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WHAT IS THE

ELECTION
ABOUT?

ALL VOTERS WILL BE VOTING: SEE PAGE

For PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES

For UNITED STATES SENATOR

For UNITED STATES REPRESENTATIVE

For MEMBER OF THE STATE ASSEMBLY

For LOS ANGELES COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT JUDGES

Offices 11,42,84,and 158.........cccvviiiiiiii i iiiiiiieeeeeeen 1-4
% On STATE PROPOSITIONS 51-67 ......vvviiiiiii i 10-27
On COUNTY MEASURES AandM...........ccoovviiiiiiiiiinnnnns 28-29
SOME VOTERS WILL BE VOTING:
M For COUNTY SUPERVISOR Districts4and5....................... 5-9

IZf For CALIFORNIA STATE SENATOR (Odd-numbered Districts)
On LOCAL OFFICES and/or BALLOT MEASURES

£

IMPORTANT |
DATES

OCTOBER 24: Last day to register to vote in this election
NOVEMBER 1: Last day to request a Vote-By-Mail ballot

NOVEMBER 8: ELECTION DAY Polls open 7 AM - 8 PM

VOTE

About the Voter Guide

ARE YOU REGISTERED TO VOTE?

Check online at www.lavote.net/vrstatus
HOW TO REGISTER TO VOTE:

U.S. citizens 18 year or older are eligible to vote.
Register online at www.registertovote.ca.gov

The deadline for registration is October 24, 2016. You can also register by
mail. Pick up a form at your library, post office, county elections office, or get
one mailed to you by calling (800) 345-8683.

This Voter Guide is provided by the League of Women Voters' Education Fund. The Education Fund encourages active and informed participation
in government and increased understanding of public policy through education. The Voter Guide is non-partisan which means it provides
neutral information that lets you make your own decisions. For more non-partisan information, go to www.votersedge.org.
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Get the facts. Join us for a discussion of the
Hear the arguments. Pros and Cons at your local library!
Decide for yourself!
LIBRARY DATE TIME PHONE

Sunland-Tujunga  October 8 10am-11:30am  (818) 352-4481
Presented by the

West Los Angeles October 8 2pm - 3:30 Pm (310) 575-8323
League of Women Vofers.

) Vernon October 8 12 pm - 1:30 Pm (323) 234-9106

Cut through the campaign Mar Vist ) _ o
ballot measures and Sherman Oaks October 13 6pm - 7:30 Pm (818) 205-9716
learn the facts! Platt October 15 *Call for time (818) 340-9386
Nonpartisan descriptions Chatsworth October 18 6:15 pv - 7:45 Pm (818) 341-4276
of statewide and local North Hollywood  October 19 2pm-3:30 M (818) 766-7185
baliot meastres will be AtwaterVillage  ocloberie  2mi-3:30m  (323) 664-1353
presented, along with Encino T 1:30 3 818) 343-1983
arguments of both ncino Tarzana October 20 :30 Pm - 3 PM (818) 343-
suppor/'ers and Mark Twain October 20 5pm - 6:30 Pm (323) 755-4088
opponents. Palms Rancho October 20 6pm - 7:30 Pm (310) 840-2142

Watts October 22 1 pm - 2:30 Pm (323) 789-2850

LEAGUE OF
L WOMEN VOTERS® Westwood October 25 5:30pm -7 Pm (310) 474-1739
OF LOS ANGELES
Studio City October 26 6pm - 7:30 Pm (818) 755-7873

For ADA accommodations, please call 213-228-7430 at least 72 hours prior to the event.

