CITY OF\LODI COUNCIL COMMUNICATION

SUBJECT: Rea/iew of State Ballot Proposition 126 DATE: October 17, 1990 )
and 134

~PREPARED BY: City Clerk
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RECOMMENDED ACTICN: Discussion and appropriate action

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: At an earlier City Council meeting, Mayor Pro Tempore
Hinchman requested that at a Council meeting prior to
November 6, 1990 that a discussion and review be held
regarding Proposition 126 and Proposition 134.

PROPOSITION 126 = The Alcohol Rbuse and Drug Education 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 (Cortese) «
Arguments For:

1. The measure. supported by a broad bipartisan coalition of educators, aicohol
abuse experts, taxpayer advocates » farmers , and other community leaders, would
help prevent alcohol abuse among children by allocating nearly $1 billion to
schools over a 10-year period.

2, Funds raised by this measure could be used effectively in such programs as
hiring new officers to increase drunk driving patrols; treating alcoholics in
trauma centers and mental hkealth facil ities; curing alcoholics in
rehabilitation and recovery programs; and stepping up the war on illegal drug
use and alcohol abuse.

3. The money raised by this proposition comes strictly fam a tax on beer, wine
and distilled spirits; not one penny comes from income, sales or other taxes.

Arguments Against:

1, New tax revenues from this measure will be deposited in the state general
fund, to be spent at the discretion of the state Legislature.

2. Nothing will be done to address the negative impacts and costs of alcohol
abuse to California taxpayers.

3. This initiative does not guarantee funding for alcohol and drug use education,
programs affected by alcohol abuse or enforcement of drunk driving laws.

League of Califcrnia Cities Policy Committees’ (Community Services, Public Safety,
and Revenue and Taxation) position: oppose

California Chamber of Commerce's position: support
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A copy of the full text of information concerning this proposition as contained in
the California Ballot Pamphlet for the November 6, 1930 General Election i1Is
attached.

PROPOSITION 134 - Alcohol Surtax Fund. Initiative Constitutional Amendment and
Statue.

Imposes an additional tax on alcohol products (5 cents per 12 ounces of beer, five
ounces of wine, three ounces of fortified wine, one ounce oOf distilled spirits and
an additional per unit floor stock tax). Resulting revenues would be deposited in
the newly crested Alechol Surtax Fund to be appropriated for,, among other.things,
alcohol and drug abuse prevention, treatment and recovery programs, emergency
medical care, community mental health programs, child abuse and: domestic violence
prevention training and victim service, alcorol and drug-related ‘law enforcement
costs. The funds are to be supplemental and not meant to replace existing funds.
This measure i s also called the Connelly initiative.

Proponent: Andrew McGuire.

Arguments For:

1 Approximately 33 percent of all mentally 11l 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 of the deaths and injuries attributable to alcohol.

Arguments Against:

1 Proposition 134 continues the trend toward ballot box budgeting by earmarking
the funds it raises.

2. This measure penalizes all Californians by locking in $1.2 billion in current
state spending and relying on tax increases to fund annual budget increases.

League of California Cities Policy Committees' (Community Services, Public Safety,
Revenue and Taxation) position: support

California Chamber of Commerce's position: oppose
A copy of the full text of information concerning this proposition as contained in

the California Ballot Pamphlet for the November 6, 1990 General Election is
attached.

Alice M. Reimche
City Clerk
AMR/ jmp

Attachment
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PROPOSITION 126
Analysis of Impact on Cities

Background on Proposal: Proposition 126, a constitutional amendment, was placed on the
ballot by the Legislature (ACA 38). Itis the aicohol industry’s response to Proposition 134,
the so-called Nickel-a-Drink Initiative.

Summary of Proposal: Proposition 126 would increase the state tax, as of March 1,1991
on beer (from 4 to 20 cents a gallon); specified wines (from 1 to 20 centsa ganon?; fortfied
wines (from 2 ©20 cents a gallon); ansgdistiued spirits (from $2.00 to $3.30 agallon). This
additional tax on alcoholicbeverages is estimated to raise approximately $70 million i the
remainder of FY 90-91 and about $195 in FY 91-92. The proceeds from tkis additional tax
would be placed in the State General Fund, Under the provisions of Proposition 98,
approximately 41 percent of these proceeds, once placed I the Genzral Fund, will be
required 10 be passed on to schools.

The measure also includes a provision that if both Propositions 126 and 134 pass, all of the
provisions Ofthe measure that receives the largest number of votes will take effact, and
none Of the provisions of the other measure, which received less of a majority vote, will
take effect. The Jegal impact of this language © uncertain.

Impacts on cities: Because of the mandates oi Proposition 98, a portion of the revenue,
approximately 41 percent will go to schools. There is ne guarantee that any of the
remaining revenue will go towards alcohol and drug abuse related programs that would
benefit cities. Since the tax 0N alcoholic beverages would increase by this .ieasure, the
saies tax, whick is levied on the total price OF alcoholic beverages, will also increase. The
legislative Analyst estimates that local sales tax will increase hy about 51.6 million anncally.
This added revenue would be forwarded to cities. Aside from the small amourt in sales
tax there is no guarantee that any Of this money will be directed towards cities.

Related Policles or Positions of League: The League opposed this measure, (ACA 38),
while it was being considered by the Legislature because the tax was considered to be too
low and would not raise encigh revenue to adequately address the problem of alcohol
abuse and because 41% of all funds raised would be due to schools. The League also
opposed ACA 38 because this tax increase B contained in a constitutional amendment. The
League believes provisions like these do not belong in the Constitution, Constitutional
amendments once in place, are more difficult to change than statutory amendments,

ssue:  What position, ifanlg, should the Le88¥¢ take On proposition 1261 Should the
. eague continue 1D oppose Proposition 126? {4 %4s proposition has been referred to three
League committees: Community Services, Public Safety, :d Revenue and Taxation).

Committee Recommendation:
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Analysis by the Legislative Analyst

Background

Currently, the state taxer alcoholic beverages at the
rute Of 82 per gallon on liquor (distilled spirits), 4 cents
per gailen on beer, and ! cent per galion ON most wines.
This year, the state will colleet about $128 million from
these tases. Most of this revenue (76 percent) will come
from the tax ON liquos. These reventes go into the state’s
Ceneral Fund to pay for education, health, welfareand
Oﬂ"l}e;govwsﬁ: ot prukem:n fth Constituti

nder g ts of the State Constitution
{Proposition 98}, ;%Bc schools and community colleges
are guaranteed a specific amount of funding each year
from tho state General Fund. ThiS guaranteed amount
incPeases each year. The mount of the increase is
calculated using one of three different formulas. The
formula used depends on state and local revenue trends
and cther factors.

Proposal

This measure has two major parts:

@ Aleohol Taxes. |t increases state taxes On Most
alcoholic beverages.

o Conflicts with Other Measures on this Ballot. It
eontains languuge stating how conflicts between it
and two other measures on this ballot are to be
zesolved. _

Alcohol Taxes. This measure increases state taxes On
most alcoholic beverages, beginning March 1, 1081, The
tax on beer and Most wines would increase from 4 cents
and 1 cent, respectively, to 20 cents per gallon (the tax
on sparkling wines, such as chemmpagne, would remain at
the current rate of 30 cents per gallon). The tax on liquor
would increase from $2 to $3.30 per gallon. As a result,
taxes would go up gg g cents on a six-pack Of beer, by 4
cents OR a bottle (750 milliliters) of most wines and by 26
cents on a bottie (750 milliliters) of liquor. _

The state Ceneral Fund would recetve ail of the
revenue TION the higher taxes. The measure places the
new tax rates N K State Constitution. The Legisdature
could inerease, bu: not reduce, taxer on aleoholic
beverages in the future. )

Conflicts with Other Measures on this Ballot. This
meazure containslarguage stating how conflicts between
it and two other measures on this ballot are to be
resolved.

e Proposition 134, The Aleohol Tax Act of 1990, aiso

30

would impose additional taxes on alcoholic
beverages, although at retes higher than tnose
imposed by this mezsuse. if Proposition i34 aiso is
approved, *his measure states that al] of ths
provisions in the measure with the largest number of
votes will take effect. 21d none Of the provisicns of
the other measure will take effect. Tie legw effec: i
this Junguage is unicertain, This is because the State
Constitution currently requires that only she
conflicting provisions of the measure that recxves
the greater vote prevaiis.

e Proposition 136, The Taxpayers’ Aight to Vite Act Of
1980, requires that any aew or increased “spevial
taxes" with respect to personal property be {=vosad
on the value of the property. While-the meaning ¢
these provisions in Propesition 136 IS uncertain, they
may be interpreted 10 prohibit new per-unit spesiol
tares on ¢igarettes, aicoholic beverages, and echer
items. However, Proposition 128 imposes a “geansal
tax" ON units (gallons) of alcoholic be-erages. 1n
addition, tbe measure states that it ¢ exempt from
the provisions of The Taxpayers’ Right te. VVote Act of
1990.

