
[-”- COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: Review o f  State Ba l lo t  Proposition 126 DATE: October 17, 1990 
and 134 

BACKGROUND INFORW\TION: A t  an e a r l i e r  City Council meeting, Mayor Pro Tempore 
H i n c h n  requested that  a t  a Council meeting p r i o r  t o  
November 6, 1990 t h a t  a discussfon 2nd review be held 
regarding Proposition 126 and Proposition 134. 

PROPOSITION 126 - The Alcohol Rbuse and Drug Education Tax Act o f  1990, 

Imposes excise tax and excise surtax on beer, wine and d i s t i l l e d  sp i r i t s ,  as 
specified, tha t  would supercede such taxes previously imposed and woutd be i n  l i e u  
o f  a l l  county, c i t y  o r  d i s t r i c t  taxes on the sale of alcoholic beverages. 

Placed on Bal lo t  By: ACA 38 (Cortese) . 

I 

Arguments For: 

I.  The measure. supported by a broad bipart isan coa l i t ion  of educators, aicohol 
abuse experts, taxpayer advocates . farmers , and other comnuni ty leaders, would 
help prevent alcohol abuse among chi ldren by al locat ing nearly $1 b i l l i o n  t o  
schools over a IO-year period. 

2, Funds raised by th i s  measure could be used e f fec t ive ly  i n  such programs as 
h i r i n g  new off icers t o  increase drunk dr iv ing patrols; t reat ing alcoholics i n  
trauma centers and mental health fac i l  i ties; curing alcoholics i n  
rehab i l i ta t ion  and recovery programs; and stepping up the war on i l l e g a l  drug 
use and alcohol abuse. 

3. The money raised by th is  proposition comes s t r i c t l y  from a tax on beer, wine 
and d i s t i l l e d  sp i r i t s ;  not one penny comes from income, sales or other taxes. 

Arguments Against: 

1, New tax revenues from th is  measure w i l l  be depos+ted i n  the state general 
fund, t o  be spent a t  the discret ion o f  the s t a t e  Legislature. 

2. Nothing w i l l  be done t o  address the negative impacts and costs o f  alcohol 
abuse t o  CalifornSa taxpayers. 

3. This i n i t i a t i v e  does not guarantee funding fo r  alcohol and drug use education, 
programs affected by alcohol abuse o r  enforcement of drunk dr iv ing laws. 

League of Cal i fcrnia C i t i e s  Po l  i c y  Committees’ (Community Services, Pub1 i c  Safety, 
and Revenue and Taxation) pos i t i on :  oppose 

California Chamber of Comerce’s pos i t i on :  support 
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A copy o f  the f u l l  tex t  of information concerning t h i s  proposition as contained i n  
the Ca1:fornia Ba l lo t  Pamy'iiet f o r  the November 6, 2990 General Elect ion i s  
attached. 

PROPOSITION 134 - Alcohol Surtax Fund. I n i t i a t i v e  Constitut ional Amendment and 
Statue. 

Imposes an addit ional tax on alcohol products (5 cents per 12 ounces of beer, f i v e  
ounces of wine, three ounces o f  f o r t i f i e d  wine, one wnce of d i s t i l l e d  s p i r i t s  and 
an addit ional  per unit f loor  stock tax). Resulting revenues would be deposited i n  
the newly crested Alcchol Surtax Fund t o  be appropriated for, 
alcohol and drug abuse prevention, treatment and recovery 
medical care, cornasunity mental health programs, c h i l d  abuse a 
preventiorr t ra in ing  and v ic t im service, alcoliol and drug-rel 
costs. The funds are *o be supplemental and not meant t o  replace ex is t ing  funds. 
This measure i s  also cal led the Connelly i n i t i a t i v e .  

Proponent: Andrew McGuire. 

Arguments For: 

1. Approximately 33 percent of a l l  mentally ill and homeless persons also have 
alcohol and drug problems. 

2. This measure targets the heavy drinkers, the drunk drivers and alcohol abusers 
who cause most o f  the deaths and in ju r i es  at t r ibutable t o  alcohol. 

Argments Against: 

1. Proposition 134 continues the trend toward ba l l o t  box budgeting by earmarking 
the funds i t  rafses. 

2. This measure penalizes a l l  Californians by locking i n  $1.2 b i l l i o n  i n  current 
state spending anti re ly ing on t a x  increases t o  fund annual budget increases. 

League o f  Cal i forn ia C i  t i e s  Pol i c y  Comni ttees' (Community Services, Pub1 i c  Safety, 
Revenue and iaxatfon) posf tion: support 

Cal i fornia Chamber o f  Commerce's position: oppose 

A copy o f  the f u l l  t ex t  q t  information concerning th is  proposition as contained i n  
the Cal i fornia Ba l lo t  Pamphlst fo r  the November 6, 1990 General Election i s  
attached. 

Al ice M. Reimche 
City C le rk  

W.(R/jmp 

Attachment 
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PROPOSITION 126 
Analysis of Impact on Cities 

Proposition 126, a constitutional amendment, was placed on the 
w ( A C A  38). It i s  the atCah01 industry's response to Proposition 134, 
the so-called Nickel-a-Drink initiative. 

hpasitiOn 126 would increase the state tax, as of March 1,1991 
-em a won); specitied wines (&om 1 to 20 cents a gaon); fortified 
wines (from 2 to 20 cents a gallon); and distiUed spirits (hm $2.00 to $3.30 a gallon). Th5 
additional tax on alcoholic bevenges is estimated to raise approximately $?O million irt the 
remainder of FY 90.91 and abotlt S195 in FY 91-92. The proceeds from tbh additional t8x 
would be ptaad in tlre State General Fund, Under the provisions of Proposition 98, 
appmximatdy 41 percent of these proceeds, once placed in the Gcnzral F'und, will be 

The mesure also includes a provision that if both Repositions 126 and 134 pass, aU of the 
provhions of rhe measure that receives the largest number of votes w i i  take effect, and 
none of the pwisicms of the other measure, which received less of a majority VG~C, wiu 
take effcct. The Segal impact of this language is uncmah 

required to bo pass;td OQ to schoala 

' : Becauss of the mandates oi Proposhion 98, a portion of the revenue, 
a 1  percent WW go to schools. There is nc guarantee that any of the 
rcrrddng revcmc go towards alcohol and drug abuse related programs !hat would 
benefit cities. Since the tax on alcoholic beverages woufd increase by this .msure, the 
saiet tax, which i s  &vied on the total price of alcoholic beverages, will also fncrease. Tke 
le$s&tivc AmJyst estima~~~ that locat sales t s ~ r  will hcreas~ by b u t  51.6 dWon armally. 

is added revenue would be forwarded to cities. Aside from the small amoutt in solles 
tm them is ipo gwrmtee that my of PBiS money WiDf be directed towards cities. 

of u: The League op osed this measure, (ACA 38). 

low and would not dse cnccgh revenue to ade uately address the problem of alcohol 

oppased ACA38 because this tax increase is contained in a constitutional amendment. The 
Lmpe beli~~es pt0Vti0n~ like these do not belong in the Constitution, Constihtional 
amendments once in place, are more diihicult to change than statutory amendments, 

zsllt: What poshion, if any, should the Lea e take on proposition 1261 Should the 
,eague continue to oppose Proposition 1263 & 's proposition has been referred to three 
League CoZILItliffees Community Services, Public Safety, .d Revenue and Taxation). 

