:’w }mrpuniwbm ﬁuﬁu&mﬂ m”:u& o
marimum
ment period A ;&M&mﬂ lntautm WMM

memame[m

Mmﬂtmtﬁemdﬁnmmm&qﬂlﬁwd
mummmrbm:m;mmdmfmﬁaﬂmﬁemm
Mkﬂhm@ﬁdmﬁdlmmm&m&wdﬁe
Det inferest cosfs.
13558 Tk?umzm i notice and Searing and with the advice of the State
of Feafth, shall adopt nsdes and. o curry out the purposes
dmmmmm ot be I mmmm
&ﬂﬂﬁﬂbd@ﬂd’:ﬁ@bnﬂa project for gwistance commensurste with
the supplier to reasonadly finance the project from
odrrmwlmhﬂbeahddy ww»wwmmmu

s,
i %mwaem% mﬁmd‘&mx‘upﬂ:’m the public
WWQ’M and potzhie domestic watzr. Soch redes and

Continued on page 64

15



e California Safe Drinking Water Bond Law of 1976

Argument in Favor of Proposition 3

Clean, healthy drinking water is a basic necessity of
life. That is why it is so important to vote YES on
PROPOSITION 3.

H our drinking water systems are allowed .to
deteriorate, serious health problems can result. The
U.S. Public Health Service has revealed statistics which
show a marked increase in water-related illness in many
states—a condition we must work to avoid in California.

In an investigation of California’s drinking water, the
State Assembly Water Committee found that some 63%
of the large drinking water systems in the State, serving
more than 12,000,000 Californians, fail to meet
minimurn drinking water standards. The Water
Committee also reported that in the judgment of the
local health officers, the water supplies in 2,111 smaller
water systemns failed to meet minimum public health
standards.

While most Californians do receive their drinking
water from bacteriologically safe systems, there are a
significant number of water systems which fail to meet
minimum bacteriological standards and, therefore,
pose a potential health risk.

Proposition 3 deals with the safe drinking water
problem by creating a $175,000,000 State fund to
provide loans to help domestic water suppliers

rehabilitate inadequate drinking water systems—these
loans will be repaid with interest at no cost to the
taxpayer. Proposition 3 also permits the Legislature to
authorize, under critical circumstances, up to $15
million in grants to needy agencies with inadequate
water systems.

Proposition 3 is supported by the Association of
California Water Agencies, the City of Los Angeles,
Sacramento County, the League of Women Voters, the
Sierra Club, the California Association of Sanitation
Districts, as well as major business, labor,
environmental and civic groups throughout California.

Your YES vote on Proposition 3 will not mean new
taxes. It will mean safer drinking water for the people
of California.

J. K. {KEN) MAcDONALD
Member of the Assembly, 36th District

DOROTHY KELLNER,
President, League of Women Voters

ARLEN GREGORIO .
Member of the Senate, 10th District
Chairman, Senate Health & Welfzre Committee

Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of Proposition 3

We notice that no tax organization in California is
listed as being in favor of proposition 3 in the baliot
argument for this proposition. It’s principle supporters
are government agencies, which is no surprise to us.

The pro argument uses a vague statistic by U.S, Public
Health Service, related not to California, but to some
other unmentioned states. It also lists the support of
Dorothy Kellner of the League of Women Voters,
which in view of the support given by this organization,
for most tax increase programs, does not surprise us
either.

The proponents then fall back on the same old quote
“these loans will be repaid with interest at no cost to the

taxpayers”. If this is true, then this $175 million, plus
millions in interest, they want you to vote for them to
borrow and spend, would have to be paid back by
people who are NOT taxpayers.

We have coined a word which describes the real
meaning of the phrase “at no cost to the taxpayers”. The
word is TINSATAAFL. Which means to us There Is No
Such A Thing As A Free Lunch. Remember this when
you vote on proposition 3. We are going to vote NO.

United Organizations of Taxpayers, Inc.
HOWARD JARVIS, State Chairman
EDWARD ]. BOYD, President

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have net been
16 checked for accuracy by any official agency.



 California Safe Drinking Water Bond Law of.1076 [ 3

This proposition *would ' authorize” the State of
California to borrow $175 million to re-loan to various.

selected cities for the purpose of making water cleaner.
Which cities or districts will get the money is not

spelled out. In this respect the proposition is written so. -

loosely, it is really a pig in a poke.
We oppose this proposition for four reasons:

(1) The $175 .million if approved, will generate

another $175 million interest, which will .force .

taxpayers to pay double the amount the bonds
call for, .

{(2) The State should not finance selected local
communities.

(3) Programs of this nature should be paid for on a

pay as we go basis. Which should be done by:

Argument Against Proposition 3

puttinig the costs on monthly water blllS This
would save all the interest.
"(4) Public borrowing of unllmlted amournts must be
stopped.
Bonds of this nature are guaranteed by the faith and
credit of the State of California and this means all. the
taxpayers of California. We should heed the recent

-dramatic lesson of New York and stop borrowing and

spending money we do not have.

United Organizations of Taxpayers, Inc.
HOWARD JARVIS, State Chairman

EDWARD J. BOYD, President

Rebuttal to Argument Against Proposmon 3

PROPOSITION 3 will not impose new burdens on
our taxpayers.
rehabilitation of substandard drinking water systems
possible without huge increases in monthly water bills,

The authors of the-opposition argument either have
not read this legislation or they don’t understand it.

Since loans from the Safe Drinking Water Bond Fund
will be repaid with interest, there will be no added
expense except for urgency grants which are limited to
a total of $15 million dollars and subject to legislative
enactment on specific projects.

In placing this measure before the voters, the
legislature provided strict guidelines for'administration
of the program by the State Departments of Health and
Water Resources to make sure that these funds will be
used only for projects which are urgently needed to
ensure ¢lean and healthy drinking water for the people
of California.

PROPOSITION 3 will make’

In their opposing argument Mr. Jarvis and Mr Boyd
proposed that needed rehabilitation of drinking water,
systems be done on a pay as you go basis with funds to
come from increases in monthly water bills. This would
mean huge increases in consumer costs and needless
delays in meeting minimum "health standards, thus
endangering the health of California citizens. -,

PROPOSITION 3 is a sensible answer to a serious
problem. It will help to .make sure that every
Californian can have safe, clean drinking water without,
new burdens on either the taxpayer or consumer.

J. K. {(KEN} MacDONALD . :
+ Member of the Assembly, 36th District

DOROTHY KELLNER
President, League of Women Voters

'ARLEN GREGORIO,
Member of the Senate, 10th District
Churman, Scmlte Hcalth &' Welfare Conunm'ee

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been .
checked for accuracy by any official agency. . 17



BONDS TO PROVIDE PUBLIC COMMUNITY

COLLEGE FACILITIES

Ballot Title

FOR BONDS TO PROVIDE PUBLIC COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACILITIES.
(This act provides for a bond issue of one hundred fifty million dollars (£150,000,000).)

AGAINST BONDS TO PROVIDE PUBLIC COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACILITIES.
(This act provides for a bond issue of one hundred fifty million dollars ($150,000,000).)

FINAL VOTE CAST BY LEGISLATURE ON SB 156 (PROPOSITION 4):

ASSEMBLY—Ayes, 61
Noes, 8

SENATE—Ayes, 27
Noes, 1

Analysis by Legislative Analyst

PROPOSAL:

Background. Community college construction
money is provided by the local community college
district, the state, and the federal government.

The state, local and federal share of the total
construction cost is specified in a formula which
provides that (1) in the event federal money is

available it is used before a state-local sharing formula -

is applied, and (2) the state’s share may range from 0
percent to 100 percent depending upon the local
community college district’s needs and its ability to pay.

Since 1965, state funds for community college
construction have come from the sale of general
obligation bonds. The last community college bond act,
approved by the voters in November 1972, authorized
$160 million in capital outlay bonds. Officials of the
California Community Colleges estimate that all but
$1.5 million of that amount will be spent by July 1, 1976.
The $160 million, when combined with money
provided by local districts and the federal government,
will have resulted in approximately $243 million worth
of community college construction when totally spent.

Proposition. This proposition continues State of
California assistance to local public community colleges

to fund buildings related to their growth requirements.
It will allow the state to sell an additional $150 million
in general obligation bonds to be used by public
community college districts to buy land, construct
buildings, and acquire necessary equipment.

FISCAL EFFECT:

If the voters approve this $150 million bond act, an
additional $150 million in local district funds would also
be spent under the traditional sharing formula. Officials
of the California Community Colleges estimate that all
of the money (approximately $300 million) could be
fully committed to authorized community college
outlay projects by July 1, 1978. The actual rate at which
the funds would be spent depends upon an annual
review and approval of projects by the Legislature and
Governor in the regular state budgeting process.

The interest cost of the $150 million in state bonds
will depend upon their maturity date and the interest
rate, neither of which is known at this time. However,
based on past experience, we estimate total interest
costs over the life of the bonds will be approximately
$94 500,000 assuming an average six percent interest

. rate.

Polls are open from 7 A M. to § P.M.
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& S Text of Propose:d Law

This law proposed by Senate Bill No. 156 (Statutes of 1975, Chapter
1066) is submitted to the people in accordance with the provisions of
Article XV1 of the Constitution.

This proposed law does not amend any existing law. Therefore, the
provisions thereof are printed in italic type to indicate that they are
new. .

PROPOSED LAW

SECTION 1. Sections ! to 10, inclusive, of this act shall be known
and may be cited as the Community College Construction Program
Bond Act of 1976.

SEC. 2  The purpose of this act is to provide the necessary funds
to meet the major building construction, equipment and site
acquisition needs of California public community cdlleges. -

or the purposes of this act, “public community colleges” includes
public junior colleges, public community colleges, and any other
public cofleges which are maintained: and operated as public
commum'g colleges or public junior colleges: .
Pr of the bonds authorized to be issued under this act, in an
- arnount or amounts which the Legislature shall determine, shill be
used for major building construction, equipment and scquisition of
sites for California pugﬁc commurity c'gZeges under the Communrity
College Construction Act of 1967 (Chapter 19 (commencing with
Section 20050} of Division 14 of the Education 2}, as it may be
ainended from time to time, or under any act enacted to succeed the
Community College Construction Act of 1967.

The first proceeds of the bonds authorized to be issued under this
act shall be used to repay loans or advances made to the Community
College Construction Program Fund. : )

Proceeds of the bonds authorized to bé issued under this act also
may be used to complete major building construction, acquisition of
equipment and acquisition of sites for California public cormnunity
colleges authorized by the Legislature pursuant to the Community
College Construction Program Bond Act of 1972,

SEC. 3. Bonds in the total amount of one hundred ffty miflion
dollars ($150.000,000), or so much thereof as is necessary, mav be
issued and sold to provide s fund to be used for carrying out the
Durposes ex, ressecf. in Section 2 of this act, and to be used to
reimburse the General Obligation Bond Fxpense Revolving Fund
pursuant to Government Code Section 167245, Suid bonds shall be
known and designated as Community College Construction Prc:fmm
Fund bonds and, when sold, shall be and constitute a valid and
binding obligation’ of the State of California, and the full faith and
credit of the State of California are hereby pledged for the punctual
payment of both principal and interest on said bonds as said principal
and interest become due and payable.

SEC. 4. There shall be collected each year and in the same

manner and at the same time as other state revenue is collected, such

sum in addition to the ordinary revenues of the state as shall be’

required to pay the principal and interest on said bonds maturing in

said year, and it is hereby made the duty of all officers charged by law
with any duty int regard to the collection of said reveénue to do and
perform each and every act which shall be necessary to collect such -
additional sum, . : - . o .

SEC. 5. There is hereby appropriated from the Ceneral Fund in
the State Treasury for the purpose.of this act, such an amount as will
equal the following: . :

(3) Such sum annually as will be necessary to pay the principal and
interest on bonds issued and sold pursuant to the provisions of this act,
as said £ﬁnc1pal and interest become due and payable.

tb) Such sum as is necessary to carry out the provisions of Section
8 of this act, which sum is appropnhteg’ without to fiscal years, .

SEC. 6 The proceeds of bonds issued and sold pursuant to this
act, together with interest earned thereon, if any, shall be deposited
in the Community College Construction Program Fund. The money
so deposited in the fund shall be reserved and allocated solely for

‘expenditure for the purposes :Feciﬁed in this act and only pursuant
to nEpropr iation by the Legislature. : “ :

SEC. 7. The office of the Chancellor of the California Community
Colleges, which is hereby designated as the board for the purposes of
this act, shall annually total the appropriations réferred to'in Section
6and, pursuant to Section 16730 of the Government Code, request the
Community College Construction Program Comumittee to cause
bonds fo be isfuecf and sold in quantities suffictent to carry out the
projects for which such appropriations were made. "~ .

SEC. 8 For the purposes of carrying out the provisions of this act -
the office of the Chancellor of the California &mmum'ty Colleges
may reguest the Director of Finance by executive order to authorize
the withdrawal from the General Fund of an amount or amounts 'not
to exceed the amount of the unsold bonds which have -been
authorized to be sold for the purpose of carrying out this act. Any
amounts withdrawn shall be deposited in the Community College
Construction Program Fund, and shall be reserved, allocated for.
expenditure, and expended as specified in Section 6 of this act. Any
moneys made avm?.;_gle under_this section to, the board shall be
returned by the board to the General Fund from moneys received
from the sale of bonds sold for the purpose of carrying out .this act.

SEC. 9. The bonds authorized by this act shall be prepared, -
executed, issued, sold, paid and redeemed as provided in the State
General Obligation Bond Law f( Chapter 4 (commencing with Section
16720) of Part 3 of Division 4 of Title 2 of the Government Code), and
all of the provisions of said law are applicable to said bonds and to this
icﬁ and are hereby incorporated in this act as though set forth in full

erein. . A

SEC. 100 The Community College Construction Program
Committee is hereby continuved. The committee shall consist of the
Governior or his designated representative, the State Controlier, the

State Treasurer, the Director of Finance, and the Charncellor of the
California Community Colleges. For the purposes of this act the
Comununity College Construction Programm Committee shall be “the
ﬁnum‘ttee "as that term is used in the State General Obligation Bond
W, .

:

"
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Bonds to Provide Public Community College Facilities

Argument in Favor of Proposition 4

Proposition 4 is needed to provide state funds to
maintain and expand facilities in California’s 103 public
community colleges. It will help protect homeowners
from excessive increases in local property taxes for
capital construction.

If this bond issue is not approved, the state may be
forced to refuse to provide its share of construction
costs and renege on its long term commitment to the

community colleges. The effect would be to shift total .

costs of community college construction to local
property taxpayers, with the greatest increase in
property tax rates in those areas where there is the
greatest expansion.

Under the Master Plan for Higher Education, which
was implemented in 1960, a significant percentage of
the students who traditionally would have attended the
University and State University and Colleges Systems
have been encouraged to enroll in the community
colleges, where the costs per student are less. This
resulted in the transfer to local taxpayers of a heavier
burden of taxation for the support of higher education
for both instructional purposes and construction of
facilities. As a matter of equity, therefore, the state
agreed to provide 50% of the construction costs of
community college facilities. This commitment has
been kept since that time and has proven very helpful
to local community college districts. Because of it,
community colleges have been able to meet the rapidly
expanding educaticnal needs of their communities.

Despite school enrcllment declines in other segments
of public education, there continues to be an increase in
community college enrcllment. Statewide, growth is
estimated to continue at a substantial rate each year for
the foreseeable future. In almost all community

colleges throughout the state there have been
substantial increases in enrollment which require
expansion of existing college facilities and replacement
of old, obsolete or unsafe facilities.

State money for this cost has always been derived
from the sale of state bonds which have consistently
been approved by the voters, but all previous bond
revenues have been exhausted. The approval of this
proposition will give the State the authority to sell $150
million in bonds, when they are needed, to assist
community college districts and to keep California’s
commitment under the Master Plan for Higher
Education. The revenues from these bonds will be
expended for facilities only after the local district, the
state administration and the Legislature jointly
determine the need for each project.

This proposition was approved overwhelmingly by
both houses of the State Legislature and signed by
Governor Edmund G. Brown, Jr. It is also endorsed by
the Board of Governors of the California Community
Colleges.

We urge you to vote YES on this proposition to
continue the state-local partnership in providing
educational opportunities for all the citizens of
California.

ALBERT S. RODDA

Member of the Senate, 5th District
Chairman, Committee on Education
JAMES R. MILLS

President Pro Tempore of the Senate

GEORGE DEUKME]JIAN
Member of the Senste, 37th District
Minarity Floor Leader

Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of Proposition 4

The arguments made by the proponents of
Proposition 4 are accurate as far as they go, but they do
not mention that there is an alternative way for the
State to meet its obligations in community college
construction—an alternative that would be cheaper for
all the State’s taxpayers.

The proponents’ argument is favlty when they fail to
indicate that the State can meets its obligation on a
pay-as-you-go basis from “surplus” funds that have been
set aside in the Governor's Budget from the Capital
Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education {(COFPHE).
COFPHE funds are available in the amounts indicated
for community college construction purposes and, if
used, would avoid the necessity of obligating the State’s

taxpayers to pay the interest rates on a long term bond.
It is not sufficient for proponents to argue that
community college facilities must again be funded by a
bond act simply because it has become a tradition—not
when other less-costly funds are available. Your “NO”
vote should not necessarily be interpreted to mean that
you oppose the construction of these facilities, but it
should be interpreted by the Legislature and the
Governor, at the least, to mean that you insist that the
State’s monies be managed prudently and with a far
greater degree of respect for the current and future
taxpayers of this State.

DIXON ARNETT
Member of the Assembly, 20th District

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



Bonds to P.r;wide Public Community College Facilities

Argumént Against Proposition 4

I urge you to vote “NO™ on Proposition 4 because
there are sufficient funds to pay for the projects which
are requested in this bond issue out of ongoing monies
as opposed to obligating ourselves and our children for
the interest payments over the life of the bonds.

In 1975, Governor Brown in his Budget indicated that
there was an $83 million “surplus” in the Capital Outlay
Fund for Public Higher Education (COFPHE)}. This is
a fund supported by the revenue received by the State
from tideland leases to oil companies and has been
specifically earmarked in the past for expenditure for
capital construction facilities for higher education.

During the debate on the 1975-76 Budget, members
of the Legislature insisted that the COFPHE Fund
remain intact and that the surplus not be used, as the
-Governor proposed, for unrestricted general fund
purposes. The Legislature won the argument, and the

“surplus™ was maintained for capital outlay. In fact, in
the final version of the Budget it contained $20 rmlllon
from the COFPHE Fund for community colleges, thus
establishing the precedent of appropriating funds from
this source for community college " buildings. In
addition, there is a “surplus™ of $78 million this year,

and it is anticipated that such a surplus (slightly
diminished) will continue in the foreseeable future.

There is no reason why capital construction for
community colleges cannot be included in future
Budgets as a part of the COFPHE Fund.

It would be far cheaper for all California’s taxpayers
now and in the future for us to use the COFPHE Fund
money than it would be for us to float this bond issue -
with its millions of dollars of necessary interest, and thus
obligate our taxpayers for a far higher contribution than
would be necessary to accomplish exactly the same
ends. In other words, use current surplus reserves. Do

ot obligate Californians to extra taxes to finance more

bonds and the millions of dollars of interest required to
service them at this time.

The only way you have to forcefully instnict the
Governor and the State Legislature that it is your desire
to have our State’s construction program managed
efficiently and effectively and at less cost is to vote
“NO™ on Proposition 4.

DIXON ARNETT
Member of the Assembly, 20th District

Rebuttal to Argumeﬁt Against Proposition 4

In his argument, Assemblyman Amett does not
queshon the need for State assistance to meet local
community college construction priorities. He simply
suggests that we use the proceeds from a different State
fund to provide the necessary financing.

It has been the traditional State fiscal policy during
the administrations of Governors Reagan and Brown to
. finance the construction needs, which are still unmet,
of the University of California and the State University

and Colleges through the Capital Outlay Fund for

Public Higher Education. This Fund was utilized for
_ community college capital outlay in 1975 only because

the Community College Bond Fund was exhausted.
The action which is described as a precedent, therefore,
.was actually an emergency response to an urgent need.
In addition, efforts are made each year in the
Legislature to use the COFPHE Fund for purposes
other than education. If money is taken from this fund

for non-educational purp;os&s, the amounts available
will not meet the needs of all three segments of public

’ higher education.

Your YES vote on Proposition 4 is needed to
guarantee that our community colleges will be able to
provide education and training at the lowest possible
cost to local property taxpayers. Your YES vote is
needed to make sure that the State of California
continues to meet its obligation to its citizens and
taxpayers. N

ALBERT S. RODDA

JAMES R. MILLS )
Fresident Pro Tempore of the Senate, 40th District

GEORCE DEUKMEJIAN .
Member of the Senate, I37th District
Mingrity Floor Leader

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been
checked for accuracy by any official agency. 21



BANKS, CORPORATIONS, FRANCHISES
AND INSUREBS—TAXATION

Ballot Title

- BANKS, CORPORATIONS, FRANCHISES AND INSURERS—TAXATION. LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL
AMENDMENT. Amends Constitution Article XIII, sections 27 and 28(i) to require concurrence of majority instead
of two-thirds of membership of both houses for passage of bills imposing tax on corporations including state and national
banks and their franchises, or changing rate of taxes imposed on insurers. Financial impact: no direct fiscal effect on

state or local governments.

FINAL VOTE CAST BY LEGISLATURE ON SCA 1 (PROPOSITION 5):

ASSEMBLY-—Ayes, 55
Noes, 20

SENATE—Ayes, 27
Noes, 12

Analysis by Legislative Analyst

PROPOSAL:

California’s Constitution requires a two-thirds vote of
each house of the Legislature to change state tax laws
on banks and corporations and to change the state tax
rate on insurance companies.

This proposal would reduce the two-thirds vote to a
majority vote,

22

FISCAL EFFECT:

This proposal will have no direct state fiscal effect.
Any future state revenue effect will depend upon the
extent to which these particular tax laws are changed
by less than a two-thirds vote.



" Text of Proposed Law

This amendment proposed by Senate Constitutional Amendment
No. 1 (Statutes of 1975, Resolution Chapter 126) amends two sections
of the Constitution. Therefore, existing provisions proposed to be
deleted are printed in steikeout nn§ new provisions proposed to
be inserted are printed in ftalic type to indicate that they are new.

