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Building Bonds: Propositions 107. 120, 121, 122 and 123 

Proposition 107: Housing and Homeless Bonds - YES 

Okay, here's my semi-biennial lecture on bonds. When California wants to finance a large project, it asks the voters 
for permission to take out a loan. Props 107, 108, 116, and 120 through 123 are just such requests. If the voters approve, 
the legislature may take out loans for the projects by selling general obligation bonds, which are paid back with interest 
over 20 or 30 years. The bond payments come out of the state's General Fund. So when we vote on the bonds, we are really 
voting on whether the project in question ought to be added to the state's budget. 

"Wait a minuter I hear you cry. "What about those interest payments? It says here that we usually end up paying more 
for interest than for the bonds themselves!" Yes, it's true. It's also true when you take out a loan to buy a house, or a 
car, or anything else that you need immediately but can't pay for yet. It's usually worth paying the premium of interest to 
get the funding now. 

The projects proposed in 107, 108, 116, and 120 through 123 are real estate acquisitions and improvements ( or rail car 
purchases). The money isn't going for momentary expenses like salaries or stationery. It's sensible for the state to make 
extended payments for land, buildings and vehicles which will be used far into the future. 

There is another, more important reason to vote for a bond measure, however. In addition to being formal requests for 
permission to take out "loans", bond measures are also looked upon as referenda on the merits of the proposed projects. If a 
bond measure fails, legislators are likely to believe that the public feels the project is not worthy of receiving.fil!)' state 
funding. You may have meant, "yes on the project but no on the bonds," but your message to Sacramento will read, "no on the 
project.• So if you vote down a bond measure just because you don't like bonds, you may well have killed forever the project 
the bonds were to have funded. 

So now we turn to Prop 107. Estimates of the number of homeless people in California vary from 50,000 to 250,000. 
These people need a hand. But in the last decade federal funding of housing programs has dropped by 78%. Furthermore, over 
100,000 subsidized low-income rental units are due to become market-rate units in the next few years. This means that unless 
we do something soon, the housing problem will reach even higher proportions. Prop 107 will provide $150 million in state 
bonds to help alleviate the awful shortage of low-income housing. 

The money from 107 will go to four programs. The lion's share, $100 million, is allocated for loans for low-income 
housing construction. Amounts of $25 million or less are to provide loans for reconstruction of run-down residential hotels; 
loans to low-income, first-time home buyers; and grants for emergency shelters. All of these received funding from Props 77 
(June '88) and 84 (Nov. '88). Prop 107 continues funding for these desperately needed programs. 

Proposition 120: Prison Construction Bonds - YES 

Thanks to Props 1 (June '82), 17 (June '84), 54 (Nov. '86) and 80 (Nov. '88), state prison capacity has grown from 
23,000 in 1981 to 48,000 in 1990. But the prison population has grown to 84,000, still 75% over capacity. By 1995, the 
Department of Corrections estimates the population will be 145,000. Prop 120 will provide $450 million to build new state 
prisons and relieve the overaowding. 

If you favor getting tough on criminals, you have an obligation to vote to fund more prison cells. If the prison system 
isn't expanded, overaowding will increase to the point where judges will have to release prisoners before their sentences 
are up, citing the "cruel and unusual punishment" clause in the Constitution. Convicted felons will be freely roaming the 
streets like packs of wild dogs. It won't be safe to go out after dark. Entire cities will be held hostage to fear and 
terror. Vote yes on 120 to prevent this god-awful scene. Don't turn California into a true-life Charles Bronson movie. 

If, on the other hand, you believe that incarceration is not the best way to rehabilitate criminals, you may be tempted 
to vote against Prop 120. Fewer prison cells will mean shorter sentences and the institution of better alternatives such as 
work furloughs, social programs, etc. But at what cost? The courts will not step in until well after overaowding has 
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gotten out of hand. In the meantime, you will have subjected the prisoners to some of the most cruel, inhumane conditions 
imaginable: overcrowded prisons. Your goal of using other means to rehabilitate criminals may be noble, but this is the 
wrong way of achieving it. You cannot trample on the human rights and basic dignity of the prisoners in your quest to reform 
our system of justice. You must vote in favor of 120. 

Probably the most popular argument against 120 is that it adds an unnecessary $450 million to the $2.1 billion approved 
since 1980. Prop 120 is needed, so the argument goes, only because of gross mismanagement in the prison construction 
program. Okay, maybe it's true. So what? The consequences of not expanding the prisons will be just as dire regardless of 
the cause--mismanagement, floods, strikes, or lack of funds. Prop 120 bonds will cost the State $40 million per year, or 
less than two dollars per Californian. When you look at it that way, it's a small price to pay. 