wbdc it was being considered by the Lce;i*4lat!m becarwe ti e tax was considered to be too 

abw and becawe 41% of all funds raised woul 1 be due to schools. The Lcagut also 

Commftta Recommeadatfon: 
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Currently, the state taxer dcoholic beverages at the 
rute of $2 per gdon OR !iquor (distiifcd spirits), 1 cents 
per gahn on beer, and ! cent per galion on most wines. 

the state will collect about $128 million from 
es. Mort of this revenue (76 percent) wlI1 come 
tax on liquor. These reventics go into the statc'r 
Fund to pay for education, hdth ,  welfare, curd, 

other government programs 
Under existing virezxm~ of the State Constitution 

rcbad, md comr#unity co'aegcs 
are g u o m n t d  a smount of funding each year 
froma tho state c ; e?zd  Fund. This guaranteed amount 
inchases each year. The mount af tbe increase ir 

using one of three different formulas. The 
on rtn# and locd revenue trendr 

{praporition 981, % pu 

tors. 

This mesure has two tnqior parts. 
o ~ l c o h o l  k w .  It increucr rtate tuet  on most 

statlug how conflicts between it 
two other measured on this ballot are to be 

r e s o l d  
.4tmhd Taxes. This mdurtn fncrenses state taxes on 

xnmt ddo l i c  bemm &- s f ~ r c h  i, Wl. The 
OH beer md most wines would increase h.Om 4 cents 
1 cent, respectively, to 20 cents pcr gallon (the b x  

on qdding wines. such M chmpagne, would remain at 
the current rate of 30 ctnb per galSon). The tax on Bqwr 

ease from $2 to $3.30 pet gallon. As a r&t, 

cents OR a botde (730 milliliters} of must wines and by 26 
cents on a bottie (7% mWitefi) of liquor. 

The state Ctaeral Fund woul3 tecelva ail of the 
m a a t  from tke higher M, The mewwe plaqs the 
new tax ram in tk State Cdnttihtion. The Le&&turs 
could increase, bu: not reduce, taxer on alcoholic 
beverages in Pppe hme. 

Conflicts t&th 0 t h  Mmreu on this Ballot. This 
meaxre contains fzoguage rWing how conflict6 between 
i t  and two other measures on this ballot are to  be 
resolved. 

Proposition 134, The Alcohol Tax Act of 1990, also 

e dh#8Ut# Gn fhk 5d&b It 

d go UP by 9 ~n R six-pack of k t ,  by 4 

would impose additional taxes on alcoholic 
beverages, although at rgtes higher than tiiose 
imposed by this . zx ; r~~c .  if Proposition is dro  is 
approved, ?air measure states &hat d1 of tha 
p:ovisions in Ae masure with the !rrgest n u d m  of 
votes wi!l take effect. md none of the provhcm ci 
the other measure wiil take effect. Ike iegd d e c :  ~i 
this l e n j p p  Q urrccthiin. This is because the State 
Constitution currently requires that on!y she 
Confi'icrlno pravisions oi the rneasiire chat rcc.?',vr?s 
the greatm vote prw&. 
Proposition i s ,  the Tasqxiyers' 3?& to '.'rite ,ic: of 
1990, requires that any aew or increased "speoid 
taxes" 4th respect to personal pwprty Se f q e s d  
on the valus of the prope~ty. While-the memirig af 
the- prwisioas in Propcsitfon 136 is uncertdn, they 
may Ix ht-reted to prohibit new per-unit s p e 4  
tares on cigarettes, dcoholtc beverages, and ccher 
items. However, Proposition 126 'h,mcw a *'gewrd 
tax" on units (gallons) of alcoholic bc;c:a;dc?t. In 
addition, tbe meame states that it L* exempt from 
the provisions of The Ttixppym' Right b Vote Act of 
1990. 

Fiscal FJW 
The higher alcohol taxes imposed by this measure 

of about $70 million in 1990-9: (part year) and s h u t  
8196 nillion in 3981-92 (first full yeer). These umounts 
include increased state sales tax revenue (32 nrilJioa in 
i991-42) that occurs because the sales tax B ievfed on tFIe 
total price of alcoholic beverages, including dcuhofzc 
beverage taxes. Similarly, Iocd sdcs tax revenues wuid 
increase by about $1.6 million annually statewide. The 
amount of revaues after 1951-92 wiU depend on trends 
in alcohol sales. The measure increases the stare's 
cmstitutional spending limit to includt- the addftiond tzx 
rtwenue. 

Under exfsting requirements of the State Consdtuthm, 
public arhsols and community colleges may receive 
approximately 41 percent of the additional revenues 
from the taxer imposed by this measure. Whether this 
occurs in m g  year wi!l depend upau which oi the 
formulas ured to determine the sta:e funcbg guarantee 
is in effect t h t  year. 

wodd milt in additional state k e r d  Fund rev- d X W 8  

c90 
1 4  
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Alcoholic Beverages. Taxes. 
Legislative Constitutional Amendment 

Argument in Favcr of Proposition 126 



P.6 , 
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Alcoholic Beverages. Taxes. 
Legislative Constitutional Amendment 

Argument Against Propodtion 1% 

Bebuttn) to Argument Agdnst Proposition 126 
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PROPOSITSON 134 
Analysis of Impact on Cities 

Proposition 134 is an initiative statute and constitutional 
amendment (increased revenues outside the Appropriations W t )  that addresses the need 
fol additiond mnuc for drug and atcoho1 problems. It is referred to as the Nickcl-a- 
Drink ibitiative. Proposition 130 is a competing measure to Proposition 126. 

Fropidon 134 would raise the surtax on 'beer from 4 to 57 cents 
a won, on most wines from 1 cent to $1.29 a gall06 and on distilled spirits from $2.00 tb 
$8.40 per @on. It is t5timatrA that Prqmdtion U4 would generate ap mimately $360 
ndwoa in the remaibder of fiscal year 1990.91 and 3760 million in 1991- &. The measure 
gaamtms that the current k e l  of state funding would remain a! the cunent leveels for 
Uasthg state in f ie  areas of kSIt5, mental bealtb, faw enforcement, social service 
a d  d q  and alcohol abuse prevention and treatment, with annual arijustment~ far 
pcpukthn and cost  increase^. The revenue raised from the surtax would be in addition to 
this state M w  Surtax revenue would be devoted to emergency medial and t r a m  care 
tnatment, enforcement, mental health and other health aqd social services. iocal and 
state law endolcemtnt w d d  receive twentysne percent of the proceeds fipm Proposition 
134. Fie percent, of the 21 rant, would be distn'buted to cities, based op their 
population, d fifty percent & buted to counties. "his money would be for the 
enforcement of haws prohibitin DUI of alcoholic beverages or any other drug and for the 

and county rccreatioa and park programs that address alcohol and other drug impacts on 
public prb and facilities, S?ate and local saies tax revenue would also increase. 