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO
ARTICLE XIHI -

First—That Section 27 of Article XIII is amended to read:
SEC. 27. The Legislature, twelthirds 2 majority of the

membership of each house concurring, may tax corporations,
including State and national banks, and their franchises by any
method not prohibited by this Constitution or the Constitution or
laws of the United States. Unless otherwise provided by  the
Legislature, the tax on State and national banks shall be according to
or measured by their net income and shall be in lieu of all other taxes -
and license fees upon banks or their shures, except taxes upon real
property and vehicle registration and license fees.

. Second—That subdivision (i) of Section -28 of Article XIII is
amended to read:

.(i} The Legislature, twofthirds a majority of all the members
elected to each of the two houses voting in favor thereof, may by law
change the rate or rates of taxes herein imposed upon insurers.

Polls are open from 7 AM. to 8 PM




e Banks, Corporations, Franchises and Insurers—Taxation

Argument in Favor of Propesition 5

Proposition 5 will eliminate from the California Constitu-
tion a sixty-five year old provision which gives favored tax
treatment to banks, corporations, and insurance companies.
They are taxed by a % majority vote of both houses of the
State Legislature while all the rest of us are taxed by a simple

majority vote. .

This discriminatory and archaic provision places in the
hands of a small minority (corporate wealth) the power to
block tax reform measur?s whli;nhave overvn.rb1 Iming plsxblic
support. Beginning as early as , humerous bipartisan State
Commissions have recommended repeal of this grossly unfair
tax advantage for banks, corporations, and insurance compa-
nies. These included former Governor Reagan's Advisory
Commission on Tax Reform. .

This Commission, headed by Controller Houston Flournoy,
in 1969 recommended as follows: “The Commission recom-
mends a Constitutional Amendment which would permit the
Legislature to change the bank and corporation tax by a ma-
jority vote of all the elected members—the same majority
required to change most other taxes. There is no justification
for placing the bank and corporation tax in a preferential
position. The Legislature should be able to change this tax
equally with other taxes.”

THINK QOF IT: THERE ARE 150,000 CORPORATIONS
ENJOYING THIS TAX PRIVILEGE. THERE ARE, HOWEV-
ER, MORE THAN 993,000 NON-CORPORATE BUSINESSES
WHICH DON'T HAVE IT. ALL CALIFORNIANS PAY
TAXES WITHOUT THIS SPECIAL PRIVILEGE. PROPOSI-
TION 5 WILL PROVIDE FOR EQUAL TREATMENT BY
PLACING EVERYONE UNDER THE SAME RULES.

The corporate tax structure favors larger corporations. The
rsonal income tax laws also contain special interest tax
E;phola. As long as the present law exists, the vested inter-
ests will be able to stop true tax reform by concentrating their
lobbying influence on a small minority of the Senate or As-
sembly. Only 14 out of the 40 Senators or 27 out of the 80
members of the Assembly can completely defeat the will of
the great majority of both houses.
Proposition 5, as Senate Constitutional Amendment #1,
the State Senate 27 “ayes” to 12 “noes”, the State
Assembly 55 “ayes” to 20 “noes’. Should you have any doubt
as to its merit, a look at a few of its legislative supporters might
be helpful: Govemnor Edmund G. Brown, Jr., Secretary of
State March Fong Eu, the League of Women Voters of Cali-
fornia, Common Cause, California Tax Reform Association,

i Califormia Parent Teachers Association.

In the Legislature, its opponents included: California Manu-
facturing Association, Caﬂ?omia State Chamber of Com-
merce, and the American Insurance Association. This may
also tell you something.

VOTE “YES” ON PROPOSITION 5. HELP CREATE AN
OPPORTUNITY TO ELIMINATE TAX LOOPHOLES AND
ENACT GENUINE AND COMPREHENSIVE TAX RE-
FORM.

JOHN F. DUNLAP

Member of the Senate, 4th District
JOSEPH B. MONTOYA
DOROTHY KELLNER

President, League of Women Voters

Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of Proposition 5

First, the proponents of Proposition 5 have, typically, creat-
ed “straw men" in their argument for this measure.

As the California Taxpa'yers Associaticn reported last year,
“the % vote requirement tor banks, tions and insurers
has not been a tax haven for business at the expense of individ-
ual taxpayers. California has one of the highest bank and cor-
poration tax rates in the nation. Indeed, California already
imposes the highest aggregate tax burden on business of any
state in the United States. Our corporate income {franchise)
tax rate at 9%, our sales tax rate at 6%, our high property taxes
and unemployment insurance tan:;dput us at the top of the list
among all states.” (emphasis added)

"Second, a two-thirds vote provides protection from the “tyr-
anny of the majority,” and a two-thirds vote is required on
many other matters, such as all appropriation bills, submitting
constitutional amendments to the voters, overriding guberna-
torial vetoes, changing legislative salaries, and changing per-
sonal property taxes.

Third, when money is not so easily available to government, -
each demand upon the public treasury must be considered in
priority and in relation to other demands.

And finally, with reference to alleged “tax loopholes,” it
must be remembered that changing the two-thirds require-
ment would also make it easier to ereate such “loopholes.”

Making it easier to change any tax is undesirable. What is
neceded is to make it harder to raise taxes, and a general reduc-
tion in government expenditures.

Thus, we again urge your “NO” vote on Proposition 5.

JOHN STULL
Member of the Senate, 38th District

. WILLIAM A. CRAVEN
Mewber of the Assembly, 761l District

MIKE ANTONOVICH
Member of the Assembly, 41st District

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been
24 checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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Banks, Corporations, Franchises and Insurers—Taxation

Argument Against Proposition 5

Propoesition 5 is certainly ap
make it easier to tax banks and corporations.”

However, wouldn't each of us, as individual citizen taxpay-
ers, be better served if it were made harder to raise all taxes,
rather than easier to raise some?

After all, each of us as California taxpayers already share a
unique distinction: Our state tax burden is 8.2% greater than
the national average, and our federal tax burden is 8.7% great-
er than the national average. :

To be sure, all taxes should be treated in the same manner

and have the same vote requirements. But Prolp05|tion 5

should be opposed because it offers the wrong solution.
RATHER THAN LOWERING THE VOTE REQUIRE-
MENT TO A MAJORITY TO CHANGE BUSINESS TAXES,

WE SHOULD BE RAISING TO TWO-THIRDS THE VOTE

REQUIRED TO CHANGE PEQPLE-TAXES.

-1t is understandable that those who freely spend or who
depend upon public dollars—that is, upon taxpayer dollars—
would like to see it made easier to raise bank and corporation

To be sure, teacher or other government employee organi-
zations or legislators seekm%lm ds for ial pet projects
would like to see more tax dollars flowing into the treasury to
insure higher salaries and fringe benefits, or to fund a certain
bureaucracy.

But if you are employed in the private sector, then perhaps
you would prefer that all taxes be harder to raise, and that
private enterprise not be further discouraged from settling in
California, for free enterprise means jobs to those taxpayers
who do not draw from the public purse. :

The California Taxpayers Association has recently reported
that business initially 50.7% of state and local taxes,

ing on the surface: “Let’s -

inchuding some 66% ofproperl; taxes, 3% of sales taxes,
66.8% of payroll taxes, and 100% of bank and corporation
taxes (estimated at $1.1 billion in 1974-75).

It therefore seems implausible to believe that the present
two-thirds vote requirement to change bank and corporation
taxes has unduly benefitted private industry.

DO NOT BE MISLED ON THIS ISSUE!

The vote requirement for all taxes should be the same. But
each of us, as individual taxpayers, need protections for our-
selves, and we will not necessarily directly benefit from mak-
ing it easier to change bank and corporation taxes. In fact, we
may be hurt, because higher business taxes usually mean high-
er prices.

Proposition 5 should be rejected, so that we might have an
:ﬁportunity to raise to two-thirds the vote needed to change

taxes. .

That would be equitable, but also more protective.

Making it easier to raise any tax is not the answer; the
answer is to make it harder to raise all taxes, thereby forcing
government to spend more wisely and demonstrate a true
need before acting to take more dollars to feed its ever-in-
creasing appetite. . .

We urge a NO vote on Proposition 5.

JOHN STULL '
Member of the Senate, 38th District

WILLIAM A. CRAVEN .
Member of the Assembly, T6th District

MIKE D. ANTONOVICH .
_ Member of the Assembly, 41st District

Rebuttal to Argument Against Proposition 5

Don’t be misled. Proposition 5 is not about “business™ taxes.
It will eliminate speciagoslrivileges for the favored few. Most
businesses are already taxed by a majority vote. Only 13% of
California business enterprises, the vested interests of corpo-
rate wealth, are protected by the mandatory % vote rule.

We do not advocate a tax increase for any sector of the
economy, rather we desire equal treatment for all when taxes
are raised or lowered. .

Under the current 3 vote requirement for banks, corpora-
tions, and insurance companies, professional well-paid corpo-
rate lobbyists can easily mobilize a. minority of Assembly or
Senate representatives to block a proposed change in corpo-
rate tax rates. Citizens and small business owners do not have
the sarne opportunity. '

With a 3 vote requirement for all taxes, this situation would
be even worse. A uniform 3 vote requirement was defeated
by the electorate in November 1973. Pecople knew that it
would make it harder to bring about true tax reform. .

In-the past i2 years, consumer-paid taxes have continually
approximated 40% of the State General Fund. The personal
income tax has risen from about 13 to 34%. Bank and corpora-
tion contributions to the General Fund have decreased from
20 to 12%, a 40% drop.

In 1974, Proposition 9 began to control the excessive influ-
ence of a few well-financed corporate lobbyists. Proposition 5
is needed to remove one more vestige of special privilege in
government. ' -

Proposition 5's tax reform is long overdue. We urge a YES
vote.

JOHN F. DUNLAP )
Member of the Senate, 4th District

JOSEPH B. MONTOYA
Member of the Acsembly, 60th District

DOROTHY KELLNER .
President, Leagve of Women Vot

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been
checked for accuracy by any official agency. 25



INSURANCE COMPANY HOME OFFICE
TAX DEDUCTION

Ballot Title

INSURANCE COMPANY HOME OFFICE TAX DEDUCTION.,

AMENDMENT. Repeals and amends portions of Article XIII, section 28, to eliminate income tax deduction presently
given insurance companies for real property taxes paid on insurers’ home or principal office in California. Financial
impact: The adoption of this measure will increase state General Fund revenues by approximately $19 million during
the first year and this increase will probably grow thereafter.

FINAL VOTE CAST BY LEGISLATURE ON SCA 12 (PROPOSITION 6):

ASSEMBLY—Ayes, 76
Noes, 0

SENATE—Ayes, 30
Noes, 3

Analysis by Legislative Analyst

PROPOSAL:

The Constitution currently requires that insurance
companies doing business in California pay a state tax
which is determined by the amount of premiums they
collect in the state. Insurance companies also pay local
property taxes on land and buildings owned by them,
but their personal property is exempt.

If an insurance company owns rather than rents its
principal office in California, the Constitution provides
that the company may subtract from its state premiums
tax the amount of its local property tax. This is called the
“principal office deduction”.

The company can subtract all of its property taxes on
the principal office if it occupies all of the building.
Certain California insurance companies also are
allowed the full deduction even though they occupy
only a portion of the building. Other California
insurance companies and out-of-state insurance firms

can subtract only a portion of the property taxes if they
do not occupy the entire building.

In 1974 there were 909 active insurance companies
operating in California. One hundred and twenty-seven
of these firms owned their principal office building and
therefore claimed the property tax deduction. Fifteen
of these firms paid no state tax because the principal
office deduction exceeded their premiums tax liability.

This proposition will elisninate the home or principal
office deduction currently available to insurance
companies.

FISCAL EFFECT:

This proposition will increase state revenues from the
insurance tax by approximately $19 million in the first
year and by increasing amounts annually thereafter.
There will be no effect on local government costs or
property tax revenues.

Remember to Vote on Election Day

Tuesday, June 8, 1976

LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL



Text of Proposed Law

This amendment proposed by Senate Constitutional Amendment
No. 12 (Statutes of 1875 Resolution Chapter 116) amends an existing
section of the Canstitution. Exlstmg provisions proposed to be
deleted are printed in strilccout

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO
ARTICLE XII1, SECTION 28 .

Flrst—'l‘hat subdivision {e) of Section 28 of Article XIII is repealed.
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paragraph:

Second—That subdivision (g) of Section 28 of Article XIII is
amended to read:

(g) Every insurer transacting the business of ocean marine
insurance in this state shall annually pay to the state a tax measured
by that proportion of the underwriting profit of such insurer from
such insurance written in the Umt States, which the
premiums of the insurer from such insurance written in this state bear
to the premiums of the insurer from such insurance written
within the United States, at the rate of 5 per centum, whlch tax shall
be in lieu of all other taxes and licenses, state, county and municipal,
upon such insurer, except taxes upon real estate, such other taxes
as may be assessed or levied against such insurer on account of any
other class of insurance written by it, Beductions frem the annual tax

to subdivision {e} cennet be made from the eecean marine
tax: The Legislature shall define the terms “ocean marine insurance™
and “underwriting profit,” and shall provide for the assessment, levy,
collection and enforcement of the ocean marine tax.

Polls are open from 7 AM. to 8 PM.
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Insurance Company Home Office Tax Deduction

Argument in Favor of Proposition 6

This measure would repeal a 65-year old tax loophole
which allows a few big insurance companies to escape
paying their fair share of state taxes.

In the past 25 years alone, this special treatment has
cost the state more than $100 million in tax income.
Elimination of the so-called home office deduction
would boost state income by $23 million next year
alone. .

By this device, one giant firm built a skyscraper for
its home office in California and was able to avoid
paying any state taxes at all for one year when its bill
otherwise would have been more than $444,000.

The home office deduction was enacted in 1910 with
the ostensible purpose of luring insurance business to
California. But such an incentive has proved to be a

failure in this modern age. Only three other states have
the deduction and they have only a fraction of the
insurance market. On the other hand, a major
insurance state such as Connecticut offers no such
special attraction.
It is time finally to remove this special tax privilege.
Vote yes on Proposition 6.

EDMUND G. BROWN JR.
Governor of California

DAVID A. ROBERTI
Member of the Senate, 2Tth District

ALAN SIEROTY
Member of the Assembly, 44th District

Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of Proposition 6

The argument in favor of Proposition 6 states that a
yes vote will lead to a $23 million annual increase in
insurance taxes. If you are against tax increases and are
concerned about keeping your insurance costs down,
VOTE NO on Proposition 6.

The argument in favor accuses insurance companies
of escaping their fair share of state taxes. The fact is that
insurance companies not only pay their full share of
property taxes, but also pay twice as much in state taxes
as other businesses.

Proposition 6 is a tax increase, not tax reform. True
tax reform would place insurance companies on the
same tax basis as other companies. All businesses in
California are allowed to deduct their local property
taxes and other business expenses from their state taxes.
For insurance companies, the Principal Office
Deduction is the only deduction allowed.

The Principal Office Deduction has served as a major
incentive for insurance companies to locate and expand

in California, The insurance industry currently employs
approximately 100,000 Californians and supplies more
than $20 billion in capital to fuel our economic growth.
The passage of Proposition 6 will undermine
California’s economy and may force insurance
companies and jobs out of our state.

An admitted purpose of Proposition 6 is to raise taxes
by $23 million. California already collects more in
insurance taxes than any other state in the nation. Vote
against increasing the burden on taxpayers and
consumers by voting NO on Proposition 6.

H. L. RICHARDSON
Member of the Senate, 19th District

CHARLES A. O'BRIEN
Former Chief Deputy Attomey General of Californis

MARIBES BRENNAN, President
Democratic Womens Forom

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



Insurance Company Home Office Tax Deduction

Argument Against Proposition 6

VOTE NO on this proposition unless you want a $20
million dollar tax increase.

This so-called closing of a loophole really will place an
added burden on consumers because premiums will be
increased for insurance on homes, health and autos.

In the case of life insurance and insured retirement
plans, this increase can be added only to the premiums
for new policies.

Obviously, these added costs will bear most heavily
on younger families and on people who are purchasing
retirement plans for the first time. People in both these

categories are the ones who usually can least afford

increased costs. _

Calling the principal office deduction a “loophole” is
highly misleading. Insurance companies pay their full
share of local property taxes. In addition, California
insurers, whether in nonprofit mutuals or stock
companies, are subject to a very heavy tax on each
dollar of premium paid by policyholders.

In fact, the premium tax in California is the
equivalent of a net income tax rate more than twice
that paid by other corporations.

Yet, companies selling health care “coverage” and
calling it medical or hospital “service” escape all state
taxation. They pay ZERO state tax, a true “loophole™
since this exemption-never was approved by the people
or the Legislature.

However, the principal office deduction, even

though specifically approved by California voters in
1966, is called a “loophole” and is proposed for repeal.
The only fair systern of insurance taxation would

. require a changeover from taxing premiums to taxing

insurance.company profits.

Passage of this proposition will mean an added tax on
actual dollars paid by people to assure their continued
access to life’s necessities, such as doctor or hospital
services, savings for higher education, protection
against accidents and the untimely loss of
breadwinners.

These necessities should not be taxed any more than
food is directly taxed.

Theé people in Sacramento who want the added $20
million in revenue to be generated by this proposition
don’t call it a tax increase. But insurance consumers,
which includes most families, will be stuck with higher
premiums.

Every voter who relies on insurance for protection
and savings should vote “NO” on this tax increase.

H. L. RICHARDSON
Member of the Senate, 19th District

CHARLES A. O'BRIEN
- Former Chief Deputy
- Attorney General of California

MARIBES BRENNAN, President
Democratic Womens Forum

Rebuttal to Argument Against Proposition 6

Only one of every eight insurance companies in
California now enjoys the unjust tax break that
Proposition 6 seeks to repeal. This is not only unfair to
the average taxpayer, but gives an unwarranted
competitive advantage to these specially privileged
companies.

Sen. Richardson claims that Proposition 6 will
increase your insurance costs but since seven of every

eight insurance companies are unaffected by this
Proposition, the argument is specious.

EDMUND . BROWN JR.

Governor of Californis

DAVID A. ROBERTI
Member of the Senate, 27th District

ALAN SIEROTY
Member of the Assembly, 4dth District

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been
checked for accuracy by any official agency. 29



TAXATION OF RESTRICTED HISTORIC PROPERTY

Ballot Title

TAXATION OF RESTRICTED HISTORIC PROPERTY. LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL
AMENDMENT. Authorizes the Legislature to define property of historical significance and to restrict the uses of such
property to preserve its historical significance. If the use of such property is enforceably restricted by the Legislature,
the property must be valued for property tax purposes only on a basis which is consistent with its restrictions and uses.
Financial impact: No direct fiscal effect—depends upon the adoption of implementing legislation.

FINAL VOTE CAST BY LEGISLATURE ON ACA 111 (PROPOSITION 7):
ASSEMBLY—Ayes, 68 SENATE—Ayes, 37
Noes, 0 Noes, 0

Analysis by Legislative Analyst

PROPOSAL:

This proposition authorizes the Legislature to require
assessors to reduce the taxable appraised value of
historical property below its fair market value if the use
of the property is restricted. Specifically, this measure
authorizes the Legislature to:

1. Define property of historical significance.

2. Specify the manner in which historical property

must be restricted in order to be eligible for the
reduction in appraised value.

3. Require the assessor to appraise historical
property according to its restricted use rather than
its fair market value.

FISCAL EFFECT:

Because this measure only authorizes the Legislature
to take a future action, by itself it has no direct effect
on state and local costs or revenues. If the Legislature
implements it and the use of historical properties is
subsequently restricted, there will be an unknown but
probably minor loss in local property tax revenues,

Apply for Your Absentee Ballot Early




Text of Proposed Law

This amendment proposed by Assembly Constitutional
Amendment No. 111 (Statutes of 1974, Resolution Chapter 198
amends an existing section of the Constitution by adding a paragrap
thereto. Therefore, the provisions proposed to be added are printed
in jtalic type to indicate that they are new. -

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO
ARTICLE XIII, SECTION 8§

To promote the preservation of property of historical significance,
the Legisiature may define such property and shall provide that when
it is enforceably restricted, in a manner specified by the Legislature,
it shall be valued for property tax purposes only on a basis that is
consistent with its restrictions and uses.

Remember to Vote on Election Day

Tuesday, June 8, 1976
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Taxation of Restricted Historic Property

Argument in Favor of Proposition 7

Proposition 7 amends Article X111 of the Constitution.
Under this amendment, the Legislature would define
property of historical significance and provide that,
when its use is restricted for preservation, it shall be
valued for property taxation consistent with its use.

What better timing for this ballot proposition than
our bicentennial year. Most of us are only too aware that
we have lost many of our great traditions and that our
cultural heritage has, in many instances, fallen by the
wayside. :

Under current law, many of our officially designated
historical landmarks have been leveled, sold or
parceled off because of our present tax structure.

Assessors must presently assess historical property on
the basis of the property’s highest and best use. For
example, if the local assessor determines that the
property in question would command a greater value if
it could be developed into a gasoline station instead of
rernaining an historical site, then for assessed valuation
purposes, it is valued as a “gasoline station”. Imagine if
this technique was used to establish the value of your
homel

The resulting effects are clear. A person who can’t
afford to pay the taxes of the historical site is forced to
sell the property. Historical properties disappear as
they are developed into other uses, such as commercial
or industrial businesses.

Specifically, this measure would change the
assessment practice by establishing use-value
assessments on historical property. Such property could
be enforceably restricted to historical use and
preservation.

This is not a precedent setting practice. Use-value
assessments are now permitted by the California
Constitution on several types of land, including single
family homes in areas zoned R-1 or agricultural,
open-space lands enforceably restricted to use for
recreation, and use of natural resources for production
of food or fiber.

K the use-value tax assessment is extended to
historical properties, only official landmarks, registered
with the State Department of Parks and Recreation and
certified as bonafide historical property, will qualify for
such designation upon the approval of local
government.