Proposition 121: College Construction & Renovation Bonds - YES 

Prop 121 will provide $450 million to the University of California, California State University, California Community 
Colleges and the Maritime Academy for the purchase and improvement of land and buildings. Back before 1984 state tideland 
oil revenues provided about $125 million a year for college construction. But foreign oil prices have been so low that this 
revenue has all but disappeared. Over two million students attend the campuses Prop 121 will help. We need 121 to fund new 
and improved facilities for our expanding populace and for our renewed emphasis on excellence in education. 

Considering my earlier assurances about bonds funding only capital projects, you might be dismayed to see "instructional 
equipment" among the items Prop 121 bonds will fund. It looks as though bond money could be for used for things as 
transitory as pencils or as volatile as lab chemicals: hardly capital items. But appearances can be dec:eiving. The $23 
million earmarked for instructional equipment is to be disbursed in the form of loans to community college districts. The 
loans will be paid back with interest, covering the cost of the bonds, out of the remaining state tideland oil revenues. So 
this provision amounts to an advance on future oil revenues, not use of capital funds for non-capital items. 

Proposition 122: Public Building Earthquake Safety Bonds - YES 

It's fair to expect that public buildings in California are earthquake-safe. After all, the Field Act has required it 
for over half a century. Well, I've got a surprise for you. A recent Seismic Safety Commission report indicates that about 
a thousand local essential-services buildings--police and fire stations, hospitals, etc.--and perhaps several times as many 
state buildings are in need of serious earthquake safety improvements. These buildings must be made earthquake-safe. 
Keeping them operational in the aftermath of a major quake could mean the difference between survival and catastrophe. Prop 
122 provides $300 million in bonds to be used for upgrading public buildings for earthquake safety. 122 also allows funds to 
be used for state-owned building improvements of fire safety and handicapped access, and abatement of asbestos and other 
toxics, all deserving and appropriate uses. But Prop 122's main thrust, especially at the local level, is earthquake safety, 
and that is a fine thing. 

Proposition 123: School Construction Bonds - YES 

Prop 123 will provide $800 million for construction and modernization of elementary, junior high and high schools. At 
least $500 million will be used to build new schools. Before the famous Prop 13 of 1978, most school districts funded their 
own construction. But local districts can no longer afford this, so the state has taken over. Since 1982, voters have 
approved over three billion dollars in school construction bonds. Nevertheless, five billion dollars worth of applications 
for school construction and reconstruction are pending. 

As much as $2(5() million could be used to fund child care facility construction and improvement. This is the first time 
the importance of day care has been acknowledged in this type of proposition, and it's a great step forward. Up to $20 
million from Prop 123 could be used for air conditioning in schools which would agree to hold classes year-round. This last 
provision is intended to make more efficient use of existing school buildings, and thus avoid having to build expensive new 
schools. 

Transportation: Propositions 108, 111 and 116 

Proposition 108: Passenger Rail Bonds I - YES 
Proposition 116: Passenger Rail Bonds II - YES 
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We would not need to spend billions now on transportation if we all didn't drive so much. But we do. Most of our state 
was developed with the private automobile in mind. Californians dos.ti: live 

1
KM their jobs by design; people commute long 

distances because they're supposed to. Since traffic has become such a problem,~ many commuters would like to live 
nearer work. But they can't, because sky-high housing prices now force them to live where they can afford to, not where they 
want to. 
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We would not need to spend billions now on transportation if highway construction had kept up with population growth. 
But it hasn't. Our major highways were largely completed in the early '70s, when our population was twenty million. Now our 
population is thirty million, but virtually no major highway expansion has taken place. Of course traffic is getting 
worse--there are 50% more cars on the same old roads. And California continues to grow by half a million people and half a 
million vehicles each year. 

We would not need to spend billions now on transportation if decent mass-transit alternatives existed. But they don't. 
Convenient mass transit would allow many commuters to abandon the roadways, unclogging the highways and dumping less 
pollution into the air. But mass transit is nonexistent in most parts of the state, and where it is available it's often 
unusable due to inadequate connections or infrequent service. 

To summarize: Rapidly-growing numbers of people commute over highways which haven't been significantly upgraded in two 
decades. No adequate mass transit alternatives exist in most places. Our options? (1) Spend billions now on 
transportation, or (2) watch as our transportation system slowly grinds to a complete standstill. 

Props 108 and 116 will raise three billion dollars to improve rail mass transit in California. Their proceeds will be 
used to acquire rights-of-way and rail cars, and to build and improve passenger rail lines, overpasses and terminals. Prop 
108 projects are listed on p. 9 of your first Proposition Fun Book; Prop 116 projects on pp. 36-37. These range from the 
long-distance San Francisco-to-Eureka Amtrak line to the cute little trolley line connecting downtown Santa Cruz to the 
nearby UC campus. There is significant overlap between 108 and 116; nevertheless the measures are complementary. 