Fiscal Eifect

The higher alcohol taxes imposed by this measure
would milt in additional state Genieral Fund revesues
of about $70 million in 1680-8) (part year) and about
81958 million in 1981-92 ¢first full year). These amounts
include increased state sales tax revenue (32 million in
1991-92) that occurs because the sales taxis ievied On the
total price of alcoholic beverages, including alechobe
beverage taxes. Similarly, Jocal sales tax revenues weould
increase by about $1.6 million annualgl statewide. The
amount of revenues after 1991-92 will depend en trends
in alcohol seles. The measure increases the state’s
constitutional spending limit to include the additionai tux
revenue.

Under existing requirements of the State Coastitution,
public schools and community colleges may receive
approximately 41 percent of the addgltional revenues

the taxer imposed by this measure. Whether this
occurs in any year will deﬁend upau which of the
formulas used to determine the state funding guarantee
is In effect that year.

14
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Argument In Faver of Proposition 126

Propotition 126 A Better Approach

Proponition 126. the Alcoho! Abuse and Drug Education Act, is & far
beiter approach todcoboxnm:hmhopo:ia‘én ..

Proposition 134 dossn't direct s penny to public schools. Proposition
196 could nearly 81 tillion over 10 yesrs to schopls. Experts agree
thcmogtcg:memy to stop alechal abuse &s through early educstion.

Tucntngchﬂdrenthedmmdnkoholwmpﬂon and stopping
aleohol abuse by adults should be top priorities for California.
Education it & key elemer.t in winaing the war sgatazt alcohol abuse.
dPro;:g:iﬁ:xn 126 is suppo’g:; by u:pb‘road‘gipmiunfcomtion °£

uca e yer advocates, farmers, an
other # leadors. '

mﬂuﬂ why we urge you to vote YES on the sicobol tex—Proposition
' Hundreds of Millions Available ’
for Public School Programs

P tion 126—the alcohol tax——cou'd rsise nearly $ billion in 10
years for public schools.
An cunce of prevention is worth & pound of cure. Our teachers,

i and school counselors covid use this ey £
T e R T e eE™
An Addigional $1 Billion Available for
Drunk Driving and Treatment Programs
Proposition 128 raises an sdditiona! 81 billion over 10 which
could be used for programs simed gt sdults who sbuse alcohol. It could
be used for programs, with proper budget oversight, such ax

oT m&qmmm&wmmmmmm
sicoholics in rehabilitation AMS.
:w'wuuwmwdm;mmd ahuse.
Without Raising Our Incoms Taxes

None of the money raised by Propositi:a 128 comes from our income,

sales or other taxes. All of this money comes irom a tax un bers, wine
ond distilled spirits. The taxes on becr and distilled sprrits will increuse
to the national average and wine taxo? will be substuntially tncreasad.

No Hidden Taxpayer Costs

Propusition 134 also contains hundreds of millions of dollars in Aidden
costs which all waxpayers must besr. It gusrantees a few privileged
government g:ognms hundreds of millioas of dellars in {early got
increases—-whether they nead them or not—every vear, forever..

Proyposition I24° budget ascalstors must come from the state’s
General Fund—Ff:om our income, sslet dnd othor taxes. The oaly other
:sn'on is te deamaticaily cut budgets of other important programy~=jike

ucational services, senior care and fire protection. -

Proposition 126 contains no hidden income or seies iax costs. 1t just
increases alcchol taxes.

Proposition 124, the Alcohel Abuse and Drug Education Act, is u
fiscally sound apfrmh to the problems of alcohol abuse. 1t can help
prevent out children from using slcohol. it esn provide money for
drunk driving enforcement, trauma care centers, menta! health anc
other important programe.

_ it does ull this by imposing s substantizl, yet fiscally sound, tax
incresse oa

On November 6th, we urge you to vote YES on Proposition 126 and
NO on Proposition 134. .

ALFRED E. ALQUIST
Cheirmen, Stats Senate Commiittes on Budyget and
Flocal Review .

ED YOGLIA
President, California Teschers Association

DAVID BROWN
Prosident, Association of Celifornia School Adminintrators

Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of Proposition 126

REBUTTAL ARGUMENT TO ARCUMENT IN SUPPORT OF
PROPOSITION 126
nl;nOPOSTgN xzspms?”m Bg’e'!'l-lz LlQUOlf INDUS'rRhYO.

reason t say itdon is a better approach tc taxing ¢!

liquor industsy than Propotition 134, the ".‘iickei?gl)ﬂnk” prOpoo‘a!, i
that Proposition 128 taxes them less. .

The only reason Propontion 326 is on the ballo: s thet the liquor
* industry spends $:.000.00G each vear lobbving the Legisiature
contributed over $1,600,000 to politicians since 1988 Wh.t the liguor
industry wants, thie Legisiature gives. That's why the Legitiature s

not changed the wine tax frem ¢ per gallon since 1867,

The wie purpose of Pm‘?ouition 126 is to defost Proposition 134. the
“Nickel-a-Dring” Aleshol Tax lnutistive. When reading the arqument in
favor of Proposition 126, CONSIDER THE SOURCE--IT IS THE

u%t:oa INDUSTRY!

arguments in rpport of Proposition 12€ are false and musleading
Proposition 12€ dees not guarsntee one penny to schoels for aleohol and
drug use aducation. It does not give any money fur the enforcement of
Cd&omh’: drunk driving laws.

Only Proposition 134 guarantees funds for sleohol related probiems.
Only Proposition 134 guarantees funds for education programs and
enforcement of drunk driving laws.,

Befors voting on Proposition 126, ask yourself whom dc you trust: the
liquor industry or former Surgeon General C. Everert Koop wha saic.
“Whe could quarre] with 2 nickel-a-drink user fee . . . to help save lives.”

Don't be fooled by the liquor industry.

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION 186.

PATRICIA GORMAN

President, Colifornia Emergency Nurses Association
MICHAEL SPARKS

Chairperson, Californis Coune!: on Alcoho! Policy

CAROLE McDONALD
Former Director, Victim Services, Mothers
Against Drunk Drivers (MADD)

15
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Argument Against Proposition 126

Propoﬁtig? }xnzs is sponsored by the lsquo: mdumy Ie go: ?;GY.
compunent of or industry’s campaign to defeat Proposi
the “Nickel-a-Drink™ Alcahol Tax Initistive.

Proposition 156 places California‘s excise tax 0n slcohol in the state

canstitution. TAX RATES SHOULD NOT BE IN TRE'

CONSTITUTION!

CALIFORNIA HASTHE LOWEST EXCISE TAXES ON ALCOHOL
IN THE NATION. For deudu. the liquor lobby has every
alcohol tax increase proposal before the State Lagisiature. Now, the
liquor iadustry is supporting | 125, WHY?~-tn; the hopes of
pre-empting Proposition 134, the “Nickel-a-Drink™* Alcohel Tax

Initiative. PROPOSITION-128 DOES NOT EVEN BRING-

CALIFORNIA'S ALCOHOL TAX UP TO THE NATIONAL

AVERACE'

_ DON'T 8E FOOLED

- COMPARE THE TWO
th‘rbehqwrmdum lobbied the Legislature to put Proposition 128 on

.‘&M&biomhmmnpcdpeuﬂmfnpm?rmmmon

the baliot.
126 will tbmmmw‘nthem&md
FMhm:nﬂiMdm the State
Proposition 134, the ~“Nickela-Drink™ Aleohol‘l‘u!rimtfve.nc{d‘
th.x{umfenw-_ invested in programs that address tod
ems, inchu
Alcchol and
:E o d::‘dmkdﬂ\ﬁn.ndothetdeobolmddml-nhud.
wSs.
o Emergency and tragms care
Alcohol and drug sbuse prevention and recovery
o Alcohol and drug abuse prok
: Pr'ggm"::w mtge :’ of slcohol abuse, including
[ Mm
omﬁ-ogrﬁmfotmﬁnuwkhm&mamdbya}cohdmddmg
urin
tl does to cddress the negative im) and
cozogfmdcoholm sbuse to California ars. priive impacts
PROPOSITION 128 DOES NOT ONE DOLLAR FOR

NTEE
ALCOHOL AND DRUC USE EDUCATIO'\ OR PROCRAMS
IMPACTED BY ALCOHOL ABUSE _

Pro tion 126 ignores these {8
hol costs Californla wsp.vors 813 billion wuall-
o Alzohol is the leading cause of d2ath among teensg
xfomu ] emet‘ency cal system is am ca’lap:e. mgely
becaun alcohol related sestdents and in
® Approximately 33% of all& menzally i} an nnmelm persons also

have alcohoi and dsuov
PROPOS!'RO\ 126 DOES '\!01' CUARANTEE ONE DOLLAR FOR
ENFORCEMENT OF DRUNK DRIVIinG LAW

Before voting for Proposition 126, ask yourself this question;

. WHOM DO YOU TRUST?
Tho Beuor industry, which is sponsoring Proposition 126.
OR

Tbo which ere s rt n P'a sition 134 the

“Nicaborial} ol P itameopPorting Prapest

The California Assoctation of H.ghvcv Fatralmen
‘The Caltfornis Councal en Alconoi Fronlems

The California Council of Churches
California Cmsort!um for the Prevention of Cbild Abuse
The American of Em;t;gency Phyricians,
T

The California Nurses Asscoi:
The Cthfomh Palice Qx!ets Associstion
Californis Couned) of Communxty Mental Health Agencies
The Cahfom ouncil Chndm and Youra
Don't be fooled by cof the alcohol indusiry.
SAY “NO" TO THE ALC HOu .'Dus‘rnv's ATTEMPT TO
PRE-EMPT THE “NICKEL-A-DRINK" INITIAT]
VOTE "NO” on PROPOSITION m
VOTE “YES™” on PROPOSITION 13¢.