The measure is supported by Cities of Pasadena and
South Pasadena Cultural Heritage Commissions; Los
Angeles City Cultural Heritage Commission;
Associated Historical Societies of Los Angeles County;
San Fernando Valley Historical Society; Fresno County
Historical Society Californians for Preservation Action;
The Foundation for San Francisco’s Architectural
Heritage; Historic Resources Committee, California
Council, American Institute of Architects; City of San
Diego, Historical Site Board; and, Santa Cruz County
Historical Preservation Society.

If you favor the preservation of our remaining
historical property in California, join with us in voting
“YES™ on Proposition 7.

DANIEL E. BOATWRIGHT

Member of the Assembly, 10th District
Chairman, Assembly Revenue and Taxstion Commitiee

JAMES R. MILLS
President pro Tempore of the Senate

DR. KNOX MELLON, Executive Secretary
State Historical Resources Commission

Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of Proposition 7

Proposition 7 is another vague, loosely written
proposal to permit property tax exemptions on
unspecified amounts of California property, on the
ground such property has a historical or cultural
significance of some kind or another.

But in reality it proposes to reduce taxes on this kind
of property which means all other property taxes would
have to be raised to make up the difference.

The proponents claim “A person who can’t afford to
pay the taxes of the historical site is forced to sell the
property”.

The proponents have tunnel vision. All persons who
can’t afford to pay their property taxes are also forced
to sell their property as well, or lose it to the State.

Perhaps you consider your home a “historical
property”. Why should some property owners have an
exemption on property taxes you can’t have?

Federal, State and local government already own

some 70% of all property in California on which no
property taxes are paid.

What does it mean that ALL citizens are entitled to
EQUAL protection under the law and taxation should
be equitable to ALL?

Why should all other property owners pay more taxes
because some individuals think their property is
historical?

Why should such a requirement be permanently
written into the State Constitution?

If those who own historical sites don’t want to pay
their fair share of property taxes let them sell the
property to others who do. -

We will vote NO on propesition 7.

United Organizations of Taxpayers, Inc,
HOWARD JARVIS, State Chairman
EDWARD ]. BOYD, President

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



Taxation of Restricted Historic Property

Argument Against Proposition 7

According to the Legislative Counsel’s Digest, this
proposition reads “To promote the preservation of
property of historical significance the Legislature may
define such property and shall provide that when it is
enforceably restricted, in a manner specified by the
Legislature, it shall be valued for property tax purposes
only on a basis that is consistent with its restriction and
uses”,

One protection voters can use is to vote NO on
propositions they do not understand.

We do know one thing, and that is that much more
than half of ali property in California already belongs to

government agencies of one kind or another, and
gﬁvernment owned property pays no property taxes at
This is one of the conditions respon51ble for the high
taxes all other property owners pay.
We think it is time voters stopped sending signed
blank checks to government. Vote NO on this
proposition.

United Organizations of Taxpayers, Inc.
HOWARD JARVIS, State Chairman
EDWARD ]. BOYD, President

No rebuttal to the argument against Proposition 7 was submitted

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been
checked for accuracy by any official agency, 33



DEPOSIT OF PUBLIC MONEYS IN SAVINGS
AND LOAN ASSOCIATIONS

Ballot Title

DEPOSIT OF PUBLIC MONEYS IN SAVINGS AND LOAN ASSOCIATIONS. LEGISLATIVE
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT. This amendment to Article XI, section 11(b) authorizes the Legislature to
provide for deposit of public moneys in savings and loan associations in California as well as in banks in California.
Financial impact: No direct fiscal effect—depends upon adoption of implementing legislation which could result in
increased earnings on public deposits. '

FINAL VOTE CAST BY LEGISLATURE ON ACA 31 (PROPOSITION 8):

ASSEMBLY—Avyes, 67
Noes, 1

SENATE—Ayes, 29
Noes, 0

Analysis by Legislative Analyst

PROPOSAL:

Under California’s Constitution, the Legislature may
provide for the deposit of public moneys in any bank in
this state. Public monies consist of funds belonging to or
in the custody of state government or any local
government entity, including cities, counties, school
districts or special districts. '

This proposition would allow the Legislature also to
provide for the deposit of public moneys in any savings
and loan association in this state,

FISCAL EFFECT:
Because this proposition only authorizes future
legislative action, by itself it will have no direct effect

on state or local government costs or revenues. If the
authorization is implemented by the Legislature, it may
provide an opportunity for an increase in interest
income to state and local governments.

Savings and loan associations are allowed to pay
higher interest than banks on deposits less than
$100,000. Above $100,000 the interest rates that can be
paid by banks and savings and loan associations are not
restricted. The opportunity for increased income would
result from (1) the slightly higher interest rates that
savings and loan associations pay on deposits less than
$100,000, and (2) the increased competition between
banks and savings and loan associations for public funds
on deposits greater than $100,000.

Study the Issues Carefully




Text of Proposed Law

This amendment proposed by Assembly Constitutional
Amendment No. 31 (Statutes of 1975, Resolution Chapter 77) amends
an existing section of the Constitution. New provisions proposed to be
inserted are printed in jtalic fype to indicate that they are new.

'PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO ARTICLE
XI, SECTION 11

SEC. 11. {a) The Legislature may not delegate to a private
person or y power to make, control, appropriate, supervise or
interfere with county or municipal corporation improvements,
money, Or_property, or to levy taxes or assessments, or perform
municipal functions. )

(bb) e Legislature may, however, provide for the deposit of
public moneys in any bank in this state or in any savings and loan
association in this state and for the payment of interest, principal and
redemption premiums of public bond‘::nd other evidences of public
indebtedness by banks within or without this state. It may also
provide for investment of public moneys in securities and the
registration of bonds and other evidences of indebtedness by private

rsons or bodies, within or without this state, acting as trustees or

SCa]’agents.

v

Apply for Your Absentee Ballot Early
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6 Deposit of Public Moneys in Savings and Loan Associations

Argument in Favor of Proposition §

Your YES vote on Proposition 8 is a vote for more
efficient use of tax dollars and sound fiscal policies by
state and local government. Proposition 8 will also
expand the amount of money available for home loans
in California.

The California Constituticn presently provides that
government funds may be deposited only in banks and
not in savings and loan associations, even though
California’s savings and loan industry has an
unblemished record of safety. This limitation annuaily
costs state and local government millions of dollars in
interest which could have been earned, because savings
and loan associations are permitted to pay higher
interest rates than banks on most deposits. Proposition
8 will halt this fiscal waste by permitting the deposit of
state and local funds in savings and loan associations
under such terms and conditions as may be approved
by the State Legislature.

Proposition 8 will:

* Permit state and local governments to deposit
funds in savings and loan accounts which pay higher
interest yields than comparable bank accounts, thus
generating new revenue at no cost to the taxpayer.

* Stimulate housing activity by expanding the
financial base of savings and loan associations, the
leading source of funds for housing construction and
purchasing,

* Give state and local government additional
flexibility in the deposit and investment of public funds.

The savings and loan industry in California has an

unsurpassed record of safety and financial integrity.
Both state and federally chartered savings and loan
associations are insured by the Federal Savings and
Loan Insurance Corporation, and no saver has lost a
penny during the 40 years in which the FSLIC has heen
in operation. Public funds deposited with savings and
loan associations will be equally as secure as those
deposited with commercial banks.

Adopted by an overwhelming vote of both
Democrats and Republicans in the State Legislature,
Proposition 8 is supported by the League of California
Cities, the Association of California Water Agencies, the
State Department of Savings and Loan, and the
California Savings and Loan League.

Everyone talks about more efficient management of
our tax dollars—now we can do something about it by
voting YES on Proposition 8,

Everyone talks about stimulating new jobs and
making more money available for home loans and
housing construction—now we can do something about
it by voting YES on Proposition 8.

Proposition 8 is a responsible measure which makes
sense for the people of California. We strongly urge you
to vote YES on Proposition 8.

ROBERT . BEVERLY
Member of the Assembly, 51st District

YVONNE BRATHWAITE BURKE
Member of Congress, 28th District

JESSE M. UNRUH
State Treasurer

No rebuttal to the argument in favor of Proposition 8 was submitted

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not heen

checked for accuracy by any official agency.



Deposit of Public Moneys in Savings and Loan Associations @

Argument Against Proposition 8

- Savings and loan associations (S&Ls) were created by
law for one purpose: to accumulate money through
savings deposits that would be used only for home loans.
The money that would go to S&Ls if this proposition
passed would not and could not be used in any
meaningful way for home loans.

There are two reasons why this is so, and why you
should vote No on this constitutional amendment.

1. This law will reduce the amount of money
available for home loans. Current law requires that all
government deposits be specially protected. by
requiring the financial institutions to put up as security
government bonds and notes. The cuwrrent law further
requires that the value of this security {government
bonds or notes) be 10% greater than the amount of the
deposit. The savings and loan companies now own very
few of these special types of securities. Therefore they
would have to put up $110.00 in new security for each

$100.00 in deposit that they receive from cities, counties .

or the State. This means that there could actually be less
money available for home loans.

2. A public agency, be it the State, a county, or a city,
is not legally permitted to deposit surplus operating
funds for more than one year. In most cases surplus
funds of public agencies have a short life lasting from
the time your tax payments are received to the next
time the public agency must pay its bills. This time
period could be one day or it could be eight months. But
S&Ls provide twenty to forty year real estate loans. Will
your city’s one week deposit of tax dollars in a S&L
make more money available for a twenty year home
loan? Unlikely!

For these reasons I urge you to keep S&Ls in the
home financing business. Please vote No on Proposition
8. ’

JOHN CARAMENDI
Member of the Assembly, Tth District

Rebuttal to Argument Against Proposition 8

Proposition 8 will provide more money for home
construction and purchasing, and it will help to hold
down interest rates on mortgage loans.

The deposit of public funds in savings and loan
associations—the largest source of home loans—will
expand the financial base of the savings and loan
industry, thus making more money available for home
loans. Because most savings and loan associations
‘maintain liquid reserves well above minimum federal
requirements, coliateral requirements for deposit of
public funds can be met while simultaneousty making
more funds available for housing. :

Since California savings and loan associations
maintain more than $3 billion in cash and liquid
reserves, public agencies will have the same ready
access to funds deposited with savings and loan
associations that they do with banks. Through accurate
financial projections, both banks and savings and loan
associations are able to commit funds from short term
deposits to long term loans, such as mortgages, without

jeopardizing either the safety or the accessibility of the -

depositor’s funds. Thus, short term public deposits can
be used to provide long term home loans.

There is no reason to continue the banks” monopoly
on deposit of public funds. Taxpayers have the right to
demand the best use of their money by government
agencies.

Remember your YES vote on Proposition 8 will
mean:

* More efficient use of your tax dollars.

* More jobs and a healthier housing industry.

* Increased availability of mortgage loans at lower
interest rates.

* Better fiscal management in both state and local
government, )

ROBERT G. BEVERLY E
Member of the Assembly, 5ist Distric

YVONNE BRATHWAITE BURKE
Member of Congress, 28th District

JESSE M. UNRUH
State Treasurer

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been
checked for accuracy by any official agency. _ 37



BINGO

Ballot Title

BINGO. LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT. Permits Legislature to authorize cities and
counties to provide for bingo games, but only for charitable purposes. Financial impact: None on state; nominal fiscal

effects on cities and counties.

FINAL VOTE CAST BY LEGISLATURE ON ACA 3 (PBOPOSITION 9):

ASSEMBLY—Ayes, 57
Noes, 16

SENATE--—Ayes, 27
Noes, 11

Analysis by Legislative Analyst

PROPOSAL:

The Constitution prohibits lotteries in California.
Bingo is a form of lottery if the players pay for a chance
to win a prize.

This proposal would let the Legislature authorize
cities and counties to permit bingo for charitable
purposes. )

FISCAL EFFECT:

Legislation has been enacted (Chapter 869, Statutes
of 1975) which authorizes cities and counties to permit
bingo conducted by charitable organizations for
charitable purposes. Chapter 869 becomes operative
upon adoption of this proposal by the voters.

Under Chapter 869, cities and counties will not
receive any revenues from these games, but they may
charge a license fee which cannot exceed its issuance
cost. As a result, the local fiscal effect will be nominal.
There is no state fiscal effect.



Text of Proposed Law

This amendment proposed by Assembly Constitutional
Amendment No. 3 (Statutes of 1975, Resolution Chapter 98) amends
an existing section of the Constitution by adding a subdivision
thereto. Therefore, the provisions proposed to be added are printed
in italie type to indicate that they are new. -

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO
ARTICLE 1V, SECTION 19

(c) Notwithstanding subdivision (a), the Legisiature by statute
muay authorize cities and counties to provide for bingo games, but only
for charitable purposes.

. '
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Bingo

Argument in Favor of Proposition 9

Progosition 9 deserves your favorable vote. This proposal
will add a single sentence to our State Constitution making it
?ossible to play bingo legally provided the proceeds are used
or charitable pur only. 7

It is presently illegal to play bingo anywhere in California
under almost any circumstances.

The enabling act, AB 144 (1975), permits bingo games for
charitable purposes where it is authorized by a local ordi-
nance and conducted by nonprofit charitable organizations.
All proceeds must be used for charitable purposes. The statute
(AB 144) was written to preclude participation by the under-
world. The charitable organization running the game must be
recognized as a charity and exempt from taxation by both

State and federal government. The games must be conducted
by members of the organization and no individual connected
with the games can receive a salary, wage or profit from the
conduct of such bingo games.

Opponents point to problems in other states long since cor-
rected by those states. And unlike other states permitting
bingo, this proqosa] does not permit bingo for profit.

Your favorable vote on Proposition 9 will allow those who
wish to play an ogeportunity to play bingo while both enjoying
themselves and benefiting charity.

LEROY F. GREENE
Member of the Assembly, 6th District

Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of Proposition 9

Citizens interested in a humane, responsive, crime-free so-
ciety should vote NO on 9. Legalizing more gambling in Cali-
fornia is a step backwards.

The argument that problems in other states have been
“long since corrected” is inaccurate. In November of 1975,
Florida officials reported to a Federal Gambling Commission:
“The abuse of the State Bingo Law is widespread . . . A re-
cent undercover investigation by the Public Safety Depart-
ment disclosed that for every bingo customers playing
nightly, a $1,000 skim of profits goes into the illegal operator's
pockets, instead of to the charity as law prescribes. Bingo in
Dade County run by professional gamblers now is estimated
to produce approximately 4'4 million dollars annually in
skimmed profits and unreported income.”

A NO vote will prevent this kind of corruption.

We are not against bingo. Social bingo and “donation” bin-
go are now legal in California. We do QOPPOSE, however,
commercialized bingo—especially unlicensed, unregulated,

advertised operations. The enabling legislation contains legal
loopholes because it ignores the key recommendations of the
Attorney General’s Task Force and fails to provide, therefore,
meaningful controls.

After several long debates, the enabling legislation passed
the Assembly cornmittee by a 5-4 vote, and the Senate Com-
mittee by a 6-3 vote. Proposition 9 barely got on the ballot.

Most reputable charities prefer to receive support from
direct contributions, without depending on gambling profits.
Many nonprofit organizations opposed Proposition 9 from its
very beginning.

Join us in rejecting this legislation.

Vote NO on Proposition 9.

ROBERT H. BURKE
Member of the Assembly, T3rd District

ALBERT S. RODDA
Member of the Senate, 5th District

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



Argument Against Proposition 9

Commercialized bingo is big business. -

Commercialized bingo is bad business.

Commercialized bingo is corrupting business.

Florida legalized bingo in 1967 and has experienced a flood
of problems ever since. A Florida Legislative council report
states, “Adoption of the State Bingo Law by the 1967 Legisla-
ture unleashed a torrent of questionable, if not illegal, gam-
bling activities in Florida.”

Iowa legalized bingo in 1973, and has been swamped by
serious law enforcement problems. The Iowa Attorney Gen-
eral states that ™. .. a dozen hliﬁh-smke operations have
sprung up and are doing a $37 million a year business.”

The Caﬁ)ifomia Attorney General's Task Force on Legalized
Cambling has recommended 8 reasonable safeguards be writ-
ten into the law, should commercialized bingo come to Cali-
fornia. Proposition 9 ignores 4 of these safeguards, includin
mandatory licensing, statewide standards for regulation an
conduct of games, limits on the frequency of games, and a
statewide supervisory agency.

Proposition ¢ fails to provide for mandatory licensing on
bingo operations.

Proposition 9 fails to provide for the regulation of bingo
advertising.

Proposition 9 fails to provide reporting and auditing proce-
dures. This failure provides no controls over price 0% ﬁaases,
exmf'ibitar_lt salaries, skimming, or the final distribution of bingo
profits.

Proposition 9 fails to prohibit individuals with criminal
records from running bingo games.

Proposition 9 fails to provide for statewide standards for
bingo regulations. This failure will produce a crazy-quilt pat-
tern of different bingo laws among different California cities.

The most glaring fault of Proposition 9 is that it fails to
provide for a “Statewide Supervisory Agency.” The Attorney
Ceneral's Task Force on Legalized Gambling made this safe-
guard their final recommendation. Such an agency would
protect California citizens against abuses, would give society

a measure of control over gambling, and make bingo opera-
tors accountable.

Proposition 9is a threat to a well-governed, crime-free soci-
ety. :

Many non-profit organizations in California oppose legaliz-
ing gambling in order to raise funds for “charity.”

If Proposition 9 passes, Californians can brace themselves
for a deluge of flamboyant advertising, promoting exctic
prizes and a “something-for-nothing™ attitude toward life.
Commercialized bingo could well become California’s No 1
headache. )

If Proposition 9 s, an aggressive organization could
legally promote and operate bingo on a 24-hour, 7-day-a-week
basis and reap a fortune.

Commercialized bingo poses serious social problems—
especially among families with marginal incomes. “Grocery
money’ often ends up in the pockets of bingo operators. Gam-
bling victimizes the poor and elderly.

Proposition 9 is badly written. It contains many loopholes.
It will produce no tax revenue for the state.

Bingo does not belong in the California Constitution,

A NO vote on Proposition 9 will refer commercialized bin-
go back to the state legislature for more careful study and
some reasonable safeguards.

A NO vote will discourage other forms of legalized gam-
bling from entering California.

ANO vote will create a better moral environment in which
to raise families.

. A NO vote will make California a better state in which to
ve. -

ROBERT H. BURKE
Member of the Assembly
73rd District

ALBERT S. RODDA

Member of the Senate
Sth District

Rebuttal to Argument Against Proposition 9

The opponents say commercialized Bingo is big, bad, cor-
ru;l)t business. Is Bingo played “illegally” daily throughout
California by churches, civic organizations and others big,
bad, corrupt business?

The opponents point to a Florida law long since amended
and the Iowa law which does not contain all our safeguards.
Comparisons without merit. Neither these states nor approxi-
mately 26 others are about to give up their legalized Bingo.

The opponents refer to the Attorney General's Task Force
on Legalized Gambling neglecting to state its conclusion. Af-
ter reviewing all states that permitted Bingo the Task Force
wrote: {pages 32-33}) “The general opinion of both law en-
forcement and public administration authorities interviewed
seems to confer approval on the legalization of Bingo for civic,
religious and charitable purposes. On the whole, they felt that

a properly regulated and conducted Bingo game presented -

no law enforcement problems of substance.”

The opponents want more bureaucracy; statewide licens-
ing, statewide regulation, limits on frequency of games and
statewide supervision. Our Statute provides local control and
supervision requiring an ordinance by the City or County
before Bingo could be played.

A “no” vote will not prevent Bingo from being played. It is
played illegally daily.

A “yes” vote will allow people to play Bingo legally. There
will be no commercial profit. All proceeds go to charity.

Finally, opliosition arguments concentrate on the Attorney
General’s Task Force Report-—But the Attorney General does
not oppose this measure. He has reviewed the Statute and
finds no enforcement problems.

LEROY F. GREENE
Member of the Assembly, 6th District

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been
: checked for accuracy by any official agency. 41



BONDS TO REFUND STATE INDEBTEDNESS

Ballot Title

BONDS TO REFUND STATE INDEBTEDNESS. LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT. Amends
Constitution Article XVI, section 1 to permit Legislature, by » itwo-thirds vote, to authorize, without voter approval,
refunding bonds to refinance any outstanding state debt. Financial impact: Unknown possible future savings in state
interest costs. ’

FINAL VOTE CAST BY LEGISLATURE ON ACA 50 (PROPOSITION 10):
ASSEMBLY—Ay=:, €8 SENATE—Ayes, 30
INoes, 0 Noes, 2

Analysis by Legislative Analyst

A

PROPOSAL:

California’s Constitution requires that all proposed
state general obligation bond issues be approved by a
two-thirds vote in each house of the Legislature and
also by a majority vote of the people. The state sells)
general obligation bonds to finance a number of major
programs including veterans’ farm and home
purchases, water projects, parks and recreation
programs, state building construction, community
college construction, and school building aid. Some
bond programs are fully self-supporting from revenues
generated by their programs. For other programs, the
state General Fund pays all or part of the debt charges.
In all cases, however, the state guarantees payment of
interest and principal if program revenues are not
sufficient.

This proposal would allow the Legislature, by a
two-thirds vote in each house, to authorize the issuance
of general obligation refunding bonds without referring
each separate issue to a vote of the people. There would
be no increase in state bonded debt because refunding

bonds may only be issued to redeem those outstanding
general obligation bonds which have refunding or
“callable™ provisions.

Callable bonds are those which the state may pay off

. prior to maturity. By issuing refunding bonds at a lower

interest rate, the state can “call” or pay off the old
bonds and save the difference in the interest rate on the
old bonds and the interest rate (plus redemption and
issuance costs) of the refunding bonds.

FISCAL EFFECT:

Because interest rates today are generally higher
than when most of the state’s current outstanding
bonds were issued, there is no immediate potential
saving in this proposal. The state, however, has been
and is now issuing bonds at these relatively higher rates.
Therefore, if interest rates decline in future years and
fall below the interest rates of outstanding state general
obligation bonds, some savings may be possible.

The proposal has no fiscal effect on local government.

Study the Issues Carefully
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Text of Proposed Law

. This  amendment proposed by Assembly. Constitutional
Amendment No. 50 (Statutes of 1975, Resolution Chapter 99) amends
an existing section of the Constitution. Therefore, the provisions to be
added are printed in #talic #'pe to indicate that they are new.

