PROPOSITION 36

COUNCIL ADOPTS
RES. OPPOSING
 PROP. 36

RES. NO. 84-159

< Iy COUNCIL MEETING
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Mayor Snider addressed the Council regarding his concerns
regarding Proposition 36 advising that "we" do not want to
amphasize or speculate on dolla: losses or threatened loss of
service. Mayor Snider further stated that "we" sinply do not
know what the courts or legisiature will do in the after math
of a Proposition 36 passage. Mayor Snider concluded in
listing a nuvber of organizations and agancies that have
publicly opposed Proposition 36 and that after much
consideration, ne (Mayor Snider) feels that the Council
should take a position on Proposition 36 from the view point
of public policy and the effect on the provision of fair and
equitable goverrmment. .

Council Member Reid also spoke in opposition to Proposition
36 and the reasons that he felt that the City Council should
oppose the proposition.

A very jengthy discussion followed with both Council Menber
Pinkerton, and Olson indicating that they did not feel that
it was appropriate for the Council to act on such matters.

On motion of Mayor Snider, Reid second, Council adoptc.
Resolution No. 84-159 opposing Proposition 36, the Jarvis IV
Initiative Constitutional Amendment which resclution reads in
full as follows:

RESOLUTION NO. 84-159

RESOLUTION OPPOSING PROPOSITION 36, THE
JARVIS IV INITIATIVE QONSTITUTIGNAL AVENTMENT

WHERFAS, the Jarvis IV Initiative Constitutional Amendment
which will appear on the November ballot as Proposition 36
would lead to de facto minority rule by requiring a
two-thirds vote for many inportant local goverrment
decisions; and
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WHEREAS, Proposition 36, by further restricting local
goverrments' revenue-raising authority beyond the
requi ~.ments imposed by Propositions 13 and 4, would

seriously weaken the concept of "Home Rule" by meking local
agencies more dependent upon the State for their financial :
stability; and N

WHEREAS, Proposition 36 will further reduce the ability of
local government to plan for and finance public services and
capital improvements needed to sustain development and
accammodate economic growth; and

WHEREAS, the passage of Proposition 36 will widen the
disparities between the taxation of propert.es with similar
market values; and

WHEREAS . while the supporters of Proposition 36 claim it will

reduce taxes, it will actually increase property taxes for

nearly all taxpayers who have purchased properties since

1978, including approximately 50% of the homeowners in
California; and NG

WHEREAS, one widely applauded result of Proposition 13 has
been to relieve general taxpayers of the burden ¢f paying for
services which could be charged directly to the service user
through fees, this trend will be reversed, returning part of
the financial burden for fee-supported services to general
taxpayers i Proposition 36 is enacted; and

WHERFAS, the passage of Proposition 36 will cost local school
districts some $750 million in 1985-86, thereby seriously
jeopardizing the urgently needed improvements in primary and
secondary public education in California; and

WHEREAS, many of the provisions of Proposition 36 are
confusing and ambiguous and will require further
clarification, either by future ballot measures, state
legislation and/or court interpretation,

NOW, THEREFCRE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the adoption of this
resolution, the City of Lodi opposes Proposition 36, the
Jarvis IV Initiative Constitutional Amendment.

The motion carried by the following vote:

Ayes: Council! Members - Hinchman, Reid, and Snider
Noes: Council Members - Olson and Pinkerton

Absent : Council Members - None
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NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATION INVOLVEMENT
IN BALLOT MEASURE CAMPAIGNS

There have been questions raised whether certain non-profit organizations may get
involved or contribute to Californians Against Proposition 36. Californians Against
Proposition 36 is a non-profit corporation which has applied for and will receive tax
exempt status as a 501(cX4) organization. According to the lawyers for Californians
Against Propositior 36, non-profit organizations which have a tax exempt status under
either 501(cX3), 501(cX4) or 501(c)6) may endorse a ballot measure, as well as participate
in activities of the ballot measure so long as those activities do not constitute a
substantial portion of the organization's activities. Generally speaking, non-profit
organizations may spend up to 5 to 10 percent of their annual budget on activities such as
ballot measures without jeopardizing either the tax exempt status of the organization or
the tax deductibility of the member's contributions, where applicable.

If an organization still has questions regarding permissible activities, they should contact
their own tax adviser or Ms. Hamilton at Californians Against Proposition 36.

FUNDRAISING SUGGESTIONS
FOR CITY OFFICIALS ACTING
IN THEIR INDIVIDUAL CAPACITY

You can successfully raise money to support some ot your County Coalition efforts against
Proposition 36. Fresno County used a dual strategy in the "No on 9" campaign against
Jarvis' proposed income tax cut. For those who could atford it, there was an afternoon
reception for $25.00 per person. Expenses were minimized by having volunteers donate
hors d'oeuvres and a talented bluegrass band provide free music.

Many people in the anti-Jarvis effort, however, cannot afford that approach. For them,
Fresno County held a sinple raffle ($1.00 tickets; $99.00 cash prize). If you print
"donation not required” on the ticket, you will probably not violate the law (you should
consult your attorney). In Fresno County, the raffle raised several thousand dollars.
Donated prizes make raffles cheaper. If drawings aren't to your taste, consider selling
some inexpensive item. Whatever you do, ynu should fina a way for people with little
money to contribute affordably.

Why should you bother to raise money? First, you can purchase local media coverage
(scate-campaign produced copy; local endorsements and talent) that the state campaign
will not purchase because their priorities are, out of necessity, in the larger markets. You
can also cover any expenses you have for mailing, copying, etc. You may even raise
enough money to make a contribution to the state campaign.

Prepared by Karen Humphrey, Council Member, City of Fresno and me:nber, League of
California Cities Proposition 36 Public Education Task Force.

ALTERNATIVE FUNDING IDEAS NEEDED

The Jarvis "What If" Committee is formulating suggestions for alleviating some of the
devastating provisions of Proposition 36. The League will issue guidelines to cities in
early November if the initiative passes.

Committee members are especially interested in cost-cutting strategies and alternative
funding ideas. Please send your suggestions to the Sacramentc otfice of the League.
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PROPOSITION 36
WHAT CAN CITIES DO?

It is recommended that each city consider the following actions. i im;?lemenxed
effectively in avery city throughout the state, a large number of citizens will have a
clearer understanding of the provisions and implications of Proposition 36.

l‘

Encourage Local Civic_and Business Leaders to Take a Public Pcsition. Conduct a
deliberate and systematic effort to meet individually with the leaders of a variety
of local civic and business groups. This effort could be performed by the mayor and
city manager or by anothzr team of city officials including a member of the city
council and a top level staff member. In these meetings, city representatives could
discuss the public policy implicatinns of Proposition 36, explain some of the likely
effects on public services in your community and urge these local leaders and the
organizations they represent to adopt public positicns in opposition to Pro-
position 36. Many statewide associations oppose Proposition 36; their local
counterparts would provide a possible starting place for this local etfort. Some of
these organizations are:

American Association of Retired Persons
Association of Retarded Citizens
Califoraia Building Industry Association
California Chamber of Commerce
California PTA

California Taxpayers Association

League of Women Voters

Service Employees International Union
The California Roundtable

California Farm Bureau Federation

Focus on Policy Issues. Emphasize the public policy implications of Proposition 36
rather than the size of dollar losses to your citv. Proposition 36 will:

-- Increase the inequity of the property ra:.

-- Increase the veto power of only one-third of the viters.

-- Perpetuate the underfunding of vital government services.

-- Continue the shift of power to the state and federal governments.

-- Make local governinent less responsive,

-- Impede economic growth by eliminating the ability of local government to
tinance capital improvements.

Do Not Publicize Dire Local Government Service Reductions. As far as the general
public and the media are concerned, adopt a "we'll have to wait and see" approach
concerning specific impacts on city services. Do not make specific monetary or
statistical predictions. After the Proposition 13 "bail out” delayed or eliminated
promised service reductions, public officials have little credibility with this
approach.
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SAMPLE RESOLUTION IN OPPOSITION TO PROPOSITION 34

WHEREAS, the Jarvis IV Initiative Constitutional Amendment which will appear on
the November ballot as Proposition 36 would lead to de facto minority rule by
requiring a two-thirds vote for many important local govenment decisions: and

HHEREAS, Proposition 36, by further restricting local governments' revenue-raising

authority beyond the requirements imposed by Propositions 13 and 4, would seriously
weak«n the concept of "Home Rule" by making lncal agencies more dependent upon the

State for their financial stability; and

WHEPEAS, Proposition 36 will further reduce the ability of local government to plan
for and finance oublic services and capital improvements needeu to sustain develop-
ment and accommodate economic growth; and

WHEREAS, the passage of Proposition 36 will widen the disparities between the
taxation of properties with similar market values: and

AHEREAS, while the supporters of Proposition 36 claim it will reduce taxes, it

will actually increase property taxes for nearly all taxpayers who have purs?aseq
properties since 1978, including approximately 50% of the homeowners i1 California;
and

WHEREAS, one widely applauded result of Proposition 13 has been to relieve general
taxpayers of the burden of paying for services which could be charged dwrectly‘to
the service user through fees, this trend will be reversed, returning part of the
financial burden for fee-supported services to general taxpayers if Proposition 36
is enacted; and

WHEREAS, the passage of Proposition 36 will cost local school districts some $750
million in 1985-86, thereby seriously jeopardizing the urgently needed improvements
in primary and secondary public educa‘ion in California; and

WHEREAS, many of the orovisions of Proposition 36 are confusing and ambigugus a?d will
require further clarification, either by future ballot measures, state legislation
and/o° court interpretation,

NOW, THERFORE, BE T RESOLVED, by the adoption o this resolution, the City of
opposes Proposition 36, the Jarvis 1V Initiative Constitutional
Amendment .