STEVEN C. MADISON

Prevident, Board of Directors

Cal{fornia Consortium for the Pravention of Child Abuse

DR. DONALD M. B0OWMAN _

Exscutive Director, California Council on Alcohol
Problems

CHIEF DONALD §. BURNETT
Previdens, Colifornia Police Chiefs Asociation

Rebuttal to Argument Against Proposition 126

Voters should compsre Propositions 125 and 134. Wo're sure you'll
agree: Proposition 126 is « better approsch.
SPENDS WHAT IT RAISES

Preousition 126 only spends what it sctually saises in slcohol
tuxer—nearly $200 million onnuslly.
Propoﬁum 134, 1n the st year, spends three tinies more moncy than

2 TULSES.
v NO IMPACT ON OTHEK TAXES
tion 126 has MO hidden income or sales tax incresses.

Proposition 124 suarantees a few government programs more money
every vear, forever. Proposition m': annual bu r ncalalor: must be
pasd for by our income and tazes. The o . eut other

tmporunt prognms budgets—like fiunghﬂng unlo' csre and
transportation

MONEY FOR SCHOOLS '
Prepontion 125 could ?ve mrI!u 81 Lillion over 10 years to public
schools =the most eftpetive place for prevennion education.
Educaiors—iike ine Califorris Teachers Associstion 7nd Californis
Schooi Administratorse—yy position 126.
Proposition 134 directs NO money {0 public schools.

FAIR TO CONSUMERS
Proposition 126 increases beer and liquor taxes t¢ the narionol
cvsrage.

Proposition 134 incrcases alecho! taxes to twice the national
overage—that's ualair o consumers.

BUDGET CONTROLS

Proposition 126 will receive strong budget and spending conirols.
Programs receiving Proposition 125 money must justify annually that
our tax collars sre spent efficiently.

Proposition (34 e ograms get more money every year~—whether they
need it or not. No citizens ur government group will overiee
Pro ot tion 134 expenditures. Money can be spent on uffice equipment
a aries.

Vote for the bet:er sicohel tax propasition. -

YES ON PROPOSITION 1£8
NO ON PROPOSITION 134

JERRY PIERSON

Secretery/Trecsursr California Council of Police and
Sheriffs iCal-COPS:

SALLY DAVIS

Forrer Director, Stale Deparimen: of Drug and Alscno!
Prigrams

KIRK WEST

Presic’ent, California Chamber of Commerce

G90
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PROPOSITION 131
Analysis 0f Impact on Cities

Proposition 134 B an initiative statute and constitutional
amendment (increased revenues outside the Appropriations limit) that addressesthe need
for additional revenue for drug and alcoho! problems. It is referred 1 as the Nickel-a-
Drink initiative. Proposition 134 is a competing measure to Proposition 126.

Summary of Proposal Propesition 134 would raise the surtax On beer from 4 10 57 cents
a gallon, on most wines from 1.cent 1 $1.29 a gallos and on distilled spirits from $2.00 to
$8.40 per gallon. |t is estimated that Proposition 134 would generate ar&r.oximately $360
million in the remainder of fiscal year 199091and $760 miltion N 1991-92. The measure
guarantees that the current level of state funding would remain d the current levels for
existing state program: INthe areas Of health, matal bealth, law enforcement, social service
and drug and alcobol abuse JIQreventlon and treatment, with annual adjustments for
pcpulation and cost increases. The revenue raised fran the surtax would be I addition to
this State funding. Surtax revenue would be devoted to emergency medical and trauma care
treatment, law enforcement, mental health and other health and social services. Local and
state law enforcement would receive twenty-one percent of the proceeds from Proposition
134. Fifty percent, OF the 21 percent, would be distributed to cities, based on their
population, and fifty percent distributed to counties. This mon()e%ewould be for the
enforcement df laws prohibiting DUI of alcoholicbeverages or anr r drug and for the
enforcement of alcohol- and other drug-related laws. Amounts will alse be devoted 1 city
and county recreation and park programs that address aleohol and other drug impacts on
public parks and facilities. State and local saies tax revenue would also increase.

Impact on cities: Under Proposition 134, twenty one percent of the revenues would be
devoted to local programs az stated above. Another lesser amount would be available for
parks and recreation programs. A statewide emergency medical air transportation network
would be developed}.x Local sales taxes would increase as a result of Proposition 134
because of the increased cost of alcoholicbeverages. The measure would presumably result
in decreased drug and alcoko! abuse I cities.

Related Policies or Positions of League: The League has existing IEolicies 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
programs. The League generally has opposed earmarking go state funds, similar to the
provision Of Propositior. 134 to guarantee current levels of state funding for a variety of

state programs.

Issue: "What position, if any, shouid the League take on Proposition 134? Is this an
appropriate way to raise reveaue for anti-drug programs? Are there Potential problems
with using the sales & approach outweighed by the need for increased funding at the local
level? should the League resolve two possible conflicting policies -~ namely the
suppon for increased funding at the state and local level for drug-related programs with
opposition to earmarking of state funds. (This measure also is being reviewed by the
Community Services Committee and revenue and Taxation Committee).

Committee Recommendation:

28
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Alcohol Surtax. Constitutional Amendusent.

Official Title and Summary:

ALCOHOL SURTAX. CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT.
INITIATIVE STATUTE

o Establishes Alcohol Surtax Fund in State Treasury.
12 ounces beer; S ounces most wines, 1 cunce distilled spirits.

© Imposes surtax of five cents
© Imposes additional per unit floor stock tax.
® Proceeds deposited intc Alcohol Surtzx Fund.

o Guarantees 1980-90 nonsurtax funding with required annual adjustments, and appropriates Surtax Fund
revenues for increased funding for alcohol and drug abuse prevention, treatment and recovery
programs (24%); emergency medical care (25%); community mental health programs (15%); child
abuse and domestic violence prevention training and victim services (15%); alcoizo! and drug related

law enforcement costs, other programs (21%).

Summary of Legislative Analyst’s

Estimate of Net State and Local Go

vernment Fiscu] Impact:

o Surtax wonld increase tax on beer from 4 cents to 57 cents per gallon, most wines from | cent to $1.29 per
gallos, and distilled spirits from 82 to $8.40 per gallon, ~

o The surtsx would result in additional
million in 1991-62, depending on alcohol sales.

state revenues of approximately $360 million in 1990-61 and $760

o State Ceneral Fund revenues could increase or decrease several millica dollars due to effect on sales tax

revenoes and revenves from

aleoholic beverage taxes.

o Local sales tax revenue would increase by several million dollars.
¢ The guarantee for 1985-90 level nonsurtax funding, with required annual adjustments, for various health.

mental health, crimina} fustice

and other programs could increase costs by $180 million in 1990-91 and

over $300 million in 1991-92; possibly additional tens of millions of dollars in subsequent yea
o These costs would have to be funded from revenues other than surtax. -
o Expenditure of surtax revenues for prevention and treatment programs could result in future savings.

Analysis by the Legislative Analyst

Background

Currently, the state taxes slcohoiic beverages at the
rate Of $2 per gallon on liquor (distilled spirits), 4 cents
per galion on beer, and | cent per gallon on MOSt wines.
This year, the state will collect about 8128 million from
these taxes. Most (f the revenue (76 percent) will come
from the tax on liquor. These revenues gointo the state's
General Fund 10 pay for education, hedlth, welfare, and
other government programs.

Proposal

This measure has four major parts:

o Alcohol Surtax. |t imposes a surtax—a tax COllected
in addition {0 the existing state alcoho; tax—on bee.,
wine, and liquor.