Find your path at the Los Angeles Public Library

Los Angeles Public Library offers a variety of free, in-person, and online resources including:

O v @

Health & Wellness
Community destination

to stimulate creativity
and imagination

<

Education and
Lifelong Learning

Online courses to support
your career and life goals

Resources to help you get
control of your money or
start your own business

Guides and programs
to reach your health and
wellness goals

VTRETI R GIELIGEREETOTLEE - www.lapl.org/money-matters www.lapl.org/health www.lapl.org/whats-on

Ready to start on your path?
Visit one of our 73 libraries, call, or visit us online.
(213) 228-7272 www.lapl.org

LOS ANGELES
PUBLIC LIBRARY \



LOS Angeles Cou nty Elections for Superior Court Judges in Los Angeles County are held in

even numbered years at the scheduled Primary Election. The California

S u p e ri 0 r Co u rt Constitution requires that a candidate for Superior Court Judge be a

member of the State Bar or serve on a court of record for ten years. A
J d vacancy in a Superior Court office is to be filled by appointment by the
u ge Governor. The appointed judge must stand for election at the next
General Election.
TERM: 6 years
TERM BEGINS: January 2, 2017 In this November 2016 election, there are four run-off races for judicial
SALARY: $189,041 annually confirmation.

Superior Court Judge, Seat 11

Debra R. Archuleta

OCCUPATION:
Violent Crimes Prosecutor

Steven Schreiner

OCCUPATION:
Gang Homicide Prosecutor

WEBSITE:
www.archuletaforjudge.com

WEBSITE:
www.schreinerforjudge.com

QUALIFICATIONS: QUALIFICATIONS:
# Violent Crimes Prosecutor ¢ RLA County Deputy District Attorney for 29 years
o 25 years as a Deputy District Attorney # Prosecutor in Career Criminal, Hardcore Gang and
# Expert in child molestation, domestic violence, Special Trials units
murder, child abuse, sexual assault, and gang « Tried 219 felony jury trials; 81 were murder trials
murder cases ¢ Endorsed by former District Attorney Steve Cooley

and over 30 Superior Court Judges

PRIORITIES: PRIORITIES:
o | will administer justice fairly and impartially in o Ensure public safety
accordance with the laws of the State of California. & Fairness to all parties
o | will treat all parties who appear before me with o Efficient administration of justice

dignity and respect.
o | will seek to diversify the Los Angeles County
Superior Court.

QUESTION: Do you favor alternative, non-jail sentences for non-violent offenders and what options should be available?

Archuleta: As a judge, | am bound to follow Schreiner: Yes, | am in favor of alternative sentences
California State law. However, | do favor alternative for non-violent offenders. These options should
sentencing for non-violent offenders in the form of include probation, diversion, educational and

drug and mental health treatment programs. | treatment programs.

believe this is the future direction of the criminal
justice system in California.

* See complete information for Judicial Seat 11 candidates at:
http://votersedge.org/ca/en/ballot/election/area/42/contests/contest /12576 ?&county=Los%20Angeles%20County&election_authority_id=19

League of Women Voters® NOVEMBER 8, 2016 STATEWIDE GENERAL ELECTION



Superior Court Judge, Seat 42

Alicia Molina

OCCUPATION:
Attorney at Law

WEBSITE:
www.molinaforjudge.com

QUALIFICATIONS:

¢ UCLA and Loyola Law Graduate

¢ Over a Decade of Litigation

# Respected Community Leader

& Ethical, Fair, Thorough and Unbiased

PRIORITIES:

# To treat everyone who comes into court with fairness,
courtesy, dignity,and respect

& Equal access to justice to all parties

# To be fair, unbiased and thorough in examination of
the facts and circumstances of each case on the merits

QUESTION: Do you favor alternative, non-jail sentences for

Molina: Our jails are over crowded and we need to
make sure there is room and money to incarcerate the
violent offenders who are a threat to our communities
therefore | am in favor of alternative sentencing of
non-violent offenders. | believe we need to find
productive alternative sentencing and/or rehabilitation
for non-violent offenders. We must create new
programs which have a drug/alcohol program, a
mental health component, GED or trade/employ-
ment/life skills program in order to ensure that the
offenders will have the appropriate skills to be able
to become productive citizens and break the cycle
of recidivism.