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO
ARTICLE XVI, SECTION 1

SECTION 1. The Legislature shall not, in any manner create any
debt or debts, linbility or liabilities, which shall, singly or in the
aggregate with any previous debts or liabilities, exceed the sum of
three hundred thousand dollars {$300,000), except in case of war to
repel invasion or suppress insurrection, unless the same shall be
authorized by law for some single object or work to be distinctly
specified therein which law shall provide ways and means, exclusive
of loans, for the payment of the interest of such debt or liahility as it
falls due, and also to pay and discharge the principal of such debt or
liability within 50 years of the time of the contracting thereof, and
shall be irrepealable until the principal and interest thereon shall be

aid and dischurged, and such law may make provision for a sinking
und to pay the principal of such debt or liability to commence at a
time after the incurring of such debt or liability of rot more than a
period of one-fourth of the time of maturity of such debt or liability;

ut no such law shall take effect unless it has been passed by a
two-thirds vote of all the members elected to each house of the
Legislature and until, at a general election or at a direct primary, it
shall have been submitted to the people und shall have received a
majority of all the votes cast for and against it at such election; and
all moneys ruised by authority of such Yaw shall be upglied only to the
specific object therein stated or to the payment of the debt thereby
created. Full publicity as to matters to Ee voted upon b{l the people
is afforded by the setting out of the complete text of the proposed
laws, together with the arguments for and against them. in the ballot
pumphlet mailed to each elector preceding the election at which they

are submitted, and the only requirement for publication of such law
shall be that it be set out at length in ballot pamphlets which the
Secretary of State shall cause to be printed. The Legislature may, at
any time after the approval of such law by the people, reduce the
umount of the indebtedness authorized by the law to an amount not
less than the amount contracted at the timne of the reduction, or it may
rﬁpealrthe law if no debt shall have been contracted in pursuance
thereol.

* Notwithstanding any other provision of this Constitution, Members
of the Legislature who are required to meet with the State Allocation
Board shall have equal rights and duties with the nonlegislative
members to vete and act upon matters pending or coming before
such board for the allocation and apportionment of funds to school
districts for school construction purposes or purposes related thereto,

Notwithstunding any other provision of this constitution, or of any
bond act to the contrary, if any general obligation bonds of the state
heretofore or hereafter authorized by vote of the people have been
offered for sale and not sold, the Legislature may rrise the maximum
rate of interest payable on all general obligation bonds authorized but
nat sold, whether or not such bonds have been aoffered for salesby a
statute passed by a two-thirds vote of all members elected to cach
house thereof,

The pravisions of Senate Bill No. 763 of the 1969 Regular Session,
which authorize an increase of the state general obligation bond
maximum interest rate from 5 percent to an umount not in excess of
7 percent and eliminate the maximum rate of interest payable on
nol?s iven in anticipation of the sale of such bonds, are hereby
ratified.

Notwithstanding any provisions of this section to the contrarv,
refunding bonds may be authorized by stitute, two-thirds of the
membership of each house of the Legisliture concurring, for the
purpose of refunding any outstanding indebtedness. No election shall
be required to authorize the issuance of refunding bonds.

Remember to Vote on Election Day

Tuesday, June 8, 1976




@ Bonds to Refund State Indebtedness

Argument in Favor of Proposition 10

Proposition 10 allows the state greater flexibility in
the management of its debt; and when bonded
indebtedness is significant, the long-term savings can
be substantial. A decrease of only one percent in the
interest rate can result in up to $2.5 million of savings
over the repayment period of the callable or refundable
portion of a $100 million issue of state bonds.

Proposition 10 does not authorize creation of any
debt beyond that which the voters authorized in the
original bond issue, nor does it allow diversion of any
bond money, interest, or savings to new projects. It is
limited strictly to the state’s existing debt and ¢an be
used anly when interest rates decline. There are no new
costs only potential savings to the taxpayers.

Proposition 10 allows the state to take full advantage
of declining interest rates by issuing “refunding bonds”.
The issuance of refunding bonds is a2 procedure by
which bonds are exchanged at a more favorable interest
cost to the state. The procedure is very similar to a
homeowner cbtaining a new loan on his home at an
interest rate lower than that which he paid when he

purchased his property. With the proceeds of the new
loan, he pays off the original loan and then begins
regular payments at the lower rate.

Present day, historically high interest rates dramatize
the need to make available to the state the authority
necessary to minimize interest cost in the orderly
payoff of its outstanding debt. Good debt management
techniques should include the timely issuance of
refunding bonds to effect savings.

This proposal was adopted by the Assembly on a vote
of 68-0and has the full support of the State Treasurer
and the Director of Finance. A yes vote will decrease
state costs.

JOHN FRANCIS FORAN
Member of the Assembly, 16th District
Chairman, Assembly Ways and Means Committee

JESSE M. UNRUH
State Yressurer

ROY M. BELL, Director
Departsnent of Finance

Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of Proposition 10

The arguments for proposition 10 are signed by three
public officials. The proponents claim old bonds, not yet
paid off, can be refinanced at lower rates of interest
than those old bonds now bear. We do not believe it.
Why should the State refinance old bonds at all? As we
read proposition 10, they could reissue replacement
bonds at HIGHER INTEREST, up to 7%, on old bonds
that now carry a lower interest rate than 7%.

Why should the people be denied the right to vote on
ANY multi-million dollar long term indebtedness
THEY MUST PAY OVER MANY FUTURE YEARS?
Why should the people’s debt be negotiated in private
without their consent?

Why should the people EVER give up their basic
right to any agency of government to impose upon
them debt obligations for 25 or fifty years into the
future?

Where can any home owner refinance his mortgage
debt at LOWER COSTS than he obligated himself to
pay in the first place?

When the people voted for these old bonds, years ago,
they made a contract to pay a rate of interest much
lower than present day rates.

Is it reasonable to expect that the buyers of these old
bonds will now reduce the interest rates?

We think proposition 10 is a very dangerous
proposition for taxpayers and we will vote NO on
election day.

United Organizations of Taxpayers, Inc.
HOWARD JARVIS, Chairman
EDWARD ). BOYD, Pressident

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been

checked for accuracy by any official agency.



Bonds to Refund State Indebtedness @

Argument Against Propoéition 10

This proposition is another attempt to ernpower the

Legislature to extend and increase the State bond-
debt—to reissue refunding bonds to refinance -

outstanding indebtedness, at any time without approval
of the voters and taxpayers who pay for the refunding.

Refunding is actualiy refinancing debt to postpone
payment when due.

This proposition also authorizes the State to pay more
interest for these refinanced obligations. As we
understand the complicated language in this
proposition, the interest now being paid of 5% on
existing bond debt could be raised to 7% on the same
debt when refunded or refinanced.

The proposition reads “No election shall be required
to authorize the issuance of refunding bonds”. This
appears to us as taxation without representation. We
further believe this proposition erodes the basic
principle that government in the United States should
be limited. Unlimited government forces unlimited
taxation. -

United Organizations of Taxpayers, Inc.
HOWARD JARVIS, State Chairman
EDWARD ). BOYD, President

Rebuttal to Argument Against Proposition 10

The argument opposing Proposition 10 does not

address itself to the problem we are attempting to
solve.

For the past few years all of us have had to pay
unusually high interest rates for mortgages and
personal loans. Nobedy likes it and nobody wants to do
it. To protect ourselves each private citizen has the
right to seek a new loan when interest rates are lower.
_We use this money to pay off the first loan and then
make payments on the new loan. That makes good
sense. But the state cannot do it unless you approve this

proposition.

State officials won't use this authority to create new

debt, or to postpone payment, or to extend payments

they can’t afford to meet because no creditor would
make a lowerrate loan available in those
circumstances. This proposition will be used when
interest rates are lower than those which were offered
when the original bonds were sold. Vote YES to reduce
state costs and thereby save money for the taxpayer.

JOHN FRANCIS FORAN

Mesmber of the Asserbly, 160h Datrict
Chairmzan, Assembly Ways and Means Committee
JESSE M. UNRUH

Sinte Tressurer

ROY M. BELL, D¥rector
Department of Finsoce

Arguments prinfed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been

checked for accuracy by any official agency.



MOTOR VEHICLE TAXES-LOCAL SURPLUS PROPERTY

Ballot Title

MOTOR VEHICLE TAXES—LOCAL SURPLUS PROPERTY. LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL
AMENDMENT. Amends Constitution, Article XXVI1. Notwithstanding present constitutional restrictions on use of
motor vehicle tax revenues, permits an entity other than the state to use surplus real property purchased with such
revenues for local park and recreation purposes when no longer required for the purpose for which originally purchased.
Financial impact: No state effect. Possible minor changes in city and county revenues and costs to the extent this
authorization is exercised.

FINAL VOTE CAST BY LEGISLATURE ON ACA 41 {PROPOSITION 11):
ASSEMBLY—Ayes, 58 SENATE—Ayes, 28
Noes, 0 Noes, 8

Analysis by Legislative Analyst

PROPOSAL:

Background. In the process of planning street or
road systems, cities and counties acquire land for
rights-of-way. Some of this land is purchased with state
gasoline excise tax money. When a specific road plan is
completed, some portions of the acquired land may be
found to be in excess of needs. At present, the city or
county must use the proceeds from the sale of such
excess lands for road purposes if the land was originally
purchased with state gasoline excise tax money.

Proposal. This proposition would permit cities and
counties to use such excess land for local public park
and recreational areas.

FISCAL EFFECT:

. This proposal would have no direct effect on state or
local government costs or revenues. To the extent that
cities and counties- exercised the park development
option, a decrease in local road funds could occur, but,
in our opinion, this decrease would be very small. To
the extent that excess road lands are used for park and
recreation areas in lieu of local expenditures for that
purpose, equivalent savings in local general tax funds
could resuit.

Apply for Your Absentee Ballot Early
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_ Text of Proposed Law

This amendment proposed by Assembly Constitutional
Amendment No. 41 (Statutes of 1975, Resolution Chapter 108)
amends an existing article of the Constitution by adding a section
thereto. Therefore, the provisions proposed to be added are printed
in ftalic type to indicate that they are new.

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO
ARTICLE XXVI

SEC. 8 Notwithstanding Sections 1 and 2 of this article, any real
property acquired by the expenditure of the designated tux reventies
by anr entity other than the State for the purposes authorized in these
sections, but no longer required for such purposes, may be used for
focal public park and recreational purposes.

Remember to Vote on Election Day

Tuesda_y, June 8, 1976
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Motor Vehicle Taxes—Local Surplus Property

Argument in Favor of Proposition 11

Your yes vote on Proposition 11 is necessary to afford
local public agencies the opportunity to utilize surplus
parcels from local street improvement projects for park
purposes. ’

Under the existing provisions of Article XXVI of the
State Constitution, land left over from gas-tax financed
local street improvement projects must be sold at fair
market value and the proceeds reimbursed to their
local share of the gas tax fund. Presently, if a local
agency wanted to retain the use of the excess parcels,
they must in effect re-purchase the parcels with
non-gas tax funds. It seems to us that we all should be
doing everything we can to provide local agencies with
means to facilitate their efforts to provide parkland and
green-space which will benefit the people of this state.
Proposition 11 will do just that.

Legislation was passed and signed by Governor
Brown during the past legislative session which will
provide the - statutory controls under which this
program will operate once Proposition 11 is ratified by
the voters. These controls guarantee that only excess
parcels (upon which it is determined that the highest
and best use of the property is for park purposes) will
be used for such purposes. We see no purpose to be
served by requiring local agencies to in effect
re-purchase their own surplus land out of another fund,
funds which otherwise would be used for needed
municipal and county services.

For example, many cities and counties have been
developing small parcels into so-called “mini-parks”,

“vest-pocket parks™, or “neighborhood parks”. Three
recent projects in the City of Los Angeles are situated
on land left over from local street improvement
projects financed with local gas-tax money. To retain
these parcels for park purposes, the City had to agree
to reimburse the gas-tax fund with non gas-tax money
at 100 percent of the fair market value, at
approximately $138,000. These small odd-shaped
parcels were not suitable for other purposes so they
would have probably sat vacant and off the tax rolls if
the City hadn’t in effect re-purchased the parcels from
themselves. The funds used to purchase these parcels
could have been used for other badly needed
acquisitions or development if the Constitution did not
contain its present restrictions. Proposition 11 would
correct that situation. We believe that Proposition 11
will give local government the discreticnary authority
to retain excess local gas tax parcels when the parcels
can be effectively used for local park purposes.

Proposition 11 offers local agencies the flexibility to
determine if an appropriate excess parcel should be
retained for park purposes at no additional cost to the
taxpayer.

As a means to provide needed park facilities at no
added cost to the people, we urge your yes vote on
Proposition 11.

PAUL PRIOLO
Member of the Assembly, 38th District

TOM BRADLEY
Mayor, Gity of Los Angeles

Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of Proposition 11

Proposition 11 deserves a NO vote because it would
further erode money needed for street and highway
improvement, already in very short supply.

Proposition 11 proponents are misleading when they
say it allows cities to, in effect, repurchase surplus
parcels from street improvement projects for park
purposes. If these parcels are simply allowed to revert
back to cities, then where will the funds be found for
the needed road work?

That’s the key question, and one the proponents have
failed to answer.

More parks may be very desirable, but the voters
should consider what the real costs are before
approving this kind of proposal, which is like robbing
Peter to pay Paul. That may be a cliche, but in this case
it is applicable.

Vote NO on Proposition 11.

H. L. RICHARDSON
Member of the Senate, 19th District

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



Motor Vehicle Taxes—Local Surplus Property

Argument Against Proposition ll

“Vote NO on Proposition 11 unless you want to insure
that California’s already hard-hit Highway Users Tax
Fund will be further depleted in the name of parlcs and
recreation.

This proposition would permit property purchased
with gas tax funds and other auto and motorist fees to
be used as local park and recreation facilities if the land
is no longer necessary for highway purposes. But local
governments would not have to rexmburse the state for
the highway land!

Who decides what is necessary or unn
in the construction of highways? And why shouild it be
given free?

Our state freeway system is incomplete as it is.
Freeway engineers and other highway (CALTRANS)
workers have been layed off. Obviously, this has sorely
affected the construction industry.

All of this is crippling to the state’s economy, which
needs stimulating, not depressing. The completion of
freeway routes could serve to at least hold down freight
and other costs, because trucks now have to detour and
go more miles.

Even if you are sympathehc to the idea of surplus
highway land going for park use, why should the Gas
Tax Fund not have to be reimbursed by the Ioca.l
governments involved?

Foruse_A

Certainly, it is all tax money out of your pocket, but
the money expressly available for the construction and
maintenance of the state’s highway system can’t stand
further depletion.

'People in California historically have wanted their

"' Gas Tax Funds to be used to build and maintain what

has been the best highway system in the country,
perhaps the world. It has been a users tax, meaning that
the money has come from gasoline sales, registration
fees, weight fees and drivers license fees,

There are those who would have all this money
thrown into the General Fund pot, to be spent willy
nilly. Using it for parks is a more defendable aim than
that, but even so the millions of motorists in California,
many of them voters, should want to protect and
enhance the only rapid transportation system we have
at this time—our highway system.

Since this measure would tend to delete the highway

“fund, and since this would not serve the best interests

of all the people at this time, please vote NO on
Proposition 11.

H. L. BICI-[ARDSON
Member of the Senate, 19th District

" Rebuttal to Argument Against Proposition 11

The argument presented by the opponent to
Proposition 11 is misleading and does not address itself
to the provisions of this proposal.

Proposition 11 does not change the constitution as it
relates to the State share of the gas tax; it does not relate
to funds for State highways or freeways, and, lt does not
relate to the layoffs at Caltrans.

Proposition 11 addresses only the local share of the
gas tax fund. It simply would allow a city or county
which has acqulred a parcel of land for a city or county

- street project using its own gas tax funds, to use any of
the parcel left over after the completion of the project
for park purposes. And then only if it has been

determined that the use for park purposes is the highest
and best use of that land.

- Vote YES on PROPOSITION 11 as a means to
provide land for more local park facilities.

Vote YES on PROPOSITION 11 to provide the tools
to local agencies to develop unwanted parcels left over
from local street projects which would otherwise sit
vacant-and become a blight on the community.

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION 11.

PAUL PRIOLO
Member of the Assembly, 38th District

TOM BRADLEY
Mayor, City of Los Angeles

= Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been
: checked for accuracy . by any official agency. 49



INTEREST RATE

Ballot Title

INTEREST RATE. LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT. Amends Constitution, Article XX,
section 22, to permit increase in maximum permissible contract rate of interest collectible by nonexempt lender for loan
or credit advance for nonpersonal, nonfamily, nonhousehold purpose to the higher of 10% per annum or 7% plus
prevailing interest rate on certain designated dates. Financial impact: None.

FINAL VOTE CAST BY LEGISLATURE ON SCA 19 (PROPOSITION 12):
ASSEMBLY—Ayes, 62 SENATE—Ayes, 29
Noes, 6 Noes, 0

Analysis by Legislative Analyst

PROPOSAL:

Every lender of money, unless specifically exempted
by the Constitution, is prohibited from charging
interest of more than 10 percent per year on any loan.
Savings and loan asscciations, state and national banks,
industrial loan companies, credit unions, pawnbrokers,
personal property brokers and  agricultural
cooperatives are specifically exempted from the above
provision.

This proposition provides that the 10 percent per
year interest limitation on nonexempt lenders, such as
individuals, insurance companies and mortgage banks,

only applies to loans for personal, family, or household
purposes. On other loans these nonexempt lenders
would be permitted to charge an interest rate that is the
higher of (1) 10 percent per year or (2) seven percent
plus the prevailing rate charged to member banks for
monies advanced by the Federal Reserve Bank of San
Francisco. In January 1976, the Federal Reserve rate
was 5% percent, which added to the seven percent,
would total 12%.

FISCAL EFFECT:
The proposition has no fiscal effect on state or local
governments.

Apply for Your Absentee Ballot Early




Text of Proposed Law SEDC - . ’

1 ) L1,

This amendment proposed by Senate Canstitutional Amendment
No. 19 (Statutes of 1975, Resolution Chapter 132) amends an existing
section of the Constitution, Therefore, existing provisions proposed to
be deleted ure printed in stri type and new provisions proposed

to bé inserted aré printed in italic fypeto indicate that they are new. .

~ PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO
* ' ARTICLE XX, SECTION 22 (AS
. ADOPTED NOVEMBER 6, 1934)

SEC. 22. ,The rate of interest upon the loan or forbearance of any
money, goods or things in action, or on accounts after demand or
judgment rendered in any court of the State state, shall be 7 per eent
f)ercent, per annum but it shall be competent for the parties to any
oan or forbearance of any moncy, goods or things in action to
contract in writing for a rate of interest : net ¢ 10 per eent

(1) For any loun or forbearance of any money, goods or things in
action. if the money, goods or things in action are for use primarily
for personal, family or household purposes, ata rate not exceeding 10
pereent per annumn, or :

(&) For any loan or forbearance of any money, foods or things i

action for anv use dther than specified in paragraph (1), at a rate not
exceeding the higher of (a) 10 percent per annurh or (b) 7 percent
POF annu A)lus the rate provailing on the 25th day of the month
preceding the earlier of (i) the date of execution of the contract to
ke the loan or forbearance, or (i) the date of making the loan or
forbearance established by the Federal Reserve Bank ofSun
Francisco on advances to member bunks under Sections 13 and 131
of the Federal Reserve Act as now in effect or hercafler from time
to time amended (or if there is no such single determinable rate for
advunces, the closest counterpart of such rate as shall be designated
by the Superintendent of Bunks of the State of California unless some
other person or agency Is delegated such authority by the
Legisliture). ' i

No person, association, copartnership or corporation shalt by
charging uny fee, bonus, commission, discount or other compensation
receive from a borrower more than 1 per eent per sunum the
amount of interest per annum allowed by this section upon sny loan

or forbearance of any money, goods or things in action.

‘However, none-of the above restrictions shall apply to any building
and loan association as defined in and which is operated under. that
certain act known as the “Building and Loan Association Act.”
approved May 5, 1931, as amended, or to'-any corporation
incorporated in the manner prescribed in and operating under that
certain. act entitled “An act defining industrial loan companies,
providing for their incorporation, powers and supervision,” approved
May 18, 1917, as amended. or any corporation incorporated in the
manner prescribed in and operating under that certain act entitled

“An act defining credit unions, providing for their incorporation,

powers, minagement-and supervision,” approved March 31; 1927, as
amended or any .duly licensed pawnbroker or.personal property
broker, or any bank-as defined in and operating under that certain act
known as the “Bank Act,” approved March I, 1909, as amended. or
any bank created and operating under and pursuant to'any laws of
this ‘State or of the United States of America or any nonprofit
cooperative association organized under Chapter 4 of Division VI of
the Agricultural Code in leaning or advancing money in connection

“with any activity mentioned in said title or any corporation,
* association, syndicate, joint stock company, or partnership engaged

exclusively in the business of marketing agricultural, horticultural,
viticultural, dairy, live stock, poultry and bee products on a
cooperative nonprofit basis in loaning or advancing money to'the
members thereof or in connection with any such business or any

. corporation securing money or credit from any Federal intermediate

credit bank, organized and existing pursuant to the provisions of an
act of Congress entitled “Agricultural Credits:-Act.of 1923," as
amended in loaning or advancing credit so secured, nor shall any such
charge of uny said exempted classes of persons be considered in any
action or for any purpose as increasing or affecting or as connected

‘with the rate of interest hereinbefore, fixed. The Legislature may

from timc to time prescribe the maximum rate per annum of, or
pravide for the supervision, or the filing of a schedule of, or in any
maner fix, regulate or limit, the fees, bonus, commissions, discounts
or other compensation which all or any of the said exempted classes
of persons may charge or receive from a borrower in connection with
uny loan or forebearance of any money, goods or things in action.

The provisions of this section shall supersede all provisions of this
Constitution and laws enacted thereunder in conflict therewith.
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Interest Rate

Arguﬁent in Favor of Proposition 12

By an overwhelming vote of Democratic and
Republican state legislators, Proposition 12 was placed
on the June 8th ballot in order to stimulate the
economy, create jobs throughout California, and
encourage business growth.