® Requirements for Spending the Surtax Revenues. |t
creates the Alcohol Surtax Fund into which al! surtax
revenues woaid be deposited. It also specifies how
this monzy would oe spent.

e Guoranteed Funding Level for Existing State
Programs. In addition to specifying hou the new
revenues from the surtax would be spent, the
meusure establishes a guaranteed funding leve} for
certsin existing state progrsms. Specifivally, «
requires the state te keep the fundizg fur a broad

44

variety Of health, mental health. law ensorcement,
social services, and drug and alcohol abuse
prevention and treatment programs 2t their 1985-90
funding levels plus annual adjustments for
population and cost increases.

e Conflict With Ancther Measure on This Ballot. It
contains language stating bow a conflict with
another measure on this ballot is to be resolved.

Alcohol Surtaxes. This measure adds surtaxes to the
existing state tax or 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 most wines would increase from ! cent to $1.28
per gallon, and the *ax on Yquor would increase from $2
t0 85.40 per gallon. As a result, taxes would go up by 30
cents on a six-pack of beer, by 28 cents on a bottle (750
milliliters) OF most wines, and by $1.27 on a bottle (730
milliliters) of liquor.

How Surtazx Revenues Will be Spent. The measure
requirss the s:ate to spend the revenues from the surtax
fer the following purposes:

e Alcohol and Drug Abuse irevention and
Treatment  Twenty-lour percent of the revenues
would be used for alcohol and drug abuse preventio:
and treatment services.

29 G90



e T e Ak

. N e A s
‘a&% - mvmspeet e R T TR e e

OCT @5 90 15:53 LCC-91§L4_44-86?1

e Emergency Medical and ».auma Care

. Treatment. Twenty-five percent of the revenues

would be used for emergency medical and trauma

care‘reutment. < -

. Mental Health, Fifteen percont of the revenues

. would be used for, locally’implememed community
. mental heslth g .

‘@ Various Health and S cm Services.

‘percent of the revenues would be used for

preventlon. matmcnt and hexl!h services for

e 8 0 R

. e thstﬁumhxrevenuesomybe

sedtoincreue&elevelohervimforthesepmgnms
bove those paid for by the state in 1983-90. The
_egislature and thecowot,woﬂdhwtotpedfyhow

* existing slecholic beve:

Qe surtax to pa

guaranteed funding Jevels;
astead, it wouil bave to use other state mouey. In
989-90 the mrt;?ent more than $2 billion on thess

rograms. As a t of the guarantee provided in this
seasure, the-state would be tos at Jeast
his amount in the future, plus additionai amounts to
over po and cost increases.

Confléict With Another Measure on This
‘allot.  Proposition 136 (the Taxpayers’ Right to Vote

wct of 1990), also on this ballot, imposes new voter

. “these new 'equitements would be addcd
Fifteen. : :

: impoaed by this measure would result in additional state
“revenues of approximatel;: $260 million in:1990-91 (par
 year) and $760 ‘million in 1991-92° (irst full year). ‘The
" amount of surtax revenues after 1091.02 would’ ad
-.on trends in alcohol sales. All of tho'momm raised by

‘Programs.  Twenty-one
bc used for various

“ requirement to keep

P.S

approval requitements U jew or increased spec!al taxes
engacted through the initiative process, Proposition 136
FHT) xequires that any special taxes imposed on personal
property be imposed on the value of the property. This.

messure (Proposiﬁoa 134) states that it would not be .

affected by the section of the State Lomtitution to which -

Pisul E&‘oct
Revenive me the New Surtaxes. T‘:e a!cohc) surtaxes

the measure would be used to
areas described above. )
Effects’on ‘Regenue Fro Exuting "'azcc T
measure also could increase ot decrem state. General
SOV

revenues would lnm & byf_w ¢ venl mnlion dollars *

Costs: of the ('uarantnd Fundmz Lwtl “The
spending for & variety of health, . . -

mental health, al Justice, and other'programs at -~ -
their 1939-90 ievel, plus adjumnenu for populntion andt'
cost increases could initially raise state costs b
8180 million in 1990-91 and by over $300.mi lion in
1891-92. This latter amount could grow by tens of
miliions of dollars in each subsequent year. These costs
would be funded by regular (nonsurta.x) stote revenues.

Impact on Program Expenditures. Spending the
sartax revenues on prevention and treatment programs
could result in future state and local savings in varicus
governmental programs.
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Initiative statute

Alcohol Surtax. Constitutional Amendmeﬁ,:'"
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Argument in Favor of Proposition 134

PROPOSITION 134 1S THE “NICKEL-A-DRINK" ALCOROL TAX
INTTIATIVE.

Proposition 134 increases the excise tax on slcohol equal to a
“nickel-a-drink™ snd invests the proceeds to fight alcohol related

CALIFORNIA CHLAPTIS. MCTHERS AGAINST DRUNK DRIVING
{MADD;
THE CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF HIGHWAY PATRGLMEN
THE CALIFORNIA COUNCIL ON ALCOHOL PROBLEMS

BEclems. Specically, Propostion wos sarmarks the revenues from the THE CALIFORNIA COUNCIL OF CHURCHES
e Alcohol and%edm THE CALIFORNIA CONSORTIUM FOR THE
o Enforcement of driving, and other alcohol and drug related, PREVENTION OF CHILD ABUSE
oy THE AMERICAN COLLEGE OF EMERGENCY
o Emergency and trauma care treatment. PHYSICIANS-.CALIFORNIA CHAPTER
o Alcohol and drug :ﬁb“‘e tion and recovery programe THE CALIFORNIA PEACE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION
o Community mental he THE CALIFORNIA POLICE CHIEES ASSOCIATION

° :”rgm or innocent victims of aleohol abuse, including spousal

buse victims,
o Programs for infants with birth defects caused by drinking and

drug use during p .

Th:“igdea for a nickei-a-dﬂnk “user fee” originated with former
Surgeon Ceneral C. Everett Koop who said: “Who could quarrel with a
ruckei-a-drink user fee. . . . to help save lives.”

Who quarrels with & nickel-s-drink user fee? THE LIQUOR
INDUSTRY! The liguor industry’s motive for opposing Proposition 1}
is twofold: preserve its profits AND the nation’s lowest overall tax on
aicoholic beverages. ’

You should vote YES on Propositien 134 betause:

 Alcohol costs California taxpayers over §13 billion annually.

o Alcchal is the leading cause of death anong teenagers.

o California’s emergency medical care svstem is near collapse,

inrgely because of tflcohol related accidents and injurfes. :
® About 68% of alcohal iy consumed by only 11% of the pacple.
o Approximately 3% of sll meatally i}l and homeless persons also
have slechol and drug pro L

o California has the lowest alcohol taxes in the nation. For instance,
the tax on wine Bas been ir per gallon since 1037; it has not
¢hanged for 53 years,

BEFORE VOTING ON PROPOSITION 134, ASK YOURSELF THIS
SIMPLE GUESTION:

WBOM DO YOU TRUST®:

The liquor industry or the supporters of Proposition 134, which
inciude:

THE CALIFORNIA COUNCH, OF COMMUNITY MENTAL
: HEALTH AGENCIEX
THE CALIFORNIA COUNCIL ON CHILDREN AND YOUTH

For the vast mo:ity of the Californians, who drink moderately or
not at &), tae “nickel-o-drink ™ sox will cost lase than 35 cents ¢ week.
Propositicn 134 targets the heavy drinkers—the Jrunk drivers and
ol abtisers who cause most of the deaths gnd injuries attributable

to aleohel. Proposition 134 will provide 8760 million sanually for
programs that anrw sicohol related problems in Celifornia, :

PLEASE REMEMBER ALSO TO VOTE NO ON PROPOSITIONS
128 AND 138. Both are sponsored by the liguor industry as per! of its
campaign o defeat Proposition 134, e

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION 134, THE ""NICKEL-.A.
DRINK" ALCOHOL TAX INITIATIVE. '

DR. DONALD M, BOWMAN

Executive Director,
Galifornia Council on Alcohol Problems

MICIHAEL P. TRAINOR, M.D.

Pregident, American College of Emergency Physicians,
State Chopier of Califcrnia

THCMAS A. NOELE

Prevident, Colifornia Association of Highway Patrolmen

Rebuttal tc Argument in Favor of Proposition 134

IT5 NOT WHAT IT CLAIMS! o Police and firefighcers opposz Proposition 134 because three times
Proposition 134 is not just & “nickel” aleohal iax, it requires spending mors goes to private physician subsidies than to drunk dricing
more than it reises enforcament
EVERYONE PAYS BAD GOVERNMENT

o Proposition 124's author testified that gutomatic budger increases
coula be $30 tc $100 million annuaily,
@ The Legislative Analyst savs Progosition 134 couid spend tens fo
hundreds of millions af dollors more than it raises each vear.
o A Senate Ccmmittee reports mendeted spending could be $2
billion more than frmded by aicohol taxes within a few years.
THIS SHORTFALL MUST BE PAID BY THE GENERAL
FUND—BY YOUR INCOME AND SALES T4XES. Up tc 5200 per
farnily yearly plus any alcohol surtaxes you pay
FALSE PROMISES—MISPLACED PRIORITIES
Propoesition 134 fuils to deliver on the promotert’ nromises. The
guaranteed spending plan mnisses the mark:
o California Teachers Association opposes Preposition 134 because no
money is directed to public schoois for alcohiol abuse programs.
s Lezs than half the spending goes to alechol abuse pregrams.
Propasition 134 spends nearly as much on [ittes coatrol o5 o abuse
Drovention Conmunications.

