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LAW AND LEGISLATION COHMITTEF MEETING
}

March 31, 1988 ﬁ

, City Council Chambers
915 I Street, Second Floor
Sacramento, Callfornaa_

4!
[

The meeting was called- to order at the houg of 3:13 p.m. by Chairman

Terry Kastanis. - A j

PRESENT: Committeemembers Kastanis, Mueller], Shore, Pope.

GUEST: Councilmember Lynn Robie '

l.

ordinance amending Sections 7.72 and 7.73 of the Sacramento City
Code, relating to outdoor sales and dlsplay of merchandise,

o |
RECOMMENDATION OF STAFF: RECOMMEND SUPPORT AND FORWARD TO
. COUNCIL ~ﬂ

COMMITTEE ACTION: SUPPORTED &ND FORWARDED Td COUNCIL -
VOTING RECORD: ' - MOVED: SHORE; SECONDED: MUELLER

. AYES: SHORE, MUELLER, KASTANIS,
MINUTES: . | 41

Deputy' City Attorney Diane Balter explained that this proposed

ordinance clarifies vending outside on“prlvate property. Shore

moved, Mueller seconded, and it was unanimously voted to support
this ordlnance and forward it to full Counc1l

S ——————— N S

Oordinance adding Article V to Chapter MZ of the Sacramento City
Code, relatlng to food vending vehlcles.

RECOMMENDATION OF STAFF: " RECOMMEND SUPPORT AND FORWARD TO
| ' COUNCIL
COMMITTEE - ACTION: SUPPORTED hND FORWARDED TO COUNCIL
VOTING RECORD: .. MOVED: SHORE SECONDED: POPE
- AYES: SHORE, POPE, MUELLER,
KASTANIS

ITEM CONTINUED ON FOLLOWING PAGE. o
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COMMITTEE ACTION SHEET

2. CONTINUED FROM PREVIOUS PAGE.
MINUTES:

Diane B. Balter presented this ordinance, and was available to .
answer any gquestions. There was brief discussion as to the fact
that this was the same as the ordinance previously brought before.
the Committee, except that it now includes vendors who sell exclu-
sively to employees at their places of employment. ! Shore moved,
Pope seconded, and it was unanimously voted to support this ord1-
nance and br1ng it before the full Council.

3. Ordinance amending Sections 18.102, 18.105(a) and 18.106, and
adding Sections 18.116-1, 18.130 and 18.131 to the Sacramento City
Code, relating to Bingo.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: " RECOMMEND SUPPORT AND FORWARD TO
' COUNCIL. :
COMMITTEE ACTION: ~ TO BE RE-HEARD AT MAY MEETING.
' MINUTES: |

Mike Medema, Revenue Manager, presented some statistics regarding
Bingo. He explained that in 1982, charities were receiving about
20% return from bingo, whereas now they are receiving about 4.6%.
He also explained that the Police Department wants electronic
bingo games considered illegal. Mr. Medema explained that all
bingo operators oppose the 20% return, and that right now there is
no required minimum contribution to charity. = After ~some
discussion, Mr, Medema explained that State law regulates the
amount of prizes allowed in bingo games to $250.00 per game.

Councilmember Robie explained that one of the problems with City
bingo is the County, as the County's ordinance is much different.
The County allows a "middleperson® who can make money off bingo,
and the County doesn't control the games in the same was as does
the City. She stated that the County has had a lot of trouble
with this right now, which the City predlcted would happen when
this was brought up the last time. '

Lt. Gale Hamilton of the Police Department explained the provision
for outlawing electronic and mechanical bingo operations. He said -
that this is 1like controlled slot machines, and feels the City
should draw the line. He said the .Police Department feels very
strongly about this issue; that it isn't a problem in the City
yet, but the County is having some problems with it now. He feels

CONTINUED ON FOLLOWING PAGE.
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COMMITTEE -ACTION SHEET

3. CONTINUED FROM PREVIOUS PAGE.

only traditional bingo should be played. He stated the City has
had some problem with questionable charitable organizations, and
the Police Department feels that a charitable organization should
be in business for at least three years to be considered legiti-
mate.  He stated that the Police Department has no opinion
regarding the 20% requirement for donating to the charities, :

Julie Grossman, who runs the bingo game for the St. Peter's Social
Club, spoke at this time, She stated she objects to the 20%
return reguirement, as she feels it is an 1mp0551b111ty. She said
that at one time the City had all the bingo business, but now
there is tremendous competition in and out of the City. She
. explained how the money rolls around in a circle, and said that
about 10% of her net income went to the City last vyear. She
p01nted out that charities like the March of Dimes, which lost
money in bingo games, paid nothing to the City but took away some
-of her business at the same-time. She explained that the gross
income shown on Mr. Medema's chart was fictitious, as money shown
as income on the chart is actually prize money awarded, which
prize money is  sometimes used to purchase more games, etc. She
said 20% return is impossible. She feels that 10% would be more
equitable, but even that would require extra hard work. She said
prizes must be competitive to attract the people. She feels it is
unfair that organizations going in the hole with bingo games
should be allowed to keep playing and take away her customers.

Mike Medema stated at this time that March of Dimes was finally
. closed down specifically because they wére not paying fees to the
‘City. He said he did not want another March of Dimes situation in
the City, but-that without an ordinance, there is nothing to pre-
vent it. He went on to say that some of the bingo organizations
listed on his statistical chart were "fun" games only, which games
would be exempted from this ordinance. This includes senior citi-

zen residence homes, etc. He also pointed out that the one
charlty on the list that gave 20% to charity objected to the 20%
minimum requirement. He said that the. County's charitable bingo

operations are now averaging about 10% return.