Bate” —

Submitted by Joy Picus, Council Member, City of los Ar jeles, and Vice Chair,
League of California Cities Proposition 36 Public Education Task Force.
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CALIFORNIANS AGAINST PROPOSITION 36
County Coalition Contacts

ALAMEDA
Bi11 Berck 415/887-0152

BUTTE:
Robert Rankin 916/343-7629

CALAYERAS:
Marj Geizler b: 209/736-4662
h: 209/754-3256

COLUSA:
Jwm Marks 916/458-7791

CONTRA COSTA:
Ron Stewart 415/944-1388
Paul Xatz a15/228-16%%

£t DORADO:
Vrcki Barber 316/985-467])
Norm Woods 916/544-2281

FRESNO:
Karen Humphrey 209/224-8929

IMPERIAL :
td Van Ginkel b: 619/265-3020
h: 619/286-913])

KERN:
Ward Wolleson 805/325-7487

LOS ANGELES:

Peter (oye 213/275-6388
Roxanna Lightfoet 213/275-6388
Javier Rodriguez 213/275-6388

MARIN:
Reggie Winner 415/897-7.18
Beth Winters 41%/472-2044

MAR1POSA:
Eric Bruun 209/966-3691

MCRCED:
Larry Duguette 209/384-3313

MONQ:
Arlene Reveal 714/932-7031

MONTERLY:
Troy Rramlette 408/3/3-295%
408/424-0654

NAPA:
Robert Kansen 707/252-5511}

ORAMGE :
Ann Yogel 213/275-6388

PLACER:
Linda Leitner 916/791-7061

RIVERSIDE :
Bill lmada 213/275-6388

SACRAMENTO:
Jim Donnelly 916/444-3216

Coleri= Johnson-Schulke 916/444-6010

SAN BFMITG:
Nick .owry 408/637-5393

SAN BERNARDINO.
Bill Imada 213/275-6388

SAN DIEGO:
Ed van Ginkel b: 619/265-3020
h: 619/286-9131

SAN FRANCISCO:
Steve Neuberyer 415/931-6491

SAN LulS 0BISPO
Betty Nielsen 805/544-0695

SAN MATEO:
tdie Mendez 415/607-7682
John Ward 415/363-4568

SANTA BARBARA:
Don Gotz 213/275-6388

SANTA CLARA:
Teresa Johnson 408/998-7000
Steve Preminger 408/998-7150

SANTA CRUZ:
Jack Raper 408/688-6822

SOLANG
Phillip Bowman 707/644-8921

SONOMA :
Reggie Uinner 415/397.7218

STANISLAUS:

John Allard 209/571-657%
Mike Brannan 209/576-8075
Peggy Dressler 209/523-1305

TRINITY:
Robert Gravette ©16/623-2861

TULARE :
Thelma Gomez ¢09/686-3135

TUOL UMNE :
Tom Kendall 209/586-3451

VENTURA:
Don Gotz 213/275-6188

YOLO:
Sue Boyd 916/756-4492
4elen Thomson 916/153-1223




CALIFORNIANS AGAINST PROPOSITION 36 §
Organizations Which Oppose the Initiative

— AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF RETIRED PERSONS
~~ AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY WOMEN
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF STAFE, COUNTY AND MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES (AFSCME)
AMERICAN RIVER FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT
* ANTELOPE VALLEY HOSPITAL MEDICAL CENTER
* ARCADE WATFR DISTRICT BOARD GF DIRECTORS
ASSOCIATION FOR RETARDED CITIZENS
—* ASSOCIATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS OF CALIFORNIA, INC.
ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA HOSPITAL DISTRICTS
ASSGCIATION OF CALIFORNIA SCHOOL ADMIN[STRATORS
ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA WATUR AGENCIES
BEACH CIiTIES COUNCIL ON AGING
BEAR VALLEY COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT
BERKELEY FEDERATION OF TEACHERS, L-1078
BLACK AMERTCAN POLITICAL ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA
BLACK YOMEN'S ORGANIZATION FOR POLITICAL ACTION
BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
BOARD OF REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF CATHOLIC HOSPITALS
CALIFORNIA BUILDING IMDUSTRY ASSOCIATIOM
~—CALIFORNIA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
~—CALIFORNIA COMMON CAUSE
* CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE TRUSTEES ASSOCIATION
* CALITORNIA CONFERENCE OF CATHOLIC CHARITIES
—CALTFORNIA COUNCIL FOR ENVIRONMENTAL AND ECONOMIC BALANCE
—2_CALTFORNIANS FOR EFFTCIENT LOCAL GOVERNMENT
~—~CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION
CALJFORNIA FEDERATION OF TEACHERS
CALIFORNIA HOSPITAL ASSOCIATION
~2—CALIFORNIA HOUSING COUNCIL, INC.
' CALTFORNIA INDEPENDENT PUBLIC EMPLOYEES COUNCIL, INC.
* CALIFORNIA LABOR FEDERATION, AFL-CIC
* CALIFORNIA MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION
CALTFORNIA MUNICIPAL UTILITIES ASSOCIATION
CALIFORNIA ORGANIZATION OF POLICE AND SHERIFFS
* CALTFORNIA PARK AND RECREATION SOCIETY
CALIFORNIA PROBATION, PAROLE AND CORRECTIONAL ASSOCIATION
~—CALIFORNIA ROUNDTAZLE
CALIFGRNIA SCHOOL BOARDS ASSOCIATION
CALTFORNIA SCHOOL EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION
CALIFORNIA STATE E''PLOYEES ASSOCIATION
CALTFORNIA STATE PARENT TEACHERS ASSCCIATION
——CAL.IFORNIA TAX RE'ORM ASSOCIATION
~—€ALIFORNIA TAXPAY:RS ASSOCIATION
CALIFORNIA TEACHERS ASSOCIATION
CALIFORNIA WATER ESOURCES ASSOCIATION
CAPISTRANG VALLEY WATER DISTRICT, BOARD OF DIRECTORS
CATHOLIC COMMITTEE FOR AGING
CITY OF SAN JUAN CAPISTRANO
COALITION FOR ECONOMIC SURVIVAL
CONCORD CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
CONGRESS OF CALIFORNIA SENIORS
CONSTRUCTION AWARENESS PRCGRAM

* % »
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CONTRA COSTA COV " BOARD OF EDUCATION )
CONTRA COSTA BOAk. OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY SUPERVISORS ASSGCIATION OF CALIFORNIA

* DAVIS AREA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

DEMOCRATIC WOMEN'S FORUM OF SAN FRANCISCO
DESZRT VIEW WATER DISTRICT

OISTRICT EIGHT DEMOCRATIC CLUB

FEDERATED FIRF FIGHTERS OF CALIFORNIA
FRIENDS COMMITTEL ON LEGISLATION

GREY PANTHERS

* TUTERNATIONAL LONGSHOREMAN'S AND WAREHOUSEMEN'S UNION
* KEEP LIBRARIES ALIVE

» * » 2

LA MESA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

LATINO DEMOCRATIC CLUB OF SAN FRANCISCO

LEAGUE OF CALIFORNIA CITIES

LEAGUE OF CALIFORNIA CITIES, ORANGE COUNTY DIVISION
LEAGUE OF WIOMEN VOTERS OF CALIFORN!A

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS, LONG BEACH

LONG BEACH AREA CITUZENS INVOLVED

LOS ANGELES CHAMBER Of COMMERCE

LOS ANGELES COLLEGIATE COUNCIL/CALOBBY, CALIFORNIA STATE, LOS ANGELES
LOS ANGELES COUNTY TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION
METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

* MEXICALR AMERICAN POLITICAL ASSOCIATION
* MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICY OF ORANGE COUNTY, BOARD OF DIRECTORS

OAKLAND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
ORANGE COUNTY EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION
OTAY WATER DISTRICT

* PEACE OFFICERS RESERACH ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA
* PEOPLE FOR A GNLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA
* PUBLIC EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY, INC. (PERC)

»

% * ¥ ®»
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PUBLIC EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION OF VENTURA COUNTY
PUBLIC EMPLOYEES UNION, LCCAL 1

PUBLIC SECYURITIES ASSOCIATION, DISTRICT VI
RINCON DEL DIABLO MUNICIPAL “ATER DISTRICT

SAN BERNARDINO PUBLIC EMPLOYELS ASSOCIATION
SAN FRANCISCO CLASSROOM TEACHERS ASSOCIATION
SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

SAN FRANCISCO SECOND DISTRICT PTA

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT
SA JOAQUIN COUNTY EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION, INC.
SAN JOSE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

SAN MATEO COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

SENIOR CITIZENS CLUB OF LOCAL-1304, USWA
SERVICE EMPLOYEES INTERNATIONAL UNION

SERVICE EMPLOYEES INTERNATIONAL UNION, L-250
SERVICE EMPLOYEES INTERNATIONAL UNION, L-390/400
SERVICE EMPLOYEES INTERNATIONAL UNION, L-535
SERVICE EMPLOYEES INTERNATIONAL UNION, 660
SHASTA COUNTY EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION

SOLANO ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES
STANISLAUS COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

STANISLAUS COUNTY EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION

STATE BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION TRADES COUNCIL OF CALTFORNIA
TEAMSTERS LOCAL 3856

TEHAMA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
TULARE LAKE BASIN WATER STORAGE DISTRICT
WESTERN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT

Additions to the "No on 36" coalition

-f -
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c with a post-3/Y/77 hen date.