Prop 108 is the first of three one-billion-dollar bonds in the Deukmejian transportation plan. (You'll see the others 
in 1992 and 1994.) 108's passage is linked to passage of Prop 111 (see below). Prop 116, for two billion, is an unexpected 
bonus. The Governor and the Legislature pushing Props 108 and 111 figured you and I would be willing to approve only one 
billion dollars in transportation bonds this year. Yet the private Planning and Conservation League qualified Prop 116, 
whose passage is independent of 108 and 111. 

Opponents of 108 and 116 argue that rail projects will take money away from other badly needed programs. This will be 
true only if Prop 111 fails. If 111 passes, the Gann Limit will be raised for transportation projects, so we won't have to 
cut other programs to finance 108, 116, and their successors. 
If you've read the dispassionate and well-reasoned argument against 116 in the Ballot Pamphlet, you might have doubts 

about 108 and 116. The argument goes that rail transit cannot work in California because our population density is 
insufficient and travel corridors aren't well-defined. This argument is very short-sighted. We might not have the density 
for rail today, but with our explosive population growth it won't take long for us to reach it. Once the rail lines are 
there, new residential and industrial developments will spring up to take advantage of them, just as they did with the 
freeways. Props 108 and 116 are investments in our infrastructure that will allow the California lifestyle gradually to turn 
away from the private automobile. 

Proposition 111: Gas Tax Increase and Gann Limit Redefinition - YES 

Prop 111 increases the fuel tax, weakens the Gann Limit and modifies the Prop 98 school funding guarantees. 111 is 
multifaceted and complex, so let's take it one item at a time. 

Gas Tax. Prop 111 raises the fuel tax: from nine cents a gallon to fourteen cents this August, then a penny a year until 
it hits eighteen cents. Truck weight fees would be increased by similar proportions. At nine cents, California's gas tax: 
today is lower than all but four other states'. Arizona charges seventeen cents, Nevada and Washington eighteen, Utah 
nineteen, Montana twenty. 

All of the added weight fees and fuel taxes (that is, everything above nine cents) will in effect go into a special fund 
for transportation. Although the money will nominally go into the General Fund, it will not be subject to the Gann Limit on 
state spending, and it will all be spent on transportation projects. So in essence, the increased fuel taxes will be in a 
separate fund, much like the Lottery and the Prop 99 tobacco tax. 

A fuel tax: is a regressive tax. It hits everyone just as hard regardless of their ability to pay. But the fuel tax: can 
also be looked upon as a user fee for our state's highways. It certainly makes sense for those who benefit most directly 
from a state program like highway construction to pay for it. Look at the alternative. Fed up with state inaction, voters 
in sixteen California counties have already increased the even-more-regressive sales tax to fund desperately needed highway 
improvements. California ranks dead last in per-capita transportation spending, and our gas tax: hasn't been raised in many 
years. Raising it now will update the tax: for inflation and bring us in line with other states on both taxation and spending. 

Gann Limit. The Gann Limit (Prop 4, Nov. '79) says state and local government budgets may grow only as fast as the 
population, adjusted for inflation. "Inflation" is defined as the lesser of the increase in (a) the U.S. Consumer Price 
Index, or (b) California per capita income. Prop 111 will eliminate option (a), which, by following the national trend 
instead of the state's, has kept our state budget well behind the true cost of living in California. Prop 111 then 
recalculates the Gann Limit for 1990-91 by applying option (b) to all the years since 1986-87 [option (a) had been used], 
which will result in an $800 million increase in next year's state budget (amounting to about 2% of the $39 billion General 
Fund). 

Prop 111 also changes how "population" is computed for school and community college districts, and how other local 
districts may define "inflation." Both these changes are likely to increase the budgets of local districts, especially in 
rapidly-growing areas. And 111 excludes from the Gann Limit all appropriations made to meet an emergency called by the 
Governor. 
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Most siimificantly with respect to the Gann Limit, Prop 111 will allow the Legislature to define "capital outlay 
projects" for which appropriations would not be subject to Gann. The current plan (Senate Bill 88) is to define capital 
outlay projects as fixed assets (e.g., land, roads and buildings) with a useful life of ten or more years and a value of over 
$100,000. But this definition can be made more flexible in the future if the Legislature and Governor think they need to 
increase the budget beyond what Gann allows. So Prop 111 will seriously erode Gann limitations on the state budget, and it's 
conceivable..tbcy will someday render Gann Limits completely ineffective . 
.,.....--Ptop 111 punches holes in the state spending cap. Does this mean higher taxes? Yes, eventually. While you won't see 

j( /the state budget suddenly balloon under 111, it will probably outpace inflation and population increases. An increased 
income tax is preferable to toll roads, still higher gas taxes, or more local sales taxes, which place a burden on localities 
for projects traditionally funded by the state. We need these transportation projects, and we'll have to pay for them one 
way or another. 