* See complete information for Judicial Seat 42 candidates at:

Efrain Matthew Aceves

OCCUPATION:
Child Molestation
Prosecutor

WEBSITE:
www.acevesforjudge.com

QUALIFICATIONS:

+ Extensive courtroom experience and lead prosecutor
in hundreds of criminal cases

# Assigned to prosecute the worst child molesters

¢ Endorsed by Jackie Lacey, Steve Cooley and Assembly
Speaker Anthony Rendon

PRIORITIES:

@ Protecting our children and community

# Treating everyone fairly, with dignity and respect

& Apply the law equitably by treating everyone
individually and without prejudice

non-violent offenders and what options should be available?

Aceves: | strongly believe that violent offenders and
non-violent offenders need to be treated differently.
| am in favor of giving first time non-violent offenders
an opportunity to ensure that they become productive
members of society. Programs such as the “Court
to College Program” that is made available to
certain young offenders in the courthouse | work at
are perfect examples of the types of programs that
should be made available...*

http.//votersedge.org/ca/en/ballot/election/area/42/contests/contest/12578?&county=Los%20Angeles%20County&election_authority_id=19
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Superior Court Judge, Seat 84

Susan Jung Townsend

OCCUPATION:
Criminal Fraud Prosecutor

WEBSITE:
www.townsendforjudge.com

QUALIFICATIONS:

« | am a career public prosecutor with 18 years of service.

# | have extensive legal experience with criminal fraud.

« | am endorsed by 100 Superior Court judges, major
labor unions, and law enforcement.

o | will provide balance, fairness, and access to justice.

PRIORITIES:

# Provide equal access to justice for all

# Provide a fair opportunity to be heard

o Exercise fairness, impartiality and balance
in judical decisions

QUESTION: Do you favor alternative, non-jail sentences for

Townsend: Depending on certain factors, | believe
alternative non-jail sentences for non-violent offenders
are viable sentencing options. A person'’s criminal
history and safety to the community should be
considered. Such options may include probationary
supervision, electronic monitoring, and/or home
detention.

* See complete information for Judicial Seat 84 candidates at:

Javier Perez

OCCUPATION:
Supervising Criminal
Prosecutor

WEBSITE:
www.perezforjudge.com

QUALIFICATIONS:

# Prosecutor for 25 years

# Supervisor of the East Los Angeles and then the West
Covina Area office since April 19, 2010

# Established cooperative relationships with judges,
law enforcement agencies, community leaders and
defense attorneys to ensure justice

PRIORITIES:

o | will ensure that everyone receive a fair trial in court.

@ By being fair and balanced | will strive to increase
the trust of the public in our judicial system.

o | will manage the caseload efficiently while being fair
to all the litigants in court.

non-violent offenders and what options should be available?

Perez: An alternative to jail for non-violent crimes
should always be considered first. Whether it is the
best option depends on the crime, the level of
sophistication and the defendant's record. | often
authorize non-jail offers in my role as supervisor.
Our office offers community labor and community
service as alternatives. Justice doesn't necessarily
mean jail.

http.//votersedge.org/ca/en/ballot/election/area/42/contests/contest/12579?&county=Los%20Angeles%20County&election_authority_id=19

League of Women Voters® NOVEM
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Superior Court Judge, Seat 158

David A. Berger

OCCUPATION:
Violent Crimes Prosecutor

o

WEBSITE:
\___ www.bergerforjudge.com

QUALIFICATIONS:

# 19 years experience as a LA County deputy
district attorney
& Trial advocacy team coach and adjunct professor
# Alternate sentencing court designee for veterans,
drug addicts and persons with mental health issues
+ Committed to fair and equal treatment of all

PRIORITIES:

o Ensure that justice is administered openly and fairly,
in an environment that is respectful to all who
appear in court

# Protect the public safety in a manner that is
commensurate with constitutional protections
guaranteed to all parties

& Make full use of Alternate Sentencing options to
maximize rehabilitation opportunities for persons
with mental health and/or addiction issues