Commltteemember Pope stated that more studles should be undertaken
to determine the. rate of charitable contributions from bingo in
other communities. Mr. Medema said he would do that.

~ The next speaker was Joe Grey, representing a new charitable orga-
. nization consolidating several charities, including the Kennedy
Band, entitled Sacramento Consolidated Charities. Mr. Grey stated
that the proposed ordinance could put the Kennedy Band out of
bu51ness, as. the 20% return is too high. He said that Committee-

CONTINUED ON FOLLOWING PAGE.
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COMMITTEE ACTION SHEET

CONTINUED FROM PREVIOUS'PAGE

' member Pope's suggestion of $4,000.00 per ‘game prlze 11m1ts per
- night might be a good way to do this.. He also said he has a
- problem with the three-year limit for being in - business, as the

Sacramento Conolidated Charities is only a month’ old. As for the

. electronic bingo provision, as worded here no one could use any

electronic devices. He said they have an electronic scoreboard.
He stated he would like to see the matter referred back to staff

"to get: more information and to have some . public hearlngs. "He

feels the matter should be studied more carefully.

‘Counc1lmember Robie "asked Mr. Grey about the h1gh expenses for

bingo games. Mr. Grey explalned that most of the money goes for

" rent and prizes, and that there is a lot of competition. He said ‘
he would be willing to make his books available for review. He
explained that most of the work is done by volunteers except for
- security quards, which are regulated by State law. He said that a
20% return wouldn't be difficult, if you were the only game in .~
town. He said-that if the City's rules become too severe, all the !

bingo games will be in the County. He invited everyone to come to
his bingo game to see what it's like. He also mentioned that he

feels the actual rate of return on his games is more 11ke 12%, and
not the 6.40% shown on Mr Medema's chart ' . »

Louis V1ana, a resident of the souths1de dlstrlct of Sacramento

for 65 years, spoke at this tlme. He feels the C1ty is trying to

- equate his church games (St. Mary s) with those in. Reno or games

played four or five times a week. He said that if prizes are less

. than $250.00 each, people will go to the 7 or 8 other games in the

City. He feels it would be rough to make the 20%. [He said all
the money goes directly to St., Mary's Church and nowhere else._ He

suggested the City leave the small bingo operators- alone, they .
,don't make much money and aren't profeSSLOHals. ‘

Mlke Medema said that State law prohlblts prizes above $250.00,

but that the City considers successive -games played on the same
card (e.g., bingo/4 corners/blackout) to be separate»games. This
is prohlblted by the County. ‘

The next speaker was Father Patrick of St. Joseph s Church. He

said that if the City requires 20% return to charities, all church
b1ngo games will have to close, He feels the proposed ordinance
is unfair, in that the County will get all the City's business.

He stated that the purpose of church bingo is to ‘help out the
parochial schools and other church-affiliated activities, and if
they have to stop hav1ng bingo, the church and other charities are

" going to lose. :

CONTINUED ON FOLLOWING PAGE.
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3. CONTINUED FROMVPREVIOUS PAGE.

There was dlscu551on among the Commlttee members as to what things
should be looked into before this matter is brought back to the
Committee. It was decided to look at the following: (1) 10% as
an option, rather than the proposed 20%; (2) limits on the amounts
of prizes; (3) the definition of "electronic"; (4) how the "pull
tab" games are operated in comparison to bingo itself; (5) more.
information on the three-years-in-operation requirement for a
charity; and (6) a comparison of other organizations and their
rate of return., Chairman Kastanis stated that the bottom line is
how much money is actually getting back to the charities. He said-
that unless the City can help that figure come up, why are we even
bothering with bingo games except for the gambling aspect.

It was agreed to bring this matter .back to the Committee at its
first meeting 1n May. ,

4. Request for support of Proposition 71 concernlng adjustment of the
Gann/Proposition 4 appropriations limits,

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  RECOMMEND SUPPORT
COMMITTEE ACTION: SUPPORTED.
VOTING RECORD: MOVED: MUELLER; SECONDED: SHORE
AYES:  MUELLER, SHORE, KASTANIS,
' POPE
MINUTES i

‘Tom Higgins of the Californians for Quality Government passed out
some additional information regarding Proposition 71 (copies
attached). He gave a brief summary of this proposition. Mueller
moved, Shore seconded, and it was unanimously voted to support
- Proposition 71 and br;ng it before the full Council.

* k k Xk % * %k * kx X

The meeting was adjourned at 4:23 p.m,

. ATTEST:

Sl

CyﬁﬁY %ﬁRVEL, Secretary
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CALIFORNIANS for
QUALITY GOVERNMENT

American Associau‘on of Retited

111 Anza Boulgvard, Suite 406 = Burlingame, Californis 91010 * (415) 340-0470
5757 West Century Boulevard, Suite 400 * Los Angeles, California 90045 « (213) 670-8221

Persons-CA

League of Women Voters
of California

California Association of I-ughwey
Patrolmen .