The measure will put a more realistic limitation on
the interest rate that can be charged on money
borrowed by business firms in California. The present
rate limitation, which is the lowest in the nation, has
had the unintended effect of handcuffing business’
ability to finance expansion and generate new jobs.

A YES vote on this vital constitutional amendment
will not raise or change in any way present rate
limitations now protecting consumers. The measure
was carefuly written so that it would not- affect
consumer loan interest rates. In fact, the amendment
was not opposed by any consumer groups during the
public hearings held by the Legislature.

By making more money available for plant
expansion, increased production, or other -capital
outlay, Proposition 12 will stimulate business activity
statewide, which means more jobs for Californians.

Proposition 12 will be especially helpful to people
who work in housing, construction and manufacturing
by providing much-needed capital from both California
and out-of-State investors. It will also provide good
investment opportunities in California for union
pension funds, teacher retirement funds, employee
retirement and insurance funds.

Without passage of this amendment, monies available
for business loans will continue to go to business firms
in other states, leaving California companies at a serious

economic disadvantage. Only two other states,
Arkansas and Tennessee, impose a discriminatory
business loan interest rate limit similar to California’s.

The present restriction is simply out of date. It was set
in the Constitution over 40 years ago and badly needs
revision. There is no reason why California should
continue to handicap its business and industrial
progress with this unfair and out-dated restriction.

A YES vote will establish a flexible, realistic interest
rate limitation, enabling California businesses to
borrow competitively and thus have funds to support a
healthy, vigorous economy.

‘The new business loan interest rate will be limited to
the higher of either 10%, or 7% plus the Federal
Reserve “discount rate”. The “discount rate” is the rate
at which banks borrow money from the Federal
Reserve. It is carefully controlled by the federal
government, and has never exceeded 8%.

Proposition 12 is strongly supported by labor
organizations, chambers of commerce, women’s
groups, civic leaders, ethnic minorities, and
consumer-minded citizens, all of whom want a healthy,
expanding economy in California.

- A YES vote makes good economic sense—and good
common sense.

BILL CREENE
Member of the Senate, 2%h District

JOYCE REAM
Sen Francisco Community Leader

DR. NORMAN TOPPING
Chanceflor, USC

Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of Proposition 12

Voters in California should again reject this effort to
institute higher interest rates in a period when we are
trying to come out of a recession caused by high interest
payments. To lead consumers to believe that they are
not affected by these higher rates is simply not right.
This amendment would not shield consumers because
penalty provisions in our laws are strictly read by the
Courts, and the interest rates can be applied to
anyone—businesses or consumers. ’

This proposition does not exempt consumers, it
simply says that no loans primarily used for personal,
family or household purposes the rate cannot be over
10%. If this proposition succeeds the first time you, the
consumers, borrow money for anything and it turns out
to be 49% for personal family or household needs, and
51% for some other need you will be zapped with rates

ranging anywhere from 13% to 15%-—depending on
the going rate.

You get it both ways: if the utilities and other
businesses borrow at higher rates, they will pass the
increase on to you; if you borrow for yourself, they’ll get
you directly for a loan not “primarily” household.

Jobs are created by the need for goods and services.
If we continue to make goods and services so expensive
that the average citizen still cannot afford them, there
will be even less jobs. Do not be hood-winked by fast
and loose arguments and prominent names. Vote your

" pocketbook! Vote NO on Proposition 12!

JOHN }. MILLER
Member of the Assembly, 13th District
Chairman, Committee on Judiciary

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been
52 checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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* Argument Against Proposition 12

This measure attempts to change the section in our
Constitution which has protected the public against
usury since 1934. The same conditions which caused
those safeguards to be enacted in 1934 exist today: The
economy is placing heavy burdens on borrowers and
heavy interest rates are being disguised as charges.
Since consumers are still suffering from the same
economic stress, this constitutional protection should
not be tampered with™ today. Furthermore, the
Legislature has not seen any need to change this section
for over 41 years. Why should the section now be

- changed when inflation and high intérest rates are’

hurting everyone?

This Constitutional amendment was Lmtxally
sponsored in the Legislature by gas and electric public
utilities. It would have substantial and widespread
effects on consumer finance in California.

The present section now prov:des little enough

protection for consumers: It places ceilings on interest
rates that lenders may charge, but then exempts all of
the banks and savings and loan companies who do
business with the consumer. Now. this measure
proposes to add more corporations to that category
including premium finance companies, mortgage
brokers and restricted industrial loan companies.
Whereas the present usury law maximum is 10% per
annum, this amendment, if enacted would raise the
limit to 13% or even 15%. The consumer is suffering
enough from today’s high interest rates.

Catlifornia voted against relaxing usury laws in 1970.
The voters should again reject this weakening of the
usury laws and demand stronger laws against usury.
Vote No on Proposition 12.

JOHN }. MILLER
Member of the Assembly, 13th District
Chairman, Committee on Judiciary

Rebuttal to Argument Against Proposition 12

Proposition 12 was carefully written by the
Legislature to accomplish one key goal: to enable
California business firms, small as well as large, to
borrow .at reasonable, competitive interest rates.

According to recent studies, present law has cost our
state hundreds of millions of dollars in new business just
over the last 18 months. This has meant the loss of from
- eighteen to twenty thousand new jobs.

In other states the business loan interest rate

limitations have been modernized and reformed,
leaving only California, Arkansas, and Tennessee with
such an archaiec, unrealistic limitation. -

Importantly, Proposition 12 will have absolutely no
effect on the rate of interest paid by consumers or home
buyers. This reform affects only business loans (loans
made to business firms for the purpose of financing
expansion, new equipment, growth and new jobs).

The argument against Proposition 12, in making
reference to consumer loan interest rates, does not

apply to this ballot measure. Proposition 12 clearly
states, “for non-personal . . . nonfamily and
non-household purposes.”
. What Proposition 12 does seek to change is the
interest rate paid by business firms. Business people,
¢community leaders and working people around the
state are calling for this change because our present .
42-year-old law puts California firms at a competitive
disadvantage with firms outside of California.

Passage of Proposition 12 will help stimulate a
growing, healthy economy.

We urge you to vote YES on Proposition 12.

BILL GREENE
- Member of the Senate, 29th Dgs'lncf

JOYCE REAM
San Francisco Communily ladcr

DR NORMAN TOPPING
Chancellor, USC

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been

checked for accuracy by any official agency.



PROPERTY TAX POSTPONEMENT

Ballot Title

PROPERTY TAX POSTPONEMENT. LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT. Authorizes
Legislature to provide for manner in which persons of low or moderate income, age 62 or older, may postpone ad
valorem property taxes on principal place of residence. Requires Legislature to provide for subventions to cities,
counties and districts for revenue lost by postponement of taxes. Provides for reimbursement to state for such
subventions, including interest and state costs out of postponed taxes when paid. Financial impact: No direct fiscat
effect—depends upon the adoption of implementing legislation. However, if implemented, the state would be required
to reimburse local governments for the revenue losses from the postponement, and the state in turn would be
reimbursed for its costs when the postponed taxes are repaid.

FINAL VOTE CAST BY LEGISLATURE ON SCA 16 (PROPOSITION 13):
ASSEMBLY-—Ayes, 66 SENATE—Avyes, 31
Noes, 5 Noes, 3

‘Analysis by Legislative Analyst

PROPOSAL.:

This proposition authorizes the Legislature to allow
homeowners, ‘age 62 and over, with low or moderate
incomes, to postpone payment of property taxes on
their principal place of residence.

If the Legislature acts to provide for postponement of
property taxes, this proposition requires that (1) the
state reimburse local government for the resulting
property tax losses, and (2) the state shall be
reimbursed for its payments to local governments, plus
its related interest and administrative costs, when the
postponed taxes are paid. _

The proposition gives the Legislature the power to do
the following:

1. Determine eligibility of homeowners to postpone
property taxes by defining low and moderate income.

2. Establish the period of time over which property
taxes may be postponed and the manner of their
repayment.

3. Determine the rate of interest to be paid by
participating homeowners on postponed property
taxes.

FISCAL EFFECT:

Because this measure only authorizes a possible -
future action of the Legislature, by itself it has no direct -
fiscal effect on either state or local government. If it is
implemented by the Legislature, there could be a
substantial net cash outlay by the state for a period of
years before it begins receiving any significant
repayment of postponed property taxes and related
costs.

While the proposal intends that the state be fully
reimbursed over time, the net long-term fiscal effect
will depend on whether property values are sufficient
to cover repayment of all postponed taxes and whether
interest and administrative costs will be completely
reimbursed.

Polls are open from 7 A M. to § P.M.




Text of Proposed Law

This amendment proposed by Senate Constitutional Amendment
No. 16 (Statutes of 1976, Resolution Chapter 2) amends an existing
article of the Constitution by adding a section thereto. Therefore, the
provisions propaosed to be added are printed in itafic type to indicate
that they are new.

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO

ARTICLE XIH

SEC. 85 The Legisliture may provide by law for the manner in
which a person of Iow or moderate income who is 62 years of age or
alder may postpone ad valorem property laves on the dwelling
owned and occupied by him as hs principal place of residence. The
Legisliture shall have plenary power to define all terns in this

tron.

sectron.

The islature shall provide by law for subventions to counties,
eities and counties, cities and districts in an amount equal to the
amount of revenue lost by each by reason of the postponement of
taxes and for the reimbursement to the state of such subventions from
the payment of postponed taxes. Provision shall be made for the
inclusion in such reimbursement for the payment of interest on, and
any costs to the state incurred in connection with, such subventions.

Study the Issues Carefully




Property Tax Postponement

-

Argument in Favor of Proposition 13

This  proposed  Constitutional  Amendment
Proposition 13 is our opportunity to provide senior
citizens with a means of deferring their property taxes.

Many of our senior citizens with fixed incomes are
finding it increasingly difficult to remain in their homes
of many years and among their friends and neighbors
because increasing property taxes on the inflationary
values of their homes are becoming so high that their
retirement incomes simply are inadequate to pay
higher and higher taxes and accommodate essential
needs.

This measure would make it possible for low and
moderate income homeowners, age 62 or older, to defer
payment of real estate taxes as long as they remain in
their home. Upon the sale of the home or the death of
the homeowner all back taxes and interest would
become due and payable against the equity in the
property.

No single tax has created more controversy and
imposed more of a hardship on older citizens than the
property tax. More than two-thirds of all older citizens
own their own home, for many their major tangible
financial asset. To leave their residences late in life and
move to new, less expensive housing is a difficult and
distressing decision and further complicates the short
supply of such housing.

Senior citizens property tax relief has,. in part,
responded to this problem. But the plight of our senior
citizens has not been resolved. To provide further
property tax reductions to one group would necessarily
impose greater burdens on others.

Under present law the Legislature does not have the
authority to provide for a system of postponement of
payment of property taxes. This Constitutional

Amendment gives the Legislature such authority. The
details of administering the program will therefore be
spelled out in subsequent legislation upon passage of
this Constitutional Amendment.

The measure passed the Senate 280 and the
Assembly 64-6, thus giving it overwhelming legislative
approval.

A similar law has aiready been tested in Oregon
where it was enacted in 1963 with good results and no
administrative difficulties.

The Act is elective, senior citizens would be affected
only if they wish to so choose, yet those who are unable
to otherwise remain in their homes may choose to do so
through this Act.

This is a tax reform proposal involving no public cost
or tax revenue costs, since state government will
reimburse local government for any reduced tax
revenues, which will later be returned to the state at
the end of the deferral period.

It meets the fair and urgent needs of our older
citizens and will benefit communities throughout
California.

A vote for Proposition 13 is a vote giving our senior
citizens freedom of choice in the ability to defer their
property taxes.

JOHN A. NEJEDLY
Member of the Senate, 7th District

MILTON MARKS
Member of the Senate, 9th District

JOHN KNOX
Member of the Assembly, 11th District
Speaker pro Tempore

Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of Proposition 13

Proposition 13 does NOTHING to reduce property
taxes for home owners 62 or over but would raise
property taxes for everyone else. All it does is postpone
payment of property taxes for those over 62, with low
or moderate income, until such a person dies or vacates
the home. Then all back taxes and interest would be a
lien on the home which the State could foreclose if not
paid by children or heirs.

Proponents admit proposition 13 would force a tax
raise on all other property taxpayers. This really means
the same postponed taxes on the exempted home
would have to be paid ONCE by other taxpayers and
AGAIN at the end of the exemption by who ever
acquired the home. A clever scheme to collect
DOUBLE taxes.

If a person aged 62 got the postponement of property
tax payment until age 82 the accumulated due property

taxes, plus interest, could be more than the worth of the
home.

We want REAL property tax relief for the elderly and
ALL other property owners who are now forced to pay
unfair, inequitable property taxes. Deceptive band aid
illusions, such as proposition 13, does nothing but raise
property taxation and pile more interest bearing debt
on future generations. ,

True property tax reform can only come from HARD
political decisions. No good can come from SOFT
honeyfuggling political expediency, or inept mungling.

We will vote NO on proposition 13.

United Organizations of Taxpayers, Inc.
HOWARD JARVIS, Chairman
EDWARD ]. BOYD, President

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



Property Tax Postponement_-

" This is a proposition which purports to assist owner

'Argument Against Proposition 13

*their children, who would inherit their property, is to

. .occupied dwellings of persons over 62 years of age, with : -

-low or moderate.incomes, to postpone the payment of
their property taxes. It also provideés that the State shall
re-imburse the counties, cities and -districts: for the
postponed payments in, amounts equal
postponed payments plus interest from dates of such
postponements. While we have strong feelings the

to the.

- reduce all property taxes to amounts they and everyone

else can afford to pay.
Property owners of all ages and incomes need major

-reductions in property taxes. A band aid approach as.

- this. proposition, solves nothing. -

- elderly should be relieved of as much tax-as possible, - -

this proposition does not reduce taxes on their property
at all. It merely postpones- the date on” which- the
property tax must be paid, plus interest and penalties.

The proposition does not define ,what low or
moderate income is, nor does it specify the length of

time of the postponement. At the present.time home..

and property owners have 5 years to redeem their
property by paying back taxes, penalties and interest.
This is not the way to help citizens who are 62 with low
_or moderate i incomes. The best way to help them and

On the November ballot will be a ballot proposmon
to reduce property taxes of all citizens in this State to

- fair; equitable and reasonable levels. - - .

We should stop these insidious policies of attempting
tax reform by applying patch after patch on a system
which is basically a disaster.

For these reasons and many more we urge a NO vote
on proposmon 16.

United Orgnmzatlons of Taxpavyers, Inc.,
HOWABD JARVIS, State Chairman
EDWARD ]J. BOYD, President

- Rebuttal to Argument Against Proposition 13

Senior citizens throughout the State, as well as the
- California Commission on Aging, have requested and
- are in support of Proposition 13. Thus those who are
most concerned recognize the need for this legisiation.
Many of our_respected senior citizens who have
contributed so much to our state and our communities
find it impossible to pay increasing property taxes on
their homes that are rapidly increasing in value.

The opposition suggests reduction in property taxes
of all citizens. No such proposal has, as yet, qualified for
the November ballot, and even if one did, it would not
provide an answer to the problem confronting those
with fixed and limited incomes to whom property taxes
would still be an overwhelming burden.

Proposition 13 will provide an opportunity for our

senior citizens to temain in their homes through
deferment of taxes, for those who qualify, through a
procedure to be “determined by the Legislature.

.Present procedures incident to nen-paymernt of taxes

are wholly inadequate for after five years of

delinquency the property is sold and any surplus-in

value over. taxes is not returned to the owner.
Proposition 13 will be an opportunity for those senior

. citizens who elect to do so to defer property taxes to the

extent of their equity without i lncreasmg the tax burden
of other property taxpayers or in any way reducing the
funds available to local taxing jurisdictions.

JOHN A. NEJEDLY
Member of the Senate, 7th District

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been -

checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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@ MISCELLANEOUS CONSTITUTIONAL REVISIONS

Ballot Title

MISCELLANEOUS CONSTITUTIONAL REVISIONS. LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT.
Repeals, amends, and renumbers various constitutional provisions relating to elections, recall, initiative and referendum,
legislative rules and proceedings, municipal and justice courts, public officers and employees, water resources,
homestead exemptions, labor relations and interest rates. Provides that certain amendments relating to interest rates
shall become operative only upon the adoption, and other amendments also relating to interest rates only upon the

rejection of Proposition 12. Financial impact: None.

FINAL VOTE CAST BY LEGISLATURE ON ACA 40 (PROPOSITION 14):

ASSEMBLY—Ayes, 60
Noes, 0

SENATE—Ayes, 31
Noes, 0

Analysis by Legislative Analyst

PROPOSAL:

The provisions of the California Constitution are
organized under numbered headings called Articles
(for exampie, Article I—Declaration of Rights).

This proposition reorganizes parts of the California
Constitution by transferring and combining provisions

from certain articles and placing them, with minor

changes, in the same or different articles.

For example, provisions relating to voting, the
initiative and referendum, and recall are now scattered
throughout the Constitution. This proposition brings
these together under a single article. The proposition
also recognizes other provisions such as those relating
to labor relations, water resources, public officers and
employees, and usury (lending money at an illegal
interest rate).

Another proposed constitutional amendment on this
same ballot (see Proposition 12) would amend and
organize existing usury provisions in a manner different
from that proposed by this proposition. Therefore, this
proposition specifies the rules for determining which
version of the usury provisions will be placed in the
Constitution.

The meaning of the Constitution will not be affected
by either the passage or the rejection of this

proposition.
FISCAL EFFECT:

The proposition has no fiscal effect on state or local
government.



i I

Miscellaneous Constitutional Revisions @

-

_Argument in Favor of Proposition 14

Ten (10) years ago, the California Constitution
Revision - Commission submitted  its first
recommendation to the voters of California to update

and modernize our California Constitution. Through

voter acceptance of Commission proposals, more than
40,000 words have been deleted from the Constitution
and every Article, except two, has been amended or
revised. This measure renumbers and reorders the
Sections and Articles that have been revised. It further
corrects spelling errors, gender changes, and makes the
State Constitution more logical, coherent and readable.

This is a most fitting action to take in this Bicentennial

Year. The proposal has the support of the League of

]

" Women Voters of California and no opposition was

expressed as the measure moved through the
Legislature where it received unanimous support of the
members of both houses.

JUDGE BRUCE W. SUMNER, Chainnan
Californis Constitution Revision Commission

BARRY KEENE
Member of the Assembly, M Dn'bm

SAM FARR
Member, Menterey County
Boerd of Supervisors

No argument against Proposition 14 was submitted

See Page 64 for the Text of Proposition 14

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been
checked for accuracy by any official agency. 59



NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS~—INITIATIVE STATUTE

Ballot Title

NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS—INITIATIVE STATUTE. After one year, prohibits nuclear power plant
construction and operation of existing plants at more than 60% of original licensed core power level unless federal
liability limits are removed or waived by operators and full compensation assured. After five years, requires derating
of existing plants 10% annually unless Legislature, by two-thirds vote, confirms effectiveness of safety and waste storage
and disposal systems. Permits small-scale medical or experimental nuclear reactors. Appropriates $800,000 for expenses-
of public hearings by advisory group and Legislature. Requires Governor to publish and annually review evacuation
plans specified in licensing of plants. Financial impact: Ultimate advisory group cost may exceed amount appropriated.
If Legislature requires testing in addition to federal government testing, costs may be several million dollars. Utility
districts may experience loss in investment. Cost of electricity may rise. Extent of state liability, if any, to compensate
for public or private loss of investment is unclear. Effect on local property tax revenues indeterminable.

Analysis by Legislative Analyst

PROPOSAL:

Currently there are three nuclear power plants
generating electricity in California. These plants
provide about five percent of the electric power
generated in California. Four more large reactor units
are under construction at two plants and others are
planned. As they begin operating, the units under
construction will meet an increasing percentage of
future electric demand. Nuclear power is one of the
ways that California utilities plan to help meet future
electrical energy needs.

There are now about 50 nuclear power plants
operating in the United States. To date, there has been
no reported significant damage due to releases of
radioactive material from these plants or associated
stcrage facilities. Some minor releases have been
reported. However, the safety of such plants has
become a matter of controversy. Scientists, engineers
and citizens differ on various safety issues including
nuclear power plant design, location of the plants, the
possibility of earthquake hazards, and the adequacy of
fuel handling and storage facilities.

The fuel used in nuclear power plants and the fuel
waste products are radioactive. Unless carefully
handled and confined, harmful radiation exposure can

occur. It is also technically possible to concentrate the

fuel to make explosive devices. Consequently,
‘extensive damage to the environment and to life could
result from accidents, sabotage or theft of nuclear fuels
and wastes at power plants, during transportation, or at
fuel or waste storage facilities. Providing storage for
nuclear wastes from power plants is very difficult
because some wastes must be isolated for thousands of
years before ceasing to be radioactive. No long-term
storage facility for such isolation now exists.

Nuclear power was developed under control of the
federal government. The federal government retains
control of licensing and radiation safety. It has also
limited damages which may be recovered as a result of
nuclear accidents. Under current federal law, the
maximum amount of damages generally required to be
paid to persons and businesses as a result of such an
accident is $560 million.

60

. This proposal would place state limits on the
construction and operation of nuclear power plants in
California as follows:

1. By June 1977, the power output of nuclear plants
must be reduced to 60 percent of their licensed power
level unless either: a) the federal limits on liability are
removed, or b) the operators of nuclear power plants
waive the liability limits. This proposition specifies that
either way, full compensation for damages must be
assured, as determined by a California court.

2. The Legislature by a two-thirds vote of each house
must determine by June 1979 whether it is reasonable

~ to expect that both of the following will occur by June
+ 1981:

(a) That the effectiveness of the safety systems of
nuclear plants in California will be demonstrated to the
satisfaction of the Legislature (the demonstration must
be made by comprehensive testing in actual operation
of systems similar to those in nuclear power plants
operating or being constructed in California), and

{b) That radicactive wastes from nuclear plants can
be stored or disposed of with no reasonable chance of
escape into the environment which would adversely
affect the land or people of the state.

Without affirmative determinations of the above,
noncemplying nuclear power plants would be limited
to 60 percent of their licensed power levels (if not
previously limited under 1 above) and no new nuclear
power plants could be constructed.