Educational Workshop Focuses
On Latest Jarvis Tax Initiative

The “No on Prop 36" campa:gn com-
mittee presentec a3 strong message to
pubhc O!ficiils attending an educationa’
workshop on Propos:ion 36 (the latest
Howard Jarvis Initiatwve! "Do not be
complacent! about the Initiative —
Become invoived—~ Take the campaign
serniously

The “No on Prop 36 committee aiso
cauhoned pubhc othciais against pre-
senting a “the house wili tall down™ king
ot campaign as wn Proposition 13

PubitC othicials [several members of
ACWA were piesent for the Aug 30
breting on the Jarvis intliative) were
askeq O parucipate 1n creanng counly
coaltions to estadhish a diparhisan
atmosphere anad to commumcate the
geners! message of, "I was yes on
Pioposthon 13—1that was needed. but
I'm no On 36 as it goes oo tar

in taiking abou! the impacts on reve-
nue sources for locai gavernment. Dicx
Simpson. eseculive vice presicdent ot
Cal-Tax Resesrc:.. said. “Local guvern-
ment revenues are recovering from the
recent recession, bu! conhinued re-
covery depends, among other things, on
there being no new regulhions in re-
maning revenues However Proposition
36 would have the eflect of regucing
those remaning revenues

Simpson presented the followsng
analys's which looked at portions of
Proposition 1) and some ol ils amending
changes made vy the courts and leg:s-
lature. a3 well as examined and evalu-
ated the poss:ble impact of the major
provisions ot Propos:tion 36

Proposition 13

Proposition 13 of 1978

s Limdeg ad valorem tax to | percent
of market varue

e Pyrrmitied overnde of himit for pre-
1978 dedt

o Limited assessed value increases 1o
2 percent per year (Base year un-
specified)

e Pioperty reappraised on change of
ownership or new ¢construchion

e ReQuwed 2/) vote 10 increase spe-
cial tares

Non Ad Valorem Properly
Taxes

® 1979 legisiation

e Per paicet assessments

e Examples (1982-83:
Flood contro! and water conserva-

ton .. ... $42 .6 mulhion
County sanitation dis-

tncts .. ... ..., $23 2 milion
Cattornia water dis

wets .. $19 5 million

e Estimated current levy $300 mui-
hon

San Francisco vs. Farrell

e Modied 2/3 vote requirement for
special taxes

* Allows non-property tax increases
by simple majorily vote of local gov-
ermng dody

* Aids cries more than counties used
frequently in 1983

e Prmarily attecls business hcense
and utility user taxes

o QOver $300 mitlion has been raised

Carman vs. Alvord

® Allows property tax increases 10
pay voter-approved pension systiem
costs

¢ Both cities and counties may use it
s Current levy $55 mithon.

* Legisiature suspended further use
until 1985-86

e $850 milion in potential property
tax increases

Proposition 36
Jarvis IV Would “Save 13" By:

Overturning Farrel and Carman By
elumnating most parce! taxes and dy
strengihening legisiative 2/3 vote re-
quirement

Jarvis IV Would Also:
o Sut new himits on lees

o Prohidit use of fee revenues for
pensions

* May invatidate $4 5 bithon in voter-
spproved G O bonds

e Elvminate some financial support
for state wate: ptan

¢ Retunc $1 7 bilhon tr, propernies
with a pre-3 1/77 Lhen Qate

¢ Reduce assessments on above
properties

® Increase laxes {01 mos! Droperties

4

o incresse limits on change of owner-
ship reappraisals.

Pro and Con
1. New 1 Percent Limit

Limits ad valorem and any other
property tax to } percent MV,

Pro:
o Ehminates currentand future parcel
taxes

Con:

e invalidates some local voter.
approved tazxes

e Removes leasidle re:enue source
for some functions

Fiscal impact

* Possible $300 million tax reduction.

e Fliood control, sanitation, water,
irrgation, Mghway hjhting distnucts =
1/3 of total reduction

2. New Borided Debt Limit

Allows override of 1 percent it for
bonded debdt if.

o Approved Dy voters before 7/V/78.

o Evidenced by issuance of bonds

Pro:
o Reverses Carmin decision.

Con:

s Invalidates unissued G.O. bonds

* Invahdates some or sll:water distnict
overndes 101 slate water plan.

Fiscal Impact

o Eliminates $56 million in curremt
and $850 mithonn future Carman taxes

o May invatidate $4.5 bilhon in un-
issued local G.O. bonds.

3. New Limit On Fees And Fee
increases

Requires any new fee or fee increase,
state or local, above CP1 growth. 10 have
2/3 vote of Legisiature or voters.

Pro:
e Stops excessv; fees

Con:

o Could destabilize vital loca! ser
vices

e CP! not 8 valid measure of fee
prowth

o Most votars not directly attected by
some fees

o Inhibis growth

Fiscal Impoct

e Adverse capital funding eflects
o Primary \npacts water. sewers.
power, landhlls, ports, asrports. transit

4. A. Prohibition of Fees For
Pension Costs

B. Limitation of Fees To
“Direct Gosts”




Prohibits fees for pensions. detn
fee as any slate or locatcharge for direv
costs ol service

Pro:
o None

Con:

e Pension cost exclusion would bring
coniract imparrment suils

o Pens:on costs equal 15-20 percent
of payrous

o Do "direct costs” exclude deprecia-
tion and capita! outlay reserves, both
needed for intrastructure maintenance
snd growth?

Fiscal Impact

e Unknown. pending lilsgation of
pens:i0n and “direct cOst” questions

5. Stronger 2/3 Legislative Vote

Strengthens requirement that new or
increased taxes must have 2/3 legisia-
tive vote.

Pro:

o After 8/15/83, would ehminate any
tax nCrease on simple majority vote
(e.g. AB 3, O Severance).

Con:

s loophole Legisisture may sutho-
rize foCal tax which will not need later
local vole

o Loophoie would transier more local
deci3ions to Legisiature

e Would aiso require 2/3 vote for tax
reduct:ons

Fiscal impact
e Unknown

6. Reslores 2/3 Local Vote

Renuires approval by 2/3 of quahhed
voters 1or any new or increased focalitax

Pro:

e Overturns Farrell used by cities to
ra:se business and utility user taxes by
counct majonty

Con:

e Fatreli-type taxes. as needed, have
reduced pressures {or state income and
sales lax increases

Fiscal impac!

e Any Farreli-type tax enacted after
8715/8) woutld be eliminated uniess
engacled by 2/3 local vote.

7. Assessment Rollback + Prop-
erty Tax Relunds

Rolls bach 2 percent inlHation in-
creases lor propertes with pre-March
1977 hen dgates requites retunds and
[T Tolo1k THE. 1IN

Pro:
e For recipients of refunds, ettect 1s
positive

Con:
¢ Retunds and reappraisals go to

properties with oidest values

¢ Properties with higher, post 1977,
apprasaits get no refunds. no reduced
assessment but do get a tax increase in
most cases

Fiscal impact

o Taxpayer retunds or credits -$1.29
biltion

e Ongoing property tax reduction -
$66 rmitiion

* Property taxincreases - $158 million

8. New Change In Ownership
Provisions

Reappraisal would not occur on
change in ownership involving intra-
tamity transiers to “immediate family °

Pro:

* Property in an intra-family transter
of a home. rental or business would not
be reapprassed

Con:

e A further departure from market
vaive standards could increase inci-
dence of unequal property taxes

Fiscal Impac!
® Unpredictable

*Member; of immedhate tarmily. “Parents,
grandparents, stepparents. uncles.
sunts, 1pouse, stepchudren. sibhings.
and hneal descendents of the owner, or
the guardian of trustee for any of the
foreg.ng persons ~

A Jarvis IV Re-Cap

1. Evminstes Carman Taxes
But Also invahdales umssued G O
bonds and some o! ali S W.P overndes.

2. Restores 2/3 vote for lccal Farreli-
type taxes
But Legisiature could suthorize new
taxes for local government without local
vote.