School funding. Those of you who voted for Prop 98 (Nov. '88) might be dismayed to see Prop 111 tinkering with your 
cherished school funding guarantees. Under Prop 98, the Legislature must allocate to schools the larger of (1) 41 % of the 
General Fund, or (2) the same dollar amount as the previous year, adjusted for inflation, increased enrollment and changes in 
local tax revenues. 

Because Prop 111 will increase the whole General Fund by 2%, it would give schools a tremendous windfall under method 
(1). So Prop 111 contains several provisions to mitigate the windfall. Even with these, the Legislative Analyst projects a 
net increase in the school funding guarantee. Specifically, if (1) exceeds (2) by over 1.5% in any year, then (2) plus 1.5% 
becomes the basis for the following year's formula for (2). This prevents a one-year spike in General Fund size from 
wreaking havoc with the following year's budget. 

In years when the General Fund shrinks, method (2) could cause the school allocation to eat into all other state 
programs. So Prop 111 changes method (2) when the General Fund shrinks to cut back the school budget in proportion to the 
whole budget, with the shortfall being paid to the schools during the next year( s) of General Fund growth. This ensures the 
schools will get their full share eventually. 

Under Prop 98, if the state collects too much in taxes in any year, schools get the surplus (up to 4% of their funding 
level), and the minimum funding level is increased for the following year. Prop 111 would give the schools half of the 
surplus with no upper limit, but would not increase the minimum level. These are all responsible changes that protect all 
state programs while doing nothing to harm the intent of Prop 98. 

Criminal Law: Propositions 113, 114 and 115 

Proposition 113: Chiropractor Licensing - YES 

Why are you reading this? Do you actually care about the regulation of chiropractors? Okay, you asked for it. Chiro 
practors are regulated because of a 1922 ballot proposition. The original law needs some massaging (sorry), but the only way 
to change a proposition is with another proposition; hence Prop 113. Prop 113 changes chiropractor's license renewal dates 
and increases the penalties for impersonating a real doctor. If you lie awake at nights worrying about Prop 113, you don't 
need a chiropractor; you need a psychiatrist. I couldn't care less, but I can't think of a reason to vote "no." 

Proposition 114: Redefinition of "Murdered Peace Officer" - NO 

The Death Penalty Initiative (1978) defines the crime of "first-degree murder with special circumstances" for the murder 
of peace officers with certain classifications. The Legislature has changed the classifications since the Initiative 
passed. The only way to modify the Initiative to match the new classifications is with another proposition; hence Prop 
114. Prop 114 simply adds four classification numbers and deletes one to bring an existing law into conformance with new 
classifications. I believe 114's passage or failure will have no real effect; it's just a bit of housekeeping. Vote for it 
if you like. 

If you oppose the Death Penalty on principle, though, feel free to vote against 114. It is remotely possible that 
someone who kills an officer of classification 830.32, 830.33, 830.34 or 830.37 will escape the gas chamber if Prop 114 
fails. Of course, a killer of 830.Sa might then die unnecessarily. But chances are that voting against 114 is just a 
symbolic gesture protesting a barbaric act by a supposedly civilized society. If it makes you feel good, go for it. 

Proposition 115: Reduction of Rights of the Accused in Criminal Trials - NO 

Prop 115 offers you the chance to feel safe and secure. Prop 115 will put more bad guys behind bars, where they 
belong. It does so by taking away the rights of people charged with crimes in California. And oh, by the way, Prop 115 also 
reduces your civil rights. But that doesn't matter as long we can feel safe. 

Prop 115 contains tougher penalties for murder, kidnapping, sodomy, oral copulation, rape by instrument, torture, 
mayhem, and so forth. The Death Penalty could be applied to many new cases. Juveniles over 15 could get life without 
possibility of parole. But these provisions are as nothin,: compared to the other parts of Prop 115. They're only the bait. 
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The backers of 115 hope you'll be so starry-eyed at the prospect of executing future Larry Singletons that you'll ignore the 
rest of the Proposition. Don't be fooled. Regardless of whether you favor tougher sentencing for unspeakable crimes, you 
must pay no attention to this part of 115. It's completely overwhelmed in importance by the rest of the measure. 

Prop 115 eliminates preliminary hearings in cases where an indictment has come from a grand jury. Grand juries are 
archaic commissions whose proceedings are anything but fair. Grand juries meet in secrecy, with no judge present. 
Defendants before grand juries are .!!Qt entitled to counsel. Witnesses and defendants cannot take the Fifth Amendment; they 
can be locked away until they sing. All evidence is admissable, even pure hearsay and speculation. Only the prosecution 
gets to present a case; the defense cannot. To substitute the circus of a grand jury for a preliminary hearing is the 
gravest miscarriage of justice. 