Under Proposition 134, twenty om percent of the revenues would be 
devoted to IocaI programs a stated above. Another lesser amount would be available for 
parks and recreatiOn programs. A statewide cme'gency medical air tramsportation network 
would be developed. Local sales taxes would rnaease as a result of Proposition 134 
becaust of the in& cost of alcoholic beverages. The measure would presumably result 
in decreased drug and alcohol abuse in cities. 

dbrcement ofdmhof- and o & r drug-related laws. Amounts will also be devoted to city 

The 'League 'has existing policies supporting the 
need for increased drug prevention and enforcement programs, both at the state and local 
levels. The League also supports additional financial assistance from the state for such 
program The League generally has opposed earmarking go state funds, similar to the 
p&oa of Propitior- 134 to guarantee current levels of state funding for a variety of 
state pfograms. 

Issue: ' 0 U t  position, if any, shouid the League take on Proposition 134? Is this an 
appropriate way to raise revemc for anti-drug programs? Are there potential problems 
with using tbe Sates tax approach outwighed by the need for increased funding at the local 
level? How should the League resolve two possible conflicting policies - namely the 
suppon for increased funding at the state and local level for drugrelated programs with 
opposition to earmarking or' state funds. (This measure also is being reviewed by the 
Community Services Committee and ikvcn:ie and Taxation Committee). 

Committee Reccmmendatlon: 

2 8  
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Alcohol Surtax. Constitutional Amendwent, 
Initiative Statute 

P.8 

-d 
Cwrmtly. the state taxes dcohoiic beverages at the 

rate of 31 pa galan on liquor (drttrUed spirits), 4 cents 
per @on oa beer, d I cent per galIm 011 most wines. 
This year, the state will cdleet about $128 million from 
these tpxcs Most of tbe revenue (76 percent) will come 
from the tax m liquor. Tkse rfvenucr go into the state's 
General Fund to pay for eduatha, health, welfnrc, and 
other govcrnmcnt programs. 

pmporrt 
This m c t ~ ~ f c  ha four major parts: 

Atcohor Surtax It impom a m-4  tax collected 
in addition to tbe existing state dcobo: w 4 n  bee., 
wine, md liquor. 

0 Requirenunu fm Spmdiw the Surtax R m n w s .  It 
creates the Alcohol S u m  Fund into which d surtax 
revenues wouic! be deposited. It also tpec!Aes how 
this w - 7  would 3c spent. 

a G'uoranresd Funding Lcvd for E x i s t i n g  Store 
Pwmms. In addinon to specifying hou the new 
rebenues from. the surtax would be spent. the 
mesure establishes a guaranteed funding lwei for 
certuin existing stats pro t a m .  Specifi;ai:y, I: 

reqUJfeS thb state tc keep t Bh t fundisg fur d 5t.oad 

44 

variety of bealth, mental health. law eniorccment, 
social services, and drug and alcohol abuse 
prevention and treament programs at their 1939-90 
funding ievcls plus annual adjustments for 
population and cost increases. 
Conflict Wfth Anothe Msanrrs m This Ballot. It 
contains language stating bow a conflict with 
mother ~lesi0pm"e on his Mot it to be resolved. 

Alcohol Surtaxes. This rncmrc adds surtaxes to the 
existing state tax OD beer, wine, and liquor beginning 
January 1, 1991. The new surtaxes would increase the 
state tax on beer from 4 cents to 57 cents per gellon, the 
tax for molt wines would increase from 1 cent to S1.29 
per gallon, and the t a x  on !qaor would increase from 32 
to $6.40 per gpiion. h~ a result, taxes would go up by 30 
cents on a six-pack of beer, by 25 cents on a bottle (750 
milliliters) of most wines, and by $12'7 on a bottle (750 
milliliters) of iiquor. 

H o u  SurtGx jict.enuee Will be Span:. The measure 
requires the Kate t3 spend the revenues from the surta  
fcr the f o l l o ~ ~ n g  purposes: 

A l c o h o l  u n d  Drug A b u s e  i r e v r i l l i n n  and 
Treiztrncrzt Twenty-lour perccnt o l  thc rcvenues 
wou!d be csed for alcohol and drug otube preventio:i 
snd treatment scwices. 

29  cm 
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Alcohol Surtax. Constitutional Arnendmez,.~ 
Initiative statute 

Rebuttal tc Argument in Favor of Proposition 134 



P . l l  . 

Alcohol Surtax. Consti; dional Amendment, 
Initiative Statute 

J ,t Proposition 134 

Rebuttrl to Argument Agninst Prcgosition 134 
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SEPTEMBER 21,1990 

Special Repors" 
CALIFORNIA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE - 

Overview of November Ballot Propositions 
Following are brief summaries of the 28 measures that will appear on the November ballot. The arguments pro and coa arc based on 
arguments submitted for the voters' pamphlet. 

Proposition 124 

AIlows the Legislature to lwthorize local 
Public FinancC. 

hospital distrim to acquire and own 
stock of coq)orations that engage in m y  
health can-tclated husimss. subject to 
the same 3bligationS and liabilities as m 
imposed on all other stockholders in 

pfaced On BaJW By: ACA 29 (Leslie). 
Chamber PositSon: No Position 

ihese corporations. 

Proposi!ion 125 
Motor Vehicle Fuels. Tax Revenues. 
Exclusive Public Mass Transit Guide- 
ways 
luthoriw use of motor vehicle f&l tax 
revenues for the acquisition of rail 
transit vehicles ..nd n i l  tnnsit q u i p  
ment which operate only on exclusive 
public mass transit guideways. 
Placed On Ballot By: ACA 32 (Costa). 
Chamber Position: Supprl 

Arguments For: tools their competitors alrrady have. 
Arguments Against: 1. Allowing hosDita1 districts to 

acquire and o k  skck in health-related 
businesses will allow district hospitals 
the Oppawnty for joint ventwes and 
parmerships; d s  use of economic and 
innovative ways to broaden services; and 
the ability to compete on equal ground 
with private hospitals. 

2. This mea~iln grants district 
hospitals ways of operating more 
efficiently, by giving them .some of the 

~ 

Arguments For: 
1. By allowing state and local 

agencies flexibility to use existing mil 
funds for the most necessary rail capital 
improvements, this measure will 
increase efficiency. 

2. By providing more seats. an addi- 
tional funding source for equipment und 
allowing trains to run more often. the 
initiative will benefit rural and urban 
parts of the srate and continue to reduce 
gridlock on overburdened freeways. 

Proposition 126 
The Alcohol Abuse and Drug Edaca- 
tion Tax Act of 1990. 
Imposes excise tax and excise surtax on 
beer, wine and distilled spirits. as 
specified. that would supercede such 
taxes previously imposed and would be 
in lieu of all county. city or district taxes 
on the sale of alcoholic beverages. 
Placed on Ballot By: ACA 38 (Cone=). 
Chamber Position: Support 
Arguments For: 

1. The measure. sdpported by a broad 
bipartisan coalition of educators. alcohol 

abuse experts. taxpayer adwcates. 
fanners. and other community leaders, 
would help prevent alcohol abuse among 
childten by allocating nearly $1 billion 
to xhools over a 10-ycar period. 