Bill Honig. Superintendent of
Public Instruction

California State Sheriffs Association

California Fire Chiefs Association

Congress of California Seniors

California’ Police Chiefs. Associaticn

California School Boards |
Association

California State PTA

California Nurses Association

California Teachers Association

California Commission on Aging

Catifornia Federation of Teachers

California Medical Association

League of California Cities

California Cornrectional Peace
Officers Association

California District Attomneys

- Association

County Supervisors Association

- of California )

Association of California-School
Administrators

California Council of Churches

. California Movement for

Educaticnal Reform

California Community College’
Trustess

American Association.of Umversxty
Women-CA
Pharmaceutical Manuracturers
Association
nning and Conservation
League of Califomia , .
—alifornia Association of Public
Hospitals
Associated General Contractors
of California
California County Librarians
Association
Peopie for the American Way
Educationaj Congress of Catifornia
California Special Districts .
- Association
California Faculty Association
. California School Employees
Association
California State Employees
Association
Professional Engineers in California
Government
Fire Marshals and Emaxgency
Services Association
Mexican-American Political
Association .
Automcbile Club of Southem
ormia
" Californians for Better
Transportation
California Labor Federanon
- AFL-CIO -
California Cathalic Conference
of Bishops
County Park and Recreation
Directors Association
Association of California State
Attorneys and ALJs
California Seniots Coalition
California State Council Service
Employees Intemational Union
California Association of
Professxonal Scientists .

California
- ith -Access Coalition of California
Californis Association of Ares
Agencies on Aging
{Partial Listing)

Officers Research Association’

J. Richard Eichman, Treasurer * [D: #861314 -

10393 San Dlego Mission Road. -Suite 208 « San Diego, Cﬂlfomm 52108 = (619) 280-2462

STATEWIDE CO-CHAIRS,

CALTFORNIANS  for QUALITY sovsnumenr

: l Bill Honig, State Super1ntendent of Pub]1c

Instruct1on

q John K Van de Kamp, Attorney General, State

of California

'

-9 Carol Feder1gh1, Pres1dent League of Nomen

Voters of Ca11forn1a

' Betty L1ndsey, Pres1dent Ca11forn1a State
Parent-Teacher Assoc1at1on

l John Sculley, Chairman and Chief Executive 0ff1cer,
Apple Computer, Inc,

- @ John Sonneborn, Cha1rman, Ca11forn1a Comm1ss1on

on Aging

‘OaMarilyn Rodgers, R. N., President, California

Nurses Association

8 Ed Fogl1a, President, Ca11forn1a Teachers
Association .

"000. .:

1127 11th St., Suwte 733, Sacramento, CA 95814 + (916} 442:2280
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'UPDATE THE SPENDING LIMIT

In 1979 nearly a decade ago, Callfornla was a dramatically different place.
P
Jerry Brown was . governor and the state was embrorled in a'n unprecedented taxpayer revolt.

Double- drgrt inflation was considered a permanent fixture of the state and national economy. More
than 90% of the then 23 million Californians were . younger than 65. School enrollments were
declining and prison populatron was less than one-third of wha; it is today. Traffic jams did not
clog nearly every freeway, AIDS had not yet been discovered, and the disposal of toxic waste was but
a mmor problem ,

Today, ever-chnngrng Californla is one of the fastest- growrng states in the nation.

Inflation has steadily declined since the mid-1980’s. The C]ahforn‘ra economy. continues to
grow. California per capita personal income currently ranks one of the highest in the nation.

More than 27 mlllron people now call Calrforma Home. Every year, 130,000 new children enter
our school system. Our senior citizen population also has soared growing twice as fast as the
general population, and is expected to far outstrip other demographrc groups ‘well into the next
century. By the year 2000, 3.8 million Callforrnans will be 65 or older.

We have 4 million more cars on the road today than in 1979. Californians now waste 300,000
hours every day, stuck in traffic jams. And, as Governor Deuk-]mejian' recently noted, "If you think
traffic is bad today, in jllSl 15 years we - wnll be sharmg the road with 15 mrlhon addmonal cars
and trucks.” ’ : _

The public’s demand for tougher criminal laws and longer pri'son sentences has tripled our
inmate population. California now houses one-tenth of all the prisoners in the nation, making
us the state with the worst prison overcrowding problem. Just five years ago, the Department
of Correcuons budget was $500 million. Today it exceeds $1.4 billion and continues to skyrocket.

Since 1979, state spending on.anfi-toxics programs has increJESed more than 400%. And
California now accounts for fully one-fourth of all the nation’s, AIDS cases.
[ . S . . i
Back in 1979, the year following the passage of Proposilion” 13, Californians approved
Proposition 4, known as the Gann Spending Limit. It restricts dll future state and local
government spending of tax revenue to 1979 levels, allowing an]nual ad]uslmenls only for general
population and cost of living changes. (The latter is defined as' the change in the United

- States Consumer Pnce Index (CP[) or Calrforma per caplla personal mcome whrche\ er is less)

Allowmg annual adjuslments strtctly for general populanon} and mflallon changes might

‘well have seemed a surefire protection back in 1979. Much like the Edsel the "unsinkable”
Titanic and the "new” Coke once seemed like such good ideas.

Today, however, the spending Ilmlt has become an oul mode[d and inflexible document It
is unworkable, unable to meet the changing needs of Cahformans and sorely in need of updatmg.
It prohibits the use of already-collected tax dollars to mamtam even the current level of
educatlon, law enforcement and other crmcal services.

In fact, the Commrssron on State Frnance s forecast shows lhat the existing limit could force
more than $23 billion in cuts in current public services during the niext decade. That means $23

“billion in cutbacks to educatlon, Iaw enforcemenl health care, senlor pronr.rms and other vital .

services!
. . 1!
We need an effective government spendrng lrmrtanon one that will force [he politicians to

st priorities and manage our tax dollars efficiently. At such a 'critical time for California,

we can ill afford a limit that allows 1979 economics to control what we do today, encourages
polltlcal shell games and fiscal mlsmauagement and forces curre!tnl service cutbacks

ht i
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At a time when California students struggle in the co‘untry s largest classrooms and a
. whopping one-third of them do not make it to high school graduauon we need a limit that will
. allow the recent edueatlon reform movement to continue.