Proposition 134 requires automatic spending increases annually.
gbove the sicohol tax.

There is no annug! review or ¢versight to ensure spending increuses
sre needed.

Wastefu! cr unneeded programs cannot be cut by the Logislature or
Governor.

It uever expires. s0 spencing Dikes increase forever.

Proposition 134 it a bad law aii of us will pay for. Vate "NG” on 134.

MARC KERN, PL.D.

Addiction Alternatives Research (& Trestment Coniter
FOBERT B. BAMILTON

President, Colifornia State Fireman's Asm.

DANA W. REED

Former Director, Calif. Dept. of Traffic Safety
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134

Initiative Statute

Argument Against Proposition 134

VOTE NO oa Proposition 134. Thir is not just 6 oleohol tos.

Despite its claims, Proposition 134:

@ Locks in spending of §1.9 billion in its first year (51.2 billion in
current general fund monies, plus new aleohol taxes of $730
n}wlﬁlion) and DICTATES ANNUAL BUDGET INCREASES that we
all pov.

» Threoos=s tax increases—for all taxpayers—to fund annual budget
inere.s-  cthe only alternutive if to cut important state programs!.

¢ Dir#. - ;o monies to public schools tor prevention programs.

« Spead: most funds on programs not related ta alcohol or drug

sotlsmy

SPENDING EXCEEDS ALCOHOL TAX'

Crenisition 134 penalizes all Californiansenot just drinkers—by
~EENDING FAR MORE THAN THE TAX RAISES. It locks in $1.2
illion i+ :rrent state spending—then requires ennus} budget
increuves . all taxpayers must pay for.

These bu. jet increases are ded to Caltfornia'’s explesive population
vowth. (Fead Section 32240, Proposition 134 per-capita spending leve)
“evgaiater ciauge )

Proposition 134 could eventuelly spend five times more than §: raises,
We will pav either through income or other tax increases or through
reductiors ify vitai state programs. Proposition 134 specifically states
NONE OF THESE MANDATORY SPENDING INCREASES CAN BF
241D BY THE ALCOHOL SLRTAX.

THREATENS IMPORTANT SERVICES

Pro- wtion 134 threatens funds for programs like senior citizen
:hild welfare, safe food and agriculture, prisons, conservation
né fise srotection by creating new demands on the General Fund.
The Lexslative Analyst sstimates thess INCREASES COULD COST
8480 MILLION IN THE NEXT TWC YEARS.

OTHER TaX INCREASES

State IncaTie of sales taxes 2y ve required because Proposition 14
cos millwens more then it seises.

A Senate Budger Commitiee investigation found daficlts could resch

82 billion—equal to a 8200 incouse tax for every Calfornia family~on
top of the sicohol tax.

SCHOOLS GET NOTHING .
Preposition [34 deprives Califorata pubhic schools of uny right to
Alcohe] Surtax funds.
The best enswer to alechol sbuse and illegal drug use is preventicn
education. Yet Propasition 134 giver nothing o schoois for prevention.

NO FUNDS FOR ALCOHOL AND DRUG DEPARTMENT

Less than half of Pxofosition 134 spendiny actuslly goes to fight
i!le;ral drug use or aleohol abuse., '
oposition 134 scatiers funds 1o a dozen progrems, but not one cent

to California’s Dﬁm ent of Aicohol and Programs, Only 3
%‘S?Zm of it $730 mtffion tax goe; to Aght drunk driving. the program
that should be the Number One public safety pricrity in our state,

BLANK CHECK FOR WASTE
Even if you ltke higher alcohol taxes, consider that Proposinon 134
o Mandates higher gocernment spending every yedr, whethe:
rograms worx of not, whether mcney . needed or nst. ,
o Reqalres annual increases sven if fraud, wasts or abuse are groven.
o Prohibits the Governor and Legislature from cutting these
budgets, sven for ers or financial crises.

» Ezempis several hundreds aof mtllions of dollare of governmant

: the state’s constituiional spending lim.2. :
o Hus o expiration date, 5o spending incresses rontinue forever.
We urge you to vote NO on Proposition 134. 1t creates maxn; miore

problems than it solves.

FRANK M. JORDAN

Pelice Chif, City and County of San Froncisco

LARRY MCCARTHY

President, Califumia Tozpoyers Assoctation

HERBERT E. SALINGER

Former Execulive Director, California Schosl Beards
Amociation

Rebuttal to Argument Against Preposition 134

T-# cpponent of the “"Nickel - Drink" Initietive is the liquor lobby
D 0. e spending mere than 520 million trying to confuse voters with
msieading viiormabon.

The Uanor v seve "S ek get nothing”

Talt Fropes Acns gver $40 mattion ennualiy for alcohol
3duse programs in poCle schocls and i the community.

i L0r 20Dy - "Spending exeeeds aicohol tan.”

Fact Preporiticn 1334 supplements current funding for
alcohol-relat=c programs and services. A “safety clause” in Prop. 134
guargntees that pofiticians will noz be allowed 10 cut back on current
furding for alcohc:-related programs and servicey when the
Nickel-A-Drink funds become available. This “safety clause” is what the
liguer lobov is calbing the “escalater clguse.” Proz. 134 does not tncrease
other taxes. Insterd, $760 mitlion in alcohol texes will be added revenue
for our cities. counties and srate aleghoirelated programs and services

Liguer Icbby: “Only 3% goes to fght drunk & ving” )

Fact: Prop. 134 will provide up to $129 miliion for the enforcement cf
druns 2oving laws.

'

Liquor lobby: “No funds fo: elechol and drug depurtment.”
Fact: Every nickel of the Nickel-A-Drink tax will be spent for
alcohoi relnted servines and pregrems; seevices like child abuse
programs, alcchol abuse education ip public schools. and
programs for the vicums of drurk drivers .
By pasing a nicke!-a-drink more. peapie whz drink alcohol
ran contribure to covening the 2osts related to their behavior.
We think thet's fair and respectiully urgs you to vote yes on
Proposition 134.
HARRY SNYDER .
West Coost Dinesor. Consumery Univn, UK, Inc. Publicher
of Consumer Reports
RIC LOYA .
Exec, Director, C4 Assoc. of Schooi Hszlih £ducators
JACQUELINE MASSO
Sonta Clara County Chapier of
Mothers Againg Drun. Driiag /MA DD

<90
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Overview of November Ballot Propositions

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

Proposition 124

Public Finance.

Allows the Legislature 1 authorize local
hospital districts to2cquire and own
stock of corporations that engage in any
health care-related business, subject 1O
the Same obligations and liabilities as are
imposed on all other stockholdersin
ihese corporations.

Placed On Ballot By ACA 29 (Leslie).
Chamber Peosition:” NO Position

Arguments For:

1. Allowing hospital districts to
acquire and own stock in health-related
businesses will allow district hospitals
the opportunity forjoint ventures and
partmerships; te use of economic and
innovative ways to broaden Services; and
the ability to compete On equal ground
with private hospitals.

2 Thismeasdre grants district
hospitals ways of operating more
efficiently, by giving them some of the

tools their competitors already have.
Arguments Against:

1. No government agencies can own
corporate stock and allowing hospital
districts t0 do 50 sets 2 bad precedent.

2. Unlike private hospitals.pablic
hospitals do not make decisions tomake
a profit for their investors. thersfore,
public hospitals do not compete with _
private hospitals and should not dose N
order to ketp the stock market private.

Proposition 125

Motor Vehicle Fuels, Tax Revenues.
Exclusive Public MBss Transit Guide-
ways. .
\uthorizes USe of motor vehicle fuel tax
revenues for the acquisition of rail
transit vehicles «nd rail transit equip-
ment which operate only on exclusive
public mass transit guideways.

Placed On Ballot By: ACA 32 (Costa).
Chamber Rsrtaar Support

Arguments For:

1. By allowing state and local
agencies flexibility to use existing rail
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 and
allowing trains to run more often. the
initiative will benefit rural and urban
[axts of the srate and continue to reduce
gridlock on overburdened freeways.

Arguments Against:

1. Since gasoline tax revenues would
be reduced by the amount of reduced
automobile use (resulting from increased
transit utilization), taxes would have to
be raised to make up for the shortfall.

2. The proposition requires millions
of Californians who will never have
access to the tax-funded nBss transit
facilitiesto pay for those who live ont
public mass transit routes.

Proposition 126

* The Alcohol Abuse and Drug Educa-
tion Tax Act of 19990,
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 (Cortese).
Chamber Position: Support
Arguments For:

1. The measure. sunported by a broad

bipartisan coalition of educators. alcohol

abuse experts. taxpayer advocates,
fanners. and other community leaders,
would help prevent alcohol abuse among
children by allocating nearly $1 billion
to schools over a 10-year period.