QUESTION: Do you favor alternative, non-jail sentences for

Berger: | am the Alternate Sentencing Court ("ACS")
Designee for the Airport Branch of the District
Attorney’s Office where | select and recommend
alternate sentencing for defendants charged with
non-violent crimes who have an established, proven
history of mental health and/or substance abuse
issues, or simply recidivism based on a lack of adequate
support mechanisms. This allows me to divert
appropriate defendants to programs run by the ..*

* See complete information for Judicial Seat 158 candidates at:

Kim L. Nguyen

OCCUPATION:
Deputy Attorney General

WEBSITE:
www.kimforjudge2016.com

QUALIFICATIONS:

o Graduate of UCLA and Harvard Law

« Extensive federal and state court litigation experience

& Over 15 years practice in public/private sectors

# Tasked with handling State's most complex legal
challenges

¢ Advisory Board of Specialists for AG's Bureau of
Children’s Justice

PRIORITIES:

# Keep our communities safe and secure

# Help abused and neglected children recover from
trauma and find safe homes

# Serve the diverse population of Los Angeles County
through increased access to our courts and judicial
system

non-violent offenders and what options should be available?

Nguyen: Our justice system requires a tough and
smart approach to crime. | stand ready to keep violent
criminals off our streets. | also recognize that alternative
sentencing for non-violent offenders can help alleviate
jail overcrowding and give individuals a chance to
learn from their mistakes and get back on track.

http.//votersedge.org/ca/en/ballot/election/area/42/contests/contest,/12577 ?&county=Los%20Angeles %20County&election_authority_id=19
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Los Angeles County
Board of Supervisors

Elections for Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors are held
in even numbered years. In the November 2016 election, can-
didates for Supervisor in the Fourth and Fifth Districts are in a
run-off election. Supervisors are limited to three four-year terms.

TERM: 4 years
TERM BEGINS: December 5, 2016
SALARY: $189,041 annually

puTiEs: The five-member Board of Supervisors acts as the gov-
erning body of Los Angeles County; has administrative, legislative,
and quasi-judicial duties; provides for county-wide services; is
local government in unincorporated areas; governs many special
districts; adopts County budget. Each district has a population of
approximately 2 million residents.

Supervisory
District 5

District 4 includes:

The ities of Artesia, Avalon, Bellflower, Cerritos, District 5 includes:
Diamond Bar, Downey, El Segundo, Hawaiian
Gardens, Hermosa Beach, La Habra Heights, La
Mirada, Lakewood, Lomita, Long Beach, Los
Angeles (portion), Manhattan Beach, Norwalk,
Palos Verdes Estates, Paramount, Rancho Palos
Verdes, Redondo Beach, Rolling Hills, Rolling Hills
Estates, Santa Fe Springs, Signal Hill, Torrance,
and Whittier; and the unincorporated areas of

The cities of Alhambra, Arcadia, Bradbury,
Burbank, Covina, Duarte, Glendale, Glendora, La
(afiada-Flintridge, La Verne, Lancaster, Monrovia,
Palmdale, Pasadena, San Dimas, San Gabriel, San
Marino, Santa Clarita, Sierra Madre, South
Pasadena, and Temple City; within the City of Los

Los ANGELES

CounTtY -
Supervisory

District 4

Angeles: Canoga Park, Chatsworth, Chatsworth
Village, Granada Hills, Hansen Dam, Lake View
Terrace, Mission Hills, Northridge, Olive View
Hospital, Porter Ranch, Shadow Hills, Sun Valley,
Sunland, Sylmar, Tujunga, and West Hills; and

Cerritos Islands, East La Mirada, East Whittier,
Hacienda Heights, La Habra Heights, La Rambla,
Long Beach, Los Nietos, Marina Del Rey,
Northwest Whittier, Rowland Heights, San
Clemente Island, Santa Catalina Island, South
Whittier, West Whittier, and Westfield;

MAKING

DEMOCRACY WORK.