Elimination of preliminary hearings will also drastically reduce the number of plea bargains. The ACLU estimates a 300% 
(yes, three hundred percent) increase in the number of criminal cases that go to trial. For a measure that hopes to 
streamline the trial process, Prop 115 seems to be going exactly the wrong way. 

Prop 115 would establish a "right of speedy prosecution," preferably within sixty days of arraignment. If a defense 
attorney needs more time to prepare a case, he or she could be dismissed by the judge, fined and cited for contempt of 
court. This will limit defendants' ability to fmd competent representation, and will discourage much pro bono work. It 
will also stretch scarce public defenders' resources even further. 

Use of hearsay evidence in court proceedings is extremely restricted, and rightly so. After all, the U.S. 
Constitution's Fifth Amendment reads, "In all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the right ... to be confronted 
with the witnesses against him ... " Under current California law, hearsay evidence may be presented only at preliminary 
hearings in written statements and cannot be from victims or eyewitnesses. Prop 115 would repeal this protection, and would 
allow a police officer with five years' experience or who had completed a "special training course" to present hearsay 
evidence at preliminary hearings. This is arbitrary and absurd. Why special training should qualify someone to skirt the 
Fifth Amendment is beyond me. 

Prop 115 would remove the defense's right to information the prosecution has which may aid the defense (except items in 
a special list). At the same time, Prop 115 creates a new right for the prosecution to acquire "any real evidence which the 
defendant intends to offer in evidence at the trial." This is about as fair as professional wrestling, but it will speed up 
trials and help us get the convictions we crave. 

If you've ever been on jury duty you've been incredibly bored for a week. You've also seen that the attorneys interview 
each juror, excusing any number for cause and a limited number through peremptory challenges for which no cause need be 
stated. This process is beneficial to both sides of a case: jurors who may be predisposed to vote one way or another are 
weeded out, reducing the likelihood of a hung jury. Prop 115 would turn juror interviews over to the judge and eliminate 
peremptory challenges altogether. This misguided attempt to speed trials will result in many problems, I predict. 

And now to how Prop 115 could affect the civil rights of us law-abiding citizens. In addition to the U.S. 
Constitution's "life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness," the California Constitution guarantees us the rights of 
"pursuing and obtaining safety, happiness and privacy." These additional rights have implications beyond the obvious. For 
instance, the state Supreme Court has ruled that the privacy clause prevents the State from inquiring into the nature of the 
medical treatment it funds, thereby prohibiting bans on state-funded abortions. Prop 115 takes away from accused criminals 
any rights not in the U.S. Constitution (e.g., safety and privacy). If Roe v. Wade were overturned, a law banning 
state-funded abortions that's still on the books (!) could again be enforced. This law, the Therapeutic Abortion Act, makes 
both doctor and patient liable for criminal prosecution for a felony, and under 115, they would no longer be protected by the 
"privacy" umbrella. Prop 115 could throw abortion rights into serious jeopardy. 

Just as insidiously, Prop 115 opens the door to new laws against acts committed in private between consenting adults. 
It increases the chances for invasions of medical and other records, and may even have implications for mandatory AIDS 
testing. Prop 115 is a simple-minded law that hopes to satisfy the blood-lust of an angry and frustrated populace at the 
expense of the rights of the self-same populace. Vote once, vote twice, vote three times against 115. 

Legislative Procedures. Ethics and Redistrictini:; Propositions 109. 112. 118 and 119 

Proposition 109: Governor's Signature and Referendum Petition Deadlines - NO 

When a the Legislature passes a bill, the Governor has twelve days to sign or veto it. If he does nothing, the bill 
automatically becomes law. There is always a flurry of activity at the end of each two-year session, however, so the 
Governor is allowed thirty days instead of the usual twelve to consider bills passed in each session's final three months. 
Recently the Legislature has had a flurry of activity at the ends of midterm years, too. In 1989, for instance, the 
Legislature passed over 1,400 bills in the last three months before Christmas recess. Governor Deukmejian was given a scant 
twelve days to consider all of these. And you thought you had it bad with the seventeen issues on your ballot! 

Prop 109 will give the Governor thirty days to consider bills presented to him or her at the end of every vear. You may 
have seen arguments that this will give special-interest lobbyists more time to bend the Governor to their will. But 109 
will have precisely the opposite effect: it will give the Governor time to fmd out what these bills really are, and thereby 
~ his/her reliance on the lobbyists. So far, so good . 
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Prop 109 contains a distasteful provision, however. Currently, all laws signed before October 1 become effective on 
January 1 of the next year; those signed later must wait until the following January 1. This guarantees at least three 
months to allow citizens to petition for a voter referendum before a law goes into effect. Prop 109 would remove the 
three-month waiting period for late legislation in odd-numbered years. To make up for this, Prop 109 would allow such a law 
to be held up three months by any citizen who merely takes out a referendum petition (usually they've got to be turned in 
with signatures). 