2. Funds nised by !his measure could 
be used effectively in such programs as 
hiring new officers to increase drunk 
driving patrols; treating alcoholics in 
trauma centers and mental health 
facilities: curing alcoholics in rehabilita- 
tion and recovery programs: 3nd 
stepping up the war on illegal drug use 
and alcohoi abuse. 

3. The money raised by this proposi- 

Propositicn 127 
Property Taxation. Sew Construction 
Zxclusion. 
Allows Legislature to exclude from 
"new constrxtion" t!ie construction or 
installation of seismic retrofitting 
improvements or improvements using 
earthquake-hazard relief technologies. 

Qualified improveinents would be 
defined by the Legislature. 
Placod On Ballot By: SCA 33 (Rogers). 
Chamber Position: No Position 
Arguments For: 

1989 earthquake, it is much less expen- 
sive to strengthev buildings than to pay 
for the consequences of economc 

1. As confirmed by the October 17. 

- 
I. No govemmmt agcncies can own 

2. Unlike private hospitals. pblii 
hospitals do no! make decisions to make 
a profit for their investors. therefore, 
public hospitals do not competc with 
private hospitals and should not do so in 
order to kcep :he stock market private. 

r w p r a t c  SmCk and allowing hospital 
districtstodososctsa'badprccedcnt L { 

ir 

f 

Arguments Against: 
1. Since gasoline tax revenues would 

be reduced by the amount of reduced 
automobile use (resulting from incrrased 
transit utiJiza!ion), taxes would have to 
be raised to make up for the shortfall. 

2. The proposition requires millimns 
of Californians who will never have 
access to the tax-funded mass tnnsit 
facilities to pay for those who live 011 
public mass transit routes. 

tion comes strictly from a tax on beer. 
wine and distilled spirits; not one penny 
comes from income. sales or other taxes. 
Arguments Against: 

I .  New tax revenues from this 
measure will be deposited in the state 
general fund. to be spent 31 the discretion 
of the mte Legislature. 

1. Nothing will be done to adaress the 
negative impacts and costs of alcohol 
abwc to California taxpayers. 

3. This initiative does not guaraniee 
funding for .ilcohol and drug use educn- 
tion. program? affected by alcohol abuse 
o r  enforcemerir of drunk driving laws. 

disruption. demolition. rebuilding and 
even deaih. 

1. The insignificact loss of property 
tax revenue in the short term is a small 
and fair price to pay for long-term 
earthquake sdfety. 
Arguments Against: 
None filed. 
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fiatu& Environment. Public Health. 
Bonds. Initiative Statute. 
Also r e f e d  to as the Hayden initiative 
and "Big Green." Requires rrgulation of 
pesticides to ensun food and agricultural 
Work# safety, phases out the we of 
canccr-causing pesticides and chemicals 
(thought to atplea the ozone layer) on. 
food W d d  nqUin rrduction in'. 
emissions of conm'buting to global 
wanning and -ire oil spill pmtntion 
and contingency plans. Establishes an 
office of statewide environmmtal'- '.I - 
advocate, to be elacted "in Wanid ' *  

manner as the Governor" to impla:;$nt * 

the measmi. and to enforce "all the laws 
of the State of California relating to 
environmental research and public 
health" Appropriates $40 million for 
e n v i m t a l  m h  and authorizes 
the salt of $300 mY!h in general * 

Obiigation bonds for ancient redwoods 
acquisition and forestry projects. 
Pmponenk Tom Hayden. U o y d  
Connelly. Alben H. Mey~rhoff, Bob 

MulhIlan& Uichacl Picker. Cad Pope 
and John Y- Van de Kamp. 
chamber Position: oppose 
A ~ m e a t s  For: 

1. In 1985 the National Center for 
Health Statistics issued a study stating 
;hat overall medical cosu for cancer in 
California exceed $7 billion a year. The 
initiative will save billions of dollars in 

ing Wiomians from toxic chemical 
pollution of air; water and food. ' 

2. While phasing out chemisls that 
destroy the ozone layer. cancet-causing 
pesticides on food, and toxic-chemical 
contamination in drinking and coastal 
waters, the initiative will provide $40 
million for research on safer substitutes. 
Arguments AgaW. 

1. New regulations would cause food 
prices to escalate by 30 pemnt; elecaic- 
ity by 20 percent; and gasoline by 60 
cents per gallon. 

2. The measure includes the quiva- 
lent of 12 pieces of legislation; there an 
!oo many important issues to be voted on 
together. 

health  an and mcrg~  COSU by protect- 

3. The initiative would give W. 
authority over all environmental issues 
to a single individual. would create the 
potential for thousands of new lawsuits 
zgainst state and local govcmmcnts, and 
would force businesses 10 comply with 
hundrects of new government regula- 
tions. 
4. Many provisions in this initiative 

duplicate existing law, depend on 
scientific applications yet to be dcvel- . 
oped or mimic legislation that failed last 
year. For example: supponcrs propose to 
cancel al! canccr-causing ingredients by 
January 1996, *d the California 
Department of Food and Agriculrwc 
already is reviewing all pesticides to 
eliminate those known to cause cancer, 
the initiative q u i r e s  scientists to 

halons (blamed for the opening in the 
ozone layer) by 1997, and there seein to 
be no viable options to these refriger- 
mts. coolants and solvents at this time. 

produce an altemative to CFCS and 

Proposition 129 
Crimes. Taxation. Bonds. Initiative 
Constitutional Amendment and 
Statute. 
Appropriates $561 million in I991 to 
state and local governments for drug 
mforcrnnent and wtatment. and for 
gang-related purposes, with additional 
funds allocattd in subsequent years. 
Raises funds by confcning state 
corporate tax laws with federal tax laws 
and authorizing the sale of $740 million 
in general obligation bonds for drug 
abuse. cortfinement and ;reatmen1 
facilities. Includes Proposition 115 

provisions related to criminal justice and 
removes right to privacy in state 
Constitution that limits criminal defen- 
dants' rights to those granted by the U.S. 
Supreme Court through its interpretation 
of the federal Constitution. 
Proponent: John Van de Kamp. 
Chamber Position: Oppose 
Arguments For: 

1. 7 k  initiative provides funding for 
needed drug enforcement agents. 

2. I1 clarifies ambiguous language in 
current law that protects a woman's iight 
to an abonion in California. 

3. Closing state corporate tax loop- 
holes will raise $220 million to fight 

drugs every year for the next eight years. 
Arguments Against: 

1. Corporate tax loopholes already 
have been closed as part of tCc budget- 
baianckg process this year: no new 
funds remain. 

2. Earmarking new tax dollars is bad 
public policy. 

3. The need for the initiative is 
questionable since voien just approved a 
$450 million bond act for prisons in 
June. 

Proposition 130 
Forest Protection. Timber Harvesting. 
Bond Act. Initiative Statute. 
Authorizes issuance of $742 million in 
general obligation bonds to fund a 10- 
year state acquisition program and 
limited loaing moratorium, permitting 
pub;ic acquisition of designated ancient 
forests providing wildlife habitat. 
Requires state-fundrd compensation. a 
retraining program for togpen displaced 
by new regulations. wi:dlife surveys and 
miligation nieasvres. .Among otller 

provisions. the measure limits timber- 
cutting practices. logging sites and 
burning of forest residues. 
Proponent: Thomas Lippe. 
Chamber Position: Oppose 
Arguments For: 

I .  The proposition prevents global 
warming by preserving big trces which 
absorb carbon dioxide and provides jabs 
by pmranteeing a lasting timber supply. 