3. Strengthens legisiative 2/3 vole for
tax increases.
But Would atso require 2/3 vote tor tax
decreases

4 Rolis dback 2 percent inflation
sssessments. requires relund of $1 7
billion

But Favors properties with older,
lower, base-year values. Causes higher
taxes ftor most properties with post-
3/1/77 hen dates: inCcreases inequities

5 Property in an intra-tamily transfer
woulad not be reappraised
But moves property tarxation tartber
away trom equat tredtment

G fees could no longer meet full
service COTS

7 Fee-supported enterprises could
encourter problems 1n maintaining
plant and accommodating economic
growth

5

¢

8. Prombition of fee support for
employee pens:ons stilts costto general
funds and raises contract impairment
questions for independent special dis-
tncts

9. Impact on .alrastructure inancing

e Retains proh:bitson aganst prop-
erty taxes for G O bonds

e May invalidate vnissued G.O
bonds

e Limits fees to "direct cost” of
service. possibly excluding costs tor
depreciation and capstal reserves

e Puts greater pressure on fees to
mec! operalidnal costs

“That the new Jarvis initiative goes
beyond amending changes in Propos:-
tion 13 made by the counts and legista-
ture.” Simpson sa:d. “is an important
posnt only 1in understanding the lull
scope of the proposat. Interms of pudhc
fiscatl pohicy. 1t 18 more impoetant 1o
consider the measure’s impact on some
basic issues ”

Simpsorn listed the following as ex-
amgples of those izsues:

1. Would Jarwis IV improve property
tax equity Of would it widen the tax
disparities between propertiss with
simiar market values?

2. Would Jarvis IV strengther local
government, or make it more depandent
on the state?

3 Woulid simple msajority popular vote
assure adeqQuate consultation of voters?

4. Would Jsrvis IV improve the ability
ol local governments to finance the
public services and capital improve-
ments needed 10 sccommodate eco-
nomic growth?

5. Could $1.3 billion in added tax
reliel be taken without adverse impast
on functions?

6. Halater recession generates needs
for new loca! revenues, which of these
potential sources would likely be tas-
geted Salestax? Spilitroil? Per-
sonal income tax? (il severance tax?
Bank and corporation tax?

ACWA has announced its opposition
to the proposition and has urged its
members and other atffected organiza-
tions 1o take positions on Proposition 36
and io sendtothe ACWA othce copies of
the actions taken by their boards of
direclors



Prop. 36 Is Not Faring
As VWell as Prop. 13

Ey

Hy Merrin bield

Proposition 36, Howard
Jarviv’ nes indtiative to limit
and refund properiy tanes, is
not gencrating the level of in
terest  or  voter  support
achieved by his 1078 tax Himita.
tion measure, Proposition 13,
which was strongly endorsed
By votens

A statewide survey completed
the it week of September among
3 sawple ol 1021 registered voterr
found that little more than hal! of
the publn . 55 percent. have heard
about Propusition 3

Amueng those anare of the miea
Mile sentunent s evenly divided -
19 peivent in favor. 1% percent
againat aud 17 percent undeclded

Ali registered voters §n the sam
e, whether or pot they alreads
hivw  about the bmtatine. were
read a suminary of Proposition 36
hey elements and asked how they
would vole i the election were hield
todas

The texulls show  ahbout the
Mty even spin 43 percent sayving
they would vote ves. 41 percent say-
ing they v ould vote no snd 16 per-
ceit  undecided  The two per-
centage pot difference beiwcen
thuse soung yes and no n statish-
valiy isipnificant

The question was pored as fol
lows “Proposition 36 anmends and

adds to Proporition 13 by prohibit-
ing anyv new tanes on real estate
property and reguiring a two
thirds vote {or enacting any nev
local taxes. fees and swsessmestts.
It wouid also make refunds total
ing more than §1 biilion to those
who owned property in Californis

" between 1826 and 1975 i you were

voling today on Proposition 36,
would yvou vote Yes or No?”

In peniodic surveys after the
63percentto-3xpercent passage of
Praposttion 13 o 1878, the Califor-
nia Poll observed a gradual soften
mg of the public’'s viewpoint that
tare: are 100 high and as increased
avareness that some goverimnent
rervices have deterion ated

For example. i & Freld Instic
tute study done 1ast year, five vears
after the passage of Proposition 13,
43 porcent of the public sald that,
overall. the measure had Jeft them
neither betier nor worse off. An
additional 24 percent said they were
bettes off. and 23 percent felt they
were worse off

In the current survey, a ques
tion was posed to measure the pub
ht's overall feelings about the tax
and govermment spending changes
that have occurved in Californis
suce the passage of Proposition 13.

Shghtly more than one-half. 53
percent, say they are satisfied, and
45 percent say they are dissatished
with these changes ’

Coponraght FOEL The oo lit ustetute
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County Rejects Jarvis’ Tax-Cutting Prop. 36

By TED VOLLMER
Temey Stat! Weiter

The Los Angeies County Bosrd
of Supervisors dominated by can
servalives voted 5 10 0 Tuesday 1o
otgase the istemt weapor in How
ard atve’ wan-staating aree-a.
Prugs sstion 38

The vote against the Novemde:
ballot  measure. backed by he
noted conservative (ar cutie’
came after Los Angeles Cour:,
Thiel Admimmistrative Officer Harrs
L Huftord warned of a reducuot. ir
& wwie rgnge 4 COUTY BeTVICes
from propertv tax relunds ars .
permane sl reduction (b LAses man
dated by (e messure Jarve has
maniained Lhat the imliative o
denigned W strengthen the 1378
laz-cuting Propasstion 33, which
Ne seys Nas Deen weakened by
coutt decinons

doard Chairmen Deane Dana »
conservai.ve. s2id the meature
worid wesker ksl governmernt
Conservative Peir s habarum tai”
the measure “wen: overtaard’
and Mibe Antehovich the th »!
consttvative  agreed wirh ..
that the meas ire would hur' 1aa

control

£d Fdeiman ¢nd Kennett. Han.
the 1wo more liberal bosrd mem
tarrs Jnred in the vole

Huftord who had recommet.de:
the DOw:id . LON, a2 the Jarvis
measure wouid mesn $057 m..
Ion in tas refunds 1 about » thiru
of (he couttts’s tendents The re
MAuNg foordents would receis o no
direct benefi. from the meas e

How Prop. 36 Would Atfect Taxes

Unoer Propostion 13 3 sserssrient prOvisans I8Nt gl (2 008 Lies
ha: a’e .00 Dy st (8 ve,
VIS, LTS OMDBNO. LG WinY- e 081 0w 1881 SOM Prispeinn
36 0 the Novemte: ba'ict w(uld magnety the BHerences by g sng
rotunds (L tome owne's  This Cha't shows how the L8 AnQeies
County (el samunstrative OMxe a0 HQure tar Dits o two
e

Argaias (Uunty hoMe e *Ne Hea iititive

10000 san Aeeshy home
Coaghi By Mo ¥ 1904

nomer verume gt 3120 500

1884 Masert ' 4ie

1984 Assersmen: Ve
Avernge Yoo Rate 'Y 124
Retuna wrder Prop 36
nomecwners £ semplion

Net Progerte Tas

rerendinsty

pEuOe . tae

1984 sve0ge vaive o 0 Low

Tae 42 300 Sty Do
ougin ehe Wé ' 190)

120 50N L AN Al
41 400 APt
467 322
1262 N Retuna
4.1 (42
$13? $ 1294

Huflust a1 gt rg tha' e.rr
Whose ter g teliies cund one
C..th N lang rur throuer faighe
frean o urar e T ater

Hufrer ot tan wetumt
sene sfone modsgte - whie X apre .
ORI L T oDet LS bt s i e
Marcr 1 YTTS wenid cost the
treas:r et cogniy Oties and
iwg’ gorrverir o oie mate that The
Lo retyrd
T aten (hanges in the lay
slructure would take anciter
B215 5 wmo o from ait thuse Teveis
O guvert Mol car v par

Hufti ol sa.9 tre reductens

Wit te bope for tre countly
et proilis sMae 20! heath
services fur n w8 finances
law enforees e the cogrts |
Brac e andotMe ser.oe s

The ref, 4 aiuid v P00 cowrn
trrasur SR Mt Perme
nent chang. i e b er A
GraCiu e any -t Wse grrtrer §78
Miliest, 0 (nurly P Lo jes fach
e

Inaigan Huffor @ aarned the
county cowid e atant $102 i
won an federa aad State revenues
now obta o (RIOLUEY CLdnts
mats ong funeds the! presamatis

1Y

- GUKl e Jost

In the firs! vear the los! laxes
wiud mean the ehminatior of
atout 1,882 0bs from the county's
work force of TL.000. Hufford said
The county s 83 incorporsted crues
would lose ahout W€ mithon with
the largest city s Angeles lomng
aboul two.thirds of thet total
Hufford said los Angeles officrais
%10 Monday thes Rave no! hiade
any gpecific forecast of the etlect of
the Jarvis iniLative