But if a bill is signed on, say, December 31, there would be no time to do even this. The spectre of the Governor and 
Legislature conniving to thwart the Will of the People now looms, large and ugly, and I don't like it. Clearly the 
three-month provision was intended to allow late-but-urgent legislation to take effect a year earlier. But the loophole it 
opens in the public review process is too large. So even though most of Prop 109 is sensible and beneficial, I must 
recommend a vote against it. 

Proposition 11.2: Legislative Ethics I - YES 

You remember the FBI sting that netted Senator Joe Montoya, among others? What were those legislators doing, taking all 
that money? Just what comes naturally. Our elected representatives feel they must constantly raise money to fund their 
reelection campaigns. It's hard, tedious work, so you can hardly blame them if they occasionally take the easy way out and 
accept a questionable donation or vote based on a large contributor's wishes. Prop 112 aims to make this kind of behavior a 
little less natural. 

Your average legislator receives over $6,000 a year in honoraria (fees for a giving a speech or even just attending a 
meeting). Prop 112 would wipe those out completely, pinching off a major loophole in the current limitations on political 
contributions. Your average legislator also receives over $3,000 in "gifts." Prop 112 would disallow these "if the 
acceptance of the gift might create a conflict of interest." 

Legislators and state officers (Governor, Treasurer, Superintendent of Schools, etc.) may currently be employed as 
lobbyists as soon as they leave office. Prop 112 would make them wait one year for this, greatly reducing their influence. 
State officers may currently be employed as lobbyists while they're still in office. Prop 112 would prohibit this 
completely. 

The Legislature or any committee may currently close its proceedings to the public under any of a number of 
statute-mandated circumstances. Prop 112 limits closed meetings to matters of safety or security, pending litigation, or the 
compensation, dismissal, etc. of an officer or employee. 

Senators and Assemblymen make $40,816 a year, plus $88 per diem while the Legislature is in session. Salaries can be 
set only by two-thirds vote, and even then can increase only 5% a year. This may protect the legislators from severe 
beatings in the press when they consider giving themselves raises, but it's unfair in years of high inflation. Prop 112 
creates a Governor-appointed commission to set the salaries and benefits of all legislators and state officers. The 
commission's decisions each year would not be subject to review by the Governor or the Legislature. Prop 112 directs the 
Commission to consider the levels of compensation of individuals in the private sector with comparable responsibilities, but 
also to recognize "that state officers do not receive, and do not expect to receive, compensation at the same levels" as such 
individuals. 

As you can see, Prop 112 is a comprehensive bill affecting many aspects of legislators' and state officers' behavior. 
Since it deals mostly with concrete items ("money") in concrete terms ("you can't have any"), its provisions are likely to be 
effective, unlike the vague and weak Prop 118 (see below). Increasing legislators' salaries, as the commission undoubtedly 
will do, is overdue, and will more than offset the income lost to Prop 112's other provisions. Maybe the salaries will go 
high enough for our representatives to stop grubbing for campaign money and concentrate instead on running our state. But I 
suppose that's asking for too much. 

Proposition 118: Legislative Ethics II & Redistricting I (.2-pack) - NO 

The ethics provisions of Prop 118 are utterly without teeth. They call upon the Legislature to police itself, a task at 
which it has been most ineffective in the past. Individual legislators would decide for themselves whether they have 
conflicts of interest or if outside employment could be impairing their judgement. Honoraria could still be received ( only 
not directly from organizations employing lobbyists). The ethics part of 118 is phony. So let's talk about Prop 118's plan 
for redistricting. 

Prop 118 will take the Decennial Redistricting Extravaganza out of the hands of the politicians and put it into the 
hands of -- the politicians! Under 118 the Legislature still has responsibility for redistricting, but plans must be 
approved by two-thirds vote instead of the current simple majority. This requirement will only increase the legislators' 
motivation to draw districts that preserve evezyone's incumbency. Put yourself in the shoes of a typical senator or 
assemblyman. Would you vote for a redistricting plan that put your own reelection at risk? Of course not. Under Prop 118, 
fully two-thirds of the districts will have to be gerrymandered to guarantee reelection for the current officeholders; 
otherwise the plan won't pass. Is this an improvement over the current system? Hahl 
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Prop 118 allows the Governor to veto a redis tricting plan . Now why migh t he or she do such a thing? Could it be that 
the proposed districts cross the Forbidden Mountain Ranges, or divide too many census tracts, or aren't sufficiently convex 
(all Prop 118 requirements]? No. The Governor will veto a plan because it isn't sufficiently advantageous to his or her 
political party, and under Prop 118 the legislature cannot override the veto, even with a 100% vote. Does this make any 
sense? 