At a time when senior Citizens are quickly becoming the fastest growing segment in our state,
we need a limit that will not force further cutbacks in Medi-Cal and health care for the elderly.

At a time when California ranks No. 50 in per capita expenditures on transportation and the f’
Department of Transportation projects more than $13 billion will be needed to accommodate growth '
by 1995, we need a limit that enables us to keep up with the present and build for the future. '

At a time. when the state is in the midst of the largest prison construction 'program in the .
nation to enable our prisons, currently bulging with twice their designed capacity, to accommodate
our get-tough-on-crime demands, we need a limit that does not threaten to return these criminals
to the streets simply because our prlsons are too crowded. '

At a time when the cost of research and medical care for the state’s growxng flood of ‘AIDS
patients is expected to increase four-fold in the next four years, we need a limit that does not
prohibit us from using available resources to combat an unanticipated, deadly ep‘tdemic.

At a time when dramatic cutbacks are expected in federal funds which are currently not .
. counted against the limit, we need a limit that will enable the state to help compensate for
those Iost dollars for education, law enforcement, health ‘care and other critical services.

That’s why a growing coalitlon of education, law enforcement, business, health care, senlors

. and good government orgarizations is placing an initiative on the June, 1988 ballot that would

update the limit. Known as the "Government Spending Limitation and Accounfability Act", the i‘;
measure would preserve the check on government spending but adjust it to reflect our growing economy
and changing needs. It would modify the annual cost of living and population adjustments used under
existing law and provide taxpayers with an effective tool for holdxng government accountable.

' Spveeifically, the inltlatlve would hase annual cost-of-living adjuStments on the California C
Consumer Price Index (CPI), rather than the U.S. CPI, and would be balanced to reflect the real

- growth of California’s economy. Why should we be held back by a national inflation indicator that '

reflects the combined experiences of states like Arkansas and Louisiana?

Annual population adjustments to the state limit would include increases in student
enrollments.. School population is currently growing twice as fast as overall state population.
We need to take care of those 130,000 new kids. ' .

In the case of municipal governments with Iarge commute popnlauons, annual adjustments would
address the growing number of commuters requiring essential local services. Deveioping cities and
counties should be able to put their increased resources to use in order to provnde law enforcement
' and other local services for a growing base. : i

Earmarked motor- vehicle and gnsolme taxes would be properly treated as user fees without
adversely affecting other public services. These revenues would be guaranteed for their intended
- transportation purpose and still subject to the taxpayer protections provided by Proposmon 13. n

Finally, to ensure the proper. accountabillty to taxpayers, the existing Commission on State - 1‘[
Finance would report annually the manner in which state revenues are spent and the amount of the
state appropriations subject to limitation. . - . _ . "

California is one of the fastest growing statés in the nation. Common sens¢ dictates that i
our thriving economy and increased revenues be used to meet our growing demands We cannot afford
to let a law that has become obsolete hold us back now.

For further mformatmn please contact Cahl’ormans for Quahty Government: ; N

Northern Office: 111 Anza Blvd, #406, Burlingame, CA, 94010, (415) 340 0470 or J
Southern Ol'flee. 5757 W Century Blvd, #400, Los Angeles, CA, 90045 (213) 670-8221/8315:

B . | oo Ly




BECAUSE IT MAKES SENSE FOR HEALTH CARE !

THE PROBLEMI The existing government

spending limit, passed.in 1979, MUST BE UPDATED.

care have'skyrocketed, 10,000 state AIDS cases have been

strong, workable limits on government to prevent
runaway spending but the. existing limit eéven prohibits.
‘the use of already-collected taxes to meet current needs.
As a result, dramatic cuts have severely: compromlsed
health care services. »

THE COSTS TO HEALTH CARE

®' Despite the alarming number of Cahforma AIDS
cases, the current state budget includes no inicrease
for treatment programs.. But Medi-Cal costs for the
treatment of A1DS pauents will continue to rise to a
projected $40 million in 1988-89,

® Aizheimer diagnosis, treatment and resource centers
suffered $16 million'in cuts from proposed state
spending last year. California has only half the"
diagnostic centers it needs and the existing ones are
funded at only half the optlmum level! '

additional $85 million loss in matching federal funds.

“similar programs in. 46 other states' '

® Seven of Los Angeles County s trauma centers—
- designed specifically to handle life-and-death
emergencies—have been shut down.: More closures
are expected. :

County cut 200 positions and $5.4 million from its-
county hospital. Fresno County hospital facesa
shortfall of $3 million due to a lack of state funds.
Santa Barbara County, even though funds were
available, wasforced to shut down achmc forindigent
bables

L Desplte mcreased needs, the current budget does not
even allow county health care—such as medically -

“indigent, merital health, substance abuse, maternal
."and child programs—to keep pace with inflation.

It fails to reflect today’s California—the costs of health -

reported since 1981, senior. population has soared and
toxic waste now, threa[ens our citizens. Taxpayers need -

° $105 million in state cuts to Medl Cal resulted in an.