2. The measure was writI.cn by 
forestry experts and is supported by 
more than lo(! iavironmcntal and civic 
orp.mit;itions. 

Arguments Against: 
I .  By reducing timber harvesting by 

70 percent. the measure puts more than 
100.00 Californians out of work. 

harvest approval process. results in a 
buildup of hazardous forest debris 
(which could lead to catastrophic fires) 
a d  significantly incrcaws consumer 
prices for new iomes. timher and p p e ~  
products. 

7. The initiative politicizes the timber 
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Expands the restrictions on lobbying 
activities by former elected officids. 
Proponents: John Van de Kmp. John 
R. Phillips and Tom McEnery. 
Cbamber Position: Oppose 
Arguments For: 

1. Proposition 131 gives people with 
diffeient viewpoints, including women 
and minorities. ?he oppominity to run for 
political office. 

2. The initiative puts an end ;o special 
interest contributions by pjircing snict 
limits on contributions. 

3. Proposition 131 euablisha 
voluntary puhlic financing. at no cost to 
the taxpayer, for cmpaigns that provide 
matching funds for crurdidates who ~ r l  
for office. thereby ending candidates’ 
dependence on powerful lobbyists and 
wealthy interests. 
Arguments Against: 

1. With !he creation of a rax8mded 

campaign fund. Proposition 131 will 
shift to political campaigns millions in 
tax dollars now used for education, 
prisons and health care, The programs 
must ccatinue to be funded or vital 
services will bc cut. 

2. The measure doesn’t limit cam- 
paign spending: it allows for tax J o l h  
to be matched with contributions. 

3. The Deparrment of Finance and 
legislative analyst estimate statc general 
fund nvenw will drop by 312 million 
becausc Proposition 131 permits a tax 
return checkoff of $5 to go for campaign 
funding. 

Resources. Initiative Constitu- 

within three miles of Southern 
CaRifomia coastal waters between PQint 
~ ~ ~ ~ e ~ ~ o  and thc Mexican border. 
Between Jmpluary 1.1991 and December 
3 1 ~ lt993. the use of gill nets or trammel 
nets in the zone would be subject to an 
additional permit with fees ranging from 
$250 in 1991 to 51.OOO in 1993. Starting 
January I ,  1994, use of gill or tramnel 
nets within the zone would bc pmhib- 

Proposition 133 
Drug Enforcement and Prevention. 
Taxes. Prison Terms. Initiative 
Statute. 
Increases state sales and use taxes one- 
half cent for four years besinning with 
the 199 1-92 fisca! year. Deposits money 
in a “safe streets hind” to be used ior 
antidrug education (42 percent). ailti- 
drug law enforcement (40 percent). 
prisons and jails (:ii percent) and drug 
treatment (8 percent). Seeks lo prohibit 
early release of persons convicted twice 
3r murder; manslaughter. rare or other 

sexual assault; mayhem: sale. I Jssession 
for sale. transportation or manufxturing 
of large amounts of drugs. selling drugs 
t o  minors on schoolgrounds or p!ay- 
ground.\: or usin.! minors to sc,l drugs. 

ited. Reveriues from permit fees pwvide 
compenswion to fishermen f x  the loss 
of permits after January 1. 1994. 
Proponent: Doris Allen. 
Chamber Position: No Position 
Argument5 For: 

1. According to the U.S. Marine 
Mammal Commission. 72 percent of all 
fish species caught in gi!! nets have no 
commercial or economic value. 

2. Gill nets broken free of their 
fishing boats (ghost nets) take 400 years 
to biodegrade and hnve already been 
banned along ik coasts of Canada. 
Oregon and Washington. 

Proponent: Leo McCanhy. 
Chamber Posifion: Oppose 
Arguments For: 

1. Proposition 133 provides mox 
funding for anti-drug education and law 
enforcement programs and takes away 
early release and good behavior credits 
for repeat violent crime offenders. 

2. The half cent sales tax money 
woulU bc used cpecitically for purposes 
stated above a d  not be diverted for 
anything else. 

3. This measure. endorsed by many 
major law enforcement organizations in 
the state, will put thousands more police 
officers on the street. 
Arguments Against: 

:irids is  bad public policy. 
1 .  Earmarking statcw;de sales tax 

2. The sales tax is traditionally 

Arguments Against: 
1. This measure will incmiuc Califor- 

nia’s imports of fish from other nations. 
2. Gill nets arc used safely offshore 

Oregon. Washington. Canada and central 
and southern California: they are used in 
San Francisco Bay. Tomales Bay, 
Hvmboldt Bay and the Klamath River. 

. ,  

considered a revenue source for the 
general fund. Becaure Proposition 133 
earmarks the funds it raises. other 
programs will have to be cut to comply 
with the Proposition 98 guarantee that 
K-14 educatiol? receive 42 percent of 
general fund monies. . 

3. After four years. this proposed 
saks tax may be revoked, but the 
programs must continue to be funded. 
much to the deiri.nctnt of other slate 
progmms. such as care for the elderly. 
health care and higher education. 
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Alcohol Surtax Fund. Initiative 
Constitutional Amendment and 
statute. 
Imposes an additional tax on alcohol 
products(3 cents per 12 OWKYS of beer. 
five ou~lccs of wine, t h e  ounces of 
fortified wine. one ounce of distilled 
spirits and an additional per unit floor 
stock tax). Resulting revenues would be 
deposited in the newly created Alcohol 
Surtax Fund to be appropriated for. 
m 1 g  other things. alcohd and drug 
abuse pievention, treatment and recov- 

ery programs. emergency meriical care. 
community mental health pmgnms. 
child abuse and domestic violence 
prevention training and victim servke. 
alcohol and drug-related law enforce- 
ment costs. The funds are to be suppie- 
mental and not meant to replace existing 
funds. This measure is also called t l r  
Connelly initiative. 
Proponent: Andrew hlcGuire. 
Chamber Position: Oppose 
Arguments For: 

mentally ill and homeless pmons also 
have alcohol and drug prob!ems. 

1. Approximately 33 percent of dl 

2. This measure targets the heavy 
drinkers. the drunk drivers and alcohol 
abusers who cause most ef tile deaths 
;md injuries attributable to alcohol. 
Arguments Against: 

1. hiposition 134 continues the trend 
toward tkrllot box budgeting by e;umark- 
ing the funds it nises. 
2 This aiea~ure penalizes all Califor- 

nians by locking in 51.2 billion in 
current state spending and relying on tax 
hcrems to fcnd annual budget in- 
Crr;rses. 