H the Governor does sign a redistricting plan, Prop 118 requires the voters to approve it (simple majority) in an 
automatic referendum. Considering how contorted a plan will have to be to satisfy the Legislature and the Governor, voter 
approval is unlikely. Remember that we voters nixed new districts the last time we were asked, in 1982. 

H no redistricting plan is approved by the Legislature by July 15, 1991, or if the Governor or voters turn down a plan, 
the only remaining branch of government will step in: the courts. In theory I have no objection to the courts creating 
legislative districts. After all, they did an adequate job in 1971 after Governor Reagan vetoed the Democratic legislature's 
plans. But Prop 118 institutes an intolerable rigmarole that must be endured before the courts are called in. Why not start 
with the courts or some other impartial entity? Maybe an independent Redistricting Commission--hey, there's an idea ... 

Proposition 119: Redistricting II - YES 

Rube Goldberg would be proud. Prop 119 creates a mind-numbingly complicated system of redistricting that sounds so 
crazy it just might work. Here are the mechanics: 

Every ten years following the Census, the Secretary of State issues a call to all non-partisan Public Interest 
Organizations to submit Lists of Twelve Nominees. Each List must consist of five members of each Major Party and two 
Others. The names on the Lists are separated and thrown into the Hopper. 

Meanwhile the California Judicial Council appoints a Panel of Three Retired Appellate Court Justices, representing each 
Major Party and each Part of the State. The Panel examines the first twelve names from the Hopper and dismisses anyone who 
is (1) a legislator, felon, or both, (2) stupid, (3) excessively partisan, or (4) a recent party-changer. More names are 
drawn to replace the dismissed. Once twelve qualified Names are in place, the Panel must now dismiss those who prevent the 
Commission from (5) matching the State's geographic, gender, racial and ethnic balances, or (6) consisting of five members of 
each Major Party and two Others. Again, more names are drawn. 

Now the Secretary of State makes data from the Census available to all Californians, any of whom may submit a 
Redistricting Plan. Plans must pack two Assembly Districts into each Senate District and ten Senates into each 
Equalization. Plans must also "neither disperse nor concentrate minority populations in a manner that has an adverse effect 
on their political influence," in order to conform with federal regulations. 

The Commission lets the complying Plans fester in public view for a couple of months and holds public hearings about 
them in all Three Parts of the State. The Commission then evaluates the Plans based on the Additional Standards of (1) not 
crossing major mountain ranges, (2) honoring county boundaries, (3) honoring city boundaries, ( 4) not fragmenting cities 
among many districts, (5) not fragmenting districts among many cities, (6) convexity (there's a geometric formula for this on 
p. 81], (7) "competitiveness," (8) honoring census block boundaries. 

The Commission can adopt a Plan, make amendments, or return it to its author with requests for changes. If the 
Commission hasn't adopted any Plan by the time the Football Season starts, it is disbanded and the Panel of Judges goes back 
to work, selecting a Whole New Commission. 

And here's the Most Important Part: The Legislature is not involved and the Governor has no veto power. The 
Commission's word is final (unless a referendum drive succeeds, in which case it's back to step 1). 

How could I possibly think this is a good idea? Well, consider the following pieces of abstract art: 

These are congressional districts drawn under the existing system. What, you ask,~ the existing system? The 
Democratic leadership draws districts to ensure (1) its own continued dominance and (2) the safety of enough Republican 
legislators to allow the district maps to be approved, preferably by a two-thirds "urgency vote" to prevent a referendum. So 
we end up with districts whose..Qll}y purpose is to guarantee reelection for the incumbents. We end up with horrifying 
Gerrymanders like those pictured above. We end up with garbage. 
If you're a Republican, of course you're going to vote for Prop 119. It means the end of your party being districted 

out of its fair share of seats. If you're a Democrat, you might be tempted to vote down 119 so you can see your party 
maintain its artificial advantage. "All's fair in love, war and politics!" you cheerily proclaim. But look at what the 
existing system has wrought. Chances are the minority party in your assembly, senate or congressional district isn't even 
running a serious candidate. Most incumbents coast to reelection virtually without campaigning. This means you'll never 
find out how your assemblyman stands on abortion, for example, or how you congressman stands on flag-burning. You feel 
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deeply about these issues, but since your representatives run without serious opposition, they can ignore you. All they have 
to do is stay out of jail and their terms are renewed. Is this what you want? Where is the leadership? Where is the 
responsiveness? Where is the honesty? Where is the democracy? 