California already funds Medi-Cal ata level lower than

® Shasta County hospital wés fereed to'close. Ventura’

Cahforma Area Agencies on Aging

~ revenues to address escalating health care costs. New,
. entering our: schools every year now overburden the

 Itwill NOT ralse taxes one penny' In fact, all the

|. retained intact
"ONLY inttiative that fairly addressesthe concerns of ALL

* the spending limit law that, according to the non-partisan
-Legislative Analyst, would take more than $700 million
- away from health care and other services and give it to
N transpbrtationlln addition, that measure would give the

_every year. ll

l' -

Endorsed by

California Medical Assocmtlon
' Cahfomlla Nurses. Association

AARP/California - '

Cahfornlla Dental Association
Cahforma Public Hospitals

Cahfomla Health Access Coalmon
: Cahfomla Health Centers: v

Callforma Homes for the Aging .

Californja Commission on Aging
and more than 100 major statewide senior,
education, llaw enforcement and busnness
lorgamzauo‘ns. :

PROPOSITION 4: oo st

will enable stale and local governments to use available

updated- spendmg limits will reflect California’s economy
(the current llmll is-tied to national inflation) and our
growing school population (140,000 new children

state limit). Pr|oposlt10n 71 will also require the
Commission on State Finarice to report annually to
taxpayers on how our.hard-earned dollars are spent.

Proposition 13 protections aganst tax increases are
by this measure. :

DON'T BEICONFUSED! r.c.icon 71 5 e

Californians—not justonespecial interest. Another, very
different. June] initiative—Proposition 72, sponsored by
Paul Gannandprivate developers—proposes changes to

Governor excluswe power to calculate the spendmg hmlt

SUPPORT PROPOSITION 71 AND UPDATE
THE LIMIT THE COMMON SENSE WAY!

. For More information Contact CALIFORNIANS for QUALITY GOVERNMENT 111 Anza Boulevard, Sunte 406+ Burllngame CA 9401 0
5757 Wes! Century Boulevard Sune 400 Los Angeles CA 90045 « (213) 670-8221 m 10383 San D|ego Mission Road, Suite 208 « San Dlego CA 92108« (619); 280 2462
h

+(415) 340-0470 -



BECA USEIT MAKES SENSE FOR CALIFORNIA ’5 SENIORS!

THE pROBLEMi The existing government

spending limit, passed in 1979, MUST BE UPDATED.
~ It fails to reflect today’s California—our senior
population is growing twice as fast as the state as a whole,
the costs of health care have skyrocketed and new,
unanticipated problems such as AIDS and toxics now

limits.on governmentto prevent runaway spending but
the existing limit even prohibits the use of already-
collected taxes to meet the growing needs of California’s
seniors. As a result, dramatic cuts have severely
compromlsed vital services.

| THE COSTS TO SENIORS:

“Last year, almost $300 million in proposed state
spendmg in senior nutrition programs, home
delivered meals, Adult Day Health Care and other
health. care programs was cut!

® Alzheimer diagnosis, treatment and resource centers
suffered $16 million in cuts from proposed state
spending. California has only half the diagnostic
«centers it actually needs and the existing ones are
funded at half the optimum level!

® Medi-Cal lost $105 million from state cuts and an
additional $85 million in matching federal funds.
California now funds Medi-Cal at a level lower than
similar programs in 46 other states!"

® Seven of Los Angeles County’s trabma centers—
designed specifically to handle life-and-death
" emergencies—have been shut down. Shasta County
hospital was forced to close. Ventura County hospital
cut 200 positions and $5.4 million. Fresno County
hospital faces a shortfall of $3 million due to a lack of
state funds.

® Local spendinglimits are placing more fire and police
. protection at risk. Santa Barbara County was recently
forced to cut almost $500,000—11 deputies—from
the sheriff’s department and an equal amount from
the fire departrpent. '

threaten our citizens. Taxpayers need strong, workable -

Endorsed by:

AARP/California

Congress of California Seniors
.California. Commission on Aging . _

California Seniors Coalition

California Area Agencies on Aging

- California League of Senior Citizens

California Homes for the Aging

and over 100 major statewide education, health
care and law enforcement organizations.

PROPOSITION 74: 4 common sense soution hat

will enable state and local governments to use available
revenues to address the growing needs of California
seniors. New, updated spending limits will reflect
California’s economy (the current limit is tied to national
figures) and our growing populanons Proposition 71
will also require the Cominission on State Finance to
report annually to taxpayers on how our hard-earned
dollars are spent. It will NOT raise taxes one penny! In
fact, all the Proposition 13 protections against tax
increases are retained intact by this‘ measure.

DON'T BE CONFUSED! Proposidion 71 is the

ONLY measure that fairly addresses the concerns of ALL.
Californians—not just one special interest. Another, very
different June initiative—Proposition 72, sponsored by
Paul Gann and private developers—proposes spendmg
limit law changes that, according t6 the non-partisan
Legislative Analyst, would take more than $700 million
away from law enforcement, fire protection and other
services and give it to transportation. In addition, that
measure would give the Governor exclusive power to
calculate the spending limit every year.

SUPPORT PROPOSITION 71
AND UPDATE THE LIMIT
THE COMM ON SENSE WA Y f

For More Information Contact CALIFORNIANS for QUALITY GOVERNMENT - 111 Anza Boulevard, Suite 406 * Burlingame, CA 94010 + (415} 340-0470

5757 West Century Boulevard, Sulle 400+ Los Angeles, CA 90045 « (213) 670-8221 m 10393 San Diego Mission Road, . Suite 208 - San Diego, CA 92108 (619) 280-2462
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THE PROBLEM: The existing govetn_ment spending

limit, passed in 1979, MUST BE UPDATED. It fails to reflect
today’s California—the ever-increasing demand for law
enforcement and public safety services, prison populations
bulging with twice their designed capacity and new,
unanticipated problems such as AIDS and toxic waste that now
threaten our citizens. Taxpayers :néed strong workable limits |
on government to prevent runaway spending but the existing
limit even prohibits the use of already-collected taxes to meet -
current needs. As‘a result, dramatic cuts have severely
compromised law enforcement and fire protection services.