2. Funds raised by this 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: and
stepping up the war on illegal drug use
and alcohoi abuse.

3. The money raised by this proposi-

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

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

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

3. This initiative does not guaraniee
funding for alcohol and drug use educa-
tion. programs affected by alcohol abuse
or enforcement of drunk driving laws.

Propositicn 127

Property Taxation. New Construction
ixclusion,

Allows Legislature to exclude from
""new construction” the construction or
installation of seismic retrofitting
improvements or improvements using
earthquake-hazard relief technologies.

Qualified improvements would be
defined by the Legislature.

Placed On Ballot By: SCA 33 (Rogers).
Chamber Position: No Position
Arguments For:

1. As confirmed by the October 17,
1989 earthquake, it is much less expen-
sive to strengthen buildings than to pay
for the consequences of cconoric

disruption. demolition. rebuilding and
even death,

2, The insignificact loss of prope
tax revenue in the short tesm is a small
and fair price to pay for long-term
earthquake safety.

Arguments Against:
None filed.

P
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Bonds. Initiative Statute.
Also referred to as the Hayden initiative
and "'Big Green."* Requires regulation of
pesticides to ensure food and agricultural
worker safety, phases out theuse of
cancer-causing pesticides and chemicals
(thought 1D deplete the ozone layer) on -
food Would require reduction in *:
emissions of gases contributing to global
warming and require oil spill prevention
and contingency plans. Establishes an
officeof statewide environmental > '+
advocate, to be elected "'in the'same -
manner S the Governor” toimpleraent -
the measure, and to enforce "'all the laws
of the State of California relating to
environmental research and public
health® " Appropriates $40 million for
environmental research and authorizes
the sart of $300 mittion in general -
obligation bonds for ancient redwoods
acquisition and forestry projects,

ts: Tan Hayden, Uoyd
Connelly, Albert H. MeyerhofT, Bob

Mulholiand, Michael Picker. Carl Pope
and John K. Van de Kamp.

Chamber Position: Oppose
Arguments For: _

1 In 1985 the Nataarall Center for
Health Statistics issued a study stating
ihat overall medical costs for cancer in
California exceed $7 billion a year. The
initiative will save hillions of dollars in
health care and energy costs by protect-
in Ca}wo(?ww from to>ajc chemical
pollution oOF alr; water and food,  *

2 While phasing out chemicals that
destroy the ozone layer, cancer-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 Against:

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

2. measure includes the equiva-
lent of 12 pieces of legislation; there are
100 Many important issues to be voted on
together.

3 The initiative would give broad
authority over all environmental 1ssues
to a single individual. would create the
potential for thousands of new lawsuits
against state and local govermments, and
wauld force businesses to comply with
hundreds of new government regula-
tions.

4. Many provisions in this initiative
duplicate existing law, depend on
scientific applications yet to be davel- .
oped or mimic legislation tet failed last
year. For example: supporters DIOPOSE to
cancel al} cancer-causing ingredients by
January 1996, and the California
Department of Foodand Agriculture
already is reviewing all pesticides to
eliminate those known to cause cancer,
the initiative requirss scientists ©
produce an alternative to CFCs and
halons (blamed for the opening In the
ozone layer) by 1997, and there seein to
be no viable options to these refriger-
ants, coolants and solvents at this tae.

Proposition 129

Crimes. Taxation, Bonds. Initiative
Constitutional Amendment and
Statute.

Appropriates $561 million in 1991 to
state and local govermments for drug
enforcement and treatment, and for
gang-related purposes, with additional
funds atiocated in subseyuent years.
Raises funds by conforming state
corporate ta laws with federal tax laws
and authorizing the sale of $740 million
in general obligation bonds for drug
abuse. corfinement and :reatment
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. The initiative provides funding for
needed drug enforcement agents.

2. It clarifies ambiguous language in
current law that protects a woman's right
to an abortion 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 the budget-
balancing process this yenr; no new
funds remain.

2. Earmarking new tax dollars is bad
public policy.

3. The need for the initiative is
questionable since voiers 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 togging moratorium, permitting
pubiic acquisition of designated ancient
forests providing wildlife habitat.
Requires state-funded compensation. a
retraining program for loggers displaced
by new regulations. wi'dlife surveys and
miligation measures, Among other

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 trees which
absorb carbon dioxide and provides jabs
by guaranlesing a lasting timber supply.

2. The measure was writien
forestry experts and is supported by
more than 106 ¢avironmental and civic
organizations.

Arguments Against:

I. By reducing timber harvesting by
70 percent. the measure puts more than
100,000 Californians out of work.

2. The initiative politicizes the timber
harvest approval process. results in a
buildup of hazardous forest debris
(which could lead to catastrophic fires)
2nad significantly increuses consumer
prices for new 1omes. timher and pape:
products.
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Proposition 131

Governn ent Officials. Ethics. Cam-
paign Financing. Initiative Constitu-
tional Amendment and Statute.
Limits terms of statewide elected

officials and memboars of the Legislature,

Statewide elected officials could serve
no more than eight successive years in
office; state legistators and members of
ithe Board of Equalization could serve no
more than 12 successive years. Limits
gifis to elected state and local officials,
prohibits honoraria and the use of public
resources for personal or campaign
purposes, and enlarges-conflict of interst
resnedies against legislators and state-
wide officeholders. Establishes cam-
paign-contr’bution limits for elective
off:ces and psovides for partial public
funding for candidates to state office
wha agree to the limits specified.

Expands the restrictionson lobbying
activities by former elected officials.
Proponents: John Van de Kamp, John
R. Phillipsand Tom McEnery,
Chamber Position: Oppose
Arguments For:

1 Proposition 131 gives people with
different viewpoints, including women
and minorities. ?heopportunity to run for
political office.

2. The initiative puts an end to special
interest contributionsby placing strict
limits on contributions.

3. Proposition 131 establishes
voluntary public financing.a no cost to
the taxpayer, for campaigns that provide
matching funds for candidates who run
for office. thereby ending candidates’
dependence on powerful lobbyistsand
wealthy interests,

Arguments Against:
1. With the creation of a tax-fiinded

campaign fund. Proposition 131 will
shift to political campaigns millions in
tax dollars now used for education,
prisons and health care, The

must cantinue to be funded Or vital
services will be cut.

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

3. The Department of Finance and
legislative analyst estimate state general
fund revenue will drop by $12 million
because Proposition 131 permits a tax
retum checkoff of $5 © go for campaign
funding.

Proposition 132

Yarine Resources. Initiative Constitu-
dional Amendment.

Proposes to establish a Marine Protec-
tion Zone within three miles of Southern
California coastal waters between Peint
Arguello and the Mexican border.
Between January 1.1991 and December
31, 1993, 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 tc $1,000 in 1993. Starting
January 1, 1994, use of gill or trammel
nets within the zone would be prohib-

ited. Revenues from permit fees provide
compenswion to fishermen for the loss
of permits after January 1, 1954,
Proponent: Doris Allen.

Chamber Position: No Position
Arguments For: .

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

2. Gill nets broken free of their
fishing boats (ghost nets) takz 40U years
to biodegrade and hnve already been
banned along the coasts of Canada.
Oregon and Washington.

Arguments Against:

1. This measure will increase Califor-
nia’s imports of fish from other nations.

2. Gill nets are used safely offshore
Oregon. Washington. Canada and central
and southern California: they are used in
San Francisco Bay. Tomales Bay,
Humboldt Bay and the Klamath River.

Proposition 133

Drug Enforcement and Prevention.
Taxes. Prison Terms. Initiative
Statute.
Increases state salesand use taxes one-
half cent for four years beginning with
the 199 1-92 fisca! year. Deposits money
in a “safe streets fund” to be used for
anti-drug education (42 percent). auti-
drug law enforcement (40 percent).
prisons and jails (10 percent) and drug
treatment (& percent). Seeks to prohibit
early release of persons convicted twice
or murder; manslaughter. raje or other
sexual assault; mayhem: sale. | sssession
for sale, transportation or manufacturing
of large amounts of drugs. selling drugs
to minors on schoolgrounds or play-
grounds: OF usin;® MINOIS to se.l drugs.

Proponent: Leo McCarthy.
Chamber Position: Oppose
Arguments For:

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

2. The half cent sales tax money
would be used speciticaily for purposes
stated above ard 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:

1. Earmarking statewide sales tax
fands is bad public policy.

2. The sales tax is traditionally

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 education receive 42 percent of
general fund monies. .

3. After four years. this proposed
sates tax may be revoked, but the
programs must continue to be funded.
much to the deiri.nent of other state
programs, such as care for the elderly.
health care and higher education.
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Alcohol Surtax Fund. Initiative
Constitutional Amendment and
statute.