Even if you're a Democrat, you cannot with a dear conscience allow the existing system to continue. It's 
smoke-filled-room power politics at its unseemly worst. It's the Chicago wards. It's Tammany Hall. It's Elbridge Gerry. 
We're not like that in California, are we? Try to overcome your partisan sentiments and be idealistic for just a moment. In 
a democracy, should elected representatives be allowed to pervert the system to perpetuate their own power? If you answered 
"yes," I think Alan Cranston's reelection campaign needs you. 

Prop 119 looks complicated. But closer examination reveals that it's just very careful. The make-up of the 
Redistricting Commission favors neither party, and is almost irrelevant anyway since the Commission will only be ruling on 
maps submitted by ordinary folks. (Don't think the job is too big for ordinary folks. I was able to redistrict San Diego in 
less than a day.) The requirement that minority populations be given preference actually favors the Democrats. And the 
standards for honoring existing political and topographic boundaries will create more compact, coherent districts. Certainly 
Prop 119 has its flaws, and it has wasted an awful lot of paper by repealing the current districts (pp. 82-106 in your first 
Ballot Pamphlet). But it represents such a massive improvement over the existing system that it deserves your vote. 

Property Taxes: Proposition 110 
lfl(rllf'IJ~ti~ 

()A.t, f; f-f ~' 
The famous Prop 13 of 1978 says that your property's assessed value can go up only 2% a year so long as you don't J 

remodel or sell. So while your property may be worth twice what it was ten years ago, its assessed value will have·barclf 
-ehange&. Since property taxes are based on assessed value, the amount of property tax you pay depends more on how long 
you've owned your property than how much it's really worth. It's sort of like paying income tax based on how long you've had 
your current job. It's ridiculous. 

Since Prop 13 passed, we voters have approved about a zillion little exemptions to let special people avoid being reas 
sessed when they move or remodel: disaster victims, people who inherit their property, people over 55 who move into cheaper 
homes, people who fire-proof or earthquake-proof their property, people who live in historic buildings. Prop 110 extends 
reassessment exemptions to severely disabled people who move to cheaper homes or remodel to accommodate their disability. 

On the surface Prop 110 seems charitable and innocuous. But every time we grant a reassessment exemption like Prop 110, 
we make the lunacy I pointed out in the first paragraph more palatable, and thus postpone the day when California comes to 
its senses and repeals Proposition 13. Prop 110 hopes to eliminate the complaints of yet another class of citizens upset 
with the system of "property tax based on length of ownership," and thus perpetuate a fundamentally flawed law. 

Proposition 110: Reassessment Exemption for the Disabled - NO 

Environment: Proposition 117 

Proposition 117: Wildlife Protection & Habitat Acquisition - YES 

Prop 117 outlaws the killing of mountain lions, except when they threaten people, livestock or other property. Mountain 
lions are only remaining large predators in most of the state, since wolves and grizzly bears have been exterminated by 
hunters and ranchers. Mountain lions must be preserved if our ecosystem is to endure. Without them the top of the food 
chain would become vacant, causing havoc below: prey herbivores would first multiply uncontrollably, feeding until the land 
becomes barren (and exacerbating soil erosion); then they would starve in massive, pathetic famines. No one wants to see 
that. In 1985 the Legislature passed a bill banning mountain lion killing, but Governor Deukmejian vetoed it. Prop 117 is 
your chance to override that veto. 

Prop 117 will also pull $30 million a year from existing tobacco taxes, horse racing fees, vanity license plate fees, 
various other environmental funds and the General Fund into a new "Habitat Conservation Fund." The lion's share (so to 
speak) of this fund will go to the Wildlife Conservation Board, with the remainder being divided among the Department of 
Parks and Recreation, the State Coastal Conservancy and the California Tahoe Conservancy. 

Prop 117 contains very specific language about what the Habitat Conservation Fund will pay for. Funds may be used for 
acquisition of land to protect mountain lion, deer, and rare and endangered species; acquisition or improvement of wetlands, 
riparian (lake & stream) habitat and trout and salmon hatcheries. From 1991 to 2000, $5 million a year will be spent for 
acquisition of open space preserves in the Santa Monica mountains near Los Angeles. 

You might ask why we need this Habitat Conservation Fund if it's simply stamping stronger earmarks on money that's 
already going to environmental projects. The answer is that, at this still-early stage of the environmental movement, it's 
crucial to secure as much wild acreage as possible. If we don't do it now, the land will be developed and the habitats 
destroyed. By redirecting $30 million a year to the acquisition of wild habitats, Prop 117 makes it our highest 
environmental priority now to ensure there will~ wild habitats for future generations to preserve. We can turn our 
attention to other environmental needs in 2020, when Prop 117 expires . 
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