THE COSTS TO LAW ENFORCENENT 7. e e
AND FIRE PROTECTION: e

The total number of uniformed California nghway Patrol

© Officers is less today than in 1974! i PROPOSITION 71 .
o .. . - . ; ! i 1 A common-sense solution that

Courtand jail costsin 1987 accounted for a full 30% of total . : ‘ $
will enable state and local governmentsto use available revenues

county budgets. The new Napa County jail may.never 6pen ddress lai -
because the county limit may prevent hiring of necessary to address escalating law enforcement and fire protection costs.

guards. New, updated limits will reflect California’s economy (the
v current limit s tied to national inflation) and our growing school
e Dangerous overcrowding conditionsin our prisonsand jails '} population (140,000 new children entering our schools every
now force more early releases of convicted criminals and year now overburden the state limit). Proposition 71 will also
have resulted in thousands of assaults on short- handed require the Commission on State Finance to report annually
prisen staff. , . . | totaxpayerson how.our hard-earned dollars are spent. [t will

NOT raise taxes one penny! In fact, all the Proposition: 13
protections agaihst tax increases are retained intact by this
measure.

® Seven of Los Angeles County’s trauma centers—desxgned
specifically to handle life-and-death emergencies—have
" been shut down. -

® Inthe wake of the severe 1987 fire season—which dCSIfOYed DON’T BE CONFUSED
, i 1 Proposition 71 is the

775,000 acres of land—the state budget will cut the ONLY i
Department of Forestry by $40 million, leaving them without initiative that fairly addresses the concerns of ALL
Californians—not just one special interest. Another, very

sufficient resources to avoid.future horrors.
different June mmanve—Proposmon 72, sponsored by Paul

® To date, almost 30 fire districts have been forced tohold | Gann and private developers—proposes changes to the
| local elections to override limits in order to provnde adequate spending limit law that, according to the non-partisan
; fire protection. ‘ i Leg1slanve Analyst, would take more than $700 million away

from law enforcement; fire protection and other services and
give it to transportation. In addition, that measure would give
the Governor exclusive power to calculate the spending limit
every year.

® Santa Barbara County was forced to cut.almost $500,000
from its sheriff's department—resulting in the loss of 11
deputies—and an equivalent amount from the fire
department. Madera County reduced. the six manned fire
" stations to two, cut almost one-fourth of its officers from
the sheriff's department and expects to ﬁll the new jail the SUPPORT PROPOSITION 71
very day it opens.

e Individual Tehama County sheriffs deputies are forced to AN D U PDATE THE LIMIT

drive old cars that cannot hit top speeds and sometimes

required to patrol the entlre 3200-square-mile county alone. TH F CQM MON SEN SE WAY'

Accordlng to the blpartlsan Commlssmn on State Flnance. Unless the
.limit law is changed, $23 billion must be cut from the current level

’ of law enforcement and other servlces over the next decade.

For More Information Contact CALIFORNIANS for QUALITY GOVERNMENT + 111 Anza Boulevard, /Suite 406 - Burlingame, CA 94010 - (415) 340-0470
5757 Wesl Cemury Boulevard, Sune 400 - Los Angeles, CA:90045 « (213) 670-8221°m 10393 San Diego Mission Road, Suite 208 « San Diego, CA 92108 + (619) 28O 2462.



QUESTIONS & ANSWERS

Q -- What is the Gann Spending Limit? -

A -

It's & state constitutional provision, adopted nearly.a

. decade ago as Proposition 4. It restricts state and

local government spending to 1979 levels, allowing annual
adjustments strictly for overall population and natlonal

~_ lnflatlonary changes.

' Q -- Should we have a spending limit?

RA‘h-

Absolutely!

Q -- Why should it be .changed?

A --

Because the changlng needs of California have made the
inflexible old law incapable of dealing with today’s
.conditions. The existing limit does not reflect the

“tremendous growth in school population. State Department
" 0of Education studies show that more than 140,000 new
" pupils now enter California schools every year.

It also fails to consider issues such as AIDS and toxic

.waste disposal that did not exist as critical Callfornla

Q -- But doesn’t our economy prov;de adequate revenues to take care.

problems when the limit was enacted.

of at least some of these concerns?

. A ——_That's the absurdity! The state economy does provide |
many of the necessary resources to address these pressing
needs. However, because the spending limit fails to
reflect California’s economy, it even prohibits the use . -
of already-collected taxes. -

Q -- What will ‘happen if the spending 11m1t law is not brought up -
: to date’
A -- The bipartisan Commission on- State Finance estimates

that, even though funds will be availeble, the state will
be forced to cut some $23 billion in the existing level
of education and other services over the next decace.




Q =-

Q-

-2‘_'

How willﬁproposition 71 update the spending limit?

A -~ (l) The llmlt w1ll reflect the Callfornla (rather ‘than
. the UiS.) Consumer Price Index (CPI) and will keep pace
w1th Calltornla S economy.