Pesticide Regulation. Initiative 
statute. 
Pmposes to expard the state program for 
monitoring pesticide residue in produce 
and processed foods. Mandates review of 
cancercausing pesticides. establishes 
state training and information programs 
for pesticide wets, creates new and 
modifies existing pesticide-related state 
advisory panels. crwfts a state-ap- 
pointed advocate to coordinate pesticide 
policies and p v i d e s  for state disposal 
of unregkted pesticides. Appropriates 
$5 million annually through 1995 for 
pesticide rrsearch. Provides that. in the 

case of competing perticide-related 
initiatives on the ballot. the pesticide- 
enforcement provisions of the m*ilsure 
rec *ring L !  most votes supmede 
sii.,. ..u provisions of the othcr. Spon- 
sored by the agricultural community 3s 
an altemativ? to.ple,Hayden initiative. it 
is known +cqREEuL. 
Proponens: David L. M m .  Joe1 
Nelsen. Dennis H. Merwin. Bob & Vice 
and Leland H. Ruth. 
Chamber Position: Support 
Arguments For: 

agree :he best cancer prevention is a 
healthful diet tich in fresh fruits and 
vegetables. 

1. Doctors. scientists ;urd nutritionists 

2. By providing $25 million to 
develop safe alternative pest control 
methods, Proposition 135 can help 
p v i j e  an affordable and wholesome 

programs for food safety iuui environ- 
mental protcction. 
Arguments Against: 

1. Most of Proposition 135 repeats 
what is already California law. 

2. The cost of pesticide testing will be 
shifted from the pesticide industries to 

3. The measure delays urgently 
needed pesticide refonn by creating a 
slow and ambiguous process. 

food supply. 
3. Proposition 135 establishes I5 new 

the mpyer.  

Prpriosition ., I36 
State. Local Taxation. Initiative 
Constitutional A d m m t .  
Kequim that any new tax or any 
increases L cxisting state general or 
special taxes be appoved by two-thirds 
of each bouse of the Irgislature. New 
taxes or tax incrcasn enacted by the 
initiative would require majority vote of 
voters vhng  foi gcnenl tzxes. a two- 
thirds vole for special mes. Among 
other things, restricts use of loczl special 
taxes to purposes for which they were 
imposed, limits tax raw on new state 

personai property taxes and extends to 
charter counties power of voters to 
increase local genenl taxes by majority 
vote. Provides for new state and local ad 
Valorem. sales and transaction taxes on 
real property. Provides for temponry 
exception for state and local taxes for 
disiister relief. Also known as the 
Taxpayers Right to Vote Initiative. 
Proponents: Joel Fox and Richard 
Gann. 
Chamber Position: Support 
Arguments For: 

1. By giving taxpayers the right to 
vote, Proposition 136 will make it mcjrt 

difficult for politicinns to use special 
taxes as a means of getting around the 
t;ur limitarions of Proposition 13. 

2. Each year individual California 
households pay tax increases of more 
t f m  $1,350 this measure pmtecs 
individuak from such increases. 
Arguments Against: 

1. Roposition 136 makes it IwZddy 
impossible to raise excise taxes. such a.. 
those on alcohol and cigarettes. and 
eliminates accountability to taxpayers. 

2. The initiative tries to wipe out any 
other measure on the ballot which does 
not follow its special interest rules. 

Proposition 137 
Initiative and Referendum Process. 
Initiative Constitutional Amendment. 
Requires voter approval of any st;itutc' 
that "provides the manner in which 
statewide or k~caf initiative or referen- 
durn petitions are circdated. presented 

or certified." A!so requires voter 
approval of any statute that prescribes 
tlis manner in which initiatives and 
referenda arc subniittrd to voters. 
Proponent: Joel Fox. 
Chambei. Position: No Position 
Argument For: 

The measure is necessary to protect 

~~ 

people's votes before any changes are 
made in the initiative procew. 
Argument Against: 

This initiative would prevent the 
Legislature from pasing laws to protect 
the pcoplc - s:opping misleading 
initiative campaign practices - without 
costly billriers and years of delay. 
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Proposition 138 
Forestry Program Timber Harvest- 
ing. Bond Act. Initiative Statute. 
Authorizes a $300 rnilliort general 
obligation bond issue to support a loan/ 
grant p p  Limits timber cutting 
practices and requires state-approved 
timber and wildlife management plan on 
timberIands exceeding 5.000 acres. 
Mandares wi!dlife resources and tinber- 
land studies, allows state acquisition of 
specified timberiands and bars forced 
purchase of others for a 10-year period. 
tntroduced ;is an alternative to PmpOSi- 
tion 130, Sponsored by the timber 
industry. 

Propoacat: George A. Craig. 
Chamber Position: Support 
Arguments For: 

1. lbis measure strikes a balance 
between mvironnrstal. human and 
ecoMwnic concerns by banning chrcut -  
tifig. enacting a massive tree-planting 
program imposing strict forest manage- 
ment sqplations. keeping timber harvest 
decisions away from politicians and 
expanding state parks. 
2. Timber b e s t  rrductions under 

Proposition 138 are far less than those 
&at would be caused by Proposition 130. 

licensed professional foresters. wildlife 
biologists and other experts in forestry. 

3. The measure is supported by 

Arguments Against: 
I. Proposition 138 abolisha rhe forest 

reforms and pmtections of h o p i t i o n  
130. 

2. The mcasurr incstascs the chance 
of global warming by allowing the 
increased d c s m i o n  of forests. 

3. This proposition is opposed by 
morc than 100 environmental groups. 
including the Sierra Club, Planning and 
Conservation Ltaguc. Audubon Society 
chapters and the California League of 
conservation voters. 

ate Labor. Tax Credit. 
Inl!btive Constitutional Amendment 
and statute. 
Permits staie prison and county jail 
officials to contract with public entities. 
profit or non-profit organizations. 
businesses and entities for prison labor. 
except in strikes or lockouts. Adds 
statutes requiring the state prison 
director to establish joint venture 
propnms for employment of inmates. 
!mate wages would be comparable to 
non-inmate wages for similar work and 
bc subject to deductions for taxes. mom 
and bard.  lawful restitution fines or 
victim compensstion. and family 
support. Allows inmate employers a 10 
percent tax m d i t  against specified state 
taxes. 

Proponest: George Deukmejian. 
Chamber M t i o n :  Support 
Aqpments For: 

1. Rim inmates employed in the 
program will reimburse the state or 
county for P portion of their room and 
b o d  pay ftdcnl. state and local ~axes; 
and provide testitution to crime victims. 

2. Studies show that such pmgnms 
keep inmates out of prison once they are 
back in society. For every inmate not 
returning to prison. taxpayers would 
save $20.000 a year and there would be 
fewer crime victims. 

3. Inmate employment supports the 
emerging California industries and 
creatcs jobs now being exported over- 

4. The inmate labor program is 
patterned after a California youth 
authority program resulting in $227,000 

seas. 

paid to victims. $345,000 toward mom 
and board costs, $181.0 for income 

ers returning to the system This four- 
year-old proem has had no security 
problems. 
Arguments Against: 

1. Private employrncnt of prisoners 
could lead to tompetition with labor 
unions and small business owners for 
workforce retention. 

job training. 

taxes and P lower rate of repeat offwid- 

2. The initiative has no provision for 

Proposition 140 
Terms of Mi. Legislators Retire- 

' ment. Legislative Operating Costs. 
initiative Constitutional Amendment. 
Limits stare senators. all statewide 
elected officers (except the Insurance 
Commissioner). and members of the 
Board of Equalization to two terms. Also 
limits members of the Assembly to three 
terms. and requires legislators to partici- 
pare in federal Social Security and 
precludes accrual of orher pension and 
retirement benefits resulting from 
legislative service. In addi~ion, i t  would 
limit the Legislature's expenditures for  
compensation and for operating and 
equipment costs to amount spcified in 
the measure. 