Losres ‘otaling about $371 myl.
on sl would be felt by jocal
public schools. redesvelopment
Agencies and pviependen! servwe
diirts, Huffur * easd

Propomtion 36 1 simed at what
Jarvis charges has been o steady
eraiion of the oryginal ntert of s
fire: measure. Propomtior 13, by
the Lemslature and the courts
since s passage in 1978 Propos
uor € would reduce the taves . ..
properlies purchased before March
I 1977, and fesul' in a pefund of
shout 31 7 bubon 1o prupens own.
€08 pidirw:de

Rerters and homeowness who
bought theit properites afier March
11907 would hot peceive retiates

The measure alsc » ould brmit the
atniny of lal governments (o ievy
sprec .ol lanes for taw enforcement
fire praiecuon, education of other
purposes by pequining » twe thirds
approvai by aftecied voters

“The 1985-86 smpact of Propos:
tion 36 on the county geners’ fund

eQuates 10 an approximate

21 5% cutin the net county cost of

most Separtments.” Huffor3 sasd 1.
PELOMMC ™ g (08P ¢ SDPLIt- O 3¢
the mearurc In future yesrs
howeve: the impact wi,. dimirush
because the properiy tax refunds
are s one LUme icas

Huf! wd ¢ the county 5 reve.
M 108t ect =atey were bated on
the asrsumpuici 1hat the state
would not bair oul local govern
ment and (8’ 1he meatyre oot not
Lake effect unii' the 1WhS . 86 iscal
vear

Hardest nit by the rmeasure
would be law raforcement fire ans
pudblic healtr. services normallh
funaed Ly progerty tanes Hulfore
sard State mandsied wedare ane
beaith programs would de hurt
only shg™iy Me tonciuded locar
government aiso woyld cuntinue 1o
lose even more power to Sacra.
mente than @ has since Propositien
13 Hulford warned

Fleed Contrel, Lidrories

Specilisily Hufford predhcted 1f
Proposiine 36 passes. next s ear the
Shenif's Defariment wouid lnee
atwyt ).625 prations, Heaith Ser.
vices st 2 1247 Pobix Sorie.
Setviees 1o difarer atout | 706 and
the Probation Depariment abou’
641 In ali AA33 ;ods would be lost
during the fi7s\ vear wile gnottze
199 tewer county wte would be
funded the nc ! year

Other proxcied effecis of the
tax-cutling mersure came from
varous  special histrcis and key

Plesss see PROP. 36, Poge 3

Coatinued from Page !

dengri™ ents vapected to Le Mt
hardes: by he Mrasure

oFleed Cestrol Jamcs Faston,
acing cruel ennineer of the Los
Angeles County Fiead Control Dis-
tr ¢t va.d the measure would result
10 s 0% budget cut that would '
hurt Raod control. waiet conver
1o and emerpency dedrus remo
programs

oF jre Prosection Acting County
Fire Cheef John W. Englund 2aud
the calict meanure would resuli in g
“drasuc’” 16% funding relucuon n
the first year The county provides
fire and paramedxc services 1o the
unInNCorporated areas ss sell a8 (0
43 citses

Englund predicted that X0 jobs.
at ieas: 20 enpine compan:cs and
X parameds rescue squads would
be ehiminated several fire statians
would be ciosed and that the
purchase of new equipment would
be delaved

slidrarier County Litraruan
Linda F Crumond estimated that
the Jarvis measure would mesn a
lavolf ¢! 23% cf the staff tabout J00
fu' and par:i tume workers) the
tiotury of 15 of the cousty's 92
branch ibeanes located i ¢7 cities
ard un.ncorporsied areas, reduc-
tions 1~ operaimg hours of
hanes remamng open &nd
freeze on new bdook purchases f
8t least four months
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NO on Proposition 36

Howard Jarvis, Califorrua’s self-appointed tax
cutter, claims that Proposition 36 must be passed
Uus fall to “save” Proposition 13.

Doni't be {ooled.

Proposition 13 does not need saving. Since its
paasage in 1978, it has reduced Califorria property
taxes from among the highest in the nation (o less
than the average. The basic fact of Proposition
13—the 1% tax rate—is in the Californ:a Constitu-
von and will remain there for the foreseeadble
future. So is the 2% annual ltmit on property
assessment increases.

Proposition 36 3 a much different creature. It
would cripple the ability of every level of
government in California Lo raise the most basic
sorts of revenue to provide for the most basic
public services, from water rzupplies to street
lightng.

It has taken California six years and a radical
reordering of stat2 and local financing to adjust to
the arbitrary tax rules of Propoeition 13. The
turmoil created by Proposition 13 wouid pale by
comparison if Jarvis should succeed with Propesi-
tion 36,

There are myriad reasons for Californians to
vote no on Proposition 36 this Nov. 6. Just a few:

Inequality —Proposition 13 ~reated two classes
of taxpayers in Zalifornia: those who pay some
property tax and those who pay a lot more. A basic
ienet of good taxation is that it be fair. The latest
Jarvis plan takes an inequitable situation and
makes it worse.

Limits Fees—Proposition 36 would limit the use
of feces and assessments o those actions which
directly benefit the land affected or pay for the
current costs of the program involved For
instance, fire district fecs could not be used to
finance pensions of the fire fighters and other costs
generally considered as averhead, even if such {ecs
were previously approved by voters.

Tax Restrictions—The measure requires a
two-thirds vote of the state Legislature, or of the
voters in a local government, to impose any new
tax or fee or 10 rause any fee at a rate hugher tharn
the Consumer Price Index. This effectively impos-
es mnority rule throughout state and local
government in Califernia.

Local Control —State law would require Sscra-
mento to take over even more financing of
California schools because of the estimated $750-
mullion loss to local school districts during 1884-86.
The state most likely would be 1urved to pay for
many local services that otherwis® would have to
be eliminated.

There is an enticement, of course, and it will be a

tempting one fur many voters. By reversing the

method used Lo impiement Proposition 13 back in
1979, Jarvis promises tax refunds of nearly $3
billion, plus interest, to propzrty ovners. But the
refunds would only go to some tazpayers, not all
In fact, they would go W those families who
already get the most benefit from Proposition

13— those who have lived in the same homes since -

1978 or before. Homeowncrs who bought their
homes since then already pay a higher lax and
would get no refund at all. In Los Angeles County,
officials estimate that nearly 950,000 families
would get « refund. Another R30,000 would get
none.

More than half the refunds in the county would
go to businesses and landlords. Still, most Califor-
nia husiness and industry is united in opposition to
Proposition 36. ““Tthis is going to stop growth and
economic development in Califcrnia,” said John T,
Hay. president of the state Chamber of Commerce.
Standard & Poor’s, the bond-rating firm, aiready
has put the state on a credit watch.

Preposiuen 13, for all its flaws, did put the
brakes on runaway property taxes. And every

homeowner benefited. Proposition 38 appears to |

have no such redeeming feature. It is a legal. fiscal
and bureaucratic mine field riddied with potential
hidden tax increases. Even Jarvis and his backers
are not sure where the mines are planted or when
they might go off.

\

Jarvis' most celebrated supporter, economist

Arthur B. Laffer, admits that Proposition 36
contains challengeable economic (eatures and

furzy provisions that may have t¢ be fixed by .

future ballot measures and state 'eginlation. It will
be » good test of our public oificisls, Laffer says, to
see how well they can cope with th ambiguities.

That 1s rot the way to make good law. Or any
law at all.

et A
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Jarvis Seaks to ‘Lock In’ ; 3x Cuts

Prop. 36: A Rescue Net for
Prop. 13 or Complex Law?

By RUNALD L. SOBLE. Tymes Staff Weater

vonservative econormist Arthur
0 Laffer summed ¢ up in a
tennkling

TAl we're asking the propie
Do vou hke the changca the courta
have made (n Proposition 1)° §f
v lthe the changes, vote against
Froposttion 36

Uonversely, the former USC pro
femsor mava, a vote for the Novem
ber ballot measure “will iock n
Propomtion 13 the properiy tas
revolt hramstoemn that made Hlow
ard Jarvia a houschold name wma
yYoars ago

Fasentially. Proposition 38 1a
MM 8t over turning a number of
caurt decimons and loca! interpre .
tations hearing on Fropomlon 13
which tax.cutter Jarvis beleves
rddled the 1978 measure with »
number of frscal luopholes

Sound smple®

in fact. Propomtion 38, s pro
poed constitutional amendment. 1s
a cumplwcated piece of tax law.
nore than three times ths length of
Propostion 13, that cpponenia be

e could ue sate and local
government and the courts Mo
legal knots for years while at-
lemplng 0 sort out what it all
means.