3. After June 1981, if the Legislature had not actually
made affirmative determinations as to the above, the
operation of subject nuclear power plants in California
would be restricted to 60 percent of the licensed power
level and the operating level would be further reduced
10 percent per year until operation ceased. If, sometime
after June 1981, full compensation (1 above) was
assured and the Legislature wmade affirmative
determinations (2 above), full operation and additional
construction of nuclear power plants apparently could
be resumed.

The operating limitations discussed above would not
apply to small scale nuclear reactors used exclusively
for experimental or medical purposes.



The Legislature would be required to appoint an
advisory group of at least 15 qualified persons to assist
it in making the above determinations. The advisory
group would held public hearings on the safety issues
and make a report of its findings to the Legislature by
June 1979. The Legislature would in turn be required to
hold public hearings on the safety issues after receiving
the report of the advisory group and before taking the
actions in 2 and 3 above. The Governor would be
required to publish annually plans for evacuation of
people near each nuclear power plant, and to propose
procedures for annual review of such plans.

FISCAL EFFECT:

It is unknown whether the courts, in view v of federal
laws, will accept the const:tutlonahty of provisions in
this measure relating to (a) removal of liability limits
for damages, or (b) legislative determinations
regarding nuclear radiation safety. There are serious
questions as to whether federal preemption and other
legal issues will permit the initiative to become
operative. However, as a basis for making fiscal
estimates, it is necessary to assume that all provisions
will take effect if approved by the voters. If any major
features are nullified by the courts, our related fiscal
estimates will also be voided.

.The effects on state and local govemments are as
follows:

1. State cost for advisory group. The proposition
appropriates $800,000 from the General Fund to the
advisory group for its assistance to the Legislature. The
ultimate costs may exceed this appropriation.

2. State costs for testing of nuclear power plant safety
systems. The cost of testing to demonstrate the
effectiveness of safety systems at nuclear plants is
unknown and depends on the extent and character of
the tests. The federal government is planning safety

tests. If the Legislature accepts the results of these tests,
costs for demonstration of safety systems could be
avoided. If additional testing is required by the
Legislature, the costs could be several million dollars.

3. Industry investment losses. If the operations of

" nuclear plants are reduced or halted, both the affected

public and privately-owned utilities will experience
losses in their investrnents. Utlity rates could be
increased to cover these losses, or the Public Utilities
Commission could decide that part or all of the private
utility losses would be borne by the stockholders. If
utility rates are increased, then all electricity users,
including state and local governments, would bear the
costs. If part or all of the investment losses are borne by
corporate profits or stockholders, state corporate and
personal income tax revenues could be reduced.
Another possibility is that the courts might require
the state to compensate the utilities for their
investment losses which could total a maximum of $2.3
billion if all nuclear plants currently in operation or
under construction were shut down. However, the
extent of state liability, if any, in this area also is unclear.

4. Cost of electricity. It may be more costly to
provide replacement electrical energy if the operations
of nuclear plants are reduced or halted by this
proposition. In this case, electrical costs to all
consumers, including state and local governments, may
be increased by an unknown amount.

5. Local property tax revenues. Property tax
revenues from utilities could decrease, remain the
same, increase or be redistributed among local
jurisdictions depending on (1) how investment losses in
nuclear plants are recovered, and (2) whether utility
companies replace electrical generating capacity in
derated nuclear power plants with new, non—nuclear
power plants.

Text of Proposed Law
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Nuclear Power Flants—Initiative Statute

Argument in Favor of Proposition 15

Your YES vote on Proposition 15 will ensure that California
will enjoy the best possible standards of safety in any future
operation of atomic power plants.

Proposition 15 gives all Californians the right to be compen-
sated for damages to themselves, their families and their prop-
erty anticipated in the event of an atomic plant disaster.

Proposition 15 will require assurance of these rights before
any more of California’s valuable land and resources are com-
mitted to atomic power development.

That is all Proposition 15 says, no matter how much money
the utility companies have spent trying to confuse people into
thinking otherwise.

Proposition 15 will strip away the technical double-talk be-
hind which the atomic mdum and the giant utilities have
conducted their business. It will give the eﬁ]ected representa-
tives of the
of safety in the light of full public hearings.

Implementation of Proposition 15 will cost only four cents
per California resident—certainly a bargain price for safety at
atomic plants.

Because a major atomic accident can spread radioactivity
far down wind, every atomic plant influences land use involv-
ing agriculture, housing, transportation, and public services
over hundreds of square miles. The people have a right to be
sure such an accident is highly unlikely and to be compensat-
ed if it happens. '

Special interest legislation now shields the atomic industry
from full liability for atomic accidents. Proposition 15 would
eliminate this inequity by requiring the atomic industry to
stand behind its product like all other industries. Why should
the people of California take all the risks that neither the
utility companies nor the atomic industry are willing to take?

le the authority to test the industry’s claims -

The atomic industry admits it cannot now safely store ra-
dioactive waste materials for the thousands of years they re-
main lethal. They say they are working on the problem and
hope to have a solution soon. But with all of the Enancial and
human resources available to the federal government, the
utilities and the atomic industry have not produced a solution
to-the problem in 30 years of trying.

Proposition 15 requires the industry to develop a plan to
store waste materials safely.

Emergency safety systems are the last line of defense
against major atomic plant disasters. These systems have nev-
erbeen fully tested. Tests have been conducted on scale mod-
els six times and failed every time—six tests, six failures.

Proposition 15 will require public proof that these vital safe-
guards will work, .

Proposition 15 will not shut down nuclear power plants in
California. Only the Legislature will have that authority and
only if the atomic industry cannot do its job safely.

Your YES vote on Proposition 15 will ensure the best possi-
ble standards of safety for future operation of atomic power
plants in California.

HAROLD C. UREY

Nobel Laureate, Physics

Professor Emenitus

University of Californis, San Diego

JOHN KNEZEVICH, President
International Brotherhood

of Electrical Workers,
AFL-CIO Local #1969

KENT GILL, President
The Sierrs Club

Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of Proposition 15

As scientists who believe conclusions should be based on
facts, we are disturbed by the emotional slogans and mislead-
ing information in the argument favoring Proposition 15.
Let’s look at a few examples: }

(1) Proposition 15 will not ensure nuclear safety. It will
simply shutdown all operating nuclear plants, making them
completely useless.

{2) Proposition 15 will not cost Californians just 4¢ each.
That claim is an insult to the voters’ intelligence. Shutting
down nuclear electric plants will cost Californians $2 billion,
or $250 per family (Source: U.S. Library of Congress). Add to
that skyrocketing utility bills, costs of more Mideast oil, and
the economic effects of an energy shortage.

(3) Proposition 15 will not give Californians the right to
compensation for damages. Under federal law we aﬁ'eady
have this guaranteed right.

{4) Proposition 15 does not require a plan to store waste
materials. They are now safely stored and can be safely buried
underground in geologically stable earth formations that
haven’t moved in 500,000,000 years.

(5} Proposition 15 sponsors fail to mention the crucial issue:
We need more, not fewer, energy sources. Unless we want to
continue to be at the mercy of multi-national oil companies
and Mideast nations, we must develop all alternative energy
sources, including nuclear, solar, fusion, and geothermal ener-

gy.

If Proposition 15 passes, nuclear energy will be shutdown in
California. Such a shutdown will create severe economic
problems, more air pollution, and arbitrarily cut off a vital
energy source. VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION 15.

DR. ROBERT HOFSTADTER
Nobel Laureate, Physies
Stanford University

DR. RUTH P. YAFFE
Professor of Chemistry
San Jose State University

DR. JACK EDWARD McKEE
Professor of Environmentsl Engineering
Californian Institute of Technology

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




Nuclear Power Plants—Initiative Statute @

Argument Against Proposition 15

Proposition 15 has been called the “Nuclear Safeguards
Act”, the “Nuclear Shutdown Initiative”, and the “Nuclear
Initiative”. Regardless of its title, it would have one very seri-
ous result—it would bring a rapid halt to California’s use of
nuclear energy to produce electricity. _

This attempt to shutdown nuclear energy comes, incredi-
bly, just when we face critical energy problems. Even a slow-
down in development of an available energy source would be
damaging. But this initiative is far more drastic than a slow-
down. It will not only halt nuclear energy development, but
will also shutdown California’s nuclear energy, which has
been providing electricity to consumers for over 12 years.

There's no doubt that we're rapidly running out of oil and
natural gas. To ease the burden, we must increase our conser-
vation efforts. We also must pursue the complex research
needed to develop solar and geothermal power. However,
even with comprehensive efforts, these sources cannot pro-
duce major amounts of electricity for at Jeast 20-25 years. In
the meantime, we urgently need nuclear energy to fill the gap
+ left by dwindling supplies of oil and natural gas.

Today, our nation’s 56 nuclear plants are producing elec-
tricity with an unsurpassed safety record: There has never
been one injury or death to_the public in the commercial
operation of a nuclear plant.

Proposition 15 contains a complex tangle of provisions
which are impossible to meet, and thus would shutdown Cali-
fornia’s nuclear energy. One provision is that the U.S. Con-
gress must effectively repeal within | year a law which just
months ago it overwhelmingly voted to extend for 10 years!

Another provision, involving 4 separate % legislative votes,
would allow a mere handful—14 of our 120 state legislators—
to ban nuclear energy. Still another provision refers to estab-
lishing an expensive $800,000 bureaucratic structure (called

an “Advisory Group”), which would duplicate regulatory
work now done by state and federal a%encies.

Proposition 15 would seriously cripple our energy supply
and economy. It would also have these severe consequences:

1. Higher utility bills. A US. Library of Congress study
recently concluded that this measure would cost California
consumers $2,000,000,000 {two billion dollars) to pay for the
shutdown of nuclear plants.

2. Increased . air pollution. Air pollution would increase
substantially, particularly in Southern California and the San
Francisco Bay area due to the need to substitute burning oil
and coal for nuclear energy.

3. Increased dependence on foreign oil. Proposition 15
would make us even more reliant upon Middle East nations
for costly oil supplies.

4. Misuse of our dwindling oil reserves. Qil should not be
consumed to produce electricity, but should be used where
needed most—for transportation, and to produce medicines,
fertilizers and petro-chemicals. '

As scientists and concerned citizens, we find nothing in this
measure that would create “safeguards” for the public. What
Proposition 15 would do is take from consumers an inexpen-
sive and proven energy source vitally needed today. We
therefore urge California voters to vote NO on this measure.

DR. ROBERT HOFSTADTER
Nobel Laureate, Physics
Stanford University

DR. RUTH P. YAFFE
Professor of Chemistry
San Jose State University

DR. JACK EDWARD McKEE
FProfessor of Environmental Engineering
Califoernia Institute of Technology

Rebuttal to Argument Against Proposition 15

Proposition 15 means safety first at atomic power plants.

A government report released in 1973 estimates an atomic
power plant accident could kill 45,000 people, injure 100,000
and cause $17 billion in property damage. :

No other source of power can cause such devastation.

The atomic industry says there is not much chance of a
catastrophic accident. But the power companies insist on spe-
cial insurance protection, because they don't really have con-
fidence in the safety of atomic plants. ‘

The experts can’t agree on atomic safety—that's why we
need Proposition 15.

Proposition 15 is opposed by every major power company
and other large corporations who hope to profit from atomic
power before it is proved safe.

We need Proposition 15 so that decisions on atomic power
are made by the people and their elected representatives.

Proposition 15 requires that before atomic power plants are
permitted to affect major land use decisions in California,
their safety systems be thoroughly tested. :

Proposition 15 will require tﬁe power companies-to prove
that dgadly radioactive wastes can be stored safely. ~

Nearly half a million Californians signed petitions to put
Proposition 15 on the ballot.

Proposition 15 is supported by such leading citizens and
organizations as Mayor George Moscone of San Francisco,
Assemblyman Alan Sieroty, Congressman Ron Dellums, The
California Democratic Council, §1e Sierra Club, Project Sur-
vival, International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, AFL-
CIO, Local 1969, Friends of the Earth, Democratic County
Central Committees for Los Angeles, Alameda, Marin and
Sal(li Di}tlago Counties, Republicans for Atomic Responsibility,
and others.

HAROLD C. UREY

Nobel Laureate, Physics

Professor Emeritus

University of California, San Diego

JOHN KNEZEVICH, President
N International Brotherbood
of Electrical Workers
AFL-CIQ Local #1969

KENT GILL, President -
The Sierra Club

Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been
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TEXT OF PROPOSITION 3 —continued from page 15

for the denial of funds when the of thir chapter may most

bons may putposes
X mda?hm@kl&madbymoﬁkrt&mdnmmma’me

139681 The State Department of Health shall

o T e e
mfumma!tothua&sﬂa’d’(a}tﬁemmmdﬁv (}tbemfamd
178683, Ik&zte of Health, after potice and and with the
%mmmmﬁﬁm 2 priorily bt mpbm'"mbe

advice of the
coasdered for
128883 Upmxmmalbytbembcpﬂmtd'ﬁakb of project plans subenitted by

:Wﬂ'aﬂtﬁe and upan isuance to the supplier of # t ar amended
&pfer? {commencing with Section #010) of Fart ! of Division 5 of
tbeHe.:! danm!mymrerwm:mmmfm the supplier.
139687, Nomatﬁmtwm!ymﬁmddlm(mmjdmlmm M
bcamhnzadby ’ﬁmlman@k quarter. No carttract
lietbe-depammt mmmwmewmwm:mw
loan amounts specified in the contract,

The Public Utitities Commission shall fornis comments at the of the department

concerning the ability of suppliers subject to their jurrsdiction to the project from
other soarces and the ability to repay the foan. .
mv Alf bands berein authorized, wivch shall have been duly sold and delivered as
vided shall constitute valid and ly binding & abligations of the State
Cuﬁgnpu,mdtheﬁrﬂ&zﬁmdaaﬁmf .Shrea' i1 is hereby pledged for the
pmmlmmrafbotb and interest thereon.
shall he collected annumlly in the same manner 2nd st the szme time a5 otber staiz

mmwu‘cdkdaf.wdnm in addition to the ordinzry revenues of the state, a5 shalf

and interest an sk bonds as heretn provided, and it is
mebymmbzfduoﬂaﬁﬂ a:gd kwmmwmmdwmmﬂecbm
d'urhmvmae,mdomdpafam every 1ot shall be necessary to collect

depaﬂedmtbeﬁmduﬁ:cblmbemdmwdﬁmmmmbmdsmﬁabaﬂ
u.‘m@mmwmm.m credit fo expenditures for band interest.

157 Alf repaid to the state t fo any contrect erecuted under the provi-
sions of Section | IM&W General Fund and when so depasited shal!
mn:m!mkwwmmmdﬂmhﬂdmtﬂatm
isued pursuant to this ehapter which has been paid from the Ceneral Fund
, from the Ceveral Fund in the State Treasury for the
purpase of this ehapter such an amount a3 will equal the
{a} Soch sem snnually as uzﬂkm:y!opytﬂepmpfd’mdﬂbmmmﬁe
boads issued and sold pursuant to the provicans of this chapter, £ such prineypad and interest
become due and payatde.
k) Such sum a1 is necessiry to carty out the provisions of Section 13678, which sum is
3872 F lgbew dmwmm of this ehapter, the Director of
I O te purpose out the provisions
Flnsce may by erecutive order s the withdrawal from the Genera! Fund of an
mmmtmnmmbndtoewedtﬂemfaﬂkwwﬁbwdmﬁmﬂkmmﬁfeem
by resolution autborired to be sold for the purpose g out this chapter. Ay amounts
withdrann shalf be ?m'mtﬁeﬁnimd.ﬁhﬂ bytbcdc;xzrtmutm
accordance with this Anrmmqsmde:mb&mdutbnmmab
mmt.nh!lbcmtwmdtytbe to the Genest! Fund from
Meﬁ:ﬁafbmﬁ'ddﬁr purpase of carrying out this chapter to:uab
Wi
13873 Umwdmmmgwdbyammtafﬁepmuiu
mmb'mbemndemmtm&xﬁmlm the purposes therein stated, the
committee shall determine whetber or not it is necessary or desirable to frue any bonds
marderaaml'esmﬁmnmtﬂmdzfm,tbezmm
el e ot e e S
amangements progress 1t shall pot

Derein authorized to be fsued shall be sold at aay one time.

13874 The commnittee may suthorize the State Treasurer to sell alf or any part of the
bonds herein authorized st such time or times as may be fived by the State Treasurer.
13573, Allpraaaﬁﬂmﬁemkd’bamkemepﬂbwedmmdﬁm and
accrved interest, shall be avadable for the mm'ledm&xml ], burt shatl pot
henzzbbbﬁrm:ﬁrmmﬁmaﬂm aod interest ao boads. The
mrmtbeﬁmdnnybeemabdmhzrbam

TEXT OF PROPOSITION 14

This amendment proposed by Assembly Constitutional Amendment No. 40 (Statutes of
1976, Resobution 5}, as amendad A&N(Wﬂdlﬂﬁ,ﬂﬂdmﬂﬁxﬂ
24 ),amends, renmnben, and repeals various sections and articles of the
Constitution. Therefore, the provisions proposed to be deleted are printed in steileeotst
type and new provisions are printed in el hpe

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS
TO THE CONSTITUTION
1 Fit=That Section 9 of Articke | arendee and renusherd o be Secion  of Aricke

SEG-QSSECHONI All political power is inhetent in the Government s
munedwf%tmdﬁn‘epmtechon.mmynndbenﬁtmdthcyhave right to alter or
reform it puhln:
Second—lhatSechm!&dAlﬁm:{elmmdedmdmumheredtobeSeemnﬁﬁ-
SEC. 88 2. The provisions of this Constitution are mandatory and prohibitory, unless
by express wards they are declared to be otherwise.

Third—That the heading of Articl 11 is amended to read:

ARTICLE 11
SUFFRAGE VOTING, INITIATIVE AND REFERENDUM, AND RECALL

Fourth—That Section 1 of Article H is amended and renumbered to be Section 2:
SEGTION 1 SEC 2. A United States citizen 18 years of age and resident in this
state may vote,
Flhh—“mSecumZofArhdeHu:mendedmdrmmnberedtobeSocmna
SFE.GJ The Legislature shall define residence and pravide for registration and free

%MWJM%BMMMM&W& wd
f Legislature prohbltunpmperpucm t elections
ghall provide for the disqualification of electors while mentally incompetent or imprisoned
or on parale for the conviction of a felony.
Sevmth—'ﬂxatSechmlofAmdellnmendedmdrenmnhemdtobe&acﬁm&

SFIl 15 '{helzg,!slatm’e:hall for primary elections for offices, inctud-
the candidates oo the are those found by
SecretxryofSlahetobe tﬂlenztmor

onﬂxebaﬂotbypeubon,hlte:dudmganycwdﬂm
affidavit of noncandidacy.

ThatSechonEdArhdeﬂmamendedanddr:nnu;bﬂedwbeSechon&

§. Judicial, school, county, offices Bonpartisan,
leh-ThaISechonBofAmdelluam:nrzed and renumbered to be Section T:
SEC. 6 7. Voting shall be secret.

Tenth—That Section 13 is added to Article I, to read:

SEC. 13 Recall is the power of the electors to remove an elective officer.
Eleventh—That Section 14 is sdded to Article 1L, to read:

"SEC M (1) Recall of s State officer is initiated by delivering to the Secretary of State
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petition reason for recall &Md‘mmm{mﬂeﬂﬂe Propanents have
de.m'!o .qgmﬂ’
(b}Amhmmmﬂ:mwaﬁaamwkw by electors equal io number
wd&wswhwmeMMJsmmm
t of the last vute for the offiee o the Signstures to recall Seviators,
Assembly, members of the Bourd of . and ji of courts of
md'ﬂufmwb'mm? in number 29 percent of the list votz for the affice.
(c) The Secretury of State mzh!n&ntm&hmmtafhﬁeq‘gnﬂmmﬁedm

Twel&b—nntSechmlsmddedtoAmcbutoreuL
SEC 15 Andatmtvablammufdbertomﬂmaﬁwmdn' irle, o
M:mwbeaﬂedbytbeanmmdbddmknmw Bor more
than & days from the date of certibeation of aufficient sgnatures. i the vole on the
qManu!omﬂtkdﬁwnmomfmd:ftbaes:aMm, candidate who
rewm'a ity is the succesur. ‘The officer may ot be & candidate, nor shall there be
for an offfce filled pursuant to subdivison (d d'.fechwlb'a"dmde Vi
mm—mmms“ddedmzmhnm E&n&md of
?Bﬁﬁm‘ shall provide wmbbm, wf&ﬁ!ﬂdﬂ petr-
candidates,

Fom'teentb—'l‘halSecbonlhsaddedtoAmiell to read:

SEC I7. I recall of the Covernar or Secretary of State is initisted, the recall dubies of
that office shall be btblmmnr&tmrwaubnﬂerwmfy

Fifteenth—That 18 is added to Article [, to read:

SEC. 18 Ammmummr?MMkmhMAy!ﬁeSmmfwtg
officer’s recall election expenses Jegally and persoually incurred. Another recall may not
mmmmmwummmmmm

Sixteenth—'lhatSecbole:saddadtoAmdeIl,tu

SEC. 19 The Legisiature shall vdclbrmllafha!aﬁcen Thss section does oot
affect counties and cities whose nddedp'm

Seventeenth—That Section 20 is Mt:dell,tnrad

SEC 2 demmfmmwmm:mm other than Members
ofthe commence ou the mrhyn!?ar uary £ fallowing election. The efection
shalf be beld in the last even-numbered year the term

F.:ghteenth-—MSechonSofArhcchnmdedtor&d.

SEC. 3. (a) Except as provided in subdivision {e}; the The ture
<hall convene in regular session &% nood on the first Monday in December of
numbered year and each house shall immediately rgamm&chmoftbel..egshmm
m:hmmmmMmdthe&nmmmantmwawdﬂw

even-n

(b} Onutraordmnryocmomdlerermrbypmdmahnnmayumethelegu!mne
to essemble in special session. When so assernbled it has power to legislate only on subjects
xﬂﬁedmﬂuprmlunahmbutmayprmdeforerpenmmdod\ermmeﬂmmdenmlto

shal eonvene the regular session following the
§; 1973: The term of
eleetion in 1678 shalt

janvery 8; 1093
Nuwtemlh—MtSechon?ofAmdeIVumnendedtorad




SEC. 7. &Mhﬂmesha]]cbwsuhoﬂimmd rulufontspmeedmﬁA
majority of the membership constitutes but a number may Tecess
daytodnyandcompelthentendmeof t members.