Proponent: Peter F. Schabarum. J.G. 
Ford. Jr. and Lewis K. Uhler. 
Chamber Position: No Position 
Arguments For: 

1. Proposition 140 means there will 
be no morc lifetime legislators who have 
developed cozy relationships with 
special interests. 

pensions for legislators 

competitive elections. 
Arguments Against: 

1. By preventing Icgislators from 
returning to office after two terms. 
Proposition IN in effect takes away 
from voters their right to select whom- 
ever the): wish 10 represent them. 

same; the competent and dedicated are 
lumped together with those who are not. 

3. Proposition 140's retirement 
provisions him qualified officeholders 
whc are not rich and have to provide 
economic security for their families. 

2. The measure ends extravagant 

3. Limiting terms will create more 

2. Thc measure treats everyone the 
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Proposition 149 
Toxk Chemfcal Discharge. Public , 

Aser#its. Legislative Statute. 
Exends the requimnents and civil 
PeDdty provisions of Proposition 65 to 
fedrral, a t e  and local government 
ageacicS and w a r  systems serving the 
public. The warning requirements are 
e W v e  November 1Y91. and prohibi- 
tiam against discharges am effective 
July 1992. Restrictions not applicable to 
public sewage treatment plants. Provides 
exeqtkms to drinking water requite- 

ment. covering such cases as chemicals 
that arc present due to storm water 
runoff and chemicals put into drinking 
water for public Mth pur~3ses. Also 
exempts chemical rek- nsulting 
from public agency's response !o an 
emergency. such as finfighting. 
Placed On Ballot By: SB 65 (Kopp). 
Chamber Position: No i%sitfon 
Arguments For: 

&odd bc accmntable for the samc 
provisions that Ropi t ion  63 rcquim 
for the private secto:. 

1. Public agencies and public offtcids 

2. l l ie business commvnity bears the 
burden and expense of added restrictions 
to offs:t emissions of unregulated public 
agencies. 
Arguments Against: 

1. Drinking water already is regulated 
extrisively to protcct puhiic health. 

2. Propwition 141 may lead to water 
shortages because it makes no allow- 
ances for the kmficial use of chlorine. 

Arguments For: Arguments Againsl: 
1. Since its beginning in 1921. the 

Cal-Vct home and fium laan program 
has becn cntirely rif-supporting und 
financial'y safe and :iound. 

jobs. millions of dollars in payroll and 
economic opporutnities fix 511 thc 
industries. 

I. A recession will cause mmy of the 
Proposition 142 
Vc(a0as' Bond Act of 1990. 
M i  fora bond iuuc of S400 
miition to provide farm and home aid for 
W d  veterans. 
phad Qn Ballot By: SB 2755 (Ro- 
gtrs). cawkr Position: support 

veterans who own homes and fanns 
under Cal-Vet to default, koving 
t;upaycrs to f a  the bill. 

by cutting back the size of govmunent. 
reducing taxm and eliminating bwden- 
somc agcwks trying to mate @bs. 

2. The loans generate lhousands of 2. The CcWIomy call be r r J i V e d  only 

Proposition 143 
Higbw Education FaciliFics Bond Act 
dNorvcnber 1990. 
Provides for a bond issue of $450 
milk to fund constructiodimprovc- 
tnun of facilities for the University of 
Cdifania. the Cdifomia State Univer- 
sity. t& California community collrps. 
Hasings College of the Law, the 
CpIilania Maritime Academy, and off- 
c8c1pos facilities of the California State 

University approved by university 
mstm mi or before July 1. 1990. 
Placed On Ballot By: AB 2479 (Noh).  
Chamber PmiuMI: Sup- 
Arguments For: 

1. This  masure will accoinmodate 
increases in student enrollments. &apt 
higher ducation to new technolosy. 
strengthen the state's economy. and 
improve eiuthquake snfcty. 

2. Higher education fwk innovations 
and technoiogical brrakthroughs. 

~ ~~ ~ 

keeping California m the cutting edge of 
ncw industries. 
A q u m t s  Against: 

I. Construction for this measutz could 
be paid for LWI of the billions already set 
aside for the universities in the state 
budget. 

2 Privrte businesses could be encour- 
aged to donate buildings 0s mx-deduct- 
ible contributions. 

Proposition 144 
New R&on Construdlon Bond Act of 
1-B. 
Rovidcs for a bond issue of $456 
m i h  to provide funds to relieve 
ovacrowding in the state's prisons and 
California Youth Authority facilities 

through new construction. 
Placed On Ballot By: A 3  524 (Mumy). 
Chamber Position: Support 
Argument For: 

1. Overcrowding is a serious threat to 
public and prison staff safety. 

2. 'Ihis measure will provide funds to 
remove the criminal element from t\e 

Pqmitioar 145 
c.litornia Housing Bond Act of 1990. 
W i s h e s  a housing program addrcss- 
ing the housing crisis in California by 
authorizing the use of funds from the 
First-Time Home BI vers Bond Act of 
1982. under wthich b* votcrs of this st:iIc 
aulhorizrd ;I bond mu: of SlW million 
to p v i d e  financial assistancc 10 first- 

time homrbuyers. providing for a bond 
issue of 5 I25 million to fund a housing 
and earthquake safety program. 
Placed On Ballot B!; ;B 2456 
( Maddy 1. 
Chamber Position: Support 
Arguments For: 

doitblcd in thc last diu-adc and ihis 
mcasurc u i l l  maLC homrcw nerhhip 3 

1. Housing prices in California have 

neighborhoods and keep i t  &hind bars. 
Argument Against: 

1, Funds for prisons reduce dloca- 
tions €or programs to help redu, hure  
criminal behavior. 

2. Prisons do not deter crime or 
rehabilitate offenders. 

reality for many families again. 
2. Many live in msafe. unhealthy 

housing. 
Arguments Aqainst: 

I .  'The measure subsidizes persons 
making over SXO.oo0 n year. 

2. Propodion 145 costs all tanpayers 
530 n12lio:i 3 year for thc next 30 pears 
to pay off the bonds. 
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Arguments For: 
1. Overcrowding hurts kaming. 
2. The bonds arc cost-effective and 

will help schools throughout California 
Arguments A99ind. 

1. Proposition 146 ignores the 
possibility of ShiRing half of public 
school enrollmaa hto private schools 

Proposition 146 
Schoo! Fadlitks Bond Act of 1990. 
,luthorizes a bond issue of $800 million 
to provide capital outlay for construction 
or impvcment  of public schools. 
pIp#d Oa Ballot By: AB 236 (Clutch 
Chamber PosHiOn. Support 

through a voucher system. 

t 72 m i l l i i  annuzlly for payment of 
7rincij;al and interest. 