In his bid w “save 13, Jarvie w
asking voters o APProVe an Inttas -
tive that would-

® Trgger big property tax re-
funds for some while causng mod -
et tax hikes for othevs,

® Further widen the gap that
Prapositon 13 helped foster be-
tween the property taxes pasd by
thee who have bung onto pruperty
for years and those who bought
recently.

s Creste & Necal tangte thet

of e ¢ l

could make it more difficuit than
cver for jocal government 1o rasee
cash to underwrite vital services
An was the case witl; Proposition
13, renters would resp no immeds -
ate 1ax breaks from Propositon 3
Fisaes ee JARVIS, Puge §

JARVIS:
Newest Tax
Measure Is
Complex

7 ‘ontineed from Page 1

* 1 directly contrary to Prope
nt . 13 as far as tresting property
taxpayers equitadly. ' said John H
Sullivan. vice president and gener -
al counsel for Sacramentic. based
Ca! Tax Research. 3 nonprofit lob-
hying group supported hy buminess
“This 1s 180 degrees oppomte (from
Proposition 131 7

For his part. Jarvis says this
view g nonsense anvd that Proposs
von M simply locks it what he

“intended o do all along  with

Proposuon 13 put & ught ha on
government's ability e tax the
pubbe

“Propomtion 13 1t 1 servous
trouble.” aays Jarvie The courts.
“polttwisns snd specidl interests”
all "have undermined” the mes.
sure. he charges

Proposition 38's st prionty .
Jen, is to correct what Jarvis feeln
are bad rourt decisions on Propos -
tonil

Une decimon Mad 10 do with the
2% annual cap on Increases In
assessed values allowed under
Proposton 13 The court ruled that
2 2% incresse should de added lor
every year mnce 1975 the bese
year set by Propustion 13 for
estadlishing property values

Jarvis claima, Powever that he
never mesmt (o the 2% increases
to be triggered for the three tax
amscasment vears before Propos:
tion 13 passed in 1970 Instead. he
says. the 2% increases should have
go'ne mio effect after the measure
was spproved and not applied ret
roscuvely

Therefore. Proposivon X cails
for 8 2% refund tand » hke reduc -
ton tn assessed values) in each of
the three tan assewment yesrs
betore Proposstion 13 was ap-
proved —amounting 1o about §.1%.
tcompounded). plus 13I% interest .
foe the three years

Woeuid Trigger Hike

According \ Peter Schasfsma of
the legsiative anslystz oftice, a
tie tess than hal! A ali property
nwners, remdential and commer
c.al. would recetve refunds The
refunds, averaging $315, would de-
prid on the property’s value

Those individuals who pur
chased thewr property after March
11977 sould get norefund



“But whereas Proposition 13 dra-
meticaily cut property taxes by $7
bilhon, this attractive refund pro
vimon of Praposttion 36 would
tramically tngger a property tax
hke for more than hall of the
fAate’s property owners Here's
why

Propost. ;36 like Propomtion
11 says that property tazes must
be imited 10 1% of asseserd vaiuve
plus — and this w the unly exception
n the new measure - levies 0
cover any bonded detn zpproved
by voters before July | 1978

This bd coupled with reductiona
N aseessed values on  propery
bought before March 1, 1977 would
shift more of the tax durden to
those propertes purchased after
that date.

If the mvtistive passes. it will be
DECEEIAry 10 impone 8 property lax
NCrease on all owners a0 there wil}
be enough money to pay for prev:
ously spproved bond wues The
mncrease wil sverage $20 to 25 the
fust year and smailler increases
after thet unuil the debdt w retired.
scoording W state tas snalysts

The ax hikes areni hkely to
matier much 10 those owners who
bought thewr property before
March 1 1977 Decsuse they would
get refunds Thesr first year ke
woiild be aTert several umes over
by the rebete That wouldn t be the
case {or recent purchasers of prop -
erty who would not recetve refunds
and who would have 10 shoulder
the lax 'ncrease. however modest.

Kffost on Connty Rosldevs

Not only would recent purchas
eer of homes and commercial prop
oty be stuck with a las increase
D the gap bhetween property Lares
pard by recemt duyer. and those
who bought before Ma.-ch 1. 1977
would widen

Roth Los Angeles o3ty and coun
ty officials have heen wrestling W
aavess what thas means locally

In hie recent report W the Los
Angeles County Poard of Supervi.
sors, Chief Adminwtratsve Officer
Harry L Hufford estimated that
ot XI%. or 25 milfon coun 4
remdents, ould quaiify he Propo.
@uon 36 ar refunds, anoiher 229,
or 171 milhon property owners.
wouldn't gei a refund, and 45% of
the county's resdents who are
renters. o about 1.3 mullion prople
wouldn'i receive 8 tax refund er.
thes

In an wiernal memo to Mavur
Tom Beadiey last March, Oty Ad-
minarstive Officer Kesth Comre
it the Propomtion 38 formula
would produce 8 one -Lime windlall
of 8296 for th. average | su Angeler
home not nuld mnce 1975 (Lo get the
anefit ol the Bl B 16 anL) and

that this sverage home s annual
$4% property tan sl would be
reduced by 330

What's more, said the Comne
memo. under Proposition )6, “a
humness property valued at 3100
millsion In 197 would receive a
ae-ume STIS000 (refund) and
haverts snnus! 31 3 mathon proper
ty lax bl reduced by $73.000 ~

in responee o rnbicam that
*ropomton ¥ would benefit some
more than others. economist Laf
fer who says he s interested in
mahing s tad for the U8 Senste in
198, says that while the messure
wouldn\ be all thinga to all people
it wouid gu 4 long way loward
mahing Proposition 13 work the
way Jarvia onginally envimoned it

Acknowledging that “this 13 not
a perfect propamtion.” Laffer asd
that the tax increases would be
“very small” and would be “offset”
by Proposition M's wugh cap on
tocal fees

Hany citiea and counties com -

Economist
Arthur B. Laffer

“The courts have taken
every opportunity
over the last six years
1o interpret
Proposition 13 to
maximize the
ambiguities and to
extend the tax base

)

pensated for revenues resuling
from Proposttion 13 by cnacung
thousands of fees Rarely divd these
fees require voler approval

Jarvis didn’t anticipate that
Propostion 13 would §.oduce this
stampede toward fees (o fhinance
everyihing from policr and fire
prolection to mmintenance of
streets and roada In fact. Propos
ton 13 ddn't even mention the
word ‘fee

Attach oa Faroe

But Proposition 38 comes down
on fees with a vengeanre

Any new fee proposed by local
government sfter Aug 14 1943
would require & . >-thirds vote.
etther by local voters or the Legis.
iature

No exmting fees could be in
creased sfier (e 2ame date by o
percectage greater than the con.
sumer price indes dunng the 12
months pr- v to the 10Creane

proposal there was a
two-thirds . . . . <8l volers or
the lemnslature

‘Some ciues. hie San Francisco.
asre mtung on a large srplue.  snd
Legulative Analyst Schasiama s
they wouldn'y face an immechete
financial crunch o Propomtion 36
became aw But other c1lies, and
particularly counties and speciai
autrcts (mnce the latter two gov .
srnmental entities are heavily de-
pendent on property laxes and
fees) could lace & revenue wﬁmm
he saxd, in at to
coats that exneed the 8‘

Furthermore. it's no snap geiting.
that two- thards vote

Cal-Tax and the League of Cahv.
forma Qities each canducted sur-
vevs betweeni June. 1978 when
Proposition 13 paseed, ard Novem.
ber. 1982, on thwe sutyect They
found that 1n that ume, approx -
mately 180 elections weve held
asking for voter approval of special
taxes bat that only 27% of the
elections succeeded 10 gaining Lhe
required two-thirds vote Under
Pruposntion 38, fees would face this
same 1wo . thirds Lest

New tazes and lax incresses also
must meet the stnct two-thirds
oot

Jarvis and Lafler and thewr mp.
pocters charge that hberal pdiges
Rave blasied loopholes through
Propostion 13 pnmanly through
heit interpretatons of which tanes
require a twg.thirds vote and
whe h don’t

“The courta have wken rvery
opportunity over the a8t mx vears
tointerpret Propombion 1110 may

Ploase see JARVIA Pags 19
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Jarvis Soeks to ‘Lock In’ Tax Cuts

Prop. 36: A Rescue Net for
Prop. 13 or Complex Law?

By RUNALD L. SOBLE. Tymes Staf! Wt

Uonservative economist Arthys
B Laffer eurnmed 1 oup in o
tennkhng

"Al we're asking the propie
Do vou like the changes the courts
have made (n Propomtion 111 1t
vou itke the (hanges. vote AgBINN
Proposttion 36

Conversely. the former UISC pro
fraeor says. 3 vote for the Novem
ber ballot measure “wil ek 0
Propoation 11 the property 12
revoit hramstorm that made How
ard Jarvia 2 household name mix
YCArs agu

Fasentiatly. Proposition 38 1
Mmea At overturning s pumber of
court oocmons and loca! imerpre -
tatione hearing on Propomtion 13
which tax-cutter Jarvis beheves
ruidied the 1978 measure with o
nuwnber of fiecsi loophoies

Kound simple

In fact. Proposstion 3 a pro
poeed conmtitutional smendment. 12
3 complicaled prece of tax law
More than three times the length of
Proposition 13 that opponenys be

hve could tie sate and iocal
government and the courts into
legal knots for years while at-
lempling L sort out what it all
mnrans

In his bid W “save 13" Jarvie
Asking volers L0 approve an it -
tive that would:

® Trgger big property tax re-
funda for some while cousing mod -
st tas hikes ‘or olhers.