The roleall vote of the

{b} Each house shall kee blishammloﬁtsprooeedmgx
meux}bersonaqwetmn uf:nandenteredmlhemnalalthemqmof?'mﬂnbers

() 'Ihepmeedmgsofeachhousemdthewmtteeﬂhereofdnﬂbe hlu:emepts
ided by staluleorbymmmenlmohmon,wlneh wbeamhresoluhonlsldopt
E;m vote of the members of each house, wuiad,thatdthere:sncmﬂrt

betweensmhasututeandconmrentmoluhmi,ﬂmhstadopted prevail

) Nampmmmlhm:tmemumdtheothezmymfmmmtbmlﬂdmm
to any other
Twength—MSechonﬂoMmcleWumdedandrenmbmdmbeSechmad

SEC. 28 4. )Theuumnven!heugaweroﬂheelutmlopmpmemmmd
armendments to the Constitution and to adopt or reject them
{b} An initiative measure may be proposed
petition that sets forth the text of the proposed statute or amendment to the itution
and js certified to have been signed by electors equal in mumber to § percent in the case of
a statute, and 8 percent in the case of an amendment to the Constitution, of the votes for
allundadatuforGovemoraHhehstgubezmtom!e!echon
{c) memyofsmﬂmﬂmmnhemmntﬂwugtugawrdebcmbew
alleustlsldaysaﬁmtquah&awatgﬁnmlmdeebcm ptior to that general
lection. The Governor may call statewide election for the meagme.
{d) An initiastive measure embracing more than one subject may not be submitted to the
electors or have any
dngﬁm_mtSamzadmmkaumdedandmmmberedmbeSecms
Artic
SEC. 83 8. (a)'I‘herefewndumnthepoweroftbeelectmloappmveorrepect
statutes or of statutes except urgency statutes, statutes elections, and
providing for tax levies or appropriations for usual current expenses of the State.
{b) ‘A referendum measure ma ih;mpmedbypmenhngtothe&crehryof&nte,
within 90 days after the enactment date of the statute, a ﬁonmuﬁedtohlvebemsagne&
byeleclorseqm]mnumhutﬂpemofthevola all candidates for Governor at
bemxiunalel.ecbon. lhattheslamtempaﬂohlbewbmlttedtoﬂ:eeledom
‘ﬁﬂm&mmd&mﬁaﬁﬁmmbmlmemmeatﬂunmmmw
31daysnﬂer1lthﬁmmalawnlstatemdee!mhddmtothagmal
election. The Governor may call a statewide efection for the
ln&mtymnd—-’[‘hal&cﬁonﬂ Artlc]eanmmdedmdrenumbaedtobeSechon
SEC. 84 /0. (a)Ammhauvestatuteorreferendumapprwedbyamqontyofvotes
thereon takes effect the day after the election unless the measure provides otherwise. If 2
gegendumpeubonmﬁ]et{mlpﬂtnhstahnethe shall pot be delayed
(b)%d!mmmapwedauhsmdmnmﬂnmof
the measre receiving the affirmative vote shall
(c) The Legistature may amend or referendum statutes. It may amend or repeal
an injtiative statute by another statute that becomes effective whenaptg:'vadbythe
e!ectonm!estheunmhvemmtepermtsamendmentor without approval
{d) Prior to circulation of an initiative or referendum petition for signatures, a copy shall

hemhmﬂedlolheﬁnmycenemlwhshaﬂpmpareabﬂemdmnmaryo‘themmr

us provided by law.

(e} The sbaﬂpmwdethemannermwhxchpehhomshaﬂbecimﬂated,
presented, and certified, and measures subritted to the electors.

Twenty-third—That Section 25 of Article IV is amended and renumbered to be Section

11 of Article IL:
may be exercised by the electors of each

SEC 26 /1. Initiative and referendum
ornmm erprooedurestbanhe istature shall provide. This section does not

Twenty lSechonﬁﬁofAmdelVlnmendedmdrenmnberedtobeSwhm‘

12 of Article Tt:

SEC. 86 12 Noamendmentlothe(hnshtuhoumdnommm to the electors
bytheugusiatureotbymhanve,lhatnamesmymdmdmlto anyoﬁice,ornam
ondenhﬁesanypnvatecorpomhontoperformanyﬁmcumortuhaveanypoweror
ma bewbmmedlnﬁlee]ectmarhnvew

wenty-fifth—That Section 28 of Article IV is repealed.

556: 88: A person holding e luerative offiee under the United
States or other power may net held a eivil office of profit: A loeal
officer or postmaster whese compensation dees not exeeed 500 dolars
per year or an officer in the militie or a member of a reserve compel
nent of the armed forees of the United States except where on astive
federal duty for mere then 30 days in any year i3 net @ helder of &
hﬂaﬂeeﬁﬁe&mﬂ&ehﬁd&ngdaeﬂﬂeﬁeee{pmﬁnﬁeetedhy

this mrilitery serviee:
Twenty-sixth—That Section 5 of Article V1 is amended to read:
SEC. 5. (2 Eath county shall be divided into municipal court and justice court districts’

as provided by statute, but 1 city may not be divided into more than one district. Each’

municipal pmemmdlaﬂbammemmmudgu
ﬁemd:aﬂbeamumpalmmtmmbdlmuo{methanmm:mdmumdapm
mmmchb(:imwlo{MrmdennorlmmenmnberofmdmﬁMbe
EH statute,

Legislature shall provide for the organization and preseribe the jurisdietion of munici-
pdmdnmmmlmmﬂmbehwuhmum:}ﬂmm:ndwﬂefmwhnm
court the number and com;

{l a; tbepmnmafmbdmm ), myao/m&nDAego fy may
jvicled into more than one municipal court or jistive court district if the Legidlature
detummtlwmmnl conditions warrant sucl divis

Twenty-seventh—That Section 85 of Article VI is repealed.

by presenting to the of Sate 2,

56 56 Wwémiwﬂb-m
Sen Diego Gounty i inte more than
Sauﬁeﬂmheeeeaﬁdmmiihe determmees#m

geegraphie
Twenty-eighth—That Article VIT is added, toread.

ARTICLE vII
PUBLIC OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES

SEt'lIONl ﬁ) The avil service includes every offiver and employee of the state

otherwise provided in this Constitution.

{b} h&admmmfwﬂmtﬂm:ﬁaﬂkmdemdan
general system hased o ment sscertained by competifive examinslion.

SEC 2 (1) There is 8 Personne] Board of § members sppointed by the Governor and
approved by the Senate, 4 majarity of the memberghip concurring, for Iyear terms and
until thesr successors are appointed and Appointment to Bl & vacancy is for the -

mc;u—amoftbetﬂmdmanberm vy be removed by concurrent resolution adopt:
ed by demmdmm%

(b} The board annually shatl elect cne of its members as presiding

(¢} The board shall appoint and compensation for an executive officer wha shall
be 2 member of the civil service but pot 3 member of the board.

SEC 3 fa) TbebaardMenﬁuwtbeanlmmmmm by majortty vote of all

s members, shall preseri pubabmuypmadrmd elascfirations, adopt other rules ap-
tbmmdbymwrc,mdmmwdm
bo(:{inembmoﬁwrmﬂ tbeaulmmmmtaunderndaaftbe
SEC 4 The are exempt from civil service:
{a) Officers and e mnmuamo‘aremﬂowdbytbr@rfa&matbarbmm,ar
bgzsbtrmmmmm
(b} Officers and employees appointed or employed by counces, commisdons or peblie

corporstions i the ar by & court of recard or afficer thereof,
gc) Oﬁmrseia‘tedbﬂbepeqﬁemda deputy and sn employes selected by each elected

fd) ‘Members of boards and commissions.
fe! Adewljwanpb}mmlxtadbymﬁbmdormmmalbﬂmmedbytbe
VEIOr OF 8t
(f)-ﬁxfeaﬁmdrwtb‘ radbyﬂbecomarmbormlbw!tbemrar
m Yoyees ol the Governor s affice, aod the employees
-tppamtedaranployadbya}elmumt

(g) Adepwyomcrpb}eesekdea’bymnbaﬁw m\eﬂmembeac(bmnﬁmdmm-
missians, ex
&) Oﬂmnxudanﬂayawaﬂbeﬂmma’afaﬁﬁmumd&e&ﬁbm&ﬂew

() Tktaﬁmgmﬁdxﬁaﬁm&rﬂewmﬁcﬁma’ﬁeﬂeprm{afﬂﬂmbm
or the Superintendent of Public Instructian,

0)M&mbermmre,mdmbm!h$mmrebamasﬁmtxbbwmrmm!mm
tions, and state facilities for mentally

(y Mmberso[ﬂemﬁm whie engaged in mu.y

({) Officers and employees of district agricultural avsociations employed less than 6

months in a calendar year.

{m) In addition to positions byotberpmumd’tbum the Aitorney
General may appoint or exaploy six the Public Ubifities Commission
myamamrwaqdayomdepuo'armphm md' the Legislative Coumsel may sppaint

ymdepvtrem
sppaintment mey be made to 2 position for which there is no |
mpb}mt pelson gy serve i ope OF MmoTe positions under temporary sppoint-
SEC & fa) melggzﬂxfmamymwdepelérmﬁrvemmdtbwmnm

spoases.
(8) The baard by specisl ruke may perout persoits in exempt pogtions, brought under civil

ment langer than 9 months in 12 conserutive months

service by constitutional providon, to qualify to continue in their positions.

{¢) When the state undertakes work previoudy performed by # couni aty,mbbcds-
trict of this state ar by a federal department or agency, the board by shall provide
Jfor persons who perﬁrmedﬂ&uwwﬂnqmb[ytomnﬂnmmtﬁar oS i
the state civil service fo such minipnum standards as may be by statute

SEC 7. Aperson 4 focrative offive under the Dhrred&:resarothapommy

nmbddnunlaﬁedpﬁtAwoﬁwarm carmpensation does oot
exveed 300 dollsrs per year ar an officer in the militis or 2 member of 2 reserve compooent
of the armed forees of the United States exrcept where on sctive fedaral duty for mare then
m&nmnMnmd:ManﬁmwnﬁeMdaaddﬁmd

'F.;"EE%:& )EM”MMMbeMWM affice of profit in this
person any t i
b%mmfedafbmqggnmar 'a bribe to procure persons!
dx‘bmar

b L w&mmmMmmdm pesjury, forgety, mallea-
sance in offive, ar other bigh erimes from office or serving ao jures. The privikege of free
wwmwbﬂnwmmmm&m under adequste

from power, bribery, tumull, or ather improper

prectice.

SEC. 8. m&mdmm;mwmafm&ammm B0 person or
% vigknce mot?;‘:mbnﬁd e Gowﬁondm;?;%e ggmb’

or or mezns or support of

ment nbebh:ted.ﬂb!armtbemmfmtrm

() offive or employment under this State, inclding but not Emited to the
Ummm!ya‘ ormtbmymm(r, aify ar county, al)' aﬁstnct m!wbdvma,
autharity, board, buresu, commistion ar other public sgency of



{b} Receive any eremptioer from any tax imposed by this State or any county, cily or

mubxztc}; oy, cﬁrmddmmpaftm! subdivision, authonty, beard, bureau, commission or other
¢ s Stafe.

Pune jslature shall ensct such laws 25 may be necessary to enforee the provisions of this

sevtion.
Twenty-ninth—That Article X is added, to read:

ARTICLE X

WATER

SECTION 1. The right of eminent damarn is hereby declared to exist in the State to aff
ﬁ'ﬁ%ﬁmﬂ&eﬁ%mﬁmdmm

2 [t is hereby declared that because of the conditions prevailing in this State the
general wellare requares that the water resources of the State be put to beneficial use to the
Fullest extent of which they are capable, and that the wasteor 52 OF LIEASORA-
ble method of use of water be prevented, and that the conservation of such waters is to be
exercived with a view to the reasomable and beneficial use thereof in the interest of the
people and for the public welfare. The right to water or to the use or flow of water in or from
any natural stream or water course in ts State is and shafl be bmited to such water s shall
be reasonsbly required for the benefieial use to be served, and such right does mot and shall
1ot extend to the waste or unreasonable use or unreasonabie method af use ar unreasanabie
method of diversion of water. iparian rights in & stream: ar water course sitacl to, but tv
10 more Hhan so nrich of the fow a5 may be required ar used consistently with this
section, for the for which such lends gre, ar may be made adaplebie, in view of such
reasonzble and beneficial uses; provided, however, that nothing herein contsined shall be
construed as depriving any riparian owner of the ressanable use of water of the stresm to
which the owner’s fand i riparian under reasonable methods of divergon and use, ar a5
depﬁ%ywth!wofmmm:tbtbe istor & wfully entitled. This
section shall be selfexecuting, and the Legidature may &lso ensct laws in the furtherance
afsbfbetpubbuh this sectian contaied

3 “All tidelends within two mifes of any incorporated aly, city and eounty, or town
e s s o e e et
purposes of navigation, Wit grantor ] j
ar cosporstions; provided, however, that an m&dabndsmmm.ddyh
poses and are riot nevessary for such parposes may be sold to any tow, aily, counly, oty aad
county, municipal corporations, peivate persons, ips oF ons sulyect to such
conditions as the Legidature determines are pecessary b be impased in connection with any

lo

%’h}\m : tbepu&bbz’ammtem claiming or possesung the from
_ it . climie o .
or tidal lands of 8 harbur, xmfmﬂwmmmmmmmwﬁ

permitted to exclude the right of way (o sk water whenever it is required for any public
ﬂmmmmwmﬁeﬁmmwmdm&mmﬂb idature
enaet such Laws a5 will give the most libera! construction to this provision, so that srvess
to the navigable waters of this State shall be always attzinable for the thereaf.
SEC & Tbenxdxﬂwfammmﬁ!edar!ﬁﬂmy aled,
ﬁrnh%wdmﬁum& declared to be & public oz, ind subject to the
regulation and control of the State, in the manner to be preseribed by biw.
SEC 6 The right tv collect rates or jag for the use of water supplied to aay
county, city and county, or town, ar the inhabitants thereof, is & franchive, end cannot be
H?E%a; bymﬂhﬁtyd’q}'blﬂe%ﬂmﬁedb bw.

A VEr 20§ l, state, or Dbereafler acquires
wymmmrm!mupa%.gte, the scoeplance of the interest shall constitute an
agreement by the agency o conform to the laws of Califarnix as to the sequisition, control
we, and distribution of water with respeet 1o the land so scquired.

Tlmtletb—sm Tha:\Sechmw lﬂofAmcle'bod.‘;Iisammdedtorud: o
ie. (@ government may not grant extra compensation or extra -
mmmawb{icoiﬁm,mhﬁcanphmurmnug:?aﬁﬂmhabemmndmdm
a contract has been entered into and performed in whele ar in part, or pay a claim under
an agreement made without authority of law.
(b) A city or county, inchiding any chartered city ar chartered county, ar public district,
may oot require that its employees ren'a'mbd%cba’!y,mﬂar%mpﬂbﬂ
such iyees may be required o reside within a rexsonsble end specific distance of thetr
ace of employment or other designated location.
Thirty-first—That Section 10.5 of Article XI is repealed.
856 105 A ity or county; ¢ ¢

reasensble and benofieint use thereef in the interest of the peeple and
for the publie welfure: The right to weter or to the use or flow of water
in or from any natural sirenm or water course in this Siate is and shall
be limited to such water as shall be reasonably required for the benel
ficial use to be served; and such right does not and shall not extend

unreasenable use or unressonsble method of use or
mothed of diversion of water: Riparien rights in &

eny

of the interest shell constitute en agreement by the
ageney to eonform to the laws of Geali in a3 te tho aegisition;
eontrol; use; and distribution of weter with respect to the land s0

irty-third—That Article XIV is added, to read:

ARTICLE XIV
LABOR RELATIONS

SECTION | The Legisisture may provide for minimurm wages and for the general
wdﬁ;;;fanp!a w%&wmmym&m:mﬁvhﬂkgﬁbﬁm erecyr
tve, and jodicil powers
proph W‘"‘mﬁmf”“m%m’*mw“’“‘ e e
2 day exvept in wartime or I es that e or 2
n;eﬂzﬂ wide for enforoement of n:éw wd o e
o5, persons furnidhing materials, artisans, aod laborers of every
shall have g lien the upon which they have bestowed labor ar furnished
materiy for the of such done and material furnished: and the Legisiature shalf
provide, by law, for the and efficient enforcement of suct bens
SEC 4 The Legidatureis expressly vested with plenary power, unlimited by any
provision of this Constitution, o create, and enfarce s complete system of warkers compen-
mtr'az,{by jafe fegiste mmmmw‘”:foﬁmm& & lizbility on the
part mywﬁ to compensaie any or ] ers for infury or disshdiily,
e B e it e i e o
i went, imespective it of any party. system ers’
wﬂdammﬁn@hmmm&mmmm@
u of any and &l workers and thase dependent upon them for support to the extent of
relieving from the cansequences of any infury or death incurred or susteined by workers in
the course of their employment, irrespective of the fault of any party; ako full provican far
ng safty i plsces of employment; ful provision for sch medical, surgial, bespial
and MM%M!U&@W?EMWM%&M such
injury; full provisoa Tmmmmmwagxﬁnt"bﬂomyorﬁmz%
compensation; fill provision for regulating such insurance coverage in all its aspects, incfud-
Ing the establichment and management of s Siate compensation insurance fimd: full prov-
sian for otherwise ng the payment of compensation; and full provision for vesting
power, autbmfrymdm&n in an sdministrative body with alf the requisite governmen-
Mﬁmﬂmmmmywmmmnammmm;?%mmmm
that the administration of such fegistation shell seeomplich substantiol justive o alf cases
ﬂm’mﬁﬂmwmbmmdmym:ﬂafmm
are iy to be the socia! public policy of this State, dinding upon aff depart-
m%z:mmmw tﬁphmy 1de for the settlement of
felsfure &5 Wi powers, o prov t of any
dispurtes arising under such legislation by arbitration, or by an industria! sccidentt commis-
sion, by the courts, or by edther, any, ar all of these sgencves, either soparstely or in comising-
tion, 2nd may fix and controf the method and manner of trisl of any such dispute, the rules
d%ﬁk%ﬁ%d@ﬁ@hﬁﬁ%ww
d%’ it: provided, dectsions of any such tribunal. sulyject to review
A e aeor o st ot s S g 0
provisians for 8 camplete system of w ' compensyiion, & 7 .
The Legidature shall have power to provide for the payment of an award to the state in
the case of the death, ariing out of s in the course of the employment, of 1n employee

- without dependents, and such swards may be used for the payment of extra com,

Ipessaiion
for t injuries beyoad the Eshility of  single yver far awards to employees of

yer.

Nothing contrined herein shall be taken or construed to impair ar render ipeflectual in
any measure the creation and exstence of the industria socident commission of this State
or the State fan insurzace fend, the creation snd existence of which, with &l the
funchions 1 them, are bereby ratified and confirmed.

e sttt ot Loghistor el B s ot o 1 werkg of
'mmgnrar o0, isature shatl by law, provi ]
convicts for the benefit of the stale. pe
Thirty-fourth—That Article XV is repealed.