The League of Women Voters is a
non-partisan political organization
of women and men that encourages
informed and active participation
in government, works to increase
understanding of major public policy
issues, and influences public policy
through education and advocacy.

Join Us Now!

m Santa Monica ¢ 310.692.1494 & www.lwvsantamonica.org

East San Gabriel, El Dorado, E Monte, Fairmont,
Forrest Park, Gorman, Hungry Valley, Indian
Springs, Kagel Canyon, La Crescenta/Montrose,
LaVerne, Lakeview, Monrovia, Newhall, Pyramid

Lake, Sand Canyon, Saugus, Soledad Canyon,
Sulphur Springs, Sunland, Tujunga, Valencia,
Westridge, and Wrightwood.

the unincorporated areas of Acton, Agua Dulce,
Alpine, Altadena, Bouquet Canyon, Canyon
Country, Castaic, Chiquita Canyon, East Pasadena,

Contact your local chapter of

the League of Women Voters today!

Antelope Valley ¢ 661.274.2704 & www.lwvav.org

Beach Cities ® 310.379.6663 ¢ www.beachvoter.org

Claremont Area  909.624.9457 & www.claremont.ca.lwvnet.org
East San Gabriel Valley ¢ 626.967.8055 ¢ www.esgv.ca.lwvnet.org
Glendale-Burbank ¢ 818.925.4598 ¢ www.gb.ca.lwvnet.org
Long Beach Area ¢ 562.930.0573 ¢ www.lba.ca.lwvnet.org

Los Angeles ¢ 213.368.1616 ¢ www.lwvlosangeles.org

Palos Verdes Peninsula ¢ 310.784.7787 ¢ www.lwvpalosverdes.org
Pasadena Area ¢ 626.798.0965 ¢ www.lwv-pa.org

LEAGUE OF
WOMEN VOTERS®

Torrance ¢ 310.223.6897 ¢ www.lwvtorrancearea.org
Whittier # 562.947.5818 & www.whittier.ca.lwvnet.org

League of Women Voters®
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Supervisor District 4

Janice Hahn

OCCUPATION:
United States Representative

WEBSITE:
www.janicehahn.com

PRIORITIES:

& Address the problem of homelessness throughout
Los Angeles County.

¢ Enhance public safety in every city and
unincorporated area of the 4th District

QUALIFICATIONS:

o U.S. Representative for CA-44 (2012-2016)
& U. S. Representative for CA-36 (2011 - 2012)
& L.A. City Council (2001-2011)

o L.A. Charter Reform Commission (1997-1999)
o Classroom teacher

¢ Address the needs of veterans and the home-
less—if the country can't do it, LA County should.

QUESTION 1: Many in Los Angeles County cannot afford to rent or buy their own home.
How do you propose to make it easier to afford housing?

There are 44,000 homeless people in Los Angeles—
a 12% increase since 2013. This is unacceptable. We
need to provide affordable housing for hard working
men and women, children, veterans, and the mentally
ill. It's time we take steps to increase funding for

programs that offer permanent supportive housing,
healthcare services and treatment for individuals who
suffer from mental iliness, as well as workforce develop-
ment and vocational training for the unemployed.

QUESTION 2: What steps, beyond a citizens’ commission, should Supervisors take in preventing abuses within the Los

Angeles Sheriff's department?

I've personally met with our County District Attorney
Jackie Lacey and County Sheriff Jim McDonnell and |
agree with their objectives to reform the County’s
outdated criminal justice system. First and foremost, |
believe we must root out past corruption and restore
trust between the Sheriff's Department and the public.

In order to do so, we must provide the LA County
Sheriff's Department with the resources and tools they
need to address these problems.

QUESTION 3: Homelessness is a major concern in Los Angeles County. What role can and should the County government
play in resolving homelessness? Specifically, how should the County pay for homeless services?