¢ Further widen the gp that
Propostion 13 helped foster e
tween the property taxes pasd by
Umevhouvommmny
for years and those who bought
recently

o Create s fNecal tangle that
opponents of the messure complain
could make it more dificuit than

As was the case with Propostuon
13. renters would reep no immeds -
ate \ax beeaks from Propomtion 38

Ploase see JARVIS, Page 3

©

JARVIS:
Newest Tax
Measure Is
Complex

7‘oniinned from Page 1

* 13 directly contrarv o Propw
nt . 13 es far as treating property
taxpayers equitably.” said John H
< dhivan, vice president and gener.
A, counsel for Sacramento-based
Csl-Tax Research. a nonprofit fob.
bying group supported by business
“This ta 180 degrees appomte ¢ from
Proposton 135

For his part. Jarvis says this
view 18 nonsense and that Propos
tion 38 amplv locks 1n what he

sintended W de all slong with

Propostion 13 put o ught hd on
government's ability to tax the
public

“Propostion 13 13 0 serous
trouble " says Jarvis The couns
“politicians and special iINteresta”
all "have undermined” the mea.
sure he charges

Preposstion 383 hrst  pronty
then 1 0. orrect what Jarvis feeis
are bad caurt decumans on Fropom .
uon il

One decimon had to do with the
2% annus' cap on INCTeases n
assessed values allo-edh:ndn
Propomtson 13 The court ruled that
8 2% increase should be added for
every year mnce 1975 the base
year set by Propostion 13 for
esabiishung property values

Jarvis clavmsa, however. that he
never meant for the 2% increases
W0 be tnggered for the three tan
assessment years before Propoe:
ton 13 passed in 1978 Instead. he
says. the 2% inceeases should have
mme into effect after the measure
wis ApProved and nol apphied ret
roatiively

Therefore. Propomuon W calls
for a 2% refund tand & hke reduc
100 i asseased values) 10 ecach of
the three tax assessment yesrs
before Proposttion 13 was ap
proved — amounung to about § 1%
tcompounded). plus 11% interest,
for the three vears

Weeld Trigger Hike

According w Peter Schaafsma of
the lemalative analyst s office. »
intle less than half of all pruperty
owners. residentisl and commer
Cal. would recetve refunds The
rriunds. averaging 5315, would de.
perd on the property’s value

Those individuals who pur
chased thew property after March
11977 waoasid get nee refund

i
§
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The Key Provielona:

|
I ® Rohunds: Rocires tax rehunds 10 property owners who purchesed
I betors Merch 1, 1877 and who. umnmuw hed 2%
i arwwont w thes for one or more of the thwee
b

yoors pror to Pr 13 wn 1978, Refunds would

sversge $315 per property ownes . ding t0 legisiath
i anstyst

e Tez Appe vy $20-326 m L ncIesses Der
1 proparty Owner 10 VIS detn d betore ot

P 13 dng to dyet. Tan Mb‘

mdmao—lﬂn ZSW-\aMncMWIv
veiuss would be mvehJeted. thus reducing Droperty tax bese. Vo
prowde money nesded 10 L sep LD Peyments on bond dedts. s¥ property
owners would heve 10 Shoulder 8 18 INCresse.

8 Tasva: New teaes or tsx mncressss could only be enacted by
two-thwds voter sporovel of fwo-thede vote Of state Legeelature
Ehmunates taxes sitowed under s Cottorna Suprame Court decrsion that
pervets Oty cOuncils 10 INCISEee 18308 without voter spprovel Such
tazes enacted shter Aug 15 1063 would be mvshdeted.

B Feoes: Rastncts ues of fess which many locsl junedictions have
rehad ON 1O 1500 rFEVENUS MNCE the 90 of Pr 13 O
hat sy 108 encesdng drect 0Ots of the service # underwrites shell be
[ deciared s 1oz and subyect 10 the two-theds vote requrement Prohiets
{ fees from beng ueed 10 And public s IOIOYSe Dereon habiktios

-wtmunm:.-mwwmmm
snd special dretrcts (such 8¢ for Nood . street . of
mOsGuto sbetement]. which sre axpected 1o generate sbout $300
muhon Dy the end of this yesr. 8cCording 10 legristive snatyst

[ M m !umo“ from roapprmvssi  ntre-temdy

* property
'MM Tios m ofMect ssssssed veluston of
propesty 10 pwchase pPree wetesd of appTeed market velue.
SPPBrENtly Qrang Owner MO CONIoL Over DIODSItY § tan hebikty

The impeact on Government

0 Ste Some Fresss N revernes —- ot $100 mithon — over
Aret two vears Bnce Property tar rehunoe would De texed a3 perevnst
neome Dy the state. However the stste would have 0 repiace
spprommately $600 mion n 108t Property 18s evenues now used o
urderwete pubhc schools n the fust yeor snd $250 mdtkon w the
umnon- S0Cring 1o ths leyrsistive anetyst s office

8 Counties, Chiise ond Spaciel Distriets Couli be Perd Mt Dy
1041NCH0ns On UEs OF Lanes orit tees 12 HNaNce Ioce! servces legulative
8nalywt 3 0MMce predicts lCele would 100e 32 § Dilon over the frmt two
focel years. first-your refunds 1o stmoat heit ot the state's

. property ownars of 31 7 tehon  $600 mainon n locet fee losses: and
,__mmnmumwm

mmnw

| 1974Purchase Prce |
| 1904 Purchbase Prce |

1984 Aseossed Voo | 117,000

1884 Property Tex . - 1221 §
! TaaUnow Prop 38 1,254
| RM UW Proo 36 —Qj
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~ A survival guide for ’

local government

The financing revolution in California

Dy John Rehfuss
Special to The Bee

w}lAT LOOES like a museum.
SOUnds like a tax shelier and means
more moaey for a local convention
center? It's a $22-million deal In
which Cakland officials sold thelr
museum to investors.

The money ts used to convert the
civic auditorium to & convention
center and the city will iease and
eventually buy it back from the tn-
vestors. The investors’ money comes
from tax-exempt bonas tssued by &
locally created public authonty

Sound complex> The plan has
worked so well that officials intend
to sell the auditorium under the

~ sAame arrangements {0 fund the sec-
ond stage of the conventioe center,
that is. if Congress doesn't repeal the
recen! legislation that permiby these
tax shelters.

Are high-flying financial transac-
tions like this now common in Cals
fornta® No But they are a lot more
common than, say. {0 vears ago And
they're only one examplie of the
creative ways that governments are
adapting modern dusiness and finan-
18l pracuces 1o their own opera:
tions

Actually. the Oakland leaseback
deal tsn’t very different than many
others over the past 2% vears, other
than the fact that the museum aas
actually cold. rather than merely
leased. This hittle difference is worth
about 2 percent per vear tn tnterest.

A more radical case occurred in
Fairfield. There the city used s
power to condernn scattered proper-
ty boldings so 8 developer could

-" create a shopping mall Fairfielc's

" pnce was a 25-percent share of gross
receipts The city Is, in effect. in the
real estate and development busi:
ness

John Rehfuss is professor of
public admunistration at Califor
nia Stale University. Secramen-
to

WHAT CAUSED tnis revolution
in local government finance” First,
it's not just 8 hnancing revolution,
bul a management revolution {avolv-
ing B8n aggressive, sometimes fren-
tied. Tearch for money Second. it
has lurgely happened because of the
passage of Proposition 13, when c)-
ties. counties, schools and speclal
distnicts Jost §7 biilion tn property
tax revenues. All of thiz wasn'i made
up oy state aid, so localies. particu-
larly cities (which have the mos!
lega! power), are locking bard for
SAVINES Of Dew revenues wherever
they can Third, the 1981 and 1982
recession cul sales tax receipls dras-
ticatty. forcing tocalities to tighten
theqr pelts and became even more
cost ef{fective.

There are a number of ways thal
gorcramenis have responded to
thetr hiscal crunch A common way
IS in dramabically Increase fees and
charges Fvents and services such as
semier citizen recreafion programs
and expanded Sewer hires can no
longrr be subsidized by the general
taxpayer TYherefore, ail the costs
(and they can be very high) are
“frontlvaded” onto the user

A minor example is Sacramento
County's $2 charge for parking In
recreation arens. A major example

"I the caommon practice of cities,

while assuing building permits, to
requtire improvements such as
Sireels ang sewers (they always
have) and aleo charges for parks,
fire <tatinns and future police servic-
e

This ndds enormous costs to 8 new
housr (W percent by one estimate)
Develnpers are crying the blues and
pointing out that the charge< are as
much of 4 drag on the housing mar-
ket as hagh interest rates Local of
cials <imply <av they can’t provl
service without the charges. Fur-

ther. they note that the charges will
simply be passed onto the buyers in
8 JO-year mortgage inslead of being
collected over time In higher taxes.