ARFGEHE XV
HARBOR FRONTAGES; EF6:
Secrion = The right of eminent domain is hereby declared te
exist in the Stete to ell on the navigable waters of this Stete:




Memetmgal:munnﬂ

this provisien; j¢ eseess o nmageblewateu
dﬁsmmuwmwmwm
See- 3 Adl & within two miles of any incerporated eity;
eity and county; or town in this Siate; and ing on the water of
any harbor; bey; or inlet used for the purpeses of navigetion;

eounty; ecorporations; private persens; ipy or cor
porations te sueh eonditions a3 the determines are
neecanry to in connection with any sueh sales in order
to the je mterest

vty ith.That Artcle XV 5 sdded, toread:

ARTICLE XV
USURY

SECTION 1. -The rate of interest upon the lean or forbearsnve of any mwoaey, or
Wmm oranatmmmﬂerabmmdar;udgmlmdemdwmymdm
7per¢mrpermamb:mrMbemnpermrfwtbemmam:nykuaar
dmymmgmdsartbmgsmaﬁmtambufmwnmﬁznmd
mfwatndcrmﬁuglﬂpacmrpa
No person, associalioa, mpmﬂwanMhmmy&knm
mmmdmmraatbﬂmmammmﬁm:bommmmmmmt
per annum upon gay kan ar forbearanre of &n maney,gmdrarmmgsmacam
However, none of the above restrichions
s defined in and which is mdartblcemzumlmm &zjﬁngwdm
Asociation Act,” 3, 1G], as amended, ar o any carparatian incorporated i
the manner preseribed in ander that certain act entitled “An act defining
industrial loan companies, pro hrﬂiarmwpmtm,paummdmm s
mm:fM:yl&lyﬁ'nmmdedar ewpmbaaunummdmtbempmbed
In and opersling under that mmmaﬁ“damab&m
hrtbarmmmmm, mnqganent supervisian, " sppro
mddwmydubrm p'om-!yhutararmywns
Mndmqumrﬂngunderﬂhrmm as the “Bank Act, " spproved March
1, 1908 25 amended, or mtedmdmﬁngmabrwdmﬂumthd’
this State aor of the Ui .Qaraaf/lmancrmy cooperative asociation
Mm@wl(mmumm i} of Division 20 of the F.
Codke in Jaaning of sdvanting money in connectian mtﬁmyxﬁngrmmm
mmdmleaunymrpmm associstion, syndicate, joinf stock company, ar ar partnership
enguged exclusively in the business of marketing borticultira),
dairy, bve stock, poultry aod bee products oa a cooperative
advancing maoney to the the members thereaf ar in conection with any such business ar any
ﬁmm araac&tﬁunmyFe&:ﬂmtaszemd?hnl;
mvmdmmdavwmb&ddmd Credits
Adaﬂm mdedmbmzqgaradmmgauﬁ!mmatwiﬁmymm
of any seid eddmnfpambemnndmdmmyth&rmyWs
incyeasing or ar s cannected with the rate of inlerest hereinbefive fived The
Legislture may ﬁunamemm:cpambetbemmmmremmrmafmpmmb
for the supervision, w&kﬁ&ngd’:uﬁedukafwmmymmﬁ; regubite or limit, the
Jees, hanus, commissons, mpmwhmuﬁmbzﬂarmyoftbcmd
amptcdchmdpammyabngeumﬁm:mmmmbmy
lJoan or forebezranve of any in sction.
The provisions of this section mpemde prmmd'thn&bummammdbm
enzcted thereunder in conflict therewith .
Thirty-sixth—That Article XV is sdded, to read:

ARTICLE XV
USURY

SEC'HONI Themrcd'mlcmtupmtbelmaarhrbmnmeafm maaeygm:kar
e o O o meoeas ot 1 i o 2a7 b

percent per annmn but i competent parties o any ar
hbamdmyuwg%wﬁwpm@mhm&ufmmﬁagbr:md

1) For any lean or forbesrance of an ar in action, if the money,
gnﬂmrtﬁm;mm:mfwm 4 ZM wwbﬂm&a&im

;!amm%fmmmw
{8} For any loan ar sctn for any use other

&hnmﬁedmmmpb h, :umemte.maaﬁngabe of fa) Mpe:m:tpa’
ma%?mf tbemep'emﬁagmtbe the month
preceding :)tbetbreale.mmd' canmrombetbelmna-
forbezrance, or (i) the date of making the Joan or forbesrance establiched by the Faderal
Reserve Bank of San Francisco on edvances to member hartks under Sections 13 and 1a of
tbeFeden]RmAdmmmd‘ﬁdm‘beMaﬁm lime o Lime amended (o if there
is no such sngle determinsbie rate for sdvances, the closest counterpart of such rate asshall
be designated by the a-aienrafﬂmbaftbe&hmd' (2 unless same other
person or agency is

No persan, mmn,mrmcmhparm:pmbaa bycﬁnzzqgmyﬁw,bmm
commissian, discount or otber compensation receive from s borrower more than the amount
afmm&pu-mnmnﬂawedbytﬁnmmmﬂmnwhbamdmymm

Mﬂ»ﬁmﬁfmﬂn

goods or things in sctian. ]

However, none of the above restrictions il spply to sny building and han ssocistion

zsma i %31, dgmrfbo w
ation Act” May 5 1901, a5 or to any corporation

e e et gt il ot ot e o 1 i

cm:;mwg their incarporstion, powers and supervision, " ap-

proved May 18, 1917, uamxiai aran mrpmmmmur;uwmdmﬁﬁempmbd

mmdm&ugmdm-datmhnﬂm&dad'ﬁamdaﬁnqgaaﬂ

ﬁrtﬁarmmmm mangement and supervison, " Wmafﬂau&f'aﬂﬂu

amended or any duly pawnbroker or property broker, ar any bank

defined in andl qperating under that certain act knowp as the “Bank Act,” cmmchzmb
1, 1909 a3 amended, or any baok created 20d operating under and persuant to any lws of
this Stste ar of the Ui Stutes of Americs or any n;:zﬁn‘imrpnmrmbm
ized under Chapter I {commencing with Section Drvision 20 of the Food and
.mi'n':bd%m A s;ini:m mfbmy partnerstip
i} & ar.tuymrpanm Jjuin? stock cocpany, ar
engaged exclusively in the bmmmdm:rbﬁngqmumm barticultural, viticultural
dury bmmtmdaymmmam:mwmthmhmw
the members thereof or i connection, meyndhmaw
m waaﬁlﬁ?myfd_mm tithed " M Cred
pmvmms an st en, L3
.&cmﬂ% xumeadedm laaning or sdvencing credit so secured, nor shall any such charge
of any said damd'pambemdaedmmymaam-fmmyms
increaging or or us comected with the rate of interest bereinbefore fired. The
Icgdammyﬁmmmmmkubmmm;umdwmnde
for the supervisian, or the fling of 1 schedule of, or in any manmer fis, reguiste or ki, the
fees, bonus, commissions, discounts ar other compensation wiich 2l or any of the swid
cxerupted classes of persoas may charge ar receive from & barrower in connection with any
Iaanngrﬁm?gmynnzﬂgm mmdm ok
provigons section .nqwxde provicons Constitution Wy
enacted thereunder i .

: sha}lprotee!-bthﬁomforeedsde
eee_r@ainperﬁeneﬂbe and ather prepeﬂyefnﬂheadsef

SEC ﬂm}i%dsmﬁf A oo e certainportion of the
15 W, F
Domestead 2ad other dﬁm yﬁmm

‘I hirty-ninth—That S 5 of Article XX is repealed. -

EEe: B- %ehberdmmeudmﬂmbemmywmw
mewnhpeampmyerm mbmn

Forhetb—TTﬂtSechonﬁofobdeXXasdemdrenumbmdtnbeSecﬁon&

SEC. 6 2. Except for tax exemptions provided in Asticle XTI, the rights, powers, privi-

leges, and confirmations conferred by Sections 10 and 15 of Artidle IX in effect on January

1, 1973, relatin; e&et;Snnford University and the Huntington Library and Art Gallery, are

continted in

ggcw??_%mnym T e e hmnmgbeahmh:n
not pass any laws permitting the or

of any franchise, so s to relieve the franchise or property held thereunder fram the liabikities

of the lessor or grantor, lessee, or grantee, contracted or incurred in the operation, use, or

enjoyment of such franchise, or any of its privileges.

Forty-second—That Section 10 ArtldeXXls

fiee of profit in S-Mewheahal-lhnwbeeneenﬁﬁed heving
given or offered & bribe to precure eleeﬁoaorappeinhnenh

Forty-ﬂnrd—'ﬂntSecnon llofArhckXXur
SE& H- Lbawsshall be mede to

endanger A :
of this seetion:
Forty-sixth—That Section 17% of Article XX is repealed.
for the general welfare of employees end for these mny
eonfer on & commision leg: ; exeeutive; and



any eounty; eity or county: eity: distviet; politieal subdivision; auther/ ived undes Chapter U;onw_m Agrieulural Code
gi?éﬁﬂ%%ﬁi&%mﬁ? mﬁsggnom i mossnmo-oﬂnhwwr aekivity men/
_omémo&m.gﬂggggéﬁw% stoek eompany; er partnership engaged exelusively in the business of

S56: 80: TFerms of clective offices ided for by this Genstitu/ g&mroom odie on 4 ul; dairy; Live stoels;
o gy o oq_uoaqu_ . nz.&commamam wéigﬁfnﬂm
ﬁ%gﬁigﬁr@;ig{mﬁ &i%*&éﬂgiﬂﬁ or erodit from
e e e e e T e e

Sec: 81 The Legislature is hercby expressly vested with plenary Credits Aet of 10832 ww“m:mom loaning ing eredit
g%ﬁ#«&uﬂé%??ﬁiﬁi seeured; nor shell o Bigiﬁiﬁﬂawﬁmgm
enforee o systemn of werkers' . ; orndored i ; ) A
opton, om o S ek o encet st rorce & DLy o the  Br o or e sonmeched wilthe reke of Itcpens hotesmebont
of any or all persens to compensate any or el of their workers ? ; ; ;

o T P Y , e mny from tme to time preseribe the marimum
iﬁ$§ maaﬂwmo—wosmm: s death ineurred rete per annum of; or provide for the supervision; or the filing of &
g b of o io-rgom& .boasauo proﬁa_l%iu-m %53.55%:&%3%??@9%
irrespeetive feule party: %ﬂ?mmroé io-.rm..w.. %gﬁoﬂ%%ﬁgi%@ui&%
i%i%ﬁ&ii%%ig gﬁ%? @ﬁmﬂn&@m 30:&10{
%ﬁigg?ﬁ%g%%;% goods or things in actien: any o -y '
consequences of any injury or ineurred of susteined by workers The provisions of this seetion shall oll provisions
pereys ..@ﬁé?.i%s.ﬁ&% q%.anlds;@asw.%i%iwaaaai.asg&asms?g

ERW sueh .30&5&.3 .uﬁo}.r&g& &@%i@m SEC. @4 5, All laws now in force in this State cancerning corporations and all laws that
treatment o requisite i eure and relieve from the effeets of such may be hereafter passed pursuant to this section may be altered from time to time or
Ggaﬁ%iﬁgﬁi w%gtgguai%ﬁwﬁﬁaiiﬁziaxg@
%e;n@omn aspeets; including fch Az 6. Any legislator whose term of office is reduced by operation of the amend
N«Rﬁ State .rosﬁumﬂawou&gaoi. E&h_ocms: ment to subdivision (a guagn2§ﬁa3§§2ms_§g
for othe e seeuring the payment oy ecompensation on full provi/ otwithstanding any other provision of this Constitution, be entitled to retirement benefi

(ﬂ?ﬂ@:ﬁﬂ% jurisdietion .oaggcaé Eﬁn;%ﬁ%%ﬁgggﬁii
dispute or matter ansing under sueh lepislation; to the end thet the thy i
administration &.— ion of sueh legislation tﬁtoooaivr:& jok substantial _._.n.woo.cm ARFICHE XXHE
in el enses enpeditionsly; inexpensively; and without ineumbrance REGALL OF PUBLIC OFFIGERS
any chavacter: all of which matters are deelared to be the o
social publie peliey of this State; binding upen all departments of the _SeemoN 1 Reesll is the power of the eleetors to remoave on elee/
State government: tive offieer:

Fhe Legislature is vested with plenary powers; te provide for the 886z & {a) Reenll of a State officer is initinted by delivering to
settlernent of any disputes arising under such logislation by arbitrel %gg%%;gm@nir?
m@?@uru.g%&nmmﬂiéggm-o%omg of reason is not : Bropenents have 150 days to file signed
%5&3&1%%&3%&!‘3_&@*?% petitions. ]
tion; and may fix and contrel the methed and manner of trial of any %3%»%?!&«?%&&11@1
sueh dispute; the rules of evidenee and the manner of review tors in numbes to 13 percent of the last vete for the office; with
decizions rendered by the tribunal or tribunals designated by it; prof JiEmntures from cach of S.Sounties oqual in number lo 1 pereent of
vided; thet all deeisions of eny such tribunal shall be subjeet to review %i&s??%&s%&%ﬁg Senaters;
by the appeliate courts of this State: The begisleture may combine in %%am%i% ization; and judges of
one statute all the provisions for @ eomplete system of workers’ com/ ﬁﬁ- éﬁ%‘sﬁif%sg&

as | Jefimed- voie -
,ﬁror% shall have power to provide for the peyment of an {e), Fhe Scerotary of State shell meintain & continuous count of the
award to state in the ease of the death; arising out of and in the signatures ecriified to him- .
course of the employment, of an employce without dependents; and BEe: 3: An eleetion to determine whether to reeall an officer and;
such awerds may be used for the payment of cxtra compensation for if appropriate; to elect a suecessor shall be ealied by the Governer and
%gﬁoa%%%o%%@m held not less than 68 deys ner more than 80 days from the date of
awards to employees @o% . %1%%%%3%%3%2

Nething containod herein be teken er construed to impair or gﬂﬂ?é*@?m%im is a eandidate; the

Jor incHectunt in any meesre the ereation and existence of the %ié@%gﬁs%g
%&%é&;?s%g% ot be e eandidate; nor thore be any candidaey for an office filled
insuranee fund: the creation and existemee of which; with ell the pursuant to subdivision (d) of Section 16 of Artiele ¥k
" Fiftieth—That Section 22, as adopted November 6, 194, of Article XX is repealed. eertification of petitiens; nominetion of eandidates; and the rocell

SEe: B2 The rate of interest upon the loan or forbearanee of any election:
§§$§§§33§G%§3 B86: B: H recall of the Governor or Seeretary of State is initiated;
judgmont rendered in any eourt of the State, shall be 7 per eent per his reeall duties chall be performed by the Licutenant Governor or
annum but it shell be competent for the parties to any loan or ferbear! Centreller; respectively: .

el any . goods or things in action to contract in writing for SE6: 6: A Biate officer whe is not recalied shall be reimbursed by
wn...%@.nuomi...o-.mqsomoﬁ%*o cent per annum- the State fer his reeall election expenses legelly and personally inf
ing fee; bonus; commission; diseount or other compemsation ref efter the eleetion:
%N@?uigi,—baivﬂggg S8er - The begislature shall provide for rocell of local offieers:
loan or forhenrance of any money. goods or things in action: This sectien does not affeet counties and eities whoese charters provide
Howover; none of the above restrietions shall apply to any building for reeeli: .
and loan asmociation as defined in and which is operated under that Fifty-fourth—That Article XXIV is repealed.
proved May 5; 1531; as amended; or to eorporatien ineerperated apaL

lod “An act dofining § . s, i for . cce inchid & .

armended; eorporation menner ; : _ ' \ ,
%53&;%;%&%&*5% %gfiﬁﬁn?i%vB&Siﬂ%{
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556 & {a}?hereisa?emnnelﬁo&rdef&membemmoiﬂed
by the Governor end approved by the Senate; @ mejority of the mem/

eppeinted end qualified: to il & vacaney is the
unexpired pertion of the term: A membes be by eons
eurrent resolution adepted by eneh house; of the member/

exeeutive offieer whe be & member of the eivil serviee but net
& member of the
BEG: & {or The board sholl enforee the eivil serviee statutes and;
mnjority vote of ekt its members; shall perif
eds and elassifieations; adept ether rules suthorized by statute; and
diseiplinar h

{a} or

mr&eﬁ-herhen::aer . by
Offieers "PPe““ed or ell!plﬁ" ed eou"e!h:

eomimissions or publie in the judiein]l brench or by o
court of reeord or officer

{e} Officers eleeted by the people and a deputy and an employee
seleeted by each

44> Members of boards and commissions:

{e} A deputy er seleeted by ench beerd or commission
either appeinted by the or i

165 Btate officer direetly appointed by the Governor with or with/

teaching staff of sehools under the jurisdietion of the Def
Superintendent of Publie Instruetion:

t year-
+m} In addition to pesitions exermpted by other provisions of this
seetion: the mmﬁmm or
I o o Utikits

G o f low’
enedeputyorempioye&.md!hebegishﬁvem:;pﬁnter

SEe: B A appointrment may be made to o position for
i '%lb&mixmnmaysewehmm
mere positions under temporary appointment longer then B meonths
in 1B eensecutive months:

established by stetute;
Fifty-fifth—That the heading of Article XXV1 is amended and renumbered to read:

ARTICLE X8 XIX

MOTOR VERICLE, REVENUES
Fifty-sixth—That the heading immediately preceding Section 22 of Article IV is repealed.

NPTV E !\NB.R'EEBEN-BUM
pel;xg-seventh—ﬂml the heading immediately preceding Section 28 of Article IV is re-
MISEEHEANEOUS

And be it further resofved, That Article XV a5 sdded by the thirty-iRth clause of this
constitutional amendment shall not become operative if the amendments to Section 22 of
Article XX as proposed by Senate Constitutional Amendment No. 19 of the 1975-76 Regular
Session (Runﬂtltimamptef 132, Statutes of 1975) are adopted by the people at the same
election, and this constitutional smendment receives the higher tive vote of the two
measures; in which case Article XV as 2dded by the thirty-sixth ctause of this constitutional
amendment shall become operative;

And be it further resolved, That neither Article XV as added by the thirty-fifth clause of
this constitutional amendment nor Article XV as added by the thirty-sixth clause of this
constitutional amendment shall became operative if the amendments to Section 22 of Article
XX as propased by Senste Constitutional Amendment No. 19 of the 1975-76 Regular Session
(Resotution Chapter 132, Statutes of [975) are adopted by the people at the same election,
and this constitutional amendment receives the lower affirmative vote of the two measures;

And be it further resolved, That Article XV a5 added by the thirty-sixth clause of this
constitutional amendment shall not become operative if the amendments to Section 22 of
Article XX as proposed by Senate Constitutional Antendment No. 19 of the 1975-76 Regular
Sestion { tion er 132, Statutes of 1975) are rejected by the people; in which case
Article XV as added by the thirty-fifth clause of this constitutional amendment shall become
operative. s

TEXT OF PROPOSITION 15—continued from page 61

the hedri) specified in Section 5707, and, within three years from the date of the
paszge tﬂ measure, defermine whether it is reasonsble to expect that the conditions
specifted in Sectivn 67503(h) will be mei, Unlass the Legisature determines that it is reason-
able to expect that the conditions of Sectian 87503 (b} will be met, then nuclear fssion power
Plants shall be & permitted land use in Celiforniz only if such extsting planits and such plants
under construction are operated at no more than sivty per cent of their Bcensed core power
level Unless the determinations specified in this section sre made in the afirmative, then
neither the siting nor the construction of nuclear Rissian power plants or related facilities shall
be&@rmi Jond use in Cafifornia,

" The determinations of the Legtslature made pursuant to subsection 67503(5) and
Mm'gamMMbemde anly afler sufficient findings and anly by 2 two-thirds vote of
&

(2) To sdvise it in these determinations, the Legislature shall sppoint en sdvisory group
of at least fifteen (15} persans, camprised of distinguished experts in the felds of puclear
engineering, nuclear wea) ,kndmp&mmrmwmm
transportation security, and envirapmental sciences; as well as conremed citizens. The
membership of this sdvisory group shall represent the full range of opinion on the relevant
questions. ﬁ)e shatl solicit opinions and information from respongible interested par-
tes, mdbdd’mWMazedﬁMcm afler adequate potice, in varous parts of
the State prior to ng its rrmﬁA!nmbbmnhgsmmmrfﬂmmﬁM
be given to alf persons and an 1y {0 croseennne witnesses be given to alf
interested parties, within Limits of time. The advisary shalf make public 2
final report, including minority reports if necessary, mnm&ziogm%wm and
recommendatians. report shell be sunmarized in plain langusge and made gvailable
to the general public at no more than the cost of re) an.

(b)%mmmﬁﬂpubbb cipabion in the determinations specified tn subsection
E781{b) and Section 67508, the Legiclature shall abso hold open and public beanings, within
mmmﬂw bbmmg”az;epm ; mfﬂmﬁm {2) of this seetian,

imaking its fndings, giving adequate notice, and an opportunily to testify
to ail parsons and the right to cros-examine withesses (o alf interested parties, within
reasorable Limits of time.

{e) Al documents, records s, analyses, lestimony, and the ke subunitted to the
Legislature in conjunction with ity determinations specified in subsection 67503(b) and

Section 67508, or to the advisory group described in subsection (2) of this section, shall be
mdnmﬂxb»\’e!alf)egmﬂpumarmmthmtbem reproduction.
:b.g/') No more Hhan one-third of the members of the sdvisory group spectfied in this section
have, during the two years prior to their appointment to the recerved any
mgwmdm}gfmra&}mﬂyw ] tbe ﬁnmazmda el assocxstion,
corporation, ar povernmentsl sgency engaged in the research, development, promotion,
ﬁﬂcﬂm constructian, sale, uhibzation, or regulation of nuclear fisnan power plants or
T camponents.

fe) The members of the advisary group shall serve without ampensstian, but shalf be
mm@rmmmm-mmmwmmndmm
to the extent that reimbursement is not otherwise provided by another public sgency.
Members who are not employees of oﬁapubbbagmabshzﬂm'mﬁfbmﬁlllm {850
exch fill day of attending meetings of the advisory group.

{f) The advisary group may:

{1} Acvept grants, contributions, and appropriations;

{8) Create a staff as it deems nevessary;
fJgal Canmﬁr;n%rmm.nl ves if such work ar services cannot satisfactorily be
pe by its yees:

gzﬂeswdmdmemym to restrain violstions of this title. Upon request
of the advisory group, the State Attorney nmlemanmmylegzﬁ?prmﬂ-

ton.
'j(f Take any action it deems reasonable and necessary o carry out the provisions of this
it

The advisory group and ff members of the advisory group shall comply with the
ﬁmd&%ﬂwm 87312 inchusive, of Title S of the Califarnis Government

(b} Any person who violates any providon of this sectian shall be subject to' a fine of not
nmrgﬂiaa!en thousand dollars ($10000), and shalf be probifited from serving on the

advisory group

7508 (a) The Governar shall anmunlly publish, publicize, and refesse to the news media
and to the appropriste alficials mmmmmﬂem&remmbm;ﬁmzmﬁcd
in the lSeensing of each puclesr fisdion power plant. Copies of such plins shall be made
avaziabie to the public upon request, st no more thap the cost of reproduction.
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(b) The Governor shall  propase procedires for anmusl review by state and loctl officials & Amendments fo t&smmﬂkmkalybya twothiredy affirmative vofe

mmmmmd&hxmmmmmum d'mn}bawcftbelqdmm,audmybemdemb'mmnbMde
damﬂqmdwmmdmw measure.
fiﬁm;ndd:e ike. Opportumity for fall public particpation o such reviews shall be oo 4 Emymﬁumw&& theredl 1o any persoa ar
cxrvumstances i bedd i i oot prommsm'
.S‘ecx Tﬁaesbemby by ﬁmtﬂemﬂmdmtbf&m&%% i or b gver ity tbemwhlm poi >
m(maﬂ)hewémnmvmmmdtm mmmdfbemﬂmﬂfﬁﬁmmm

shbbamdd:bﬁxtwmmm the Covernment Code.
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CERTIFICATE OF SECRETARY OF STATE

I, March Fong Eu, Secretary of State of the State of California, do hereby
certify that the foregoing measures will be submitted to the electors of the State
of California at the PRIMARY ELECTION to be held throughout the State on
June 8, 1978, and that the foregoing pamphlet is correct.

Witness my hand and the Great Seal of the State at
office in Sacramento, California this eighth day of

March, 1976. Wmc& %‘Lﬁ CE(AJ

MARCH FONG EU
Secretary of Siate
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Favor de enviarme un folleto en Espariol.

Name—Nombre
Address—Residencia
City—Ciudad State—Estado
Zip Code—Zona Postal
Note—Noticia

If this card cannot be mailed by May 27, 1976, contact your county clerk. or
registrar of voters for a translated pamphlet.

Si no se puede mandar esta tarjeta antes del dia 27 de mayo de 1976, sirvase
Uamar al secretario del condado o al registrante de votantes para recibir un
folleto traducido.
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