Inposes an additional tax on alcohol
products (5 cents per 12 ounces ofheer.
five ounces of wine, three ounces of
fortified wine. one cunce of distilled
spiritsand an additional per unit floor
stock ®). Resulting revenues would be
deposited in the newly created Alcohol
surtax Fund to be appropriated for.
among other things. alcohol and drug
abuse prevention, treatment and recov-

ery programs. emergency medical care.
community mental health programs,
child abuse and domestic violence
prevention training and victim service,
alcohol and drug-related law enforce-
ment costs. The funds are to be supple-
mental and not meant to replace existing
funds. This measure is alsocalled the
Connelly initiative.
Proponent: Andrew McGuire.
Chamber Position: Oppose
Arguments For:

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

2. This measure targets the heavy
drirkers, the drunk drivers and alcohol
abusers who cause most of tre deaths
and injuriesattributable to alcohol.
Arguments Against:

1. Proposition 134 continues the trend
toward ballot box budgeting by earmark-
ing the funds it raises.

2, This niteasure penalizes all Califor-
nians by locking in 51.2 billion in
current state spending and relying on tax
increases to fund annual budget In-
creases.

Pesticide Regulation. Initiative
statute.

Proposes to expard the state program for
monitoring pesticide residue in produce
and processed foods. Mandates review of
cancer~causing pesticides. establishes
state training and information programs
for pesticide users, creates new and
modifies existing pesticide-related state
advisory pansls, creates a state-ap-
pointed advocate to coordinate pesticide
policies and provides for state disposal
of unregistered pesticides. Appropriates
$5 million annually *hrough 1995 for
pesticide research, Provides that. in the

case of competing perticide-related
initiatives on the ballot. the pesticide-
enforcement provisions of the measure
rec ving the most votes supersede
stiv...ar provisions of the other, Spon-
sored by the agricuftural community as
an alternative to. the: Hayden initiative. it
is known ag:CAREFUL.

Proponents: David L Moore, Joel
Nelsen, Dennis H. Merwin, Bob L. Vice
and Leland H. Ruth.

Chamber Position: Support
Arguments For:

1. Doctors. scientists and nutritionists
agree *he best cancer prevention is a
healthful diet rich in fresh fruitsand
vegetables.

2. By providing $25 million to
develop safe alternative pest control
methods, Proposition 135 can help
provide an affordable and wholesome
food supply.

3 Proposition 135 establishes t5 new
programs for food safety and environ-
mental protection.

Arguments Against:

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

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

3. The measure delays urgently
needed pesticide reforin by creatinga
slow and ambiguous process.

Proposition 136

State. Local Taxation, Initiative
Constitational Amendment,

Requires that any new tax or any
increases in existing state general or
special taxes be approved by two-thirds
of each house of the Legislature. New
taxes or tax increases enacted by the
initiative would require majority vote of
voters vating for general taxes, atwo-
thirds vote for special taxes. Among
other things, restricts use of local special
taxes 1 purposes for which they were
imposed, limits tax rate on new State

personal property taxes and extends to
charter counties power of voters to
increase local general taxes by majority
vote. Provides for new state and local ad
valorem, sales and transaction taxes on
real property. Provides for temporary
exception for state and local taxes for
disaster 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 more

difficulk for politicians to use special
taxes as a means of getting around the
tax limitations of Proposition 13.

2. Each year individual California
households pay tax increases of more
thai $1,350; this measure protects
individuats fran such increases.
Arguments Against:

1. Proposition 136 makes it nearly
impossible to raise excise taxes. such as
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 statute
that *"provides the manner in which
statewide or locat initiative or referen-
dum petitions are circitlated. presented

or certified."" Also requires voter
approval of any statute that prescribes
thie manner in which initiatives and
referenda arc submitted to voters.
Proponent: Joel Fox.
Chambes Position: No Position
Argument For:

The measure is necessary to protect

people's votes before any changes are
made in the initiative process,
Argument Against:

This initiative would prevent the
Legislature from passing laws to protect
the people - stopping misleading
initiative campaign practices - without
costly basriers and years of delay,
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Proposition 138

Forestry Program Timber Harvest-
ing. Bond Act. Initiative Statute.
Authorizes a $300 million general
obligation bond issue to supporta loan/
grant program, Limits timber cutting
practices and requires state-approved
timber and wildlife management plan on
timberlands exceeding 5,000 acres.
Mandates wildlife resources and timber-
tand studies, allows state acquisition of
specified timberiands and bars forced
purchase of othersfor a 10-yearpericd.
Introduced as an alternative to Proposi-
tion 130. Sponsored by the timber
industry.

Proponent: George A. Craig.
Chamber Position: Support
Arguments FOr-

[, This measure strises a balance
between eavironniernital, human and
economic conicerns Dy banning clearcut-
ting, enacting a massive tree-planting
program, imposing strict forest manage-
ment regulations, keeping timber harvest
decisionsaway from politicians and
expanding state parks.

2. Timber harvest reductions under
Proposition 138 are far less than those

that would be caused by Proposition 130.

3. The measure is supporied by
licensed professional foresters. wildlife
biologists and other experts in forestry.

Arguments Against:

|. Proposition 138 abolishes the forest
reforms and protections of Propasition
130.

2. The measure increases the chance
of global warming by allowing the
increased destruction of forests,

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

i
LS Inmate Labor. Tax Credit,
Initiative Constitutional Amendment

and statute.

Permits state prison and county jail
officials to contract with public entities.
profit or non-profit organizations.
businessesand entities for prison labor.
except in strikesor lockouts. Adds
statutes requiring the state prison
director to establish joint venture
programs for employment of inmates.
Inmate wages would be comparable to
non-inmate wages for similar work and
b subject to deductions for taxes. room
and bard. lawful restitution fines or
victim compensation, and family
support. Allows inmate employers a 10
percent tax credit against specified state
taxes.

Proponent; George Deukmejian,
Chamber Positlon: Support
Arguments FOr:

1 Prison inmates employed in the
program will reimburse the state a-
county for a portion of their room and
board: pay federal, state and {ocal taxes;
and provide restitution to crime victims.

2 Studies show that such programs
keep inmates out of prison once they are
back in society, For every inmate not
returning 1 prison. taxpayers would
save $20,000 a year and there would be
fewer crime victims.

3. Inmate employment supports the
emerging California industries and
¢creates jobs now being exported over-
555.

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

paid to victims. $345,000 toward room
and board costs, $131,000 for income
taxes and a lower rate of Rpeat offend-
ers returning to the system This four-
year-old program has had no security
problems.

Arguments Against:

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

2. The initiative has no provision for
job training.

Proposition 140

Terms of Office. Legislators Retire-
ment. Legislative Operating Costs.
initiative Constitutional Amendment.
Limits stare senators. all statewide
elected officergexcept 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-
pate in federal Social Security and
precludes accrual of other pension and
retirement benefits resulting from
legislative service. In addition, it would
limit the Legislature's expenditures for
compensation and for operating and
equipment COStS t0 amount specified 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 more lifetime legislators who have
developed cozy relationships with
special interests.

2 The measure ends extravagant
pensions for legislators

3. Limiting terms will create more
competitive elections.

Arguments Against:

1. By preventing legislators from
returning to office after two terms.
Proposition 140 in effect takes away
from voters their right to select whom-
ever the): wish 1o represent them.

2. The measure treats everynne the

same; the competent and dedicated are
lumped together with those who are not.
3. Proposition 140°s retirement
provisions hurt qualified officeholders
whec are not rich and have to provide
economic security for their farnilies.
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Proposition 141

Taxke Chemical Discharge. Public
Agenxies, Legislative Statute.

Exiends the requirements and civil
penalty provisions of Proposition 65 to
federal, state and local government
agencies and water systems serving the
public. The waming requirements are
effective November 1991, and prohibi-
tiors against discharges am effective
July 1652, Restrictions not applicable to
public sewage treatment plants. Provides

exemptions to drinking water requirs.

ment, covering such cases as chemicals
that arc present due to storm water
runoff and chemicals put into drinking
water for public health purposes. Also
exempts chemical releases resulting
from public agency's responise to an
emergency. such as firefighting.

Placed On Ballot By SB 65 (Kopp).
Chamber Position: NO Pesition
Arguments For:

1. Public agencies and public officials
should bc accountable for the same
provisionsthat Proposition 63 requires
for the private sector,

2. The business community bears the
burden and ¢xpense of added restrictions
to offset emissions of unregulated public
agencies.

Arguments Against:

1 Drinking water already is regulated
extessively to protect pabiic health.

2. Proposition 141 may lead to water
shortages becuuse it makes no allow-
ances for the beneficial use of chlorine.

Proposition 142

Veterans® Bond Act of 1¥90.

Prowides for a bond issue of $400

milbon D provide farm and home aid for
California veterans.

Ptaced On Ballot By: SB 2755 (Ro-

).
chh':aber Position: support

Arguments For:

L. Since its beginning in 1921. the
Cal-Vet home and farm loan program
has been entirely seif-supporting und
financially safe and ;ound.