2. The bonds, when soid will F pic 

Proposition 147 
County Comctlollpl Facility Capital 
Expenditure and Juwnik Facility 
BondAUd199(r. 
Authorizes issuance of $225 million in 
general obligation bonds for the con- 
struction, reconstruction, remodeling. 
replacement and deferred maintenawe 
of county CMTeCtional facilities. juvtnile 
facilities, and youth centers and shelters. 
PIoced0nBallotBy:SB 1094 
(Resley). 

chsmber posltka: suppcrt 
Arguments Fw. 

1. Thcrc is am immediate need for $39 
million in fie. health and safety repairs, 
renovatiom and rrplacement of existing 
juvenik halls and camps. 

2. Youth centers and shelters arc in 
need of more than $100 million, which 
can be funded by this measure. 

3. Counties arc encouraged to match 
funds for additional ConstNction. and a~ 
required to demonsasue adequacy of 
care for mentally ill and inebriated 

7inees. 
,mab*Agai*: 
i. As bag as the g o v b t  0111 

and cpzam jails dKir bddbg d 
upkeep should be a regularly budgd 
e x p d i n u e .  

is exceeding safe kvels. 
2. California's capacity to issue bodr 

Proposition 148 
Water Resources Bond Act G: 1990. 
Provides for a bond issue of $380 
million to provide funds for a water 
resources program. Makes changes in 
the Water Conservation Pond Law of 
1988 relating to administrative fees and 
the California Safe Drinking Water 
Bond Law of 1976 relating to loans. 
Placed On Ballot By: AB 1312 (Fi- 
lante). 

Chamber Positloa: Support ArgumcDts A'gainst: 
Arguments For: 

1. Providing urgently needed funding 
is crucial 10 ensure California's future is 
environmentally and economically 
sound. 

2. Proposition 148 ensues safe 
drinking water. helps clean up rivers and 
streams. expands use of existing water 
supplies. provides assistance to drought- 
stricken areas and builds critical flood 
control projects. 

1. Thc ma01 and cleanup of 
pollution in state waters should k bmr 
by commercial fanning and indw,try. 

2. The water projects will cost abcm 
$684 million in principal and intacst 
over 20 years. 

Proposition 149 
California Park, Recreation and 
Wildlife Enhancement Act of 1990. 
Authorizes issuance of $437 million in 
general obligation bonds for acquisition. 
development, rehabilitation or restora- 
tion of real property for wildlife. park. 
beach. recreation, coastal, historic and 

museum purposes. 
Placed On Ballot By: AB 145 Costa). 
Chamber Position: Oppose 
Argument For: 

Through improving focal parks in 
every community. expandinglimproving 
state parks. protecting important wildlife 
habitat. and benefiting !he coast and 
rivers. this measure meets California's 

increased demands for nxnation d 
protects the environment. 
Argument Against: 

Almost $3 bi!lion is already cornmi 
ted to state and local parks. and hatf rLc 
money has not been spent yet: if this 
measure were passed. the total alloc;laPa 
for CaLfomia's parks would be d y  
$5 bi 11 ion. 

Proposition 150 
County Courthouse Facility Capital 
Expenditure Bond Act of 19%). 
Authorizes issuance of %Or> million in 
general obligation bonds for the construc- 
tion. reconstruction. remodeling. replace- 
ment and deferred niaintenance of C O U ~ I ~ Y  
courthouse facilities. 
Placed Oil Ballot By: .4B 2 IS0 (W. 
Brown). 

Chamber Pusition: Support 
Argumtnts For: 

1. Limited county courthouse 
f;tcilitirs have resulted not only in 
overcrowdipg. but long delays in 
bringing criminals to Justice. 

counties that corriply with strict stan- 
dards. and the Couoty Courthouse 
Facility Capital Expenditure Finance 
C:ommittee will strictly implement and 

2. The bond money will be issued to 

oversee the program. 
Arguments Against: 

I .  The cowthouses are overcroudai. 
not L ,r the lack of facilities. hut b u n  
the ius!ice system rrie5 to controi pqdc 

2. The measure will indenture 
children ard more than double the cost 
of capital improvements through the 
interest paid to bond holders. 
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Chamber Position: Support. argument Against: 
Argument For: 

horn% only 25 percent arc in child can 
l i d  tomeet health andsafety 
standards and less than 10 percent are in 
cam that is d i i d y  subsidized. 

Taxpayers should not pay high bond Proposition 151 
Child Care Facilities Financjag Act of 
1990. children need child care outside the facilities. 
Authorizes sak of $30 million in general 
obligation bonds to provide funds for 
child can facilities. 
Placed On Ballot By: SB 38 (Watson). 

in California 1.5 to 2.5 million interest rates fn'pavidc child 

, 

proposition 124 

Proposition I 3 0  
Proposition 131 

Proposition 132 

Pmp, ,i$w 137 
Proposition 138 

Proposition 140 

i'roposition 141 
Prcyosition 142 
Proposition 143 
Proposition 144 
Proposition 145 
Proposition I46 
Proposition 147 

Proposition 148 

Proposition 149 

Propozition 150 
Proposition 151 

Public Finance. 
Motor Vehicle Fuels. Tax Revenues. Exclusive Public Mass Transit Guideways. 
The Alcohol Abuse and Drug Educ;uiOn Tax Act of 1990. 
property Taxation. New Constvction Exclusion. 
Natural Environment. Public Health. Bonds. Initiative Statute. 
Crimes. Taxation. Bonds. Initiative Con!:itutional Amendmefit and Statute. 
Form Protection. Timber !(awesting. Bond Act. Initiative Statute. 
Govmunent officials. Ethics. Campaign Financing. Initiative Constitutional 
Amendmmt and Statute. 
Marine Resources. Initiative Coiistitutional Amendment. 
Drug Enforcement and Prevention. Taxes. Prison Tenns. Initiative Statute. 
Alcohol Surtax Fund. Initiative Constitutional Amendment and Statute. 
Pesticide Regulation. Initiative Statute. 
State. Local Taxation. Initiative Constitutional Amendment. 
Initiative and Referendum Process. Initiative Constitutional Amendment. 
Forestry Rogram. Timber Harvesting. Bowl Act. Initiative Statute. 
Prison Inmate Labor Tax Credit. initiativc Constitutional Amendment and Statute. 
Terms of Office. Legislators Retirement. Legislative Operating Costs. Initiative 
Constitutional Amepdment. 
Toxic Chemicitl Discharge. Public Agencies. Legislative Statute. 
Veterans. Bond Act of 1990. 
Higher Education Facilities Bond Act of November 1990. 
New P r h n  Construction Bond Act of 1990-B. 
California Housing Bond Act of 1990. 
School Facilities Bond Act of 1990. 
County Correctional Facility Capital Expenditure and JLivenile Facility Bond 
Act of 1990. 
Water Resources Bond Act of 1990. 
Cslifornia Park, Recreation and Wildlife Enhancement Act of 1990. 
County Courthouse Facility Capital Expenditure Bond ACI of 1990. 

Child Care Facilities Financing Act of 19%). 

No Position 

suppp? 
suppoct 

~ No Anition 
oppose 
oppose 
oppose 
opw 