: (2) The state llmlt wlll refiect school enrollment

~increases. Currently, the state Iimit -- which controls

~d full two-thirds of education fundlng --15 not adjusted‘
for school populatlon changes
(3) The ex1st1ng Comm1551on on State Flnance will report

' to taxpayers annually .on how their tax dollars are being

. spent. ‘The politicians should be he d accountable to -
taxpayers' . :

wWill Proposition 71 raise taxes’

A -- Absolutely not' Prop051t10n 71 w1ll not ralse state or.

: local taxes ‘one penny'

, _It w1ll 51mply enable the use of already collected taxes
- to provxde éxisting education, law enforcement and other
services. for a grow;ng populatlon. '

'Proposition 71. is sponsored by "Californlans for Quality

Government.” Hhat is that’

A --It's a coalltlon of ‘more than 120 major sta*ew;de
~ - organizations, united in a massive effort to bring common
sense to. California’s government spendlng limits. It

‘includes education, law enfor cement, senior, health care,
‘good government bu51ness and ansportatlon groups.

'Isn t there another June 1n1t1at1ve regardlng the spendlng

.lxmlt’
A =- Yes. It is- Dropos:.t:.on 72 aho it ds treme"dously -
' dlfferent' ' ey Lo .

who 15 back;ng that measure’

iy g Paul Gann, the orlglna1 autho* of the spenolng limit lau

-and private land devel opers‘::or Soc:ﬁerr California.
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Q -- Does the developer initiative "update" the spending limit too?

A.-- No. It continues to tie California spending limits to .
. national inflation and overall population changes.

Q --'Hhat about the 140,000 new kids entering state schools every
_year? Does Proposition 72 adjust the limit to incLude.them?.

A -- No. Actually, Proposition 72 takes meney away from
our schools :

Q -- How much money would Proposit;on 72 take away from our‘
-schools? ~

A -- Approximately $700 million! And'it'wouldn’tljﬁst“7
take money from our schools but from police and fire
protection and health and senior citizen services, too.

Specifically, Prop051tlon 72 takes the sales tax on
gasollne, which now goes into the state’ s general fund,
and glves it all to transportation. : :

Q -- Got anything to back that up?

A -- Yes. The non-partisan Legislative Analyst’s official
' analysis indicates that Proposition 72 "would result in
a loss of revenue available for general fund-supported
. programs such as health, education and welfare and a
. corresponding galn in revenues for- transportatlon related
programs."~ : :

The Aﬁalyst estlmates educa*lon, law enforcement and
" other services losses at SZOO million in 1988-89, $430
million in 1989-90, $725 million in 1990-91 "and
increasing amounts annually thereafter."”

~ In fact, state finance chief Jesse Huff has already
indicated that, if the developer initiative -passes,
the Governor will be forced zo slash up to $300 million
. from already budgeted programs just eight days later.



Q é-“any 6therumajor'¢ifferenceswbetween tﬁé two initiatives?”

|

A -- Yes. -THe coalition initiative 7—13r00051t10n 71 -
‘clearly spells out the- formula for upca*lng the. limit.
. ‘and; to ensure accountablllty, requires the bi- partlsan
~Commission on State Finance to report annually to.
*axpayers. 1
) i :
Proposi ion 72, on the other hand{ glxes the power of
calculating the new state limit eve*y jear exclusively to
the Governor

S
[N
[

Q -~ This:Governor°~ i
A -~ Rny Goverror -- George Deukmejlan Jerry Brown or
‘ whoever'A' ‘ : : _

. ‘! ’ - ""‘ : T . ‘_ . S
Q== Back to Prop051tion 71, " who all d1d ydu say was supporting 4
that measure’ : SRR
L “ 4 .
A -- Just to name a few S

. American Assoc1atlon of Retlred Defso"‘—CA
» League of Women Voters of Callfornwa
. California Association of Highway! Patrolmen
.- Bill Honig, Superintendent of Public I- structlon
. California State Sheriffs Assoc¢at¢on
- John Van de Kamp, Attorney General
California Fire Chiefs Association
. - Congress of California Seniors I :
"~ California Police Chiefs Association
"California School Boards Assoc1a+101
California:- State PTA . S
.. California State Board of Educaticdn
. California Nurses Associlation ,UJ
‘California Teachers Association ‘!
~ Califoernia Commission on Aging . |
".California Medical Association



~ " INITIATIVE MEASURE TO BE SUBMITTED DIRECTLY TO THE VOTERS
Tho Mtormv Ganml of California has preparad the lollowing titls and summary of the chisf purposs and polnts of the proposed massure:

APPROPRIATIONS LIMIT ADJUSTMENT. CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT. Constitution limits tax revenues state an.
local governments annually appropriate for expenditure: allows “cost of living” and “population” changes. “Cost of-

living” defined as lesser of change in US Consumer Price Index or per capita personal income; measure redefines
as greater of change in California Consumer Price Index or per capita personal income. “State population”
redefined: includes increases in K-12 or community college average daily attendance greater than state population
growth. Local government *“population” redefined: includes increases in residents and persons employed. Specifies
motor vehicle and fuel taxes are fees not subject to appropriations limit. Summary of estimate by Legislative Analyst
and Director of Finance of fiscal impact on state and local governments: The state’s appropriations limit is estimated
fo increase by approximately $800 million in 1988-89 and by increasing amounts thereafter. Indeterminable effect on

the appropriations limits of other public entities. Cost of Commission on State Finance report required by this.

measure would prohably be less than $500,000 annually

. R |
TO THE HONORABLE SECRETARY OF STATE OF CALIFORNIA: !