_ 2 The loans generate thousands of
Jds. millionsof dollars in payroll and
€CoNOMIC opportunities for ull the
industries.

Arguments Against:

. A recession will cause many of the
veterans Who own homes and fanns
under Cal-Vei todefault, leaving
taxpayers to foot the bill.

2. The economy can be revived only
by cutting back te size of govemnment.
reducing taxes and eliminating burden.
some agencies trying to mate jobs.

Proposition 143

Higher Education Facilities Bond Act
of November 1990.

Provides for a bond issue of $450
million to fund construction/improve-
imess OF facilities for the University of
California, the California State Univer-
sity. the Californiacommunity colleges,
Hastings College of the Law, the
California Maritime Academy, and off-
campus facilities of the California State

University approved by university
trustees on @ before July 1 1990,
Placed On Ballot B2 AB 2479 (Nolan).
Chamber Position: Support
Arguments For:

1. This measure Will accornmodate
increases in student enroliments. adapt
higher education to new technology.
strengthen the state's economy. and
improve earthquake safety,

2. Higher education fuels innovations
and technological breakthroughs,

keeping Californiawn the cutting edge of
new industries,
Arguments Against:

|. Construction for this measure could
be paid for cut of the billions already set
aside for the universities in the state
budget.

2 Privrte businesses could be encour-
aged to donate buildings as tax-deduct-
ible ¢ontribations,

Proposition 144

New Prison Construction Bond Act of
19%0-B.

Provides for a bond issue of $450
mifion to provide funds to relieve
overcrowding in the state's prisons and
Cstifornia Youth Authority facilities

through new construction.
Placed On Ballot By: AB 524 (Murray).
Chamber Rosition: Support
Argument For:

}. Overcrowding is a serinus threat to
public and prison staff safety.

2. This measure will provide funds to
remove the criminal element from the

neighborhoods and keep it behind bars.
Argument Against;

1. Funds for prisons reduce »!loca-
tions €or programs to help redu.  :uture
criminal behavior.

2. Prisons do not deter crime or
rehabilitate offenders.

Propaosition 145

Califoraia Housing Bond Act of 1990,
Wi ishes ahousing program address-
ing the housing crisis in California by
authorizing the use of funds from the
First-Time Home Bt vers Bond Adt of
1982, under which .he voters of this state
authorized a bond sssu-+ 0f $200 million
to provide financial assistance to {irst-

time homebuyers, providing for a bond
issue of $125 million to fund a housing
and sarthquake safety program.
Placed On Ballot By: 3B 2456
(Maddy).
Chamber Position: Support
Arguments For:

1. Housing prices in California have
doubled in the last decade and ihis
meusure will make homeow nership o

reality for many families again.

2. Many live in unsafe, unhealthy
housing.
Arguments Aeainst:

|. The measure subsidizes persons
making OVer $80.000 a year,

2. Proposition 145 costs all tacpayers
$30 million a year for the next 30 pears
to pay off the bonds.
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Proposition 146

Schoo! Facilities Bond Act of 1990.
Authorizes a bond issue of $800 million
to provide capital outlay for construction
ot improvemnent of public schools.
Placed On Ballot By: AB 236 (Clute).

Arguments For:

1. Overcrowding hurts leaming,

2. The bonds are cost-effective and
will help schools throughout California.
Arguments Agalnst:

1 Proposition 146ignores the
possihility of shifting half of public

through a voucher system.

2. The bonds, when sold, will » ==
.. 72 million annually for payment OF
rincipal and interest.

Chamber Position: Support school enroliment into private schools
iti Chamber Position: Support ainees.
Proposition 147 T & e e Againsts

County Cerrectional Facility Capital
Expenditure and Juvenile Facility
Bond Act of 19%.

Authorizes issuance of $225 million in
general obligation bonds for the con-
struction, reconstruction, remodeling.
replacement and deferred maintenarce
of county correctional facilities. juvenite
facilities, and youth centers and shelters.
Placed On Ballot By: SB 1094

1 There is an immediate need for $39
million in fire, health and safety repairs,
renovations and replacement of existing
juvenik halls and camps.

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

3. Counties are encouraged to match
funds for additional construction, and are
required to demonstrate adequacy of

1.As loag as the govertment owsx
and cperates jails, their building aad
upkeep should be aregularly budgess
expenditure,

2 California's capacity 1 issix bomds
is exceeding safe kvels.

(Presley). care for mentally ill and inebriated
Pr ition 14 Chamber Position: Support Arguments Against:
opositio 8 Arguments Far: 1 The control and cleanup of

Water Resourees Bond Act 6f 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 1976relating to loans.
Placed On Ballot By: AB 1312 (Fi-
lante).

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

2. Proposition 148 ensures 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.

pollution in state waters should be tore
by commercial fanning and indutry.

2. The water projects will cost abowt
$684 million in principal and interest
over 20 years,

Proposition 149

California Park, Recreation and
Wildlife Enhancement Act of 1999,
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 BEallot By. AB 145Costa).
Chamber Position: Oppose

Argument For:

Through improving local parks in
every community. expanding/improving
stute parks. protecting important wildlife
habitat. and benefiting 'he coast and
rivers. this measure meets California's

increased demands for recreation ad
protects the environment.
Argument Against:

Almost $3 billion is already ¢omrma-
ted to state and local parks. and hatf e
money has not been spent yet; if thes
measure were passed. the iotal allocation
for California’s parks would be neasiy
$5 billion.

Proposition 150

County Courthouse Facility Capital
Expenditure Bond Act of 19%0.
Authorizes issuance of $200 million in
general obligation bonds for the construc-
tion. reconstruction. remodeling. replace-
ment and deferred niaintenance of couaty
courthouse facilities.

Placed Oil Ballot By: 4B 2180 (W.
Brown).

Chamber Position; Support
Arguwinents For:

1. Limited county courthouse
facilities have resulted not only in
overcrowding, but long delays in
bringing criminals to Justice.

2. The bond money will ke issued to
counties that comply with strict stan-
dards. and the Coumy Courthouse
Facility Zapiral Expenditure Finance
Committee Will strictly implement and

oversee the program.
Arguments Against:

[. The courthouses are overcrowded,
not fvr the lack of facilities. hut because
the Justice System rries to controi penple.

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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H Chamber Position: Support. Argument Against:
Proposition 151 Argument For: Taxpayers should not pay high bond
Child Care Facilities Financing Act of In California 15 to 2.5 million interest rates to'provide child care
19990, children need child care outside the facilities. e e

Authorizes sate of $30 millionin general ~ home; only 25 percent ar# in child care
obligation bonds 0 provide funds for licensed to mest health and safety

child care facilities,

standardsand less than 10 percent are in

Placed On Baltot By- SB 78 (Watson), care tet i directly subsidized.

California Chamber Positions on November Ballot Measures -

Béilot No. ‘

Title - -

proposition 124 Public Finance. No Position
Motar Vehicle Fuels. Tax Revenues. Exclusive Public MBS Transit Guideways. Support
The Alcohol Abuse and Drug Education Tax Act of 1990, Support
Property Taxation. New Constuction Exclusion. No Position
Natural Environment. Public Health. Bonds. Initiative Statute, Oppose
Crimes. Taxation. Bonds. Initiative Constitutional Amendment and Statute. Oppose

Proposition 130 Forest Protection. Timber Harvesting. Bond Act. Initiative Statute. oppose

Proposition 131 Government officials. Ethics. Campaign Financing. Initiative Constitutional Oppose
Amendment and Statute.

Proposition 132 Marine Resources, Initiative Constitutional Amendment. No Position

Propositioh'

Proposition
Prcposition
Proposition
Proposition
Proposition
Proposition
Proposition

Proposition
Proposition
Proposition
Proposition

141
142

147

148
149

151

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 Program. Timber Harvesting. Bord Act. Initiative Statute.

Prison Inmate Labor Tax Credit. Initiative Constitutional Amendment and Statute.

Terms of Office. Legislators Retirement. Legislative Operating Costs. Initiative
Constitutional Amendment.

Toxic Chemical Discharge. Public Agencies. Legislative Statute.
Veterans. Bond Act of 1990.

Higher Education Facilities Bond Act of November 1390.

New Prison Construction Bond Act of 1990-B.

California Housing Bond Act of 1990.

School Facilities Bond Act of 1990.

County Correctional Facility Capital Expenditure and Juvenile Facility Bond
Act of 1990.

Water Resources Bond Act of 1990.

California Park, Recreation and Wildlife Enhuancement Act of 1990.
County Courthouse Facility Capital Expenditure Bond Act of 1990.
Child Care Facilities Financing Act of 1990.

Oppose
Oppose
Support

Suppont

No Position
Suppont
Support

No Position

No Position
Support
Support
Support
Support
Support
Support

Suppon
Oppose
Support
Support