Another costcutting tool Local
officials are using “creative finnnc-
ing" to fung expensive capitsl proj
ects. Oakland Is one casz. Another
method is expanding traditinnal
lease purchasing arrangements to 10
years and marxeting them to more
iavestors. thus creating a form of
tax-exempt renl estale Investment
trust. This financing mechanism is
called tax-exempt Certifdy - of
Participation (¥ XCPY). Lease pur-
chasers are, in ellect, renting in-
siead of buying equipment to avoid
lepal debt regutrements for voter
approval This reduces the cost of a
lease purchase to that of an ordinary
bond jssue

A Santa Rosa city haill, Los An-
gelzs police station and Fresno
methane gas farility used TXCP
financing

(ther ways of cwiting costa involve
tough-fisted management, generally
amocialed with business and cormo-
rate itfe. Used publiz officiats for
sometime, the’é methods bave re
cently been employed more often
and more publiciy o cut back

Sacramento Counly drew 3 lot of
nalional attention when it tried (o
save genersl assistance money
{that's money not used for state or
federal assisidgace programs). The
Rannon house was developed into a

home where aduits eligibie for gen-

eril assistsnce would have to take
shelter and meals there rather than
® cash payment{. It was cheaper lo
the county and. as expectzd, many
peaple chose to jeave the assistance
rolis rather than lve there The
Rannon house was labeled a throw-
back {0 the “poorhouse.” and 2 slt
has Deen flied which 18 vo'v Defore
the State Supreme Court. 1 revived,
it witl be a controversial but: cheaper
way of providing general assisiance.

ANOTHER cost-cutling method
arises from collective dargaining.
Steel and auto unions were fnrced
Intc “givebacks™ of previously
earned benefits to companies in ltey
ol iayofls when thelf ltidusiries went
sour. Civll service unlon mrmbers
also face demdyds for givebacks.
f.os Angeles Coulty pullied out of the
Soctal Securlly system in 1982 to



save lhe employer's sbare of contrl-

dutons. This was part of a collective
bargaining sgreement to maintain
seluries but reduce employer fringe
benefit costa,

Likewiee, the City of Secramento
showed its leeth when facing & 198)
fact-finder decree awarding an 1}-
percent midyear hke to firelighters.
The city simpiy lald off 20 firelight-
ers to make up the settiement cost.
This involved minorily and women
firefighters Fcriunstely, all those
laid off were eventually rehired lo
11} vacancies. Ualortunately, trad-
ing jobs for pay hikes is a way of
collective bergaining life in Califor-
als governments today.

Goveramen! managers are
becoming more skilled al rostcul-
ting Innovations in recent years San
Jose hires private contractors to cue
pasaing violators Garden Grove
saves $35.000 anovally by contract-
ing out managemesnt of its health
tnsursnce plan. Hercules (Contra
Costa County) hires policemes for 2
three-year contract, which can be
ferminated by enheP party Menio
Frek publishes a gift catalog from
which citizens can seiect taz-exempt

gifts for the city. West Covina con-
tracts out its recreation programtoa
private firm for s frection of the cost
pius a share of the receipts.

Norwalk engineers developed a
“builetproof” street light for use in
neighborhoods piagued with vandal-
m. Ventura switched to civic volun.
teers for special services it could no
longer aftord after Proposition 13,
Finally, San Diego saves money by
registering voters b .natl, although
the program is now .a legal itmbo

Some public officials, both career
and political, have deen able to
make names for theinselves dy high-
lighting their abllity to manage
under fiscal constraints. BT. Collins
resped tremendous publicity and a
iarger budget from his work as head
of the Civilian Conservation Corps
and the motto. "Hard work, low pay
and miserable conditions.” The slo-
gan drew recruils hike flies and
showed that BT, was as adept at
media imagery a3 be was sl manage-
ment. His rexard was (o move up as
Gov. Jerry Brown's chief of stafl.

L.ower-key snd mare professional,
Dave Rowlands méved up to San
Joaquin County executive dbecause

'.o -
he took heat. cut the budaét 4nd set
up a sireng mansgemem <y«tem in

Yolo County after Proposioni3

Sometimes, public othrizic cut
one 0O many corners Pmg for
money. Stete Controlier #€eg Cory,
who won election in ) with the
slogan, “The man ol coripdnies fear
most.” ruined his image: Ha pushed
through 8 hasty investmedi into
Texas oll leases, appardumiv’ tosing
the Teachess Retireroent Pupd some
$11 miutlion Since then, his Jellow
vating member, Gilbent Chiilon, who
was president of the systera, left the
country. selie .

Tue Cory fiasco isn'€ tipical of
most pubhic executivel, wlo are
more professional, les Qathtoyant
and are simply trying td keep their
government aflop! In the gea of red
ink. Thelr efforis are imgrant, but
not enough to dbring thpit gpvern-
ments back to fiscal el -Fiscal
bealth will come when ¢lindns el
ther stop demanding qu? or
agree o finance them dP@uerely.
Until thee. improved siafagement
and cregpive financing v Nelp
governméht iimp aloag kel seme-
one performs major Surgery. & -
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RESOLUTION NO. 84-159

RESOLUTION OPPOSING PROPOSITION 36, THE
JARVIS 1V INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AVENIMENT

WHEREAS, the Jarvis IV Initiative Constitutional Amendment
which will appear on the November ballot as Proposition 36 would lead
to de facto minority rule by requiring a two-thirds vote for many
important local government decisions; and

WHEREAS, Proposition 36. by further restricting local
govermments’ revenue-raising authority beyond the requirements imposed
by Propusitions 13 and 4, would seriously weaken the concept of "Home
Rule” by making local agencies more dependent upon the State for their
financial stability; and

WHEREAS, Proposition 36 will further reduce the ability of
local goverrment to plan for and finance public services and capital
improvements needed to sustain development and accammodate econcmic
growth; and

_ WHEREAS, the passage of Proposition 36 will widen the
disparities between the taxntion of properties with similar market
values; and

WHEREAS, while the supporters of Proposition 36 claim it
will reduce taxes, it will actually increase property taxes for nearly
all taxpayers who have purchased pruperties since 1978, including
approximately 50% of the hameowners in California; and

WHEREAS, one widely applauded result of Proposition 13 has
been to relieve general taxpayers of the burden of paying for services
which could be charged directly to the service user through fees, this
trend will be reversed, returning part of the financial burden for
fee-supported services to general taxpayers if Proposition 36 is
enacted; and

WHEREAS, the passage of Proposition 36 will cost local
school districts same $750 million in 1985-86, thereby seriously
jeopardizing the urgently needed inprovements in primary and secondary
public education in California; and

WHEREAS, many of the provisions of Proposition 36 are
confusing and ambiguous and will require further clarification, either
by future ballot measures, state legislation and/or court
interpretation,
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NOY¥, THERERRE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the adoption of this
resolution, the City of Lodi opposes Proposition 36, the Jarvis IV
Initiative Constitutional Amendment.

Dated: October 17, 1984
I hereby certify that Resoiution No. 84-159
was passed and adopted by the City Council
of the City of Lodi in a regular meeting
held Wednesday, October 17, 1984 by the
following vote:
Ayes: Counci! Menbers: Hinchman, Reid, & Snider (Mayor)
Noes: Council Merbers: Olson and Pinkerton

Absent : Council Members: None

Qe »r&m{,,
Alice M. Reiinche
City Clerk



WE DO NOT WANT TO BWHASIZE (R SPECULATE ON DOLIAR LOESES (R
THREATENED LOSS OF SERVICES. WE SIMPLY DO NOT KNOW WHAT THE QOURTS (R

LEGISLATURE WILL DO IN THE AFTERMATH OF A PROPOSITION 36 PASSAGE.

WE SHOULD TAKE A POSITION ON PROPOSITION 36 FROM THE VIEW POINT OF
ABLIC POLICY AND THE EFFECT (N THE PROVISICON OF FAIR AND BQUITABLE

AS A MATTER OF INTEREST, THE PFOLLOVING AGENCIES HAVE GONE ON RECCRD AS
OPPOSING PROPCSITION 36.

AVERICAN ASSOCIATION OF RET!RED PERSCONS

AVERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY WOMEN
ASSOCIATED GENFRAL OONTRACTCRS OF CALIFORNIA, INC.
CALIFORNIA CHAMBER OF OOMMERCE

CALIRORNIA OOMMON CAUSE

CALIRRNIA OOUNCIL FR ENVIROMENTAL AND BOONOMIC BALANCE
CALITFORNIANS FOR EFFICIENT 10OCAL GOVERNVENT
CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION

CALITORNIA HOUSING OOUNCIL, INC.

CALIFORNIA ROUNDTABLE

CALIRCRNIA TAX REFCRM ASSOCIATICN

CALIRCRNIA TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION




