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PART | — ARGUMENTS

FOR THE VETERANS BOND ACT OF 1971. This Act provides for a bond
issue of two hundred fifty million dollars ($250,000,000) to provide farm

and home aid for California veterans.

AGAINST THE VETERANS BOND ACT OF 1971,
bond issue of two hundred fifty million dollars ($250,000,000) to provide
farm and home aid for California veterans.

This Act provides for a

(For full text of measure, see page 1, Part II)

General Analysis by the Legislative Counsel *

A ““Yes’’ vote (a vote FOR BONDS) is a
vote to authorize the issuance and sale of state
bonds up to $250,000,000 to provide funds for
farm and home purchase aid under the Vet-
erans’ Farm and Home Purchase Act of 1943,

A “No’' vote (a vote AGAINST BONDS)
is a vote to refuse to authorize the issuance
and sale of state bonds for this purpose.

For further details, see below.

Detailed Analysis by the Legislative Counsel *

This act, the Veterans Bond Act of 1971,
would authorize the issuance and sale of state
bonds in an amount not to exceed $250,000,-
000. Money from the sale of these bonds would
be used for farm and home purchase aid un-
der the Veterans’ Farm and Home Purchase
Act of 1943 (Sections 984-987.25, inclusive,
Military and Veterans Code).

The act provides that the bonds, when sold,
are to be general obligations of the state, for
which the full faith and credit of the state is
pledged. It appropriates from the General
Fund in the State Treasury the amount neces-

-sary to make the prineipal and interest pay-
ments on the bonds as they become due. How-
ever, the bond payments would be made from
funds received from veterans as prineipal and
interest on money advanced for the purchase
or construction of their farms and homes.

Funds received from veterans would be de-
posited in a special fund, the Veterans’ Farm
and Home Building Fund of 1943. On the due

date for bond payments, the amount necessary |

would be transferred from the special fund to
the General Fund. If the amount in the spe-
cial fund was insufficient, the balance would
be transferred to the General Fund with in-
terest, as soon as it Lecame available.

The amounts of the bonds to be issued from
time to time would be determined by the Vet-
erans’ Finance Committee of 1943, which con-
sists of the Governor, State Controller, State
Treasurer, Director of Finance, and Director
of Veterans Affairs.

* Section 3566 of the Elections Code requires
the Legislative Counsel to prepare an im-
partial analysis of each ballot measure.

Cost Analysis by the Legislative Analyst §

This Aect authorizes the state to borrow $250
million through the sale of general obligation
bonds to provide funds by which the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs may purchase farms
or homes for resale, on contract, to qualified
veterans pursuant to the Veterans Farm and
Howe Purchase Act,of 1943, Veterans mak-
ing such purchases are required to make
monthly payments in such amounts as will
provide for repayment of principal during a
period no longer than forty years plus interest
at a rate which will provide coverage for the
bond interest, averaged with prior bonds, and
also provide operating expenses for the serv-
ices of the Division of Farm and Home pur-
chases of the Department of Veterans Aff:
and the services of the State Treasurer in «
nection with the preparation and sale of such
bonds.

Since the Veterans Farm and Home Build-
ing Bond Program was initiated in 1946 after
‘World War II, bond sales totaling $2,175,000,-
000 have been authorized. All of these bonds
have been sold, and as of February 1, 1972,
$945,450,000 had been redeemed and $1,229,-
550,000 were oufstanding. :

The last $50 million in Veterans bonds au-
thorized for sale were sold on January 25,
1972. The average interest rate on the sale
was 4.597 percent and a total interest cost
over the life of those bonds will be $24,138,675.

Prior experience with similar bond issues
has developed a clear history of self-liquida-
tion and payment of all interest by veterans
without cost to the general taxpayer. Never-
theless, these are general obligation bonds to
which the full faith and credit of the state are
pledged and any failure to receive sufficient
funds through payments by veteran purchas-
ers of properiy would obligate the general
taxpayer for the difference.

t Section 3566.3 of the Elections Code re-
quires the Legislative Analyst to prepa-e
impartial analyses of the cost of be
measures.

9



Arguzaent in Favor of Proposition 1

.8 Bond Act will continue the Cal-Vet
Program, which has enabled more than 250,
000 California veterans to become home and
farm owners.

The entire program, from its ineeption in
1921 and through 13 previous bond issues, has
been entirely self-supporting at no cost to the
taxpayers. Not one cent of tax money will
ever be necessary; even administrative costs
and expenses are paid out of interest reve-
nue from the veteran loan holders. Independ-
ent audits, excellent management and ade-
quate financial reserves in combination have
maintained total self-sufficiency, even in pe-
riods of economic decline.

The interest rate to the veteran has been
maintained at a low 41%. It supports the
principle of lending a hand, rather than a
handout, to our veterans via low-cost home
loans,

Many states are attempting to duplicate
this Cal-Vet plan, which has proved, with its
self-liquidating features, to be the most intel-
ligent approach to a veterans benefit,

This program, having well served the needs
~f the veterans of World War I, World War
II and the Korean War, now is essential to
provide the same benéfits to our Vietnam vet-

v The Vietnam veterans in California
er in exeess of 600,000, inereasing at a
ratc of 8,000 per month.

Cal-Vet offers significant collateral, eco-
nomic and social benefits to the people of Cali-
fornia. Expanded home building and home
ownership is finaneced by private investors
who purchase the bonds, The home supply and
building materials industries achieve an in-
creased pace of activity, as do the real estate
and insurance markets. Thousands of jobs are
created and maintained, and millions of dol-
lars of new purchasing power are developed,
stimulating the entire economy. The veteran
and his family, as home owners, are happier
and more secure eitizens.

This program does not increase the bonded
indebtedness of the State because $70,000,000
of Cal-Vet bonds are paid off each year by
the veterans of previous conflicts.

A vote for Proposition 1 is a vote to con-
tinue the vital Cal-Vet loan program and to
insure that our servicemen from Vietnam are
given the same fair treatment as all other
veterans—all at no cost to the taxpayer.

‘We sincerely urge your YES vote on Prop-
osition 1.

EDWIN 1. Z’BERG
Assemblyman, 9th Distriet

NEWTON R. RUSSELL.
Assemblyman, 62nd District

Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of
Proposition 1

Interest paid to the purchaser of these
bonds amounts to 5.4% to 5.5%, depending
upon the term which may extend to 30 years.
The costs of marketing the bonds, interest
paid the bondholders, loan processing and
other administrative costs, by mathematics
alone, exceed the revenue of 43% charged the
veteran. The taxpayer is obligated for the
difference.

The State should not be permitted to be
in the lending business, competing with banks
and other lending institutions. These bonds
pay ‘interest to investors which is tax-free,
effectively reducing the monies received for
taxes by the state and federal agencies which
is sorely needed to pay the ever-increasing
cests of government.

This program has its faults: When one of
these mortgages transfers through a sale to
a ‘‘non-qualified’’ buyer, which may be a non-
vet, or an out-of-state veteran, the tax sup-
ported benefit of a low interest rate is enjoyed
by one that is not entitled. Accordingly, the
beneficial value does not rest with the veteran
as intended. ’

The Federal GI.Bill insures the veteran’s
loan. It does not lend money . . . California
should not lend money, it should guarantee
the loan. This would remove the diserimina-
tion against other veterans residing in the
state paying taxes, but unable to qualify for
this restricted loan.

You are urged to vote NO on Proposition 1.

WILBUR McLAUGHLIN
U.S. Marine Corps, Retired

Argument Against Proposition 1

California should get out of the money-
lending business that accommodates the vet-
erans. This function belongs with private fi-
nancial institutions. Approval of the bonds
by the voters permits the State of California
to borrow money at a high interest rate, and
then loan it to the veteran at a lower rate.
The difference in the cost of the money is
paid for by the taxpayers, and it runs into
millions each year.

The State should only guarantee loans just
as the Federal Government does—not finance
them. Why should a California veteran be
entitled to two loan privileges? A veteran not
from California is only allowed one, yet he
has to help finance both Federal and State.

WILBUR McLAUGHLIN
U.S. Marine Corps, Retired
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Rebuttal to Argument Against
Proposition 1

The argument against this measure is based
on statéments that are completely false. The
Veterans Bonds which are sold to enable vet-
erans to buy homes at a lower interest rate
are not borrowed at & high interest rate and
loaned to the veteran at a lower rate. By law,
the amount of interest charged to the veteran
must be sufficient to pay back the money
borrowed by the state. In other words, this
is a completely self-supporting program and

there is absolutely no cost to the state ¢
any taxpayer. These facts are supportec
annual certified audits.

The Veterans Home Loan Program has been
an outstanding example of a program which
has been repeatedly and enthusiastically en-
dorsed by you, the voters of the state. The
voters have recognized that the program has
consistently provided worthwhile benefits to
deserving veterans. T am certain that you will
again resoundingly approve this measure.

EDWIN L. Z’BERG
Assemblyman, 9th District

FOR THE STATE SCHOOL BUILDING AID AND EARTHQUAKE RE.
CONSTRUCTION AND REPLACEMENT BOND LAW OF 1972. This
Act provides for a bond issue of three hundred fifty million dollars
($350,000,000) to provide capital outlay for construction or improvement

of public schools.

AGAINST THE STATE SCHOOL BUILDING AID AND EARTHQUAKE
RECONSTRUCTION AND REPLACEMENT BOND LAW OF 1972.
This Aect provides for a bond issue of three hundred fifty million dollars
($350,000,000) to provide capital outlay for construction or improvement

of publie schools.

(For full text of measure, sece page 2, Part II)

General Analysis by the Legislative Counsel

A “Yes’’ vote (a vote FOR BONDS) is a
vote to authorize the issuance and sale of state
bonds up to $350,000,000 to provide funds for
public school buildings, to acquire land, equip-
ment, and facilities therefor; for the rehabili-
tation, reconstruction, or replacement of un-
safe school facilities; and for the repair of
school facilities actually damaged by an
earthquake after February 1, 1971.

A ““No’’ vote (a vote AGAINST BONDS)
18 a vote to refuse to authorize the issuance
and sale of state bonds for these purposes.

Tor further details, see below.

Detailed Analyzis by the Legislative Counsel

This act, the State School Building Aid and
Earthquake Reconstruction and Replacement
Bond Law of 1972, would authorize the is-
suance and sale of state bonds in an amount
not to exceed $350,000,000. Bond proceeds
would be used for financial assistance to school
districts, under the State School Building Aid
Law of 1952. Under that law funds are al-
located to school districts to acquire school
lands, buildings, and equipment. The allot-
ments are generally repayable by the districts
through either or both local bond issues or in-
creased local tax rates.

{ Continued on page 5, column 1)

Cost Analysis by the Legislative Analy

This Act authorizes the state to borrow $..u
million through the sale of general obligation
bonds to provide funds to school districts for
construction of school buildings. Of this total
a maximum of $250 million could be used by
school districts for the rehabilitation or re-
placement of unsafe school facilities or for the
renovation of buildings recently damaged by
earthquakes. The balance of $100 million
would be available for the previously author-
ized state school building aid program. The
bonds are general obligation in nature and
pledge the full faith and credit of the state
for their payment.

The State School Building Aid program
was initiated in 1947 and the first bond act
was approved in 1949. To date, a total of
$1,890,000,000 in bonds has been authorized
for this program. These have all been sold
except $94,900,000, which are proposed to be
sold during 1972. As of February 1, 1972,
bonds totaling $586,575,000 had been redeemed
and $1,208,525,000 were outstanding. The last
sale of school building aid bonds totaling $50
million was made on September 8, 1971. The
average interest rate on that sale was 4.4582
percent and the total interest cost over the
life of those bonds will be $23,406,000.

The State School Building Aid progr-—
provides site acquisition, planning, and
(Continued on page 5, collumn 2)
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T “~iled Analysis by the Legislative Counsel
(Continued from page 4, column 1)

Of the total funds, not more than $250,000,-
000 would be set aside for rehabilitating, re-
construeting, or replacing school facilities
which are structurally unsafe under standards
established by law, or for the purpose of re-
pairing actual damage to school facilities
caused by an earthquake after February 1,
1971, if no other state or federal funds are
available for these purposes.

The act provides that the bonds, when sold,
are to be general obligations of the state for
the payment of which the full faith and credit
of the state is pledged, with an annual ap-
propriation from the General Fund in the
State Treasury of the amount, necessary to
make the principal and interest payments on
the bonds as they become due.

The bonds are to be sold at the times de-
termined by the State Treasurer, in such
amounts as may be authorized by the State
School Building Finance Committee, based
upon review of the . 2quests of the State Allo-
cation Board for funds. Sufficient bonds
would have to be sold to make available for
apportionment  $75,000,000 on July 5, 1972,
and $15,000,000 each month thereafter until
the total is $350,000,000.

"atute Affected by the Above Measure

o uder the provisions of Chapter 118 of the
Statutes of 1971, $250,000,000 of the bond
funds could be expended pursuant to the pro-
visions of Chapter 118. That law provides for
the rehabilitation and replacement of structur-
ally inadequate school facilities and prescribes
specific conditions under which school districts
are eligible for allocation of state funds and
establishes comprehensive procedures for ad-
ministration of the law by the State Alloca-
tion Board.

Cost Analysis by the Legislative Analyst
(Continued from page 4, column 2)
struction loans to distriets which (1) demon-
strate a need for additional facilities based on
enrollment projections, and (2) are bonded to
capacity. To prevent excessive indebtedness,
the amount of local bonds a district is per-
mitted to have outstanding is limited by law
to an amount equivalent to five percent of the
district’s assessed valuation. Once this boending
limit is reached, a district can no longer issue
local bonds but must rely on state loans to

provide building capital.

Both the state and school districts partiei-
pate in the repayment of school building aid
bonds. From the first sale of bonds in 1950 to
June 30, 1973, total interest and redemption
costs will amount to an estimated $1,229,594 -
206. Of this total, the state’s portion is esti-
mated to be $661,635,457, or 53.8 percent, and
the school districts’ portion $567,958,749, or
46.2 percent. Based on this repayment his-
tory, it can be estimated that $46.2 million
(plus interest) of the $100 million assigned
by this bond act to the regular State School
Building Aid program would be repaid to the
state. The districts would be forgiven the re-
maining $53.8 million (plus interest) which
would become a state government cost.

This bond proposition differs from previous
state school building aid bond acts by (1)
reserving funds for earthquake safety meas-
ures, (2) extending the availability of funds
to districts not normally eligible for state
school building aid and (8) requiring funds
to be matched by local school districts as fol-
lows. A district would be required to match
state funds in the proportion which the dis-
trict’s assessed valuation bears to the state-
wide average assessed valuation. For.example,
if a district’s assessed valuation per pupil
corresponds with the state average it would
be eligible to receive 60 percent of the total
cost of a project from the state, and would
receive a greater share, up to 80 percent, if
its assessed valuation is below the statewide
average. Repayments to the state would come
directly from a special district tax. The con-
ditions for borrowing and the repayment of
the bond proceeds for earthquake safety are
contained in Chapter 118, Statutes of 1971
(AB 109).

As a result of this tax, it is estimated that
90 percent of the loans would be fully repaid
(with interest). The remaining ten percent,
$25 million (plus interest), would be forgiven
by the state. However, any portion of the $250
million not used by districts for earthquake
safety measures would revert to the regular
State School Building Aid program, which
has a repayment history indicating that 46.2
percent of the repayment costs are borne by
school districts and the remainder by the

- state.
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Argument in Favor of Proposition 2

A YES vote on Proposition 2 is needed to
insure the safety of the thousands of school

children in California. Voting YES means.

nothing more than giving the State of Califor-
nia permission to loan money to school dis-
triets. School distriets must repay the loans.

Scientists agree that California will co:.-
tinue to suffer major earthquakes. Across the
State there are 1700 school buildings that
might suffer substantial damage or total de-
struction from such quakes. Proposition 2
would make $250,000,000 in loan funds avail-
able to strengthen or replace those buildings.

Statutes are currently in effect requiring
that all school buildings which do not meet
earthquake structural safety standards be re-
placed or reconstructed by July 1, 1975. Many
school districts have neither available funds
nor bonding capacity to meet this require-
ment.

Proposition 2 will meet this need. School
districts will be able to borrow the needed
reconstruction funds from the State of Cali-
fornia. All but the very poorest districts must
repay in full. It is estimated that 90% of the
borrowed money will be repaid.

The February 1971 earthquake in Los
Angeles County points up the need to provide
safer schools for our children. This gquake
alone caused the immediate and permanent
closure of two elementary schools and one
high school which had previously housed 4,780
students. Damage to the remaining buildings
in the area led to the permanent eclosure of
95 more buildings which had housed 65,220
pupils.

The Los Angeles quake struck in the early
hours of the morning. How much loss of life
would there have been if the earthquake had
occurred during school hours ?

The great San Andreas Fault of California
is strung out like a taut rubber band. It will
give sooner or later as will other faults. Cali-
fornians must be prepared to meet impending
quakes with school buildings that will let our
children live.

A YES vote on Proposition 2 will permit
the State to loan money to districts allowing
them to bring schools up to safety standards.
In addition, Proposition 2 will provide $100,-
000,000 for loans to continue the Sta‘e School
Building Aid Law of 1952, which provides
funds for loans to districts that are experienc-
ing rapid growth and are bonded to capacity.

‘Without Proposition 2 children would con-
tinue to be housed in facilities that are unsafe
and any delay in replacing the school build-
ings would only mean higher costs.

These loans are needed and the money will
be repaid. For the safety of the school chil-

dren of California a YES vote on Proposi
2 is vital.
JAMES W. DENT
Assemblyman, 10th Distriet

LEROY F. GREENE
Assemblyman, 3rd Distriet

Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of
Proposition 2

No child should have to go to school in an
unsafe building. But my quarrel is not with
this. It is with the method of replacing those
buildings and financing the new buildings.

California has the resources to close the
school buildings declared unfit to withstand
earthquakes, and still not be required to go
to debt financing. New schools built to replace
unsafe ones can be financed by loans out of
current tax revenues to school districts, or by
outright state grants to very poor districts.
There is no need to pile on more new long-
term debts requiring high-cost debt service,
when the legislature is empowered to develop
alternative financing for justified projects.

I reiterate, however, that the greater part
of this bond issue would finance new school
buildings that should not be built, or replace
existing school buildings that are unneeded.
With proper utilization of existing space -
imaginative thinking by school district n
agers, California can avoid adopting this uew
debi burden: Therefore I suggest a ‘‘no’’ vote
on this proposition.

JOHN L. HARMER
State Senator, 21st District

Argument Against Proposition 2

I have studied this bond proposal and
recommend that the people of California
reject it. Although school children should not
be permitted to attend classes in patently un-
safe buildings, there are many alternatives to
inereasing California’s perilously high bonded
indebtedness. As of December, 1970, Califor-
nia’s outstanding general obligation bonds for
all purposes exceeded $5.2 billion with an ad-

| ditional $670 million authorized but unsold.

A significant portion of this unparalleled
amount of debt consists of school building
bonds. Even though the proponents of this
measure assure us that most of these proposed
state bonds will be regarded as loans to the
school districts which are to be repaid, this
does not take into account the heavy debts
which already burden local districts.

It is a faet th&t many school districts are
now devoting so much of their taxing capacity
(which is set by law) to retiring local bo- ~
that they are unable to repay existing s
loans.

—_6—



“opulation statistics and deelining public

sol enrollments suggest that California has
more school buildings than are necessary to
serve California’s public school population
throughout the 1970’s. Sufficient safe school
buildings exist to close poorly constructed or
damaged schools entirely. $30 million in
earthquake appropriations were passed by the
Legislature i the December, 1971, special
session ‘which created the School Building
Safety Fund. The Legislature obviously can
continue to appropriate funds out of general
revenues to replaece buildings where it deter-
mines emergency situations exist, without go-
ing to long-term financing at present high
rates of interest.

Voters will observe that only 71% of the
money that would be appropriated by this
bond issue goes to reconstruction of schools
regarded as unable to withstand earthquakes,
while 29% is new ecapital outlay. This is a
wholly unjustified attempt to use an emo-
tional and seemingly salutary purpose to
build more new and unneeded schools, and
to repair and renovate old buildings in school
districts which eannot justify by enrollment
projections the number of schools presently in

sration.

‘herefore, I recommend rejection of this
measure so that the school districts will be
obliged to maximize use of present buildings
and resources. Secondly I propose the Legisla-
ture seek long-range alternatives to new
capital outlay by adopting more effective time-
utilization of existing buildings, including,
where appropriate, full-day and year-round
operation of school buildings.

JOHN L. HARMER
State Senator, 21st District

Rebuttal to Argument Against
Proposition 2

Senator Harmer . suggests that declining
school enrollments would make available
sufficient safe school buildings to house all of
our children. There is no evidenee to show
this to be true and certainly those classrooms
which might be available would not likely be
in the areas where there is need to replace
unsafe buildings. Surely he does not contem-
plate busing large groups of children from
distriet to distriet or even county to county.

It is true that the bond issue serves a dual
purpose, and it was deliberately developed
that way. The bulk of the money (71%) will
be used for reconstruction of unsafe schools.
The cost of replacing all unsafe public schools
approximates $1 billion. Recognizing school
population trends, we do not seek to replace
or repair all unsafe schools. Two hundred
fifty million dollars in loans will help finance
repair or replacement of needed but unsafe
facilities.

The balance of the funds, $100 million, will
be used for continuing loans to impoverished,
rapidly growing school districts which are
unable to construet new schools to house their
children.

In both types of programs the school dis-
triets must justify their needs to the State
Allocation Board. Present law does not per-
mit loans unless it is proven that school-age
children exist and that schools for them do
not. Similarly, the law does not permit loans
for repair or replacement of unsafe schools
unless there is proof that they are both un-
safe and that they are needed.

JAMES W. DENT
Assemblyman, 10th District

‘LEROY F. GREENE
Assemblyman, 3rd District

RIGHT TO ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL.

Amendment.

3

Amends Constitution to provide that a defendant
has the right to have the assistance of counsel in any criminal
prosecution. Deletes provision giving defendant the right to defend
himself without counsel and authorizes Legislature to require a
defendant in a felony case to have the assistance of counsel.

‘slati itutional
Legislative Constitution YES

NoO

(For full text of measure, see page 4, Part II)

General Analysis by the Legislative Counsel

A ‘““Yes’’ vote on this measure is a vote to:
(1) Eliminate from the California Constitu-
tion the provision giving a defendant in a
criminal prosecution the right to defend him-
--'f in person; (2) Restate the provisions

ing the accused the right to assistance of
.ansel and the right to be personally present

with counsel; and (3) Authorize the Legis-
lature to require that a defendant in a felony
case have assistance of counsel.

A “No” vote is a vote to retain the consti-
tutional provision giving the defendant in a
criminal prosecution the right to appear and
defend himself in person.

For further details, see below.
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Detailed Analysis by the Legislative Counsel

Section 13 of Article I of the California
Constitution now provides that the defendant
in a criminal prosecution in any court has the
right to appear and defend. himself in person
and with counsel. This measure would elimi-
nate the guarantee of a right of a person to
defend himself in person and would restate
the remainder of the provision, as interpreted
by the courts, by providing that the defendant
in a criminal prosecution has the right to
have the assistance of counsel for his defense
and to be personally present with counsel. In
addition, this measure would authorize the
Legislature to require defendants in felony
cases to have the assistance of counsel.

If this measure is adopted, certain statu-
tory provisions enacted by Chapter 1800 of
the Statutes of 1971 (Senate Bill No. 839)

will become operative (see analysis of Ch
ter 1800 below).

Statutes Contingent Upon Adoption of
Above Measure

The text of Chapter 1800 of the Statutes of
1971, portions of which were enacted to be-
come operative if and when the above amend-
ment is approved, is on record in the office of
the Secretary of State in Sacramento and is
contained in the 1971 published statutes. A di-
gest of that chapter is as follows:

The chapter requires the defendant in a
capital case to be represented in court by
counsel at all stages of the preliminary and
trial proceedings, and makes related statutory
changes with respect to informing defendants
of their rights and assigning counsel to them.

Argument in Favor of Proposition 3

Proposition 3 deletes language in the State
Constituticn which gives a person an absolute
right to act as his own attorney in all ecriminal
cases. It provides instead language to allow
the Legislature, when 1. finds that justice
demands, to limit this absolute right by re-
quiring that a defendant be represented by
an attorney in serious felony cases. In 197:
the Legislature made such a decision pro-
viding that in cases where the defendant is on
trial for his life, he must be represented by a
lawyer. This new law will be effective only if
this proposition is approved.

This change in our Constitution, and the
legislation which it authorizes, is necessary
in order to ensure the defendant is fairly
advised of his rights during the trial, and at
the same time reduce the delays, reversals,
and courtroom disruptions which oceur when
an untrained person attempts to be his own
lawyer.

A FAIR TRIAL FOR EVERY DEFEND-
ANT—'‘The man who acts as his own lawyer
has a fool for a client.”’ Today’s complex
legal system leaves no room for the person
unschooled in law and erimina! procedure.
Studies show that the person who represents
himself in a serious eriminal case is unable
to defend himself adequately. In-Los Angeles
County in 1970, for example, 23% of the de-
fendants pleading not guilty to felony charges
and represented by counsel were acquit-
ted. On the other hand, only 8% of those
defendants pleading not guilty and repre-
senting themselveés at trial received the same
verdict. Without counsel, these persons were
at a distinet disadvantage in our adversary
legal system.

DELAYS, REVERSALS. AND COURT-
ROOM DISRUPTIONS—Not only is self

representation harmful to the defendant, but
it can work havoc upon the judicial process.
Delays caused by a defendant’s lack of fa-
miliarity with criminal law and courtroom
procedure _substantially contribute to the
backlogs which plague our eriminal courts,
and add to the enormous cost of criminal
trials (each extra day of trial in Los Angeles
County, for example, costs the taxpayers $1,-
100.00). Adding to the burden placed on ov-
courts by the unlimited exercise of this rj
are the numerous retrials necessitated by ¢ .
pellate court reversals stemming from trials at
which the attempt at self representation has
been made. Furthermore, through willful mis-
conduct or innocent ignorance of procedure,
persons representing themselves ean seriously
disrupt a trial. On occasion such persons have
abused and insulted judges and witnesses, and
have done their best to turn their trial into
a shambles. Problems such as those discussed
above can be eliminated by the passage of
Proposition 3 and the legislation which it au-
thorizes.

This measure will benefit the defendant, the
courts, and the people in general. It has the
support of the Judieial Couneil of California,
the District Attorneys and Peace Officers As-
sociations, the Attorney General, and econ-
cerned individuals and organizations through-
out the State. Its enactment will be a major
step toward increasing the fairness and effi-
ciency of our court.

GORDON COLOGNE
State Senator

ANTHONY C. BEILENSON
State Senator

EVELLE J. YOUNGER
Attorney General
State of California
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Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of
Proposition 3

I urge your no vote on Proposition 3 which
would deny any person the right to defend
himself in all criminal cases if he chooses, for
the following reasons:

Under the statutes of this provision, no
person, no attorney, including a U.S. Supreme
Court Justice could defend himself even
though he had passed the California State
Bar examination and even though he may be
a specialist schooled in the subject.

‘While I do not disagree with the contention
that the trial of a serious criminal case is no
place for a person not schooled in courtroom
procedure, methods of pleading, rules of evi-
dence, ete., I feel this is but sad commentary
on the court and its officers in that the legal
profession seems all too swept-up with pro-
cedure than with its basic purpose, to pro-
vide justice. Witness the number of delays,
appeals and reversals directly attributable to
those so schooled in legal procedure. If delays
due to technicalities, or appeals and reversals
due to abridgement of defendants’ rights are
a cause for blame, then I feel that the judicial
system has only itself to blame particularly
when it decides a case granting ‘‘new’’ rights

defendant or a person already tried and
icted.

In regard to the concept that a person has
“‘a fool for a client”’, if he defends himself,
it does not deny the fact that a defendant can
have a fool for an attorney even if he does not
represent himself.

H. L. RICHARDSON
State Senator, 19th Distriet

Argument Against Proposition 3

Proposition 3 should be defeated because
if we change the Constitution we would be
depriving ourselves of a fundamental right,
the right to defend ourselves in court. If a

person wants to represent himself, he cer-
tainly should have that right.

Proposition 3 would force upon a citizen a
member of the legal profession. Lawyers have
enough business as it is. Additionally, if
Proposition 3 is adopted I can see our already
vast, expensive tax-supported Public Defender
facilities expanded, placing an unneeded and
unwanted additional burden on the taxpayers
of this State.

H. L. RICHARDSON
State Senator, 19tk District

Rebuttal to Argument Against
Proposition 3

In response to the arguments against Prop-

osition 3, the following facts are offered:

1. Proposition 3 does not deprive us of our
right to defend ourselves. It does au-
thorize the legislature to ensure us the
assistance of counsel when it is needed.
We may still assist in our own defense,
or, with the court’s permission, act as co-
counsel.

2. Proposition 3 will net give lawyers more
work. Because it will shorten trials, re-
duce appeals, and eliminate retrials, it
will give lawyers less work.

3. Proposition 3 will save money presently
wasted on lengthy trials, appeals, and
retrials. For example, the presence of the
public defender will shorten trials, In
Los Angeles each day the length of a
trial is reduced saves the taxpayers
$1,100. Similar savings are effected by
reduced appeals and retrials.

GORDON COLOGNE
State Senator

ANTHONY BEILENSON
State Senator

EVELLE J. YOUNGER
Attorney General
State of Califoruia

OPEN PRESIDENTIAL PRIMARY. Legislative Constitutional Amend-
Requires Legislature to provide for open presidential pri-
mary in which candidates on ballot are those found by Secretary
of State to be recognized candidates throughont n.tion or California
for office of President of the United States and such candidates
whose names are placed on ballot by petition. Excludes any eandi-
date who has filed affidavit that he is not a candidate.

ment.

4

YES

NO

(For full text of measure, see page 5, Part II)

General Analysis by the Legislative Counsel
A “Yes” vote on this measure is a vote to
1ire the placement on the presidential pri-

v ballot of the names of all recognized
caudidates for president and all candidates

qualified by virtue of nominating petitions,
unless such a candidate withdraws.

A ““No” vote is a vote to reject this re-
quirement.

For further details, see below.
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Detailed Analysis by the Legislative Counsel

Section 2.5 of Article II of the California
Constitution now permits the Legislature to
enuct laws relative to the eleetion of delegates
to conventions of political parties. The present
statutory law provides for a separate ballot
for each political party in the presidential
primary, and for the election of slates of dele-
gates to the conventions of those political
parties. Each slate of candidates to be voted
for is designated either as a slate of candi-
dates expressing a preference for a named
person as a candidate for nomination as presi-
dential eandidate of that party, or as a slate
of candidates expressing no preference. Each
slate of candidates for selection as delegates
qualifies for placement on the ballot of a
political party by filing nominating petitions
signed by a specified number of eligible sign-
ers.

This measure would add Section 8 to
ticle IT of the California Constitution
direct the Legislature to -provide for an open
presidential primary. It would require the
Secretary of State to place upon the presi-
dential primary ballot of the appropriate
political party as its candidates for the office
of President of the United States, the names
of *those persons who he determined to be
eithcr (a) recognized as candidates through-
out the nation or (b) recognized as eandidates
throughout California. This measure would
also require the placement on the ballot of the
names of presidential candidates who quali-
fied by virtue of nominating petitions. How-
ever, the name of any caindidate would be ex-
cluded from the ballot if he withdrew himself
from consideration by the filing of an affidavit
that he was not a candidate.

Argument in Favor of Proposition 4

This Constitutional Amendment is designed
to give voters a meaningful voice in choosing
their party’s presidential nominee. It requires
the Legislature to provide for an open presi-
dential primary in v hich the Secretary of
State places on the bailot the names of recog-
nized candidates for the office of President of
the United States.

Persons not named by the Secretary of
State may qualify for the ballot by circulat-
ing petitions as required by existing law,

Persons placed on the rallot and wishing
to be removed may withdraw simply by filing
an affidavit that they are not a eandidate for
President.

If the amendment s approved, it will be-
come effective with the presidential primary
of 1976.

The present system of selecting presidential
candidates often leaves the voter without a
direct voice in the decision. The ‘‘favorite
son’’ deviee has been used by Governors from
both parties to prevent a contested primary,
depriving the voters of a chance to vote for
the candidate of his choice.

In the last presidential primary election,
California voters were denied the opportunity
of voting for or against either of the men
who eventually became the presidential nomi-
nees.

Opponents claim an open primary would
impair ‘“party unity’’ and would require
costly election campaigns. But ‘who wants
‘‘party unity’’ at the expense of party mem-
bers? And why shouldn’t the candidates cam-
paign in California as well as in New Hamp-
shire, Indiana, and Oregon?

The open primary plan would make Cali-
fornia the key state every presidential elee-
tion. As the most populous state in the union,

it should be. It is time the voters have a say
in nominating their party’s candidate for the
higlest office in the land.

ALFRED E. ALQUIST
State Senator, 13th District
HOWARD WAY

State Senator, 15th District

Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of

» Proposition 4

Proponents of Proposition 4 have stated
that in the last presidential primary election,
California voters were denied the opportunity
of voting for either of the men who eventually
became the presidential nominees.

That statement is a half-truth. First, all
California voters did have the opportunity to
vote for or against the presidential nominees
in the November 1968 general election. Sec-
ond, if one or both of those men had desired
to place their name before their own party
members in California in June 1968, they
could have done so. There is absolutely noth-
ing in present law which prevented them from
entering the primary. For their own reasons,
they chose not to do so, and each man went
on to gain the nomination of his party at
the respective national conventions.

As we have said, each presidential candi-
date should be free to decide which primaries
he will enter, and Proposition 4 will deny such
candidates their freedom of decision,

Finally, proponents of Proposition 4 say,
‘. . . why shouldn’t the candidates cam-
paign in California as well as in New Hamp-
shire, Indiana, and Oregon?’’ It is interesting
to note that two of these three states have
laws similar to California’s—i.e., presidentie!
candidates enter the primary only if t

wish to. They are not forced to decide betwe. .
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‘ng in the particular primary or com-
p .1y disavowing their candidacy.

"GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN
Senator, 37th District

E. RICHARD BARNES
Assemblyman, 78th Distriet

Argument Against Proposition 4

Proposition 4 would provide for a so-called
‘““open’’ presidential primary in California.
This is misleading, for it implies that our
present presidential primary is somehow
“‘closed.”’” The faet is that there is nothing
in the current law to prevent any candidate
and his supporters from entering the Cali-
fornia primary.

This proposal gives just one man, the Cali-
fornia Secretary of State, the right to deter-
mine which names will be placed on the ballot
for the highest office in this country.

Under the present law, this determination
is now made by the registered voters of each
party. To appear on the ballot, a candidate
and his supporters need only gather a reason-
able number of signatures of registered voters
who wish to have the candidate’s name placed
on the ballot.

"e net effect of Proposition 4 is to take

) decisionmaking power away from the

people, and give it instead to one individuai—
who is himself a partisan elected official.

Proposition 4 foreces a candidate to enter
the California primary. This means that he
must commit an immense amount of time and
money to a campaign here, even though he
may feel that his chances for the nomination
might better be served by using that time and
money elsewhere.

It also means that he is foreed to risk his
entire candidacy. California’s primary comes
late in the year, usually just a few weeks be-
fore the national conventions. A defeat here
could cause a candidate’s rejection at his
party’s national nominating convention even
thongh he had the overwhelming support of
the majority of his party throughout the
United States. Thus, Proposition 4 could re-
sult in denying the people of California and
all Amerieans the opportunity to vote in the
general election for the party’s real choice for
President.

Why do we say that a presidential candi-
date is forced to enter the California primary
under this proposal? Because the only way
he ean have his name removed from the ballot

is by filing a formal affidavit that he is not
a candidate. Please note that wording: he

must state that he is not a candidate.

A man who may indeed be a serious and
strong candidate for the presidential nomina-
tion loses his freedom of decision. Presidential
candidates, after all, are free citizens of this
country, too, and they should have the right
to make their own decisions about which pri-
maries they will enter in their quest for the
nomination.

California’s present presidential primary
system already provides for direct eitizen in-
volvement; it in no way handicaps serious
contenders for presidential office; and it is
fair to both the people and the candidates.
The present system should be retained ; Propo-
sition 4 should be defeated. Please vote NO.

GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN
Senator, 37th District

E. RICHARD BARNES
Assemblyman, 78th District

Rebuttal to Argument Against
Proposition 4

The opponents of the open presidential pri-
mary argue semanties instead of reality.

Instead of limiting the right to place names
on the ballot, this proposition will simply
provide an additional process to that which
already exists! Persons not placed on the
ballot by the Secretary of State will have
only to circulate petitions and secure signa-
tures just as they do now and have done for
many years.

By placing the names of all recognized can-
didates on the ballot the Secretary of State
can help ensure that Californians have a
chance to choose which candidate they wish
to represent their party. California is the
most populous state in the Union and serves
as a cross section of the entire nation. It is
only fitting that our presidential primary
should be important in the selection of presi-
dential nominees.

The open presidential primary will free
the voters of California to choose their own
candidates for President of the United States
and take the decision out of the smoke-filled
rooms.

ALFRED E. ALQUIST
State Senator, 13th District

HOWARD WAY
State Senator, 15th District
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APPOINTMENT OF REGENTS, UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA.
Legislative Constitutional Amendment.
to the Regents of the University of California by the Governor be
approved by a majority of the membership of the Senate.

5 \

Requires that appointments

YES
NO

(For full text of measure, see page 5, Part II)

General Analysis by the Legislative Counsel

A ““Yes’’ vote on this measure is a vote to
require that appointments by the Governor
to the Regents of the University of California
be approved by the State Senate.

A ““No’’ vote is a vote to reject this revi-
sion.

For further details, see below.

Detailed Analysis by the Legislative Counsel

Section 9 of Article IX of the California
Ccastitution now empowers the Governor to
appoint 16 members of the Regents of the
University of California and to fill vacancies
in such memberships by appointment. The ap-
pointments are not subject to approval by the
State Senate.

This measure would require that such ap-
pointments be approved by a majority of the
members of the State Senate,

Argument in Favor of Proposition b

The people of the State of California should
be aware of the fact that a most important
appointment is not subjeet to Legislative con-
firmation.

The Constitution of the State of California
provides Senate confirmation of many Boards
and Commissions but overlooks completely the
Board of Regents of the University of Cali-
fornia. Each member of the Board of Regents
is appointed for 16 years and controls a vast
educational system with an annual budget of
over $337,000,000 and a total of nine (9)
campuses with over 110,000 students.

Proposition 5 would make the Board of Re-
gents of the University of California subject
to confirmation by a simple majority of the
State Senate.

This amendment would, in no way, prevent
the Governor from choosing an appointee, for
it would only allow the State Senate to ratify
or reject the choice of the Governor.

It would, therefore, allow for the careful
consideration of the qualification of members
of the University of California Board of Re-
gents by two branches of government, the
same consideration now given appointees to
many lesser bodies that have a far smaller
effect on the State of California.

The people of the State of California must
be given an opportunity to pass upon the ap-

‘.

pointments to the extremely important office
of Regent of the University. Adoption of this
amendment will give the people, through their
elected representatives, that opportunity.

JOHN A. NEJEDLY
State Senator, Tth District

WALTER W. STIERN
State Senator, 18th District

Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of
Proposition &
The arguments both ‘‘for’’ and ‘‘against’
Proposition 5 raise the following points:

1. Should this proposition pass, will not the
appointing process of the Regents de-
volve into a highly political situation?
Matters of public eduecation have tradi-
tionally been nonpartisan in California.

2. The Senate’s current powers to reject or
accept appointees is limited and does
cover other bodies concerned with ed
tion such as: Board of Governors of w.c
California Maritime Academy, Teachers’
Retirement Board, Educational Innova-
tion and Planning Commission, Califor-
nia Advisory Council on Vocational Edu-
cation and Technical Training. etc., ete.

If the selection of the Regents is to be ap-
proved by the Senate, what about the other
educational bodies?

Would a lack of uniformity exist if we
change the procedure for one body, but not
the others?

Remember, it is not the people of the State
of California who would be given an oppor-
tunity to pass upon these appointments, but
rather your state senator who is one man of
forty in the Senate.

JOHN L. E. “‘BUD”’ COLLIER
Assemblyman, 54th Distriet

Argument Against Proposition

Proposition 5 (SCA 44) would inject sub-
stantially more polities into the appointment
of the Regents of the University of California
than, what is claimed by some, presently
exists.

Proposition 5 (SCA 44) would erode
stituted powers of government by diluting ....
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~ ernor’s power to appoint the Regents of
Tniversity of California.

1f this proposition passes, no individual
could be appointed without the concurrence
of a majority of the 40-man State Senate. The
State Senate, as part of the legislative body,
has over the years become increasingly more
partisan. Bitter partisan fighting held the leg-
islators in Sacramento all of 1971, setting a
record for the longest session in California’s
history. Agreement on the major issues was
long in coming, or was never reached.

With the eurrent mood of the Legislature it
is very conceivable that vacancies on the
Board of Regents would remain unfilled for
an inordinately long time as the issue of ratifi-
cation of nominees became bogged down with
partisan in-fighting.

To safeguard our precious democratic proe-
ess'in this Republie, a careful distribution and
balance of powers among the three branches
of government must be maintained. The usur-
pation of any of the ongoing practices of any
branch can be hazardous.

This proposed dilution of the Governor’s
powers could be very detrimental to the Uni-
versity by causing delay and thus deprive the
University of badly needed leadership. Under
an Executive Branch of both parties, for the
past 100 years men and women of high caliber

1 stature have been selected to serve the

versity.

Qut of six new appointments in recent years
under the current Governor half of the indi-
viduals have Doctor of Philosophy Degrees.
The University has continued to excel in all
of its endeavors.

There is no evidenee to indicate a need for
change in the selection process to an obviously
more political approach.

I therefore urge a ‘“NO”’ vote on Proposi-
tion 5.

JOHN L. E. “BUD” COLLIER
Assemblyman, 54th District

Rebuttal to Argument Against
Proposition 5

The argument against proposition 5, unfor-
tunately, fails to address itself to present cir-
cumstances and the intentions of SCA 44 to
improve them. The people of the State of
California have no means of expressing any
control whatsoever over the selection of ap-
pointments to the extremely important position
as a member of the Board of Regents of the
University of California.

Under the present system nearly every
other gubernatorial appointment is subject to
Legislative review in order that the concerns
of the people may be heard. The interests of
the people can best be protected by the re-
quirement that the Legislature approve these
appointments.

Review of appointments by the Senate has
long been a historical and Constitutional pre-
rogative and its extension to this important
board complements rather than violates the
argument of separation of powers.

‘When the President of the University of
California acknowledges that the TIC Board
of Regents is ‘‘an elite group not fairly repre-
sentative of California society’’ the people
should demand a change. A YES vote on
proposition 5 provides that opportunity.

JOHN A. NEJEDLY
State Senator, Tth District

WALTER W. STIERN
State Senator, 18th District

NATURALIZED CITIZEN VOTING ELIGIBILITY. Legislative Consti-
tutional Amendment. Eliminates existing provision in Constitution
requiring naturalized citizen to be naturalized for 90 days prior to

6

becoming eligible to vote.

YES

NO

(For full text of measure, see page 6, Part IT)

General Analysis by the Legislative Counsel

A ““Yes’’ vote on this measure is a vote to
eliminate the provision from the Constitution
which makes a naturalized citizen ineligible
to vote unless he has been a ecitizen for at
least 90 days prior to any election.

A ““No’’ vote is a vote to retain the consti-
tutional provision which makes a naturalized
citizen ineligible to vote unless he has been a

‘zen for at least 90 days.

Jfor further details, see below.

Detailed Analysis by the Legislative Counsel

Seetion 1 of Article II of the California
Constitution now requires that a naturalized
citizen be a citizen for 90 days prior to any
election before he is eligible to vote. This
measure deletes this requirement.

If this measure is adopted, certain statutory
provisions enacted by Chapter 1760 of the
Statutes of 1971 (Assembly Bill No. 210) will
become operative (see analysis of Chapter
1760 below).
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Statutes Contingent Upon Adoption of
Above Measure

The text of Chapter 1760 of the Statutes of
1971 is on record in the office of the Secretary
of State in Sacramento and also contained in
the 1971 published statutes. It amends the
affidavit of voter registration to provide that
the voter registering must affirm that he will
be a citizen of the United States at the time
of the next election, rather than that he will
have been a citizen of the United States for
a period of at least 90 days before the next
election, The provisions of Chapter 1760 will
take effect only if Seetion 1 of Article II is
amended as proposed by the above measure.

Argument in Favor o. Proposition 6

The purpose of this constitutional amend-
ment is to permit a person to register to vote
immediately upon becoming a citizen of the
United States. At the present time the Cali-
fornia State Constitution requires a person to
wait 90 days after becoming a citizen before
being able to vote. A new citizen has demon-
strated his allegiance to the United States and
should be given the right to register and vote
like any other citizen without unreasonable
delays.

The 90-day waiting period for naturalized
citizens has existed in California since the late
nineteenth century. The rationale for this
time period appears to have stemmed from
the fear that recent immigrants with little
knowledge of the nation’s institutions would
be naturalized upon entering the country and
be able to vote. This rationale has disappeared
in this century since candidates for naturali-
zation must now reside in the United States
for a minimum of three years (spouses of U.S.
citizens) or five years (others) and pass an
extensive examination on local, state and U.S.
government and history. These requirements
of residence and knowledge of our electoral
process assure that the newly naturalized
citizen is aptly prepared to participate in
elections upon becoming a citizen,

If this constitutional amendment is passed,
a naturalized citizen will be able to register to
vote immediately. Otherwise, many new eciti-
zens, naturalized before this year’s November
election, will not be able to cast their votes for
President. However, they will still be bound,
as all other citizens, to register to vote a cer-
tain amount of days before an election——
presently 54 days—in order to vote in said
election. This constitutional amendment
passed both houses of the Legislature over-
whelmingly.

DAVID A. ROBERTI
State Senator, 27th District

Rebuttal tu Argument in Favor of
Proposition 6

A ““No’’ vote is recommended in connection
with Assembly Constitutional Amendment 21
for the reason that the bill represents a pro-
posed change in the Constitution in the area
of voter registration that has been typical of
statutes recently adopted by a majority of the
Legislature in the past two to three years,
all having the effect of loosening our laws
relative to registration and voting. If there
were any great need for these changes there
would be no real problem; but there is no
need for the changes and loosening the law
will ultimately lead to fraudulent practices in
our elections.

The present restrictions were originally
adopted to prevent fraud ; these statutes have
worked very well over the years; some mem-
bers of the Legislature feel that because these
statutes have prevented fraud they are no
longer needed. The effect of Assembly Consti-
tutional Amendment 21 really does not justify
the expense and time of submitting the matter
to the voters. The change would eliminate the
Constitutional provision which requires a na-
turalized citizen to be a naturalized citizen
for 90 days prior to becoming eligible to vote.
The TLegislature would be authorized to re-
place the 90-day restriction with a change
which might allow such a person to regi-' -
and vote immediately. County officers ne
reasonable period of time to process the re ..-
tration of these cases; there has never been
any difficulty with the existing 90-day period.

Vote “No’” on ACA 21,

CLARK L. BRADLEY
State Senator, 14th District

Argument Against Proposition 6

A ““No’’ vote is recommended in connection
with Assembly Constitutional Amendment 21
for the reason that the bill represents a pro-
posed change in the Constitution in the area
of voter registration that has been typical of
statutes recently adopted by a majority of the
Legislature in the past two to three years, all
of which have the effect of loosening our laws
relative to registration and voting. If there
was any great need for these changes there
would be no real problem, but there is no need
for the changes and the effect of loosening
the law is bound to ultimately lead to frandu-
lent practices in our elections.

A review of the history of these changes
would quickly convince the reader that these
restrictions were originally adopted in order
to prevent fraud; these statutes worked very
well over the years and now it appears that
some members of the Legislature feel thot be-
cause these statutes have prevented fraua
they are now no longer needed. This is v
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» logic. The effect of Assembly Constitu-

al Amendment 21 is to make a very minor
cnange in the law and really does not justify
the expense and time of submitting the matter
to the voters. The change would eliminate the
Constitutional provision which requires a
naturalized citizen to be a naturalized citizen
for 90 days prior to becoming eligible to vote.
By taking this provision out of the Constitu-
tion, the Legislature would be authorized to
put in place of the 90 days a change which
would probably be to allow such a person to
register and vote literally at the whim of the
Legislature. County officers need a reasonable
period of time to process the registration of
these cases; there has never been any diffi-
culty with the existing 90-day period for this
purpose.

CLARK L. BRADLEY
State Senator, 14th District

Rebuttal to Argument Against
Propositio.. 6

Contrary to what is set forth in the argu-
ment urging & NO vote, this measure has

nothing to do with the procedures of regis-
tration and voting. It merely permits a na-
turalized cifizen to vote immediately after
becoming a U.8. ecitizen and not having to
wait the present 90-day period.

This amendment makes no change whatso-
ever in proof of citizenship, nor does it make
any change in the period of time county of-
ficers have to process the registration of these
cases. This period of time is the same as for
other U.8. citizens—presently 54 days before
an election. So, the NO argument along these
lines is inapplicable to this amendment.

The opposition indicates that the issue in-
volved in Proposition 6 is unimportant. But,
to new citizens awaiting the chance to exer-
cise their right to vote, the issue is very im-
portant this year.

There was overwhelming support for this
amendment in the Legislature. The Assembly
vote was 62-0 and the Senate vote 27—4. Vote
YES on Proposition 6,

DAVID A. ROBERTI ,
State Senator, 27th District

VALUATION OF SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLINGS FOR TAX PUR-
POSES. Legislative Constitutional Amendment. Provides that
Legislature may prohibit the valuation of single-family dwellings
for purposes of property taxation at any value greater than that
which would reflect use of property as site for single-family dwell-

~

ing.

YES |

NO

(For full text of measure, see page 7, Part II)

General Analysis by the Legislative Counsel

A ““Yes’’ vote on this measure is a vote to
authorize the Legislature to prohibit the valu-
ation of owmner-occupied single-family dwell-
ings for purposes of property taxation at any
value greater than that reflecting such use of
the property.

A ““No’’ vote is a vote to deny this power
to the Legislature and to continue the present
practice of valuation of a single-family dwell-
ing.

For further details, see below.

Detailed Analysis by the Legislative Sounsel

The State Constitution now requires the
valuation of property for general property
taxation on the basis of its full cash value,
which courts have construed to mean the value
determined by its ‘‘highest and best use.”
Thus, a single-family dwelling, and the land
on which it is situated, would be taxed at a
higher value if the property were suitable for
some other higher and better use, such as a
site for a commercial establishment.

This measure would authorize the Legisla-

e to prohibit the valuation of a single-fam-

(Continued on next column)

Cost Analysis by the Legislative Analyst

Adoption of this amendment to the Consti-
tution would not have a direet cost or revenue
effect. This is because it only authorizes the
Legislature to act. If the authority is imple-
mented by legislation, the effect would be to
reduce to some extent, probably not of major
proportions, the assessed valuation of certain
single family owner-occupied homes. To pro-
duce the equivalent property tax revenues
would require a shift in the tax bhurden to
ot :er types of property.

(Continued from columan 1)
ily dwelling, and its necessary land, at any
value greater than that reflecting such use of
the property, if the following two require-
ments were satisfied :

First, the dwelling must be occupied by an
owner on the lien date, the first day of March
preceding the fiseal year for which the prop-
erty taxes will be levied.

Second, the dwelling must be situated on
land zoned execlusively for single-family home
use or zoned for agricultural use where sin-
gle-family homes are permitted.
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Argument in Favor of Proposition 7

Voters—Here’s a chance to protect your
right to live in your own home.
THE PROBLEM-—The Constitution gives

the local tax assessor the authority to put ex-
tremely high assessed values on single family
homes if he believes them warranted. This
ocecurs because the assessor puts a value on
the property which reflects its potential use
as a gas station or an apartment house for
example. He may do this even though the
home is zoned for single family home use.

The Legislature has conduected an intensive
investigation into the overassessment of
homes. It discovered many instances, espe-
cially in Los Angeles County, where the homes
that would normally sell for between $15,000
and $20,000 were being valued by assessors
for as much as $80,000. This obviously forces
homeowners out of their homes because they
can’t afford to pay the taxes caused by the
astronomical assessment.

THE SOLUTION-To prevent this unfair
treatment of homeowners, it is neecessary to
amend the Constitution to allow the Legisla-
ture to specify by law that, if a home is in
an area zoned for single family homes or in
" an agricultural area, it can only be valued
by the assessor as a home. This will prevent
people from being forced out of their homes
by inequitable assessment practices.

‘While your home may be correctly assessed
this year, you have no guarantee that assess-
ments won’t skyrocket next year if your as-
sessor changes his opinion on the value of
your property. Happiness is peace of mind
in knowing that the assessor cannot foree you
out of your home by assessing it on the basis
of a higher potential use.

Protect your heme and family—

’ VOTE YES

ROBERT MORETTI
Speaker of the Assembly

JOE A. GONSALVES
Chairman, Assembly Committee
on Revenue and Taxation

Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of
Proposition 7

ACA 44 would authorize the Legislature to
prohibit assessment of some 5 percent owner-
oecupied, single family dwellings on the basis
of such use only, rather than on fair market

value. The following groups would receive
NO benefit from ACA 44:

1. Renters.

2. Owners of duplexes or any other type
of multiple residential property.

3. More than 80 percent of the owners of
single family dwellings, since their prop-
erties are NOW assessed for that use.

4. Owners of all other types of real y
erty.

5. THUS, WHILE 5 PERCENT OR. Liuod
OF CALIFORNIANS ARE POTEN-
TIAL BENEFICIARIES OF ACA 44
(MOST OF THEM IN EXTREMELY
MODEST AMOUNTS), EVERY
OTHER CALIFORNIAN WOULD BE
IMPACTED BECAUSE OF THE TAX
SHIFTING FROM THE BENEFITED
PROPERTIES TO THEIR PROPER-
T1ES.

Beneficiaries of ACA 44 are the few owners
of single family dwellings which sites are
worth more than their present use (for ex-
ample, the land could reasonably be sold for
commercial or industrial use) or those who
would achieve a significaht capital gain by
sale of their residence but who have main-
tained single family zoning.

ACA 44 represents a tax classification and a
departure from the California constitutional
standard that all property be assessed uni-
formly according to value which the property
would bring in the open market. Experience
in other states indicates that tax classifications
which favor a few, once established, are
sought by other groups with resulting tax
chaos.

Vote *‘No’’ on ACA 44.

CLARK L. BRADLE"
State Senator

Argument Against Proposition 7

This is another pie in the sky plan which
is thrown out to you as property tax relief
which would benefit less than 5% of all Cali-
fornians—and that at the expense of all other
property owners. It should be opposed.

Do you remember proposition 1-A in 1968
which you were told would give you property
tax relief but which turned out to be a eruel
mirage? ACA 44 offers even less, would ac-
complish even less, and would do it without
any replacement revenues to eliminate a
shift of taxes to other property taxpayers.

ACA 44 would authorize the Legislature
(in a form which is not of course now known)
to prohibit assessment of some owner-occu-
pied, single family dwellings on the basis of
such use only, rather than on their fair mar-
ket value. The following groups would receive
NO benefit from ACA 44:

1. Renters.

2. Owners of duplexes or any other type of
residential property other than &n
owner-occupied single family dwelling.

3. More than 80% of the owners of single
family dwellings, since their properties
are NOW classified for assessment prr
poses at that use and therefore cc
achieve no benefit from this measure.
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‘ Owners of all other types of real prop-
erty.

. THUS, WHILE 5% OR LESS OF
CALIFORNIANS ARE POTENTIAL
BENEFICIARIES OF ACA 44 (AND
MOST OF THEM IN EXTREMELY
MODEST AMOUNTS) EVERY
OTHER CALIFORNIAN WOULD BE
IMPACTED BECAUSE OF THE JAX
SHIFT WHICH WOULD RESULT
FROM THE BENEFITED PROPER-
TIES TO THEIR PROPERTIES.

Beneficiaries of ACA 44 are the less than
5% of Californians who are owners of single
family dwellings, the site of which is worth
more than its present use for a dwelling (for
example, the land could reasonably be sold
for commercial or industrial use) or those
who expect to achieve a significant capital
gain by the sale of their residence, but who
have managed to maintain single family zon-
ing.

ACA 44 represents a tax classification and
a departure from the California constitutional
standard that all property shall be assessed
uniformly according to value which the prop-
erty would bring in the open market if sold.
Experience in other states indicates that tax
classifications which favor a few, once estab-
lished, are sought by other groups with re-

'ting tax chaos.

Nhile this measure may attempt to bring a
sinall modicum of relief to a few taxpayers, it
will be an illusory and temporary palliative.
‘What is needed is genuine property tax relief
for all property taxpayers to benefit renters
as well as owners.

Since, ACA 44 will bring relief to only a
few at the expense of all others, since it de-
parts from the equitable constitutional stand-
ard of assessing all property on the basis of
its fair market value, and since it is an inade-
quate and piecemeal approach which does not
confront the real problem of producing prop-
erty tax relief, it must be opposed.

Vote ““NO”’ on ACA 44,

CLARK L. BRADLEY
State Senator

W

Rebuttal to Argument Against
Proposition 7

The opposition arguments are a smoke-
sereen. The issue is: Should the assessor be
allowed to assess a home, zoned for such use,
as a site for a gas station ?

The opposition’s arguments do not go to
the issue’s merits. The amendment is not
designed to be a substitute for a tax relief
measure or a property tax reform program.
It is designed to cure an inequity and pro-
tect homeowners from the assessor.

Even if the number of homes which are
overassessed now is a small number, all people
are protected against o-crassessments in the
future.

Senator Bradley’s argument is akin to say-
ing you don’t help the person who has been
““mugged in the street’’, just because you
haven’t been mugged, too.

It is disappointing that the opposition
would try to appeal to selfish, self-seeking
motives. We believe voters to be motivated by
feelings of compassion and fairness. If we
recoghnize a sitmation where a small number
of people are being treated unfairly, it is our
responsibility to correct this unfairness, even
though there may not be any personal gain
for us.

The negative arguments seek to perpetuate
the status quo where the assessor, through
the use of high assessments, can force the
homeowner to sell out to the developers on
the developer’s terms.

If this amendment is defeated, the assessor
will continue to have the power to put high
assessments on homes which force the owners
to leave because they can’t afford high taxes.

For fairness and equity—VOTE YES.

ROBERT MORETTI
Speaker of the Assembly

JOE A. GONSALVES
Chairman, Assembly Committee
on Revenue and Taxation
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OHIROPRACTORS. Legislative Amendment. Amends several sections
of the Chiropraetic Initiative Act. Provides that members of the

8

YES
Board of Chiropractic Examiners shall be citizens of the United
States and have resided and been licensed Chiropractors in California
for at least five years. Deletes provision that District Attorneys are
required te prosecute violations of the Chiropractic Aet. Revises
examination procedure. Makes other nonsubstantive changes in NO

that Aect. Financial impact: This measure does not involve any sig-

nificant cost or revenue considerations.

“y

(For full text of measure, see page 7, Part II)

General Analysis by the Legislative Counsel

A ‘“Yes’’ vote on this measure is a vote to
amend the Chiropractic Act to change quali-
fications for membership on the State Board
of Chiropractic Examiners; to provide for the
appointment of an executive officer by the
board ; and to revise certain qualifications and
the examination procedures for licensing of
chiropractors.

A ““No”’ vote is a vote to reject this meas-
ure. .

For further details, see below.

Detailed Analysis by the Legislative Counsel

The Chiropractic Aect, an initiative statu-
tory measure, provides for the licensing and
regulation of the practice of chiropractic. This
measure would amend, renumber, and repeal
various sections of the Chiropractic Act re-
lating to the following subjects:

(1) 8tate Board of Chiropractic Examiners

(a) The Chiropractic Act now requires that
members of the board be eitizens of Califor-
nia, and be licensed chiropractors who have
had a resident course in a regularly incor-
porated chiropractic school. This measure
would require, instead, that board members
be citizens of the United States, be of good
moral character, have at least five years of
residence and five years of licensure in chiro-
practic in California, and have studied at an
approved school.

(b) The Chiropractic Act now makes any
person connected with a chiropractic school
or college ineligible for appointment to the
board. This measure limits ineligibility to ad-
ministrators, policy board members, or paid
employees of such a school or college, or any-
one who has been such within one year of his
proposed appointment.

(e) This measure would increase the term
of an appointment to the board from three to
four years, limit service on the board to one
year after expiration of his term if no sue-
cessor is appointed, and prohibit serving more

{ Continued on mext column)

Cost Analysis by the Legislative Analyst

The revisions to the State Chiropractic Act
made in this proposal do not involve any sig-
nifieant cost or revenue considerations.

(Continued from column 1)
than two consecutive terms on the board or
serving within four years thereafter.

(d) This measure would require the board
to appoint an executive officer at a salary fixed
by the board with the approval of the Direc-
tor of Finance, to perform duties now per-
formed by a salaried secretary. A secretary
would be chosen from the members of the
board. -

(e} The Chiropractic Act now requires the
board to meet on two specified dates each =
and at such other times as may be necess
for the performance of its duties. This meas-
ure eliminates the requirement of meeting on
fixed dates and instead requires the board to
meet at least twice each year as necessary for
the performance of its duties.

(2) Examinations and Licenses

(a) The Chiropractic Act now requires that
examinations for a license be written. This
measure would require, in addition, that
examinations for a license be oral and prac-
tical.

(b) This measure would revise require-
ments for licensing persons licensed in
another state to require equivalency at time
of issuance of license by the other state. It
would also require specific information as to
unprofessional conduct in the other state.

(¢) This measure would delete the require-
ment that a licensee record his license with
the county clerk of the county in which he
resides and each county where he practices.

(3) Enforcement

This measure requires that the board aid
law enforcement agencies, as well as attor-
neys, in enforcement of the act.

(4) Obsolete Provisions

This measure also deletes several obsol
provisions.
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Argument in Favor of Proposition 8

‘“yes” vote on this amendment to the
Cutropractic Initiative Act will further insure
the protection and well-being of the public by
imposing additional requirements for appoint-
ment to the State Board of Chiropractic Ex-
aminers.

Greater protection to the public will result
from a ‘‘yes’’ vote by the following changes:

—preventing conflicts of interest by elimi-
nating as eligible appointees to the Board
of Examiners, chiropractors recently em-
ployed as administrators, policy board
members or paid employees of chiropraec-
tie schools or colleges;

—-requiring that appointees to the Board of
Examiners be s United States citizen
with at least five (3) years residence in
California, of good wmoral character, and
Heensed to practice for at least five (5)
years in California prior to appointment;

—providing that Doctors of Chiropractie
from another state will be-granted a li-
cense only after complying with all Cali-
fornia requirements if that state has the
same requirements as California;

~—imposing an executive structure on the
Board of Chiropractic Examiners that
conforms to the structure of other exist-
ing state boards of the healing arts.

The Legislature gave its overwhelming sup-
port of a ‘‘yes’ vote with only one negative
vote recorded in both houses.

A “‘yes’’ vote is supported by both the Cali-
fornia Chiropractic Assoeiation and the Inter-
national Chiropractors Association of Califor-
nia.

We strongly urge you to vote ‘‘yes’’,

RALPH C. DILLS
Senator, 32nd Distriet

GORDON COLOGNE
Senator, 36th District

ENVIRONMENT. Initiative.

9

penal sanctions and eivil penalties.

Specifies permissible composition and qual-
ity of gasoline and other fuel for internal combustion engines.
Authorizes shutting down of businesses and factories violating air
poltution standards. Imposes restrictions on leasing and extraction
of oil and gas from tidelands or submerged lands, or onshore areas
within one mile of mean high tide line. Prohibits construction of
atomic powered electric generating plants for five years. Establishes
restrictions on manufacture, sale, and use of pesticides. Prohibits
enforcement officials from having conflicting interests. Provides for
relief by injunction and mandate to prevent violations. Imposes

YES

NO

(For full text of measure, see page 10, Part II)

General Analysis by the Legislative Counsel

A “Yes” vote is a vote to regulate the com-
position and qualities of internal combustion
engine fuels; further regulate air pollution;
authorize elass actions concerning air pollu-
tion; regulate specified oil, gas, and mineral
leases and activities; impose a five-year mora-
torium on new atomic energy powered electric
generating plants; and regulate persistent
chlorinated hydrocarbons.

A ““No’’ vote is a vote not to enact the ini-
tiative.

For further details, see below.

Detailed Analysis by the Legislative Counsel

This initiative act, the ‘‘ Clean Environment
Act,”” includes, among other things, provisions
which would :

Internal Combustion Engine Fuels

(a) Restriet composition of gasoline for in-
ternal combustion engine fuel sold by retailers
on and after January 1, 1973, including pro-
gressively more stringent limits of lead con-

at in 1975 and 1976 ; and require every man-

( Continued on page 20, column 1)

Cost Analysis by the Legislative Analyst

The Clean Environment Initiative contains
various provisions which have major and mi-
nor revenue and cost effects for state and local
government. Some provisions of the Act are
broad in application and others are detailed.
Some modify existing state and local govern-
ment programs while others add new pro-
grams. Several parts of the initiative are per-
missive and require implementation by state
or local government. No costs are attributed
to these provisions although their implementa-
tion could involve substantial costs.

The Act prohibits awarding new leases or
renewing existing leases for extraction of oil
and gas on tide and submerged lands or on-
shore lands within one mile of mean high tide.
Similarly, drilling of exploratory core holes
or pumping oil and gas from the above areas
is prohibited unless such activity is under-
way. The major cost to the State of California
if the initiative is approved will be from the
loss of oil and gas revenues. The State Lands
Division has estimated these one-time losses
ranging from $200,000,600 to $770,000,000 de-

(Continuned on page 20, column 2)
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Detailed Analysis by the Legislative Counsel
(Continued from page 19, column 1)
ufacturer and retailer of such gasoline on and
after January 1; 1973, to sell at least one
grade having an octane number not less than
90 and containing not more than traces of

lead.

(b) Preseribe maximum sulfur content of
diesel fuel sold for use in internal combustion
engines.

(¢) Authorize adoption of additional and
more stringent standards than are preseribed
by the Aect.

Sources of Air Contaminants

(a) Prohibit any eounty air pollution eon-
trol district permittee from econtinuing to
operate any source capable of emitting air
contaminants if he has received four or more
variances for that source within the preced-
ing five years, unless such permittee installs
approved standby or other protective equip-
ment. Continuous unauthorized discharges or
emissions of air contaminants for a period
of one or more hours would be included within
the definition of ‘‘variance.”’

(b) Authorize a county air pollution con-
trol district to require installation of sealed
monitoring devices on sources of air contami-
nants and to examine or inspect such devices
at any time,

(e) Provide for required cessation of busi-
nesses, factories, or plants operating under
variances, or single sources of air contami-
nants therein which are being utilized or
operated under or pursuant to any variance,
within a county air pollution control distriet,
when the air quality standards of the State
Air Resources Board are exceeded anywhere
in the distriet or when a first stage smog alert
oceurs.

Class Actions and Civil Penalties for
Air Pollution Violations

(a) Authorize any person to bring a class
action for the benefit of all residents of a
particular air pollution ,control district
against any person operating under a district
permit to enjoin a violation of any state air
pollution control law or distriet rule or regu-
lation.

(b) Require any person found guilty of
violating any state air pollution control law

or rule or regulation of any air pollution con- |

trol district, the State Air Resources Board,
or a regional pollution board or distriet, or
who pleads guilty or nolo contendere (no con-
test), to pay to the air pollution control dis-
triet in which the violation occurs, within one
day after guilt is determined or such plea is
entered, a sum equal to .4 percent (.004)
(Continued on page 21, column 1)

Cost Analysis by the Legislative Anat
(Continucd from page 19, column 2.
pending on the assumptions employed with
the most probable figure being $460,000,000.
The -above prohibitions may result in dam-

ages bying assessed against the state.

In adu'*ion, the future eessation of oil and
gas operati. 1s could result in state losses of as
much as $5,0.9,000 per year in corporate in-
come taxes anu sales taxes. Local revenues
from the ad valo »m tax on mineral rights
could decrease as much as $24,000,000 per
year when the initiative is fully effective.
Other possible revenue losses could not be
computed.

Beginning with January 1, 1973 a series of
restrictions are placed on the octane rating,
lead content and other characteristies of gaso-
line which may be sold in the state. The Air
Resources Board presumably would have to
test the contents of gasoline at the retail level
to enforce the restriction. The board estimates
that this will cost $250,000 for test facilities
and $100,000 annually for testing.

The air pollution control districts of Cali-
fornia are directly affected by the Aect. See-
tion 3 provides that a person in a county dis-
trict having an emission discharge permit can
receive within five years no more than three
variances from the applicable local emise
standards for any individual emission v
he installs standby or other protective e
ment. Section 4 adds another definition of a
variance and provides that in a eounty dis-
trict the variance cannot continue for more
than three months. Section 6 in effect revises
state ambient air quality standards in county
districts and requires that if any one stand-
ard is exceeded, or wheunever a first stage alert
occurs, any discharge of an air contaminant
made under a variance by a business or fac-
tory must cease. This section differs from the
alert systems presently being established as
required by the federal government. Anyone
injured by an unlawful order to shut down
may recover actual damages from the air pol-
lution control district. Section 8 provides for
incentive levies against anyone found guilty
or who pleads nolo contendere of violating any
air pollution law or regulation. Any such per-
son must pay the air pollution distriet .4 per-
cent of his gross income for the fiscal year
preceding the violation and make payment
of a like amount daily until a program has
been undertaken to ensure that the violation
will not recur. Upon completion of the cor-
rective program the district is to return 75
percent of the payment and retain the re-
mainder. Section 9 makes public all records
of air pollution distriets except personnel rec-
ords, while present law provides some securitv
for trade secrets.

{Continued on page 21, column 2)
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D-+ailed Anulysis by the Legislative Counsel
{Continued from page 20, column 1)

ot 1its gross income for the immediately pre-
ceding fiscal year. Require additional pay-
ments in same amount to be made each day
thereafter until the distriet air pollution con-
trol officer determines that the violator has
undertaken a program to insure that such
violation will not recur. Provide for refund
to the violator of 75 percent of all sums so
paid, upon completion of such program to
satisfaction of air pollution control officer.

(e) Authorize the Department of Motor Ve-
hicles, after notice and hearing, to suspend
or revoke the license and certificate issued
to any dealer, transporter, or manufacturer
who sells a motor vehicle in violation of cer-
tain specified provisions relating to its pollu-
tion control devices.

Conflicts of Interest

Prohibit  certain conflicts of interest for
members or officers of any air pollution con-
trol board, advisory board, or regional pollu-
tion control board; members of the State
Water Resources Control Board or any re-
gional water quality control board; the Di-
rector of Agrieulture; and any person charged
with the enforcement or execution of laws
conecerning the regulation of economie poisons.

and Gas Leases and Activities

.a) Prohibit any leases from being let or
renewed for the extraction of oil and gas from
coastal tidelands or submerged lands in state
waters, or from onshore areas within one mile
of the mean high tide line.

(b) Declare to be a nuisance, and make it
unlawful, for anyone to drill exploratory core
holes, or to extraet oil, gas or other hydro-
carbon substances, in the tidelands or sub-
merged lands, or on onshore areas within
one mile of the mean high tide line, except
for any such activity commenced prior to
the effective date of the Act.

(e) Authorize the State Liands Commission
to require cessation of any operation con-
ducted under a state oil, gas, or mineral lease
which constitutes an ultrahazardous activity,
as defined, and prohibit such activity until the
commission determines it to be no longer ul-
trahazardous.

Electric Generating Plants

Make it unlawful, for five years, for any
person to manufacture or construct an elec-
tric generating plant powered by atomic
energy from nuclear fission.

Persistent Chlorinated Hydrocarbons

Prohibit any person from manufacturing,
ssessing, buying, selling, importing, deliv-
( Continued on page 22, column 1)

Cost Analysis by the Legislative Analyst
(Continued from page 20, column 2)

Several of the larger air poliation districts
of the state were asked to estimate revenue
or costs attributable to the above sections. No
consistent responses emerged. The districts
could not make precise estimates because of
uncertainty regarding the actual operation of
the above sections, but in most cases they sug-
gested that the effect on their revenues and
costs would be limited.

Various provisions of -the Act permit eiti-
zens to sue to enforee statutes or regulations
when an alleged infraction occurs, State and
local governments will incur some increased
costs from such litigation and there could be
costly litigation to reconcile the Aect with ap-
plicable state and federal laws.

Section 18 prohibits any person from pos-
sessing or using any persistent chlorinated
hydrocarbon except pursuant to a permit is-
sued by the Director of Agriculture upon
authorization of four-fifths of the membership
of each house of the Legislature. Section 18
in conjunction with Section 22 revises exist-
ing and 1971 legislation regulating pesticides.
The California Department of Agriculture
has been unable to determine the cost and
revenue implications of Section 18.
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Detailed Analysis by the Legislative Counsel
(Continued from page 21, column 1)
ering, or using any form of persistent chlori-
nated hydrocarbon, as defined, within this
state, unless pursuant to a permit issued by
the Direetor of Agriculture. Provide that
such permit may be issued only upon author-
ization by four-fifths vote of the members of

each house of the Legislature.

General Provisions

Provide that if any of the provisions of the
Act or its applications are held to be invalid,
(Continued on next column)

such invalidity shall not affect other -
visions or applications of the Act.

Provide that all laws in effect as of Jenu-
ary 1, 1971, to which direct or indirect ret 'r-
ence is made by the Aect shall remain in full
force and effect for the purpose of the Ac,
irrespective of their having been subsequently
repealed or amended by the Legisiature.

Prohibit the Legislature from repealing or
amending the Aet, exeept to strengthen its
provisions with respect to the protection of
the environment.

Argument in Favor of Proposition 9

Not long ago in Los Angeles, Christopher
Kirkman, a ten-year-old boy died because he
could not get enough oxygen. His doctors said
he was ‘‘eaten alive’’ by smog. Although the
dangers of pollution are known, we seem un-
willing to save ourselves from this dreaded
enemy. Well, the truth of the matter is, the
only way that there will be a better tomorrow
is if we make it so.

The ‘‘Cleari Environment Act’’ is a peo-
ple’s initiative which more than one-half mil-
lion responsible Californians helped to qualify
for the ballot., It merely amends and rein-
forces existing state laws and asks for per-
formance, conformance, and compliaice. The
Environmental Protection Agency has advised
that it complies with the Clean Air Act of
1970. Once enacted, it will clean our coastal
beaches and waters, require that stationary
polluters meet the laws of the state and re-
quire that new cars sold in the state meet state
standards. It will re-evaluate our power needs
and exclude industrial representatives from
being members of our control agencies. It wilt
phase lead from fuel and bring the whole
variance procedure into proper implementa-
tion along with control of the economic poi-
sons of our society. This responsible approach
to our pollution problem has brought endorse-
ments from leading physicians, attorneys,
scientists, labor leaders, conservationists,
academicians, minority leaders, women, gov-
ernment and business leaders, and young peo-
ple throughout California and the United
States. )

Unfortunately, the industrial polluters and
special interests have raised and will spend a
tremendous campaign war chest to defeat this
important measure, as they did with Proposi-
tion 18 in 1970. They will go to any length
to protect their own vested interests.

‘We know that the people will not be intimi-
dated by their lies, threats, and false charges.

The Clean Environment Act, once enacted,
will create badly needed new jobs, better
health, a stronger economy, and will save our
state more than four billion dollars every year
in environmentally caused medical problems,
consumer costs, and material damage. As a
result of this measure an entire new pollu-
tion control industry will be created. This
will mean less unemployment, more take-home
dollars, and greater productivity.

The American Medical Association has
pointed out that ‘‘a sick environment can
make people sick. It can undo everything a
doctor works for. In fact, disease induce”™ -
the environment now costs $38 billion a y«

That is an incredible amount of money and
misery, and California, as a result of its tre-
mendous size, is paying more than 10% of it.

For a great many years, our elected and
appointed officials have defaulted on their ob-
ligation to safeguard our emvironment. It is
important that we re-establish a livable world,
to assure human survival, for ourselves, our
children and future generations.

People have the inalienable right to stop
the present abuse of their own health and
their own environment. The Clean Environ-
ment Act will move us a long way in that
direction. Use the ballot box to fight pollution.
Vote yes on the Clean Environment Act.

WILLIAM M. BENNETT

Member—California State Board
of Equalization

Attorney

FORTNEY H. STARK, JR.
Security National Bank
President-Owner

HIJINIO ROMO
URW-131 AFL-CIO
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Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of
Proposition 9

Among other glowing arguments, propo-
nents of Proposition 9 claim ‘‘it will re-evalu-
ate our power needs’’, and that ‘‘as a result
of this measure an entire new pollution eon-
trol industry will be created.”

Entirely apart from Proposition 9, impor-
tant new pollution control projects are on the
immediate horizon—and they will require vast
new sources of electric energy. Yet Proposi-
tion 9 would ‘‘re-evaluate our power needs’’
by banning nuclear power plant construction
for five years!

Professor Peter F. Drucker, noted sociolo-
gist-economist, in the January, 1972 Harper’s
Magazine, points out:

‘‘Practically every environmental task de-
mands huge amounts of electrical energy, way
beyond anything now available . . . The dif-
ference between traditional and wholly inade-
quate methods and a modern treatment plant
that gets rid of human and industrial wastes
and produc2s reasonably clear water is pri-
marily electric power, and vast supplies of
it. . ..

‘““An electrical antomobile or electrified
—ags transportation—the only feasible alter-

ives (to the internal combustion engine)—
wvuld require an even more rapid inerease in
electrical power than any now projected.’’

At a time when environmental improvement
requires huge increases in electrical energy,
Proposition 9 would create power shortages.

At a time when federal, state and local
agencies are working to reduce air pollution,
Proposition 9 would ban nuclear power plants,
which emit almost no pollutants into the at-
mosphere. ; )

Proposition 9 is eounterproductive. It would
cause widespread unemployment, with no off-
setting benefits. It would set back the cause
of responsible environmental improvement for
years to come.

Vote NO on Proposition 9.

JOSEPH J. DIVINY, President

California Teamsters Legislative Couneil

International Vice President,

International Brotherhood of Teamsters
Union

MYRON W. DOORNBOS, President
Southern Couneil of Conservation
Clubs, Inc.

J. E. McKEE
Professor of Environmental
Engineering

Argument Against Proposition 9

Your job, your future, your ability to pro-
vide the basic necessities of life for your fam-
ily, depend on the defeat of Proposition 9, the
Pollution Initiative, at the June 6th election.

Proposition 9 is so extreme, so unworkable,
so0 devastating in its adverse effects on the day-
to-day living problems of every Californian,
that its enactment would set back the eause of
environmental improvement for years to come.

One innocent-sounding section alone—limit-
ing the content of sulfur in diesel fuel to 0.035
percent-—would virtually bring the economy
of California to & halt.

Most trucks, trains, and transit busses oper.
ate on diesel fuel. Except for a very small
amount of scarce, imported fuel, the sulfur
contents of diesel fuel available today is many
times the amount allowable under Prop-
osition 9.

It would take an undetermined number of
years and enormous capital outlay to build
refineries capable of producing such fuel in
quantity.

This simply means that if Proposition 9
were enacted, the vast majority of trucks and
trains that transport food and other basic ne-
cessities of life to all Californians would cease
to run.

Many diesel powered transit busses would
be retired from service, forcing a heavier reli-
ance on private automobiles—thus increasing

the pollution problem, instead of reducing it.

Lost jobs in the transportation industries
would number in the hundreds of thousands.
The additional unemployment in industries
and businesses idled because of a transporta-
tion breakdown would be staggering.

Proposition 9 would ban a long list of pesti-
cides used in the production of food, in the
control of epidemic diseases and for the de-
struction of household pests. For some uses,
including termite control, there are no known
substitutes. For many uses, allowable substi-
tutes are less effective, must be applied more
often, are highly dangerous to handle, and are
toxic to pets and birds and beneficial insects
such as bees.

Proposition 9 phases out lead in gasoline in
four years. Federal proposals would phase out
lead, but over a longer period of time, making
allowance for the driveability of cars presently
in use. Under Proposition 9, many, possibly
most car owners would be stuck with cars that
could not be driven efficiently, if at all.

For five years, Proposition 9 bans construe-
tion of nueclear power plants, the only major
source of clean electric energy, thus forcing

heavier reliance on generating plants powered
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by air-contaminating fossil fuels. Again, Prop-
osition 9 would increase pollution, instead of
reducing it.

In every area covered by the Initiative, in-
creasingly striet antipollution regulations are
being enforced by local, state and federal
agencies, These regulations can be adjusted if
proved unworkable or counterproductive.

Proposition 9’s complex, arbitrary regula-
tions would be frozen into law. For all practi-
cal purposes, even in the face of dire economie
or epidemic emergeney, none of its provisions
could be changed except through time-consum-
ing court challenges and the lengthy and cum-
bersome process necessary to bring such a
change before the people for a vote.

Vote NO on Proposition 9.

JOSEPH J. DIVINY, President

California Teamsters Legislative
Council

MYRON W. DOORNBOS, President

Southern Council of Conservation
Clubs, Inc.

J. E. McKEE, Professor of Environ-
mental Engineering

Rebuttal to Argument Against
Proposition 9

Proposition 9 secures the necessities of life
for you and your family. Clean air, land,
water, and a decent job.

It’s not unreasonable or extreme to want
basic ingredients for a wholesome future.’

The public relations firm for the oil and
utility companies wrote the ballot argument
against Proposition 9 (letter on file, Secretary
of State).

These ‘same scare tactics and $ millions
were used to fight child labor laws, the 40
hour work week, and to defeat Proposition 18.

Standard Oil made $511 million in p~ "*s
in- 1971, yet they refuse available techn
to clean their dirty fuel.

o Sulfur turns to sulfuric acid in engines
and lungs and shortens the life of both.
Have you ever tried breathing behind a
bus?
Sulfur can easily be removed by indus-
trial investment.
Investment brings a better economy and
more jobs.

® Proposition 9 will clean up fossil fuel
plants. Atomic wastes must be guarded
against leakage for over 8,000 years. A
five year pause in atomie construction will
enable us to find ways of disposing of this
dreadful menace. There ARE alternate
power sources. They will only be developed
when you make them do it.

® Proposition 9 allows DDT and other long
lived poisons to be used for special emér-
geney purposes. Safe alternatives are avail-
able.

@ Proposition 9 is a texible law which can
be changed by the people at any time. All
sections are severable. Politicians and spe-
cial interests can’t change it. Fight pollu-
tion with your vote. Vote YES on Proposi-

tion 9.

WILLIAM M. BENNETT

Member—California State Board
of Equalization

Attorney

FORTNEY H. STARK, JR.
Security National Bank
President—Owner

HIJINIO ROMO
URW 131—AFL-CIO

PARTIAL CONSTITUTIONAL REVISION.

_ Amendment. Adds, amends, transfers, and repeals several mis-

cellaneous provisions of the Constitution. Adds section allowing

eity charter to make provisions regarding members of boards of

education. Amends sections relating to penal institutions and water

' o rates. Transfers sections relating to lending of eredit, corporations,

and ownership of corporate shares by State and public agencies.

Repeals provisions relating to corporations, holding large tracts

of unimproved land, granting of State lands to settlers, and other

miscellaneous sections. Finanecial impact: This measure does not
involve any significant cost or revenue considerations.

Legislative Constitutidnal
YES

NO

(For full text of measure, see page 14, Part II)

General Analysis by the Legislative Counsel
A ““Yes’’ vote on this measure is a vote to
revise various portions of the California Con-
stitution: (a) by deleting or amending vari-
(Continued on page 25, column 1)

Cost Analysis by the Legislative Analyst

The various revisions and deletions of exist-
ing language in the State Constitution pro-
posed by this amendment will not resul’
any eost or revenue changes.
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¢-aral Analysis by the Legislative Counsel
‘Continued from page 24, column 1)

ous provisions.relating to prisons and prison-
ers, corporations, lands, franchises, eminent
domain, foreign eorporations, water and water
rights, land, and homesteads; (b) by repeal-
ing temporary provisions and provisions
specifying the effect of the adoption of the
Constitution in 1879; (c¢) by repealing a pro-
vision specifying the effect of amendments
proposed to eliminate obsolete or superseded
provisions; and (d) by transferring, without
change, provisions relating to local boards of
education and lending of the credit of the
state and public agencies.

A ““No”’ vote is a vote to retain these pro-
visions in their existing form.

For further details, see below.

Detailed Analysis by the Legislative Counsel

This measure would effect a partial revision
of the California Constitution as described in
the General Analysis, above.

(1) The following provisions would be
amended or transferred, without substantive
change:

(a) Section 8 of Article XXII would be
transferred to Article IX as a new Section 16.
This section permits cities to provide in their
e¥~rters for the qualifications, compensation,

Yer, term, and removal of board of edu-
..ot members.

(b) Section 13 of Article XII would be
transferred to Article XIIT as a new Section
42. This section prohibits, with stated excep-
tions, the state from loaning its eredit, or
subseribing to, or being interested in the stock
of any company, assoeiation, or corporation.

(e) Part of Section 1 of Article XII would
be transferred to Article XX as a new Section
24. It permits the Legislature to alter or re-
peal laws relating to corporations.

(2) The following provisions would be re-
pealed. thus placing the subject matter of the
deleted provisions under legislative control
through the enactment of statutes:

(a) Section 4 of Article XII, which defines
‘‘corporations’’ and provides that corpora-
tions may sue and be sued.

(b) Section 5 of Article XII, which con-
tains a requirement that charters for banking
purposes be granted only pursuant to general
laws, a requirement that the Legislature clas-
sify cities and towns by population for the
purpose of granting such charters, and a pro-
vision that no eorporation, association, or in-
dividual shall use as money, anything but law-
ful money of the United States.

(e) Section 7 of Article XII, which pro-
vides the Legislature may not extend any

1chise or remit the forfeiture of any fran-
(Continued on next column)

chise of a quasi-public corporation, except by
general law applicable to all corporations.

(d) Section 8 of Article XII, which pro-
vidés that the property and franchises of cor-
porations are subject to the police power and
the power of eminent domain of the state.

(e) Section 15 of Article XII, whizh pro-
vides foreign corporations shall not receive
more favorable treatment than corporations
incorporated in this state.

(f) Section 16 of Article XTI, which pro-
vides for the county or counties in which a
corporation may be sued.

(g) Section 24 of Article XI1, which pro-
vides that the Legislature shall enact all laws
necessary to enforee the provisions of Article
XII of the Constitution relating to corpora-
tions.

(h) Section 2 of Artiele XVII, which con-
tains a statement that the holding of large
tracts of undeveloped land is to be discour-
aged.

(i) Seection 3 of Article XVII, which pro-
vides that the granting of land belonging to
the state suitable for cultivation, shall be lim-
ited to actual settlers in quantities not ex-
ceeding 320 acres to each settler, :

(3) The following temporary provisions
which no longer have any effeet would be
repealed : -

(a) Section 1 of Article XXII which pro-
vides laws in force at the adoption of the Con-
stitution are to remain in force unless incon-
sistent with the Constitution.

(b) Section 2 of Article XXII, which pro-
vides obligations and suits existing and pend-
ing before the adoption of the Constitution
are not affected by the Constitution unless so
provided.

(e) Section 4 of Article XXII, which pro-
vides judges qualified to serve at'the time of
their selection shall not be affected by a sub-
sequent requirement for office adopted by the
people in 1966.

(d) Section 5 of Article XXII, which pro-
vides that in the event under the law in cffect
prior to 1966, the term of a judge of a munici-
pal court or justice court expired in January
of a year of a general election, the term is ex-
tended until the following January 1.

(e) Section 6 of Article XXII, which pro-
vides any law enacted at the 1966 First
Extraordinary Session providing for an in-
crease in compensation. for Members of the
Legislature goes into effect when the 1967
Regular Session of the Legislature is con-
vened and ratifies the provision of a specifie
law granting such an inecrease.

(£) Section 7 of Article XXII, which pro-
vides that in the event of a conflict between
measures submitted to the people in Novem-
ber of 1966 and a specified measure, the
measures other than the specified measure
shall prevail.
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(g) Section 6 of Article XII, which voids
charters, ‘grants, franchises, and privileges
which existed, but had not been exercised, in
1879 when the provision was adopted.

(4) The following provision would be re-
pealed:

(a) Section 3 of Article XXII, which pro-
vides that in the event of a conflict between
constitutionel amendments proposed by the
Legislature for the purpose of eliminating ob-
solete and superseded provisions of the Con-
stitution and other amendments to the Consti-
tution proposed at the same election, the other
amendments shall prevail, and amendments
proposed by the Legislature for the purpose
of eliminating obsolete or superseded language
shall not be deemed to affect any validation

(Continued on next column)

or ratification contained in the language - “m-
inated.

(5) Various provisions would be amended
or repealed, without substantive change, to
eliminate the following:

(a) ‘Section 1 of Article XII, which pro-
vides the Legislature shall have the power to,
by general laws, provide for the formation,
organization and regulation of corporations.

(b) Those portions of Section 1 of Artiele
X, which provide that the Legislature may
provide for the maintenance of prisons,

(¢) These provisions of Section 1 of Arti-
cle XTIV, which provide the rates for water
furnished to or within a city or county shall
be set by the city or county.

Argument in Favor of Proposition 10

Proposition 10 is basically a housekeeping
measure to eliminate obsolete and unnecessary
words from the Constitution. No new material
is added to the Constitution, and there is no
change in law or policy.

This measure incorporates the recommen-
dations made by the California Constitution
Revision Commission to the Legislature and
continues the job of revision which the voters
mandated several vears ago. Prior to revision,
our Constitution was the fourth longest such
document in the world, filled with archaic¢ and
inappropriate provisions, Proposition 10 con-
tinues the revision task and does much to
restore clarity to this basic document of State
Government.

Material deleted by Proposition 10 includes
most of the corporation material which is
either unnecessary due to inherent legislative
power or is duplicated elsewhere. Provisions

relating to the Public Utilities Commission
are untouched. Also deleted is the Schedule
Article, considered obsolete, as its sections
were enacted for specific and temporary pur-
poses and are no longer needed in an up-to-
date State Constitution.

Proposition 10 is a completely nonpartisan
measure, This is illustrated by the fact that
this measure passed the Legislature with no
dissenting votes, It also is supported by the
League of Women Voters.

Vote YES on Proposition 10 for a ~ -r,
concise, and modern State Constitution

BRUCE W. SUMNER
Chairman
Constitution Revision Commission

DONALD L. GRUNSKY
Senator, 17th District

JOHN T. KNOX
Assemblyman, 11th District
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THE VETERANS BOND ACT OF 1971. This Act provides for a bond
issue of two hundred fifty million dollars ($250,000,000) to provide farm

and home aid for California veterans.

AGAINST THE VETERANS BOND ACT OF 1971. This Act provides for a
bond issue of two hundred fifty million dollars ($250,000,000) to provide
farm and home aid for California veterans.

This law proposed by AB 171 (Ch. 1167),
by aet of the Legislature passed at the 1971
Regular Session, is submitted to the people
in accordance with the provisions of Article
XVI of the Constitution. -

(This proposed law does not expressly
amend any existing law; therefore, the pro-
visions thereof are printed in BOLDFACE
TYPE to indicate that they are NEW.)

PROPOSED LAW

Section 1. Article 5k (commencing with
Section 996.985) is added to Chapter 6 of
Division 4 of the Military and Veterans
Code, to read:

Article 5k. Veterans Bond Act of 1971

996.985. This article may be cited as the
Veterans Bond Act of 1971,

996.986. The State General Obligation
Bond Law, except as otherwise provided
' in, is adopted for the purpose of the

xce, sale, and repayment of, and other-
w.se providing with respect to, the bonds
anthorized to be issued by this article, and
the provisions of that law are included in
this article as though set out in full in this
article. All references in this article to
“herein” shall be deemed to refer both to
this article and such law.

996.987. As used in this article’ and for
the purposes of this article as used in the
State General Obligation Bond Law, Chap-
ter 4 (commencing with Section 16720),
Part 3, Division 4, Title 2 of the Government
Code, the following words shall have the
following meanings:

(a) “Bond” means veterans bond, a state
general obligation bond issued pursuant to
this article adopting the provisions of the
State General Obligation Bond Law.

(b) “Committee” means the Veterans’ Fi-
nance Committee of 1943, created by Sec-
tion 991.

(c¢) “Board” means the Department of
Veterans Affairs.

(d) “Fund” means the Veterans Farm and
Home Building Fund of 1943 created by Sec-
tion 988.

(e) “Bond Act” means this article au.
thorizing the issuance of State General
Obligation Bonds and adopting Chapter 4

(commencing with Section 16720), Part 3,
Divigion 4, Title 2 of the Government Code
by reference.

996.988. For the purpose of creating a
fund to provide farm and home aid for vet-
erans in accordance with the provisions of
the Veterans Farm and Home Purchase Act
of 1943 and of all acts amendatory thereof
and supplemental thereto, the Veterans’ Fi-
nance Committee of 1943, created by Section -
991, shall be and it hereby is authorized and
empowered to create a debt or debts, liabil-
ity or liabilities, of the State of California,
in the aggregate amount of two hundred
fifty million dollars ($250,000,000), in the
manner provided herein, but not otherwise,
nor in excess thereof.

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

There shall be collected annually in the
same manner and at the same time as other
state revenue is collected such a sum, in
addition to the ordinary revenues of the
state, as shall be required to pay the prin.
cipal and interest on said bonds as herein
provided, and it is hereby made the duty
of all officers charged by law with any duty
in regard to the collections of said revenue,
to do and perform each and every act which
shall be necessary to collect such additional
sum.

On the several dates on which funds are
remitted pursuant to Section 16676 of the
Government Code for the payment of the
then maturing principal and interest on the
bonds in each fiscal year, there shall be
returned into the General Fund in the State
Treasury, all of the money in the Veterans’
Farm and Home Building Fund of 1943, not
in excess of the principal of and interest
on the said bonds then due and payable,
except as hereinafter provided for the prior
redemption of said bonds, and, in the event
such money so returned on said remittance
dates is less than said principal and interest
then due and payable, then the balance re-
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maining unpaid shall be returned into the
General Fund in the State Treasury out of
said Veterans’ Farm and Home Building
Fund of 1943 as soon thereafter as it shall
become available, together with interest
thereon from such dates of maturity until
so returned at the same rate as borne by
said bonds, compounded semiannually.

996.990. There is hereby appropriated
from the General Fund in the State Treas-
ury for the purpose of this article, such an
amount as will equal the following:

(a) 8uch sum annually as will be neces-
sary to pay the principal of and the interest
on the bonds issued and sold pursuant to the
provisions of this article, as said principal
and interest become due and payable.

(b) Such sum as is necessary to carry out
the provisions of Section 996.991, which sum
is appropriated without regard to fiscal
years.

996.991. For the purposes of carrying out
the provisions of this article the Director of
Finance may by executive order authorize
the withdrawal from the General Fund of
an amount or amounts not to exceed the
amount of the unsold bonds which have been
authorized to be sold for the purpose of
carrying out this article. Any amounts with-
drawn shall be deposited in the Veterans’
Farm and Home Building Fund of 1943. Any
moneys made available under this article to
the board shall be returned by the board to
the General Fund from moneys received
from the sale of bonds sold for the purpose
of carrying out this article, together with
interest at the rate of interest fixed in the
bonds so sold.

906.992. Upon request of the Department
of Veterans Affairs, supported by a state-
ment of the plans and projects of said de-
partment with respect thereto, and approved
by the Governor, the Veterans' Finance Com-
mittee of 1943 shall determine whether or
not it is necessary or desirable to issue any
bonds authorized under this article in order

to carry such plans and projects into eveou.-
tion, and, if so, the amount of bond n
to be issuec, and sold. Successive issu  of
bonds may be authorized and sold to carry
out said plans and projects progressively,
and it shall not be necessary that all the
bonds herein authorized to be issued shall
be sold at any one time.

996.993. 8o long as any bonds authorized
under this article may be outstanding, the
Director of Veterans Affairs shall cause to
be made at the close of each fiscal year, a
survey of the financial condition of the Di-
vision of Farm and Home Purchases, together
with a projection of the division's opera-
tions, such survey to be made by an in-
dependent public accountant of recognized
standing. The results of such surveys and
projections shall be set forth in written re-
ports and said independent public account-
ant shall forward copies of said reports to
the Director of Veterans Affairs, the mem-
bers of the California Veterans Board, and
to the members of the Veterans’ Finance
Committee of 1943. The Division of Farm
and Home Purchases shall reimburse said
independent public accountant for his serv-
ices out of any funds which said division
may have available on depovsit with the
Treasurer of the State of California.

096.994. The committee may authrze
the State Treasurer to sell all or any H
of the bonds herein authorized at such ..
or times as may be fixed by the State Treas-
urer.

996.995. Whenever bonds are sold, out of
the first money realized from their sale,
there shall be redeposited in the General Ob-
ligation Bond Expense Revolving Fund es-
tablished by 8ection 16724.5 of the Govern-

~ment Code such sums as have been expended

for the purposes specified in Section 16724.6
of the Government Code, which may be used
for the same purpose and repaid in the same
manner whenever additional sales are made.

FOR THE STATE SCHOOL BUILDING AID AND EARTHQUAKE RE.
CONSTRUCTION AND REPLACEMENT BOND LAW OF 1972. This
Act provides for a bond issue of three hundred fifty million dollars
($350,000,000) to provide capital outlay for construetion or improvement

of public schools.

2

AGAINST THE STATE SCHOOL BUILDING AID AND EARTHQUAKE
RECONSTRUCTION AND REPLACEMENT BOND LAW OF 1972.
This Act provides for a bond issue of three hundred fifty million dollars
($350,000,000) to provide capital outlay for construction or improvement

of public schools.

This law proposed by AB 75 (Ch. 105), by
act of the Legislature passed at the 1971
Regular Session, is submiited to the people
in aceordance with the provisions of Article
XVI of the Constitution.

(This proposed law does not expressly
amend any existing law; therefore, the pro-
visions thereof are printed in BOLDFA ™%
TYPE to indicate that they are NEW.’
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PROPOSED LAW

ion 1. Chapter 158 (commencing

witn Section 19946) is added to Division 14
of the Education Code, to read:

Chapter 15.8. State School Building Aid
and Earthquake Reconstruction and
Replacement Bond Law of 1972

19946. This act may be cited as the State
School Building Aid and Earthquake Recon-
struction and Replacement Bond Law of
1972,

19947. The 8tate General Obligation
Bond Law (Chapter 4 (commencing with
Section 16720) of Part 3 of Division 4 of
Title 2 of the Government Code) is adopted
for the purpose of the issuance, sale, and re-
payment of, and otherwise providing with
respect to, the bonds authorized to be issued
by this chapter, and the provisions of that
law are included in this chapter as though
set out in full in this chapter. All references
in this chapter to “herein” shall be deemed
to refer both to this chapter and such law.

19948. As used in this chapter, and for
the purposes of this chapter as used in the
State General Obligation Bond Law, the fol-
lowing words shall have the following mean-
ings:

(a) “Committee” means the State School
Br*ding Finance Committee created by Sec-
t 9510,

\~, "“Board” means the State Allocation
Board.

(¢) “Fund” means the State School Build-
ing Aid Fund.

19949. For the purpose of creating a fund
to provide aid to school districts of the state
in accordance with the provisions of the
8tate School Building Aid Law of 1952, and
of all acts amendatory thereof and supple-
mentary thereto, and to provide funds to
repay any money advanced or loaned to the
State School Building Aid Fund under any
act of the Legislature, together with interest
provided for in that act, and to be used to
reimburse the General Obligation Bond Ex-
pense Revolving Fund pursuant to Section
16724.5 of the Government Code the commit-
tee shall be and is hereby authorized and
empowered to create a debt or debts, liability
or liabilities, of the State of California, in
the aggregate amount of three hundred fifty
million dollars ($350,000,000) in the manner
provided herein, but not in excess thereof.

19950. All bonds herein authorized, which
shall have been duly sold and delivered as
herein provided, shall constitute valid and
legally binding general obligations of the
State of California, and the full faith and
credit of the State of California is hereby
- ved for the punctual payment of both
y  -pal and interest thereof.

There shall be collected annually in the
same manner and at the same time as other
state revenue is collected such a sum, in
addition to the ordinary revenues of the
state, as shall be required to pay the prineci-
pal and interest on said bonds as herein
provided, and it is hereby made the duty of
all officers charged by law with any duty
in regard to the collection of said revenue,
to do and perform each and every act which
shall be necessary to collect such additional
sum.

On the several dates of maturity of said
principal and interest in each fiscal year,
there shall be transferred to the General
Fund in the State Treasury, all of the money
in the fund, not in excess of the principal of
and interest on the said bonds then due and
payable, except as herein provided for the
prior redemption of said bonds, and, in the
event such money so returned on said- dates
of maturity is less than the said principal
and interest then due and payable, then the
balance remaining unpaid shall be returned
into the General Fund in the State Treasury
out of the fund as soon thereafter as it shall
become available,

19951. All money deposited in the fund
under Section 19611 of this code and pur-
suant to the provisions of Part 2 (commenc-
ing with Section 16300) of Division 4 of
Title 2 of the Government Code, shall be
available only for transfer to the General
Fund, as provided in Section 19950. When
transferred to the General Fund such money
shall be applied as a reimbursement to the
General Fund on account of principal and
interest due and payable or paid from the
General Fund on the earliest issue of school
building bonds for which the General Fund
has not been fully reimbursed by such trans-
fer of funds.

19952. There is hereby appropriated from
the General Fund in the State Treasury for
the purpose of this chapter, such an amount
as will equal the following:

(a) Such sum annually as will be neces-
sary to pay the principal of and the interest
on the bonds issued and sold pursuant to the
provisions of this chapter, as said principal
and interest become due and payable,

(b) 8uch sum as is necessary to carry out
the provisions of Section 19953, which sum
is appropriated without regard to fiscal
years.

19953. For the purposes of carrying out
the provisions of this chapter the Director
of Finance may by executive order authorize
the withdrawal from the General Pund of
an amount or amounts not to exceed the
amount of the unsold bonds which the com-
mittee has by resolution authorized to be
sold for the purpose of carrying out this
chapter. Any amounts withdrawn shall be
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deposited in the fund to be allocated by the
board in accordance with this chapter. Any
moneys made available under this section
to the board shall be returned by the board
to the General Fund from moneys received
from the sale of bonds sold for the purpose
of carrying out this chapter.

19954, Upon request of the board, sup-
ported by a statement of the apportionments
made and to be made under Sections 19551 to
19689, inclusive, the committee shall deter-
mine whether or not it is necessary or desir-
able to issue any bonds authorized under this
chapter in order to make such apportion-
ments, and, if so, the amount of bonds then
to be issued and sold. Seventy-five million
dollars ($75,000,000) shall be available for
apportionment on July 5, 1972, and fifteen
million dollars ($15,000,000) shall become
available for apportionment on the fifth day
of each month thereafter until a total of
three hundred fifty million dollars ($350,-
000,000) has become available for apportion-
ment. Successive issues of bonds may be
authorized and sold to make such apportion-
ments progressively, and it shall not be
necessary that all of the bonds herein au-
thorized to be issued shall be sold at any one
time.

19955. In computing the net interest cost
under Section 167564 of the Government
Code, interest shall be computed from the
date of the bonds or the last preceding inte-
rest payment date, whichever is latest, to
the respective maturity dates of the bonds
then offered for sale at the coupon rate or
rates specified in the bid, such computation
to be made on a 360-day year basis.

19956. The committee may authorize the
State Treasurer to sell all or any part of
the bonds herein authorized at such time or
times as may be fixed by the State Treasurer.

19967. All proceeds from the sale of the
bonds herein authorized deposited in the
fund, as provided in Section 16757 of the

Government Code, except those derive” -m
premium and accrued interest, shall b il-
able for the purpose herein provideu, but
shall not be available for transfer to the
General Fund pursuant to Section 19950 to
pay principal and interest on bonds.

19958. With respect to the proceeds of
bonds authorized by this chapter, all the
provisions of Sections 19551 to 19689, in-
clusive, shall apply except:

(a) Any reference in Sections 19551 to
19689, inclusive, to “Section 16.5, Article
XVI of the Constitution of this State” shall
be deemed a reference to this chapter.

(b) Any reference in Sections 19551 to
19689, inclusive, to “Section 19704” shall be
deemed a reference to “S8ection 19950.”

19959. Out of the first money realized
from the sale of bonds under this act, there
shall be repaid any moneys advanced or
loaned to the B8tate 8chool Building Aid
Fund under any act of the Legislature, to-
gether with interest provided for in that act.

19959.5. Notwithstanding any provisions
in this chapter to the contrary, of the
moneys made available by this chapter not to
exceed the sum of two hundred fifty million
dollars ($250,000,000) or such amount
thereof that the board may determine neces-
sary therefor, shall be available under the
provisions of Article 9 (commencing with
8ection 19700.51) of Chapter 10 of D’ n
14 for the purpose of rehabilitating, a-
structing, or replacing school facilities which
are unsafe by virtue of not being in com-
pliance with Article 5 (commencing with
Section 15501) of Chapter 2 of Division 11
or for the purpose of repairing actual dam-
age to school facilities caused by an earth-
quake after February 1, 1971, and for which
there are no other state or federal funds
available for such restoration. These funds
shall be made available to eligible school dis-
tricts when the fiscal and other requirements
prescribed by Article 9 are complied with.

RIGHT TO ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL.

3

Amendment. Amends Constitution to provide that a defendant
has the right to have the assistance of counsel in any criminal
prosecution. Deletes provision giving defendant the right to defend
himself without counsel and authorizes Legislature to require a
defendant in a felony case to have the assistance of counsel,

Legislative Constitutional YES

NO

(This amendment proposed by Senate Con-
stitutional Amendment No. 42, 1971 Regular
Session, expressly amends an existing section
of the Constitution; therefore, EXISTING
PROVISIONS proposed to be DELETED or
REPEALED are printed in STRIKEOUT
TYPE; and NEW PROVISBIONS proposed
to be INSERTED or ADDED are printed in
BOLDFACE TYPE.)

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO
ARTICLE I
Sec. 13. In criminal prosecutions, in any
court whatever, the party accused shall have
the right to a speedy and publie trial and to
have the assistance of counsel for his de-
fense; to have the process of the court to
compel the attendance of witnesses ° 3
behalf ; and to eppear and defend; I p. o

-



a~ ‘o be personally present with counsel.
1 rson shall be twice put in jeopardy for
the same offense; nor be compelled, in any
criminal case, to be a witness against him-
self : nor be deprived of life, liberty, or prop-
erty without due process of law; but in any
eriminal case, whether the defendant testi-
fies or not, his failure to explain or to deny
by his testimony any evidence or facts in the
case against him may be commented upon by
the court and by counsel, and may be con-

sidered by the court or the jury. The Legisla-
ture shall have power to require the defend-
ant in a felony case to have the assistance of
counsel. The Legislature also shall have
power to provide for the taking, in the pres-
ence of the party accused and his counsel, of
depositions of witnesses in “eriminal cases,
other than cases of homicide when there is
reason to believe that the witness, from in-
ability ¢ other cause, will not attend at the
trial.

OPEN PRESIDENTIAL PRIMARY. Legislative Constitutional Amend-
Requires Legislature to provide for open presidential pri-
mary in which candidates on ballot are those found by Secretary
of State to be recognized candidates throughout nation or California
for office of President of the United States and such candidates
whose names are placed on ballot by petition. Excludes any candi-
date who has filed affidavit that he is not a candidate.

ment.

4

YES

NO

(This amendment proposed by Senate Con-
stitutional Amendment No. 3, 1971 Regular
Session, expressly amends an existing article
of the Constitution by adding a new section
thereto; therefore, NEW PROVISIONS pro-
posed to be ADDED are printed in BOLD-
FACE TYPE)

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO
ARTICLE II

¢. 8. The Legislature shall pravide for
an open presidential primary whereby the

candidates on the ballot are those found by
the Secretary of State to be recognized can-
didates throughout the nation or throughout
California for the office of President of the
United States, and those whose names are
placed on the ballot by petition, but exclud-
ing any candidate who has withdrawn by
filing an affidavit that he is not a candidate.

APPOINTMENT OF REGENTS, UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA.

Legislative Constitutional Amendment.

5

to the Regents of the University of California by the Governor be
approved by a majority of the membership of the Senate.

{ YES
Requires that appointments

NoO

(This amendment proposed by Senate Con-
stitutional Amendment No. 44, 1971 Regular
Session, expressly amends an existing section
of the Constitution; therefore, EXISTING
PROVISIONS proposed to be DELETED or
REPEALED are printed in STRIKEOUE
TYPE; and NEW PROVISIONS proposed
to be INSBERTED or ADDED are printed in
BOLDFACE TYPE)

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO
ARTICLE IX
SEc. 9. (a). The University of Califor-

nia shall constitute a publie trust, to be ad-
ministered by the existing ecorporation
known as “The Regents of the University of
California,” with full powers of organization
and government, subject only to such legisla-
tive control as may be necessary to insure
compliance with the terms of the endow-

‘s of the university and the seeurity of

.unds. Said corporation shall be in form

a board composed of eight ex officio mem-
bers, to wit: the Governor, the Lieutenant
Governor, the Speaker of the Assembly, the
Superintendent of Public Instruction, the
president of the State Board of Agricuiture,
the president of the Mechanies Institute of
San Franecisco, the president of the alumni
association of the university and the acting
president of the university, and 16 appoin-
tive members appointed by the Governor
and approved by the Senate, a majority of
the membership concurring ; provided, how-
ever; that the present appointive members
shall hold office until the expiration of their
present terms. The terms of the appointive
members shall be 16 years; the terms of two
appointive members to expire as heretofore
on March 1Ist of every even-numbered calen-
dar year, and in case of any vacancy the
term of office of the appointee to fill such
vacaney, who shall be appointed by the Gov-
ernor and approved by the Senate, a major-
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ity of the membership concurring, to be for
the balance of the term as to which such
vacaney exists. Said corporation shall be
vested with the legal title and the manage-
ment and disposition of the property of the
university and of property held for its bene-
fit and shall have the power to take and
hold, either by purchase or by donation, or
gift, testamentary or otherwise, or in any
other manner, without restrietion, all real
and personal property for the benefit of the
university or incidentally to its conduct. Said
corporation shall also have all the powers
necessary or convenient for the effective ad-
ministration of its trust, including the power
to sue and to be sued, to use a seal, and to
delegate to its committees or to the faculty
of the university, or to others, such author-
ity or functions as it may deem wise; pro-
vided, that all moneys derived from the sale
of public lands donated to this state by act
of Congress approved July 2, 1862 (and the
several acts amendatory thereof), shall be
invested as provided by said acts of Congress
and the income from said moneys shall be
inviolably appropriated to the endowment,

support and maintenance of at least or 1-
lege of agriculture, where the leadir N
jects shall be (without excluding otner
scientific and classical studies, and including
military tacties) to teach such branches of
learning as are related to scientific and prac-
tical agriculture and mechanic arts, in
accordance with the requirements and condi-
tions of said acts of Congress; and the
Legislature shall provide that if, through
neglect, misappropriation, or any other con-
tingency, any portion of the funds so set
apart shall be diminished or lost, the state
shall replace such portion so lost or misap-
propriated, so that the principal thereof
shall remain forever undiminished. The uni-
versity shall be entirely independent of all
political or sectarian influence and kept free
therefrom in the appointment of its regents
and in the administration of its affairs, and
no person shall be debarred admission to any
department of the university on account of
sex.

(b) Meetings of the regents shall be pub-
lie, with exceptions and notice requirements
as may be provided by statute.

NATURALIZED CITIZEN VOTING ELIGIBILITY. Legislative Consti-
Eliminates existing provision in Constitution
requiring naturalized citizen to be naturalized for 90 days prior to

tutional Amendment.

6

becoming eligible to vote.

YES

NO

(This amendment proposed by Assembly
Constitutional Amendment No. 21, 1971 Reg-
ular Session, expressly amends an existing
section of the Constitution; therefore,
EXISTING PROVISIONS proposed to be
DELETED or REPEALED are printed in
STRIKEOULT TY PR )

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO

‘ ARTICLE II

Secrion 1. Every native citizen of the
United States of Ameriea, every person who
shall have acquired the rights of citizenship
under and by virtue of the Treaty of Quere-
taro, and every naturalized citizen thereof,
to any eleetion; of the age of 21 years, who
shall have been a resident of the State one
year next preceding the day of the election,
and of the county in which he or she claims
his or her vote ninety days, and in the elec-
tion precinet fifty-four days, shall be entitled
to vote at all elections which are now or may
hereafter be authorized by law; provided,
any person duly registered as an elector in
one precinct and removing therefrom to an-
other precinct in the same county within
fifty-four days, or any person duly registered
as an elector in any county in California and

removing therefrom to another county in
California within ninety days prior to an
election, shall for the purpose of such elec-
tion be deemed to be a resident and quali-
fied elector of the precinet or county from
which he so removed until after such eleec-
tion; provided, further, no alien ineligible
to citizenship, no idiot, no insane person, no
person convicted of any infamous crime, no
person hereafter convicted of the embezzle-
ment or misappropriation of public money,
and no person who shall not be able to read
the Constitution in the English language and
write his or her name, shall ever exercise
the privileges of an elector in this State; pro-
vided, that the provisions of this amendment
relative to an educational qualification shall
not apply to any person prevented by a phys-
ical disability from complying with its requi-
sitions, nor to any person who had the right
to vote on October 10, 1911, nor to any per-
son who was 60 years of age and upwards
on October 10, 1911; provided, further, that
the Legislature may, by general law, pro-
vide for the casting of votes by duly regis-
tered voters who expect to be absent from
their respective precinets or unable to vote
therein, by reason of physical disabilit

the day on which any election is held.
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UATION OF SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLINGS FOR TAX PUR-

POSES. Legislative Constitutional Amendment. Provides that YES
Legislature may prohibit the valuation of single-family dwellings

7 for purposes of property taxation at any value greater than that
which would reflect use of property as site for single-family dwell- No

ing.

(This amendment proposed by Assembly
Constitutional Amendment No. 44, 1971 Reg-
ular Session, expressly amends an existing
article of the Constitution by adding a new
section thereto; therefore, NEW PROVI-
SIONS proposed to be ADDED are printed
in BOLDFACE TYPE))

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO
ARTICI.E XIII
8ec. 2.5. The Legislature may by law
prohibit the valuation nf single-family dvrell-
ings for purposes of property taxation at any

value greater than that which wouid reflect
the use of the property as a site for a single-
family dwelling.

As used in this section, “single-family
dwelling” means a single-family cwelling oc-
cupied by an owner thereof on the lien date
and so much of the land on which it is sit-
uated as may be required for the convenient
use and occupation of such dwelling, if such
dwelling is on land which is zoned exclu-
sively for single-family home use or which is
zoned for agricultural use where single-fam-.
ily homes are permitted.

Amends several sections

CHIROPRACTORS. Legislative Amendment.
of the Chiropractic Initiative Act. Provides that members of the

Board of Chiropractic Examiners shall be citizens of the United YES
States and have resided and been licensed Chiropractors in California
for at least five years. Deletes provision that District Attorneys are

8 required to prosecute violations of the Chiropractic Act. Revises
examination procedure; Makes other nonsubstantive changes in NO

that Aet, Financial impact : This measure does not involve any sig-

nifieant cost or revenue considerations.

(This law proposed by SB 1561 (Ch. 1755),
1971 Regular Session, expressly amends exist-
ing sections of the law; therefore, EXIST.
ING PROVISIONS pruposed to be DE-
LETED or REPEALED are printed in
STRIKIZOTY BYPE ; and NEW PROVI.
SIONS proposed to be INSERTED or
ADDED are printed in BOLDFACE TYPE))

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO
INITIATIVE ACT

An act . t to amend an initiative act en-
titled “An act preseribing the terms upon
which licenses may be issued to practitioners
of chzroprachc creating the stete beard of

s examiners State Board of
Chiropractic Examiners and declaring its
powers and dutics, preseribing penaltics for
violation hereof, and repealing all acts and
parts of acts inconsistent herewith’’ ap-
proved by dectors November 7, 1922 by
amending Sections 1, 2, 3, 6, 9, 14, and 17
thercof, by amending and renumbering Sec-
tion 8.1 thereof, and by repealing Sections
& and 11 thereof, sadd amendment to take
effect upon the approval thereof by the clec-
tors, and providing for the submisston
thercof to the clectors purswant to subdi-

3. 1561 (Ch. 1755), 1971 Regular Session, also
amends Labor Code Section 4601,

vision (c) of Section 24 of Article IV of the

State Constitution, relating to healing arts.

SEcTION. 1. * * * ¢

Sec. 2. Section 1 of the act cited in the
title is amended to read:

Section 1. A board is hereby created to

‘be known as the ‘“State Board of Chiropractic

Examiners,” hereinafter referred to as the
board, whleh shall consist of five members,
citizens of the State of United States , with
at least five years residence in Cahforma, ap-
pointed by the Governor. Bach member shall
be of good moral character and shall have
had at least five years of licemsure in this
state prior to appointment. Each member
must have pursued a resident course in & regu-
larly ineorpeorated an approved chiropractie
school or college, and must be a graduate
thereof and hold a diploma therefrom.

Lach member of the board first appointed
the State of California for a period of three
years next preceding the date upon whieh this

aet takes offeet; thereafter appeintees shall be
l-ieem—mtes hereundes:

Not more than two persons shall serve
simultancously as members of said board,
whose first diplomas were issued by the same
school or college of chiropractic, nor shall
more than two members be residents of any

—



one county of the State state . And no person

with who is or within one year of
the proposed appointment has been an ad-
ministrator, policy board member, or paid
employee of any chiropractie school or col-
lege shall be eligible o for appointment as a
member of t0 the board. Each member of the
board ; exeept the seeretary; shall receive a
per diem in the amount provided in Section
103 of the Business and Professions Code for
each day during which he is actually engaged
in the discharge of his duties, together with
his actual and necessary traveling travel ex-
penses incurred in connection with the per-
formance of the duties of his office, such per
diem , $raveling travel expenses and other in-
cidental expenses of the board or of its mem-
bers to be paid out of the funds of the board
hereinafter defined and not from the State’s
state’s taxes.

Sec. 3. Section 2 of the act cited in the
title is amended to read:

Sec. 2. Within sixty days of the date upon
whieh this aet takes efeet; the governor The
Governor shall appoint the members of the
board. Of the members first appeinted; one
shall be appointed for a term of one year; two
for two yeurs; and bve for three years: There-
after; eaehr Bach appointment shall be for the
term of theee four years, except that an ap-
pointment to fill a vacancy shall be for the
unexpired term only. Each member shall
serve until his successor has been appointed
and qualified or until one year has elapsed
gince the expiration of his term whichever
first occurs. No person shall serve more than
two consecutive terms on the board nor be
eligible for appointment thereafter until the
expiration of four years from the expiration
of such second consecutive term, effective
January 2, 1974, The governer Governor may
remove a member from the board after re-
ceiving sufficient proof of the inability or
misconduet of said member.

SEc. 4. Section 3 of the act cited in the
title is amended to read:

See. 3. The board shall eenvene within
30 deys after the appointment of it mem-
bers; and shell erganise by the election of o
pregident and & v to be ehosen
from the members of the board; and & seere-
tary; whe may; but need not be 8 member
elect a chairman and a vice chairman and
a secretary to be chosen from the members
of the board. The board shall employ an
executive officer and fix the his salary of the
seeretery; with the approval of the Director
of Finance. Thereafter eleetions Elections of
the officers shall oceur annually at the Janu-
ary meeting of the board. A majority of the
board shall constitute a quorum.

It shall require the affirmative vote of
three members of said board to carry any
motion or resolution, to adopt any rule, or to

authorize the issuance of any license -
vided for in this act. The seeretery exe 2
officer shall receive a salary to be fixe. oy
the board, together with his actual and nec-
essary traveling expenses incurred in con-
nection with the performance of the duties
of his office, and shall give bond to the State
state in such sum with such sureties as the
board may deem proper. He shall keep a
record of the proceedings of the board, which
shall at times during business hours be open
to the public for inspection. He shall keep
a true and accurate aceount of all funds re-
ceived and of all expenditures incurred or
authorized by the board, and on the first
day of December of cach year he shall file
with the Governor or his designee, a report
of all receipts and disbursements and of the
proceedings of the board for the preceding
fiscal year.

SEc. 5. - Section 6 of the act cited in the
title is amended to read:

Sec. 6. (a)lllhebe&x*dsh&l-lmee%as&
board of examiners on the first Tuesday fol-
lowing the sceond Monday of Janumry end
July of ench yeur; and at sach other times
and pleees as may be found neeessary for
the of their duties: The office
of the board shall be in the eity City of
Sacramento. Sub-offices Suboffices may be es-
tablished in Lios Angeles and San Franeiseo,
and such records as may be necessary
be transferred temporarily to such sub-¢ i
suboffices. Legal proccedings against the
board may be instituted in any one of said
the three cities.

(b) Eaeh apphieant shall be designated by
&mmbwms%e&deft—heﬁaﬁe,se%ﬂae
identity will not be disclosed to the examin-
ers wntil the pupers ave gradeds The board
shall meet as & board of examiners at least
twice each calendar year, at such times and
places as may be found necessary for the per-
formance of its duties.

(c) AH e*mm-)ﬂr&em Examinations shall
be in wt'-mng- exeept in eumes hesem other-
Frige > and shall be # ehay-
aeter; written, oral and practical, covering
chiropractic as taught in chiropraetic schools
or colleges, and designed to ascertain the fit-
ness of the appllcant to practice chiroprac-
tie. Said examinations examination shall be
in include at least cach of the subjects as
set forth in seetion five Section b hereof.
IGentity of the applicants shall not be dis-
closed to the examiners until after examina-
tions have been given final grades. A license
shall be granted to any applicant who shall
make a general average of seventy-five 75
pereent, and not fall below sixty 60 percent
in more than two subjects or branches of
said the examination. Any applicant failing
to make the required grade shall be ¢
credit for the branches passed, and .
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W it further cost, take the examination
at _.e next regular examination on the sub-
jects in which he failed. For each year of
actual practice since graduation the appli-
cant shall be given a credit of ene 1 percent
on the general average.

SEC. 6. Section 8 of the act cited in the
title is repealed.

Sre: & Any persen whe shell heve prae-
ticed ehiropractic for two years after gradue-
tion from & ehiropractie sehool or ecolege; one
year of whieh shall have been in this state

ey
board s&ﬁsfaeterv proof of govd morel ehar-
aeter and pursued & resident eourse
of net less then two thousand hours in &
legally meefpefa%eé ehiropraetie sehool or eol-
legs; shall be given a preetical and elinieal
examination in chivopraetie philosophy and
praetiee; and if he; or she; meke o grade of
seventy-five per eent in such examination; the
board shall grent a Heease to said eppke&ﬂ—t
o pfaet—nee ehiropraetie in this stote under the
provisions of this aets provided; however; that
&ppl-}e&t—ken for said licemse is made within
gix months of the date upen whieh this set
tol~a eﬁeeé and that each applicant shell pay
¢ > geeretary of the board the sum of
t yuﬁ-ve delars:

Sec. 7. Section 8.1 of the act cited in the
title is amended and renumbered to read:

Sec. 83+ 8. No blind person shall be de-
nied admission into any college or school of
chiropractie or denied the right to take any
examination given by such school or college
or denied a diploma or certificate of gradu-
ation or a degree or denied admission into
any examination for a state license or denied
a regular license to practice chiropractic on
the ground that he is blind.

Sec. 8. Section 9 of the act cited in the
title is amended to read:

Sec. 9. Notwithstanding  any provision
contained in any other section of this act,
the board, upon receipt of the fee specified in
Section 5, shall issue a license to any eof the
following named persons: {a) To eack mem-
ber of the beard: ) To any person licensed
to practice chiropractic under the laws of
another state, hawing provided said state
then had the same general requirements as
preseribed in this aet required in this state
at the time said license was issued, and pro-
vided ; further; that such other state in like
manner grants reciprocal registration to
e+ practic practitioners of this State state .

> applicant shall also provide a certifi-
cawe from the other state stating that he was

licensed by that state, that he has not been
convicted of unprofessionmal conduct, and
that there is no charge of unprofessional con-
duct pending against him.

©BC. 9. Section 11 of the act cited in the
title is repealed.
eeive o license from the beard shall have #
recorded in the office of the county elerk of
the eounty in whieh he resides; and shall have
it Hikewise recorded in the eounties into whieh
he shall subsequently move for the purpose of
practieing chiropraetie:

{5 The failure or the refusal on the post
of the helder of & license to0 have it veeorded
before he shall begin to practiee ehirepractie
in this state; after having been notified by

the board to de so; shall be sufficient ground
to vevoke or 1 a b and to render it
aull and void:

{e%%eew&tyelerke%e&eheeua&ymﬂns
state shall keep for publie imspeetion;
book provided fer thet purpese; & complete
ligt and deseription of the licenses recorded by
him. Whesn sny sueh Heense shell be presented
to him for reecord he shall stamp upon the faee
thepcof his signed memorandum of the date
when sueh license was presented for reeord:

Sec. 10. Section 14 of the act cited in the
title is amended to read:

Sec. 14. Al meoneys reecived by the board
under this aet shall be paid o the seeretary
of said beard;: whe shell give & receipt for the
same and The executive officer shall at the
end of each month report to the state een-
troller State Controller the total amount of
money received by him en bebalf of said the
board from all sources, and shall at the same
time deposit with the state treasurer State
Treasurer the entire amount of such receipts,
and the stete treasurer State Treasurer shall
place the money so received in a spec1a1 fund,
to be known as the “ state board of
tie examiners’ State Board of Ghlropractlc
Examiners’ Fund” #fund;? whieck fund is
hereby ereated . Such fund shall be expended
in accordance with law for all necessary and
proper expenses in carrying out the provi-
sions of this act, upon proper claims ap-
proved by said board or a finance commit-
tee thereof.

Sec. 11. Section 17 of the act cited in the
title is amended to read:

Sec. 17. Tt shall be the duty of the several
distriet attorneys of this state to Proseente
all persons eharged with the vielation of any
of the provisions of this aet: It shall be the
duty of the seeretary of the board ; under the
direetion of the beard; to aid attorneys and
law enforcement agencies in the enforcement
of this act.
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ENVIRONMENT. Initiative.

9

penal sanctions and civil penalties.

Specifies permissible composition-and qual-
ity of gasoline and other fuel for internal combustion engines.
Authorizes shutting down of businesses and factories violating air
pollution standards. Imposes restrictions on leasing and extraction
of oil and gas from tidelands or submerged lands, or onshore areas
within one mile of mean high tide line. Prohibits construction of
atomic powered electric generating plants for five years. Establishes
restrictions on manufacture, sale, and use of pesticides. Prohibits
enforcement cfficials from having conflicting interests. Provides for
relief by injunction and mandate to prevent violations. Imposes

YES

NO

(This proposed Initiative Measure ex-
pressly amends existing provisions of the
Agricultural Code and adds new provisions
to the Agricultural Code, the Health and
Safety Code, the Public Resources Code, the
Vehicle Code, and the Water Code. There-
fore, EXISTING PROVISIONS proposed to
be DELETED are printed in STRIKEOTE
TYPE and NEW PROVISIONS proposed to
be INSERTED or ADDED are printed in
BOLDFACE TYPE.)

PROPOSED LAW

Section 1. This Initiative Act may be
cited as the Clean Environment Act.

Section 2. Chapter 8 (commencing with
Section 39280.1) is added to Part 1 of Di-
vision 26 of the Health and 8afety Code, to
read:

Chapter 8. Fuel Composition.

39280.1. “Retailer,” as used in this Chap-
ter, means any person possessing a valid
motor fuel pump license pursuant to Article
2 (commencing with Section 20766), Chapter
7, Division 8 of the Business and Professions
Code, and shall apply separately to each
place of business.

30280.2. “Sell,” as used in this Chapter,
includes offering for sale, keeping for cale,
delivering for pay, offering to deliver, or
selling.

89280.3. ‘“‘Grade,” as used in this Chapter,
means a grade of gasoline, a particular pe-
troleum product, ordinarily identified by a
brand, trademark, or trade name, intended
for use as a fuel for internal combustion en-
gines and ordinarily identified by a brand,
trademark, or trade name, intended for use
as a fuel for internal combustion engines and
ordinarily subject to the labeling require-
ments of Chapter 7 (commencing with Sec-
tion 20700), Division 8 of the Business and
Professions Code. .

Gasoline dispensed from pumps described
in Section 20862 of the Business and Profes-
sions Code shall be considered as the grade
contained in the storage tank from which
gasoline is withdrawn for dispensing from
the pumps, unaffected by the blending in the
pumps, for the purposes of this Chapter.

39280.4. “Octane number,” as used in this
Chapter, shall be as defined in Section 20710
of the Business and Professions Code.

39280.5.  “Traces,” as used in this Chap-
ter, means amounts of lead due only to con-
tamination of existing production and distri-
bution facilities which have contained leaded
fuels, and shall not exceed 0.0756 gram of
lead per gallon.

39281. On or after January 1, 1973 no
retailer shall sell a grade

(a) having a degree of unsaturation
greater than that indicated by a Bromine
number of 10 as determined by the ASTM
(American Society for Testing Material)
method D1159 (latest revisions).,

(b) having the ASTM sum of Bromi-e
number as measured by D1159 (lates
vision) plus volume percent of aeromati.. .
measured by ASTM D131¢ (latest revision)
not in excess of 45.

39281.1. In addition to the requirements
of Section 39281, every manufacturer or re-
tailer shall sell, on or after January 1, 1973,
at least one grade having an octane number
not less than 90 and containing not more
than traces of lead.

39281.2. No retailer shall sell a grade
containing more lead per gallon than:

(a) on and after January 1, 1973, 2.0

gr&n% "

(b, on and after January 1, 1975, 1.0
gran..,

(c) on and after July 1, 1976, traces.

39282, On or after January 1, 1973, no re-
tailer shall sell in the south coast and San
Diego air basins (as defined by the State Air
Resources Board) at any time, and elsewhere
in the state from June 1 through October 31,
a grade having a Reid vapor pressure of
more than 9 pounds per square inch.

39283. The State Air Resources Board
may modify any requirement or standard
established by this Chapter with respect to
emergency vehicles as defined in the Vehicle
Code. Upon the adoption of such modifica-
tion, it shall be lawful for a retailer to =~
a grade which complies with any mod
tion established by the State Air Resoun.

— 10—



B for use in such emergency vehicles as
de i in the Vehicle Code. :

39284, The content of sulfur in apy form
in diesel fuel sold for use in internal com-
bustion engines within this state shall not
exceed 0.035 percent by we ght.

39285. With respect to any motor vehicle,
the State Air Resources Board, or any local
or regional board or governmental entity
may adopt or prescribe more stringent stand-
ards than those prescribed by this Chapter,
and may prescribe standards for other com.
ponents and qualities of fuel not covered or
mentioned by this Chapter.

39286. Every person who violates amy
provision of this Chapter is guilty of a mis-
demeanor.

8ection 3. Section 24303 is added to the
Health and Safety Code to read:

24303. No person possessing a - permit
from any air pollution control district may
continue to operate any source capable of
emitting air contaminants if he has received
four or more variances, as defined by the
Health and Safety Code or an air pollution
control district, within the preceding five
years with respect to such source, unless he
first installs standby or other protective
equipment for such sources approved by an
air pollution control district.

tion 4. Section 24304 is added to the
) 1 and Safety Code to read:

24304. In addition to any other definition
or provision regarding variances in the
Health and Safety Code or in the rules and
regulations of an air pollution control dis-
trict, a variance shall consist of the continu-
ous discharge or emission of air contaminants
for a period of one or more hours in violation
of any provision of the Health and Safety
Code or the rules and regulations of an air
pollution comtrol district. A variance may
not continue for more than 3 months.

.Section 5. Section 24246.1 is added to the
Health and Safety Code to read:

24246.1. An air pollution control district
may require any person who operates a
source capable of emitting air contaminants
to install on such source a sealed monitoring
device capable of measuring and recording
the contaminants being emitted into the -at-
mosphere from such source. Any official of
an air pollution control district may examine
or inspect such sealed monitoring device at
any time. Every person is guilty of a misde-
meanor who in any way denies, obstructs, or
hampers such examination or inspection.

Section 6. Section 24246.2 is added to the
Health and Safety Code to read:

24246.2. Whenever the air quality stand-
ar?- of the State Air Resources Board for
¢ articular kind of air contaminant are
e.. .2ded anywhere within an air pollution

control district, or whenever a first stage
smog or pollution alert occurs anywhere
within an air pollution control district, the
air poliution control officer of such district
shall immediately order the shut down of all
businessas, factories, or plants within the
district which are at the time operating
under any variance, or shall immediately
order the shut down of each single source of
air contaminants within the business, fac-
tory, or plant, if such source of air contam-
inants was being utilized or operated under
or pursuant to any variance granted to it.

The order may b: made by any form of
communication, written or verbal, and shall
be delivered to the ownmer, operator, man-
ager, or anyone in charge of the operation,
maintenance, or utilization of the business,
factory, plant, or single source of air con-
taminants.

For the purpose of this Section, a first
stage pollution or smog alert is attained
whenever, at any air pollution control dis-
trict monitoring station,

(a) ozone reaches .50 parts per million, or

{b) carbon monoxide reaches 100 parts
per million, or

(c) nitrogen oxides reach 3.0 parts per
million, or

(d) Whenever an air pollution control
district declares a first stage poliution or
smog alert to exist.

An air pollution control district may pro-
vide or specify more stringent standards for
first stage alerts than those enumerated in
this Section, and may specify other kinds of
contaminants.

For the purpose of this 8ection, air quality
standards of the State Air Resources Board
are exceeded when, at an air pollution moni-
toring station,

(a) ozone reaches .10 parts per million for
one hour either on three successive days or
seven days in the past 90 days or

(b) carbon monoxide reaches 20 parts per
million for eight hours, or

(¢) nitrogen oxides reach .25 parts per
million for one hour.

The State Air Resources Board may pro-
vide for more stringent air quality standards
than those specified in this Section, and may
specify other kinds of air contaminants.

Any person who ewns, operates, manages
or maintaing any business, factory, or plant
or single source of air contaminants within
a business, factory, or plant shall immedi-
ately shut down and cease operating the
business, factory, or plant under variance,
or shall cease utilizing such single source
of air contaminants within a business, fac-
tory, or plant, upon order or request to do
so issued by the air pollution control district
officer.
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No one may resume any activity shut
down or halted by the air pollution control
officer pursuant to this Section until he re-
ceives written permission from the air pol-
lution control officer.

Anyone injured or damaged by an unlaw-
ful order of an air pollution control officer
may institute proceedings in a court of com-
petent jurisdiction to recover actual dam-
ages against the air pollution control dis-
trict.

The procedures to be followed are the
same as those specified in the Government
Code with respect to claims and actions
against municipalities.

No injunction or restraining order shall
issue to restrain or prevent an air pollution
control officer from issuing any shut down
order.

No air pollution control district officer
shall be personally liable for any damage
caused by him as a result of the issuance of
& shut down order.

No one has the right to a hearing to deter-
mine the propriety of the issuance of a shut
down order. The people find and declare that
the critical problem of air pollution requires
emergency action ag provided by this Sec-
tion.

Every person is guilty of a misdemeanor
who violates any provision of this Section.

8ection 7. Chapter 2.7 (commencing with
Section 24376) is added to Division XX of
the Health and Safety Code to read:

Chapter 2.7. Environmental Class Actions.

24376. Any person may bring a class
action for the benefit of all residents of a
particular air pollution control district, in
any court of competent jurisdiction, against
any person operating under or pursuant to a
permit granted or issued by such district, to
enjoin such person from violating any pro-
vision of the Health and 8afety Code or any
rule or regulation of the air pollution con-
trol district. Upon successful conclusion of
such action, the plaintiff shall be awarded all
costs and expenses of the litigation, includ-
ing reasonable attorneys fees. Such action
shall in no way preclude any action for dam-

s,

Section 8. Chapter 2.6 (commencing with
Section 24375) is added to Division XX of
the Health and 8afety Code to read:

Chapter 2.6. Incentive Levies.

24375. Any person who is found guilty of
violating any air pollution provision of this
Code, or of violating any rule or regulation
of any air pollution control district; State
Air Resources Board, or regional pollution
board or district of this state, or who enters
a plea of guilty, or nolo contendere to such
provision, rule, or regulation, shall pay to the
air pollution control district in which the
violation occurs, a sum of money equal fo

7

.49, of its gross income for the fisca’ r
immediately preceding the year in h
the violation occurs.

8aid payment shall be made within one
day after guilt is determined, or a plea of
guilty or nolo contendere is entered, and ad-
ditional payments in the same amount shall
be made each day thereafter until the air
pollution control officer of the district in
which the offense occurred determines that
the violator has undertaken a program to
ensure that such vieclation will not recur.
Upon completion of such program to the
satisfaction of the air pollution comtrol of-
ficer, the air pollution control district shall
remit to the violator 75%, of all sums paid
by the violator pursnant to this Section. The
air pollution control district shall adopt
regulations governing the procedures to be
followed and the standards to guide the air
pollution control officer with respect to this
Chapter.

Section 9. Chapter 2.8 (commencing with
Section 24378) is added to Division XX of
the Health and Safety Code, to read:

Chapter 2.8. Public records.

24378. Notwithstanding any provision of
law to the contrary, the records of air pol-
lution control districts in this state are
public, except those records pertaining to
personnel matters,

Section 10. Chapter 3.6 (comme ¢
with Section 24399) is added to Division XX
of the Health and Safety Code, to read:

Chapter 3.5. Conflict of Interest.

24399. No one appointed to any air pol-
lution control board, advisory board, or
regional pollution board, or appointed as an
officer of any such board, defined or provided
for in Division XX of this Code, shall have
any interest in, be employed by, or own any
shares in any comvany or corporation which
emits or discharges any air contaminants
into the atmosphere, or which manufactures,
distributes, or sells motor vehicles, or engines
or motors for such vehicles, or which pro-
duces, refines, or distributes or sells petro-
lenm or petroleum products.

Section 11, SBection 11705.5 is added to
the Vehicle Code to read:

11705.5. The department after notice and
hearing may suspend or revoke the license
and certificate issued to a dealer, transporter
or manufacturer, upon determining that any
said person has sold a motor vehicle in viola-
tion of Sections 39152 or 39153 of the Health
and Bafety Code or Sections 4000.1, 4000.2,
or 24007 of the Vehicle Code.

Section 12. Section 6870 is added, im-
mediately preceeding Section 6871, to the
Public Resources Code, to read:

6870. (a) Notwithstanding any
provision of law to the contrary, no le....s
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s e let or renewed for the extraction of
oi 1 gas from coastal tidelands or sub-
merged lands in state waters, or from onm-
shore areas within one mile of the mean high
tide line.

(b) It is hereby declared to be a nuisance
and it shall be unlawful for anyone to drill
exploratory core holes, or to pump or extract
oil, gas or other hydrocarbon substances in
the tidelands or submerged lands, or on on-
shore areas within one mile of the mean
high tide line.

(c) Any activity prohibited by paragraph
(b) which was commenced prior to the ef.
fective date of this Section is exempt from
paragraph (b). . L

(d) Anyone who violates any provision of
this Section is guilty of a misdemeanor.

(e) Any interested person may commence
an action by mandamus or injunction for the
purpose of stopping or preventing violations
or threatened violations of this Article.

8Bection 13. Bection 6828.1 is added to the
Public Resources Code to read:

6828.1. Whenever, as determined by the
commission, any operation conducted under
lease issued purzuant to this Chapter con-
stitutes an ultrahazardous activity, such op-
eration shall cease upon order of the commis-
sion and shall not commence until such time
ag *“o commission determines that the opera-
t o longer constitutes an ultrahazardous
ae....ty. As used in this Section, “ultrahaz-
ardous activity” means an activity which
poses an imminent threat to the health,
safety, and welfare of the public, including,
but not limited to, substantial damage or
destruction to lands and marine and coastal
wildlife and poliution of state waters by the
escape of oil or gas.

Section 14. 8ection 1756.1 is added to the
Water Code to read:

175.1. No official or employee of, or per-
son with any financial interest in, any dis-
charger of wastes in the waters of California
shall serve on the board.

Section 15. Section 13201.1 is added to
the Water Code to read:

13201.1. No official or employee of, or
person with any financial interest in, any
discharger of wastes in the waters of Cali-
fornia shall serve on any regional board.

Section 16. Section 25711 is added to the
Health and Safety Code, to read:

25711. It shall be unlawful for any per-
son to manufacture or construct an electric
generating plant which is powered by atomic
energy from nuclear fission during the five
year period next succeeding the effective
date of this section.

Section 17. Section 25712 is added to the
F-~'th and Safety Code, to read:

12. Violation of Section 25711 of this
(_ _pter shall be a misdemeanor. Any inter-

ested person may commence an action by
mandamus or injunction for the purpose of
stopping or preventing violations or threat.
ened violations of Section 25711.

Section 18. Article 3.5 (commencing with
8ection 14075) is added to Chapter 3 of Di-
vision 7 of the Agricultural Code, to read:

Article 3.5. Persistent Chlorinated Hy-
drocarbons.

14075. No person may manufacture, pos-
sess, buy, sell, import, deliver, or use any
form of persistent chlorinated hydrocarbons
within the state, unless pursuant to a per-
mit issued by the director.

14076. The director may issue a permit
only upon authorization by four-fifths of the
members of each houge of the State Legisla-
ture.

14077. As used in this article, persistent
chlorinated hydrocarbons means DDT (1,1,1-
trichloro-2,2-bis (p-chlorophenyl)ethane), its
isomers, and its derivation DDD, 1,1-dichlo-
ro-2, 2-bis(p-chlorophenyl)ethane, aldrin
(1,2,3,4,10,10 hexachloro 1,4,4a-5,8,8a-hexahy-
dro endo-1, 4, exo-5,8-dimethanonaphtha-
lene), BHC, chlordane, dieldrin (1,2,3,4,10,10-
hexachloro-exo-6, 7-epexy-1,4,4a-5, 6, 7, 8, 8a-
octahydro-1, 4-endo, exo-5, 8-dimethanonaph-
thalene), endrin (1,2,3,4,10,10-hexachloro-6,
T-epoxy-1, 4,4a,5,6,78, 8a-octahydro-endo-1,
4.endo-5, 8-dimethanonaphthalene), hepta-
chlor (1,4,5,6,7,8, 8-heptachloro-3a, 4, 7, 7a-
tetrahydro-4, 7- endomethanoindene), lin-
dane, toxaphane, and phenoxy herbicides in-
cluding 2-4-D (d-ichlarophenoxyscetic acid),
2.4.5.-T (trichlorophenoxyacetic acid), and
8ilvex.

14078. Any person who violates any pro-
vision of this Article is guilty of a misde-
meanor. Any interested person may com-
mence an action by mandamus or injunction
for the purpose of stopping or preventing
violations or threatened violations of this
Article,

Section 19. Section 12783 of the Agricul-
tural Code is amended to read:

12783. Any person that is charged with
the enforcement or execution of any of the
provisions of this ekapter Chapter shall not
be directly or indirectly interested in the
sale, manufacture, or distribution of any eco-
nomic poison, nor shall he be directly or
indirectly interested in any farm .

Section 20. Section 102.1 is added to the
Agricultural Code, to read:

102.1. The director shall not be directly
or indirectly interested in the sale, manufac-
ture, or distribation of any economic poison,
nor shall he be directly or indirectly in-
terested in any farm.

Section 21. If any provision of this Act
or the application thereof to any person or
circumstance is held invalid, such invalidity
shall not affect other provisions or applica-
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tions of this Act which can be given effect
without the invalid provision or application,
and to this end the provigions of this Act are
severable.

Section 22. All laws in effect as of Janu-
ary 1, 1971, to which direct or indirect ref-
erence is made by this Act, shall remain in
full force and effect for the purpose of this

Act, irrespective of their having been 3-
quently repealed or amended by the L A
ture.

Section 23. The Legislature may not re-
peal or amend this Act, unless the. effect of
the action of the Legislature upon this Act
is to strengthen its provxsmns with respect
to the protection of the environment.

PARTIAL CONSTITUTIONAIL REVISION.

Adds, amends, transfers, and repeals several mis-
cellaneous provisions of the Constitution. Adds section allowing
city charter to make provisions regarding members of boards of
education. Amends sections relating to penal institutions and water

I rates. Transfers sections relating to lending of credit, corporations,
and awnership of corporate shares by State and public agencies.
Repeals provisions relating to corporations, holding large tracts
of unimproved land, granting of State lands to settlers, and other
miscellaneous sections. Financial impact: This measure does not
involve any significant cost or revenue considerations.

Amendment.

Legislative Constitutional
YES

NO

(This amendment proposed by Serate Con-
stitutional Amendment No. 6, 1972 Regular
Session, expressly amends existing sections of
the Constitution, repeals existing sections and
an article thereof, and adds new sections
thereto; therefore, EXISTING PROVI
SBIONS proposed to be DELETED or RE-
PEALED are printed in STRIKEOUT
T¥PE: and NEW PROVISIONS proposed
to be ADDED are printed in BOLDFACE
TYPE.)

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO
THE CONSTITUTION

First—That Section 16 is added to Article
IX, to read:

8ec. 16. It shall be competent, in all
charters framed under the authority given
by 8ection 5 of Article XI, to provide, in ad-
dition to those provisions allowable by this
Constitution, and by the laws of the state for
the manner in which, the times at which, and
the terms for which the members of boards
of education shall be elected or appointed,
for their qualifications, compensation and re-
moval, and for the number which shall con-
stitute any one of such boards.

Second—That Section 1 of Article X is
amended to read:

SecTION 1. The Legiclature may provide
for the esteblischment; government; charge
and superintendenee e£ all institutions for all
persons eonvieted of felonies: Fop this pur-
peose; the TLegislature miy delegate the govern-

) The Legislature may also pmv&de for pun-
ishment; treatment; supervision; eustody and
earve of females in & monner and under eir-
eamstanees different from men similarhy eon-
vieted:

The labor of convicts shall not be let out
by contract to any person, copartnership,
company or corporation, and the Legisla-
ture shall, by law, provide for the working
of conviets for the benefit of the Sta

Third—That Section 1 of Article 3 5
repealed.

Seorron = The Legislature shall have
power; by general laws and net otherwise; 4o
provide for the formation; organizatien &né
regulation of eorperations and to preseribe
theip powers; rights; duties and Liabilities and
the peowers; rights; duties and Labilities of
their officers and stockholders or members:
Al laws now in foree in this State eoneern-
ing eorporations and all lews that may be
hereafter passed pursuant to this seetion may
be altered from time to time or repealed:

Fourth—That Section 4 of Article XII is
repealed.

Bee: 4 ‘The term

ﬂgh%tesue&ndsheﬂbesubjeeé%ebesaeé—m
all Courty; in like eases as natural persons:
Fifth—That Section 5 of Article XII is
repealed.
Sne: & The Legisleture shall have no
pewer o pass any aet granting any echarter
hb&nkmgpu-rpeses-bﬂeeefper&t—}eﬂse%w



8 +on,; or individunl shall issue o» pub in
€. _utien; as money; anything bub the law-
Mmeﬂeye%%he%%&ed&a%es—

Sixth—That Section 6 of Article XII is
repealed.

Swer 8- Al existing chamters; granis;
franehises; speeinl or exelusive privileges; uh-
der which an aetual and bone fde organiza-
tion shall not have taken ploee; and budiness
been eommenced in good faith: ot the time of
the adoption of this Constitution; shall there-
after have no validity

Seventh—That Section 7 of Article XII is
repealed.

See- % The hegislotore shall not exterd
M#&ﬂe&d%m%t—h&#&rﬁ%eﬁ&ny

Limited period; for the ee:teﬁsaeﬂ of the term
of existence of any eorporation:
Eighth-—That Sectlon 8 of Article XII is
repealed.
SBe— 8 The exereise of the »ight of

their business in sueh manner as o infringe
the rights of individunls or the general wel-

Ninth—That Section 13 of Article XIT is
repealed.

Ste: 13- The state shall not in any mon-
ner loan its eredit; nor shall it subseribe to;
%bem&fe%edmihesteekéaﬂyeemp&ﬂjh
association; o eorperation; except that the
state and eaeh pelitieal subdivision; distriet;
munieipality; and publie agenex thereof i
hereby antherized te aeqiire and hold shores
of the eapital stock of any mutnal water eom-
pany or ecorporation when such stoek i8 so
aeqiired or held for the purpose of furnish-
%ng&s&pplyeﬁwa{ep%e*pﬁbhe—mﬁme&pﬁl

purposes: and sueh heolding
eisﬂeh&%eeksh-&ﬂeﬁ&t}esaehhe}éef%hereeﬁ

upon other holders of stoek in the mutual
water eompuity oF eorperatien in which sueh
stoek is so held:

to the

Neotwithstanding provisions eORtPaEY
m%hmseeﬁeﬂaﬂdSee&eﬂ%eﬁAfﬂeleXI-H

© sreent of {-beesset-sefstiehﬁad deter-
d on the basis of eost in the eommon stoek
or shares and not to exceed 5 pereent of assets

bu%saehregis&&%ieash&llﬁe%berequ—i-red
with respeet to the following stoeks+
-l-}fllheeem-meﬁs%eekeé&b&nkwh—}ehm

seﬂtedby

%gneés&f-pl-&s—e#a-ﬂe&stﬁ#t—ymﬂ-hendelhﬁ
£$50,000,000)+

3> Any preferred stoek

b: Sueh eorporation has total assets of et
least one hundred million dolars {$108;000-
8603~

e: Bonds of sueh eorporation; if any arve
outstanding; qualify for investment under the
law governing the investment of the retire-
ment fand; and there are no arveays of divi-
deaép&meﬂésenftspfefe&edséeelp

& Sueh eorporation has puid a eash divi-
dendenﬁseemensteekma%%e&st?:e#%be

saeheef-pemaeﬁiep%kewheleeﬁsuehpmed

have been equal to the amount of sueh divi-

earned eash dividend in eseh of the last 3
e Sueh investment i any one

of the commen

exeeeé%pe*eeaéeﬁtheesse@s&%hef-uﬂd-
based on eost-
Notwithstanding provisions to the eontrary
in this secetion and Scetion 25 of Antiele XHT
of this Constitution; the Legislature may au-
thorize the investment of moneys of any pub-

Gempaﬂyﬁetef%wh&ehhesm&

together with stoels vnd sherves of all e%her
eorporations may nob exeeed 25 pereent of the
the eost of the stoeks or shares:

Tenth—That Section 15 of Article XII is
repealed.

Sue: 15: No eorporation ergenived outside
the limite of this State shell be allowed to
transaet business within this State on meore
favorabl: eonditions them are preseribed by
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the laws of this State:

Eleventh—That Section 16 of Artlcle XT1
is repealed.

Sue: 16: A eorperation or awsoeintion may
be sued in the eounty where the contraet is
made or is to be peP’f'ermed— or wheve the obl-
gation or Hebility arises; or the breaeh oecurs:
op in the ecunty where the pﬂﬂe&p&l plece of
business of sueh eorporation is stbuated; sub-
jeel to the power of the eourd to change the
place of trinl as in other eapes:

Twelfth—That Section 24 of Article XIT is
repealed.
laws necessary for the enforecment of the pro-

Thirteenth—That Section 42 is added to
Artic;e X111, to read:

8ec. 42. The state shall not in any man.
ner loan its creth, nor shall it subscribe to,
or be interested in the stock of any company,
association, or corporation, except that the
state and each political subdivision, district,
municipality, and public agency thereof is
hereby authorized to acquire and hold shares
of the capital stock of any mutual water
company or corporation when such stock is
so acquired or held for the purpose of fur-
nishing a supply of water for public, munic-
ipal or governmental purposes; and such
holding of such stock shall entitle such
holder thereof to all of the rights, powers
and privileges, and shall subject such holder
to the obligations and liabilities conferred
or imposed by law upon other holders of
stock in the mutual water company or cor-
poration in which such stock is 8o held.

Notwithstanding provisions to the com-
trary in this section and Section 25 of this
article, the Legislature may authorige the in-
vestment of moneys of any public pension or
retirement fund, not to exceed 25 percent of
the assets of such fund determined on the
basis of cost in the common stock or shares
and not to exceed 5 percent of assets in pre-
ferred stock or shares of any corporation
provided:

a. Such stock is registered on a mational
securities exchange, as provided in the “Se-
curities Exchange Act of 1934” as amended,
but such registration shall not be requlred
with respect to the following stocks:

1) The common stock of a bank which is
a member of the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation and capital funds, repre-
sented by capital, surplus, and undivided
profits, of at least fifty million dollars ($50,-
000,000) ;

2) The common stock of an insurance
company which has capital funds, repre-
sented by capital, special surplus funds, and
unassigned surplus, of at least fifty million
dollars ($50,000,000) ;

3) Any preferred stock

b. Such corporation has total assets
least one hundred million dollars ($100,uv,-
000) ;

c. Bonds of such corporation, if any are
outstanding, qualify for investment under
the law governing the investment of the re-
tirement fund, and there are no arrears of
dividend payments on its preferred stock;

d. Such corporation has paid a cash divi-
dend on its common stock in at least 8 of the
10 years next preceding the date of invest-
ment, and the aggregate net earnings avail-
able for dividends on the common stock of
such corporation for the whole of such pe-
riod have been equal to the amount of such
dividends paid, and such corporation has
paid an earned cash dividend in each of the
last 3 years;

e. Buch investment in any one company
may not exceed 5 percent of the common
stock shares outstanding; and

f. No single common stock investment may
exceed 2 percent of the assets of the fund,
based on cost.

Notwithstanding provisions to the con-

trary in this section and Section 25 of this
article, the Legislature may authorize the
investment of moneys of any public pension
or retirement fund, in stock or shares of a
diversified management investment comps=v
registered under the “Investment Com-
Act of 1940” which has total assets o .
least fifty million dollars ($50,000,000); pro-
vided, however, that the total mvestment in
such stocks and shares, together with stocks
and shares of all other corporations may not
exceed 25 percent of the assets of such fund
determined on the basis of the cost of the
stocks or shares.

Fourteenth-—That Section 1 of Article
X1V is amended to read:

SecrioN 1. The use of all water now ap-
propriated, or that may hereafter be appro-
priated, for sale, rental, or distribution, is
herehy declared to be a public use, and sub-
ject to the regulation and control of the
State, in the manner to be preseribed by
law + provided; that the rates or eompensation
to be eolleeted by any persen; company; op
eorporation in this State; for the use of water
supplied to any eity and county; or eity or
town, o the inkabitants thereof; shall be fixed;
annaelly; by the Board of S&pemsem— o etty
and eeunty: o City or Town Gouneil; or other
governing bhody of saeh ety and esunty; op

aetsefmafepessedbyﬁuehbeéy-
aﬂé&h&ﬁeeﬂ%mﬂemﬁefee-ﬁepmeyeﬁwd
#no longer: Sueh ordinanees or resolutions shall
be-p&ssedmtheme&t—he%llebrﬁme%ewk
year; and toke effeet on the Hest day of
thereafter: Any Boerd or body failing te 3
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W rates; where neeessaby; within sueh
Hme; shall be subjeet to perempiors proeess;
to eompel setion ot the suit of any party in-
tefeséed-&ndsh&ﬂbek&blefewehmehe*

s ]]. .
Ww%m%mm%m
wise then a8 se established; shall forfeit the

eel»}ee%ed— for the publie use .

Fifteenth—That Section 2 of Article XVII
is repealed.

See: 22 The holding of large tracts of
land; wnenltivated and unimproved; by indi-
viduals or eorporations; is against the pubhe
means not inconsistent with the rights of pri-
ugte property=

Sixteenth—That
XVII is repealed.

Spe: 3- Lands belonging to this State;
which are suitable for eultivation; shail be
granted only to actust settlers; and in quanti-
tres not exeeeding three hundred and twenty
aeres to each nettler: under sueh eonditions as
shall be preseribed b¥ law-

enteenth—That Section 24 is added to
£ e XX, to read:

Sec. 24. All laws now in force in this
State concerning corporations and all laws
that may be hereafter passed pursuant to
this section may be altered from time to
time or repealed.

Eighteenth—That Article
pealed.

Section 3 of Article

XXIT is re-

aeﬂeﬁ&&ssa%e-aﬁdteemvt-hes&éem
eemple&eeﬁﬁeet—&*sherebyefémneéandée—

SEG%-l— That all laws in foree at the
adoption of this Constitution; not ineonsistent
%herewﬁh—ehallrem&mmf—uﬂfereea&_&éeﬁeeﬁ

thepewith; sholl continue to be as valid as if
thasGensamﬁeﬂh&dﬂe%beeaadepﬁed-@he

provisions of all laws whiek are inconsistent

with this Constitution shall ecase upen the
adepiion thereof:

See: 2- That all reeognizances; oblgations;
and all other instruments; entered into or exe-
. 1befere%he&depﬂeae£t—h-m@ensh%&aeﬁ~

is State; or to any subdivision thereof:
o mﬁmeepahty therein; and alf ﬁnes—

Legislature’s shal-l—,%e%hgee*@eﬂ%ef

effeet to other governmental aetion; suek pro-
posal shall not be eonstrued so as to alter op
invalidate the aetion previously vealidated; rat-
ified; eonfirmed or given effeet:

See: + Nething in Seetion 15 of Astiele
NI affeets the cligibilitx of a judge to serve
in or be eleeted to his office if the judge was
seleeted prior to the operative date of Seetion
15 and was eligible under the law at the time
of that seleetion:

See: 5 In any ease i whieh; under the
law in effeet pmor to the operative date of
this section: the term of a judge of & muniei-
pal or justice eourt expires in January in @
vear in which a genecval eleetion is held; thet
term shall be extended until the Monday aftes
Januwary 1 following the next general eleetion
following the date when the term would other-
wise expire; at whieh general eleetion & sue-
eessor shall he eleeted:

Seer 6 Any low enaeted ab the 1966 First
Extepordinary Session of the Legislature and
previding for inereased eompensetion fopr
members of the Legisloture shall beeome oper-
ative only at the time the 1967 Regular Ses-
sion of the Legislature is convenecd: Any sueh
law enseted at the 1966 First Lxtraordinary
Session of the Legislature is net subjeet to
the requirement of Seetion 4 ef Antiele B
estepaseagebv&t—wethﬂdsveteepteehe

#emmbeve@%helsegisl&t-memaymex-
eced an amount equal t0 b pereent for each
the last adjustmen’; of the salary in effeet

ST,



when the statute is enseted: The provisions of
Session are hereby rotified:
Sse-fi- To the extent there 8 & confliet;

mmmmmmm

See: 8 I—tshaﬂbeeem-pe%en{—mal-}e
ers framed under the auntherity give
Seeheﬂé#&t—ielex-l—%epfwﬁe-mm
tion to these provisions aHowable by this
Gonstitution; and by the laws of the state for
the menner i which; the times at which; and
t-he%ei—msfef‘whwh%hemembefseﬁbeafés

meval—&né%*%hemberwh&ehsha}leeﬂ-
stitute av one of sueh bonrds:

— 18 —



CERTIFICATE OF SECRETARY OF STATE

I, Edmund G. Brown Jr., Secretary of State of the State of California, co
hereby ceriify that the foregoing measures will be submitted to the electors of
the State of California at the SPECIAL ELECTION to be held concurrently with
the PRIMARY ELECTION throughout the State on June 6, 1972, and that the

foregoing pamiphlet is correct.

Witness my hand and the Great Seal of ihe State, at
office in Sacramento, California, this third day of April,

' W}ff@mﬂ

EDMUND G. BROWN JR.
Secretary of State
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