Chronic homelessness is a growing epidemic in Los
Angeles County. While increasing basic services through
institutions like food kitchens can provide some measure
of relief, these only serve as temporary solutions. In
order to permanently solve the homelessness epidemic

* See complete information for District 4 Supervisor candidates at:

in L.A., we must expand County social services as well
as provide job-training to help the homeless secure
good paying jobs and begin to meaningfully contribute
to society once again.

http.//votersedge.org/ca/en/ballot/election/area/42/contests/contest/12588?&county=Los%20Angeles%20County&election_authority_id=19
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Steve Napolitano

OCCUPATION: QUALIFICATIONS:

Supervisor’s Senior Deputy & Senior Deputy to LA County Supervisor Don Knabe
WEBSITE: since 2005

www.stevenapolitano.com & Endorsed by Supervisor Don Knabe and more than

175 local elected officials from across the 4th District
& Former three-term Manhattan Beach Mayor and
City Councilmember

PRIORITIES:
# Fighting crime with a Veteran's hiring initiative to and addiction issues.
get more Sh.eriff’.s on 'the streets and supporting # Rebuild our infrastructure by supporting rail and
more effective diversion programs. highway improvements that benefit all County
¢ End homelessness through affordable housing residents, not just the City of L.A.

with supportive services to address mental health

QUESTION 1: Many in Los Angeles County cannot afford to rent or buy their own home.
How do you propose to make it easier to afford housing?

¢ We need public/private partnerships to build ¢ Housing should be built where it makes sense—
more housing with affordable units. next to transportation and employment centers so

+ We need to rethink our approach to housing by that people need their cars less and use alternative
increasing the number and variety of units allowed transportation more.

to meet different needs.

QUESTION 2: What steps, beyond a citizens’ commission, should Supervisors take in preventing abuses within the Los
Angeles Sheriff's department?

< | will work to end abuses in the Sheriff's Depart- o We're short about 1,500 Sheriff Deputies right

ment—it robs people of their dignity, safety and now. | will work to institute a Veteran's Hiring
even their lives, it creates mistrust in our commu- Initiative to get more Sheriff's on the streets.
nities, low morale in our ranks, and the taxpayers & | will invest in diversion programs and better
foot the bill for every lawsuit. probation oversight to prevent recidivism.

QUESTION 3: Homelessness is a major concern in Los Angeles County. What role can and should the County government
play in resolving homelessness? Specifically, how should the County pay for homeless services?

o | fully support the County's new Homeless Initiative, e | support housing first with supportive services for
which addresses the issues that cause homeless- the mentally ill and addicted to put them on a
ness as well as treating the current problem. better path.

¢ Every level of government must work together and
contribute to the solution—the state and federal
governments need to provide more funding.

* See complete information for District 4 Supervisor candidates at:
http.//votersedge.org/ca/en/ballot/election/area/42/contests/contest/12588?&county=Los%20Angeles%20County&election_authority_id=19
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Supervisor District 5

Kathryn Barger

OCCUPATION: QUALIFICATIONS:

Chief Deputy Supervisor & Born and raised in the Fifth District, Kathryn Barger

WEBSITE: serves the community as Chief Deputy Supervisor

www.kathrynbarger.com o Kathryn has worked with every community in the
District and worked on health care, foster care, and
mental health policy.

PRIORITIES:

+ Job Creation, Public Safety, Fiscal Responsibility,
and providing needed services for working families.

QUESTION 1: Many in Los Angeles County cannot afford to rent or buy their own home.
How do you propose to make it easier to afford housing?

# The answer begins with economic growth and job and encouraging saving;
creation. We must also remove obvious roadblocks o Working with capital providers including banks,
to people seeking access to affordable housing. S&Ls, credit unions, non-profits government

¢ Helping potential homeowners or renters increase sponsored enterprises, including our own county
their credit standing. government to prudently lend to those seeking

+