'We the undersigned (signatures on revarse side), registered, qualified voters of California. residents of the County (or City and County) specified on the reverse side hereof, heraby propose amendments
0 the Constitution of California, relating to Article X1it-B and petition the Secretary of State to submit the same to the voters of California for theis adoption of rejection at the next nucooedmg general

election-or at nny special mlewude alaction heid prior to that genoral electron of otherwise provlaed by law. The prop

SECTION 1. This amendment shall be known as the “Government Spending
Limitation and Accountability Act.”

SECTION 2. The People of the State of California find and declare that:

(1) A strong and effective constitutional limitation on government spending
is necessary to guaraniee accountability 1o taxpayers and force the politicians to
set priorities and manage our tax dollars efficiently.

(2) The state and local government spending limitation contained in the
California Constitution is out of date and no longer provides taxpayers with an
effective too! for controlling government spending.

(3) Since its adoption in 1979; the cirrrénl limit has failed to reflect the many

. changes in Californiz's economy. As a result, atready-collected tax revenues can-
not be used to maintain the current level of education, crime prevention, public
* safety, and other vitat-public services.

(4) The current limit also has failed to reflect the changing and growing
needs of California taxpayers. With 100,000 new children entering our schools
each year, enrollinents are increasing much faster than the overall growth in

' poputation.

{5) Adoption of this act will not increase state or local taxes or remove any
tunds from existing programs, including education, law enforcement, health care
and senior services.

(6) Current law, assurmg that the spending limit may be changed only bya
vote of the people, is retained; and if the voters do raise the spendmg limit, that
change must be voted on every four years.

(7) As tupayers. we should be told the manner in which ‘government is

spending our hard-earned dollars. To guarantee accountability to taxpayers, the

existing Commission on State Finance shall report annually to taxpayers, how
state revenues are spent and the amount of the state appropriations subject to
limitation. Such reports can be prepared at minimal cost, using existing inforrna-
tion, and can be mailed to taxpayers along with-other tax information.

{8) Taxes and fees on motor vehicle fuels are currently earmarked for
transportation purposes and shouid be treated as user fees. This act properly
treats them as user fees, subject to the taxpayer protections provided by Proposi-
tion 13; without adversely affecting other public services.

(9) Adjustmaents are necessary to update the existing spending limitation to
reflect the real growth of California's economy and the needs of its citizens, and
‘anable-taxpayers to hoid government accountable for the proper enforcement of
this act. .

) SECTION 3. Article XIHB, Section 8{e) of the Cam‘orma Constllutlon is
smended to read:

) SEC B(e) “Cost of Irvrng shallmeanrhe Consumer Price lndax forthe :

-- State of Cslllorma as

vrep_orted lehe Dlvrsron ol Labor Statlstlcs and Research or successor .

agency of the State of California; provided, however, that for purposes of
Section 1, the ¢change in the cost of living from the preceding year shall if no
event -exoeod be less than the change in California per capita personal
income from said preceding year,

SECTION 4. Article XI1iB, Section 8(f) of the California Constitution is

d constituti dments read a3 fi

" amended 1o fead:

SEC. 8(f) “Populatron -of any entity of government, other than a school
district, shall be determined by a method iprescribed by the Legisiature,
provided that such determination shall be revised, as necessary, to reflect
the periodic census conducted by the United States Department of Com-
maerce or successor agency of the United States Government. The popuia-
tion of any school district shall be such $chool district’s average daily
attendence as determined by. a method prescribed by the Legislature. In
addition, for the state, population shall include any increases in avera
daily attendance for the K-12 or community coliege system which are i

excess of the percentage growth in state popuiation. in the case of loca®: :

governments other than schools, such determination shali consider
increases in the number of pefsons employed as well as residing within the

iurisdiction.

SECTION §. Section 12 is hereby added to Amcle X!HIB of the California

. Constitution:

SECTION 12. The Commission on State Finance shall report annually -

to the taxpayers how state revenues received during the preceding fiscal
year are spent and the amount of the state’s approgriations subject to limita-
tion under the provisions of this Article.
SECTION 6. Section 13 is hereby added to Article XHiB of the California
. Constitution:
SECTION 13. Changes to Section 8 adggted at the time this section is
added to the Constitution shall be considered effective commencing with

the 1986-87 fiscal year for purposes of calculating the appropriations limit of -

each entity of government for the 1988—89 fiscal year and each year
thereatfter.

SECTION 7. Section 14 is hereby added to Article XIIIB of the California
Constitution:
SECTION 14. (a) For purposes of this Artlcle taxes and fees imposed on
motor vehicles and motor vehicle fuels 10 the extent they are appropriated
for the purposes specified in Article XIX shall be deemed user fees.

{b) Commencing with the 1388-89 fiscal year, the appropriations limit
for each fiscal year shall be reduced by an amount equal to the amount of

revenues which but for subdivision {a) would be classified 8s proceeds of

{axes.

{c) In computing the appropriations limit for the 1989-90 fiscal year
and succeeding fiscal years, the appropriations limit for the immediately
prior tiscal year shall be determinad to be the amount of the appropriations
limit prior to-the reduction made in subdivision {b).

{d) For purposes of this section, “revenues which but for subdivision (a}
would be classified as proceeds of taxes” includes only those revenues which
would have been generated by laws in_effect at the time this sectron
becomes effective.

SECTION 8. If any section, part, clause or pﬁrase in this Article is for any

reason held invalid or unconstitutionat, the remaining portions of this Article shall”

not be affected but shail remain in full force and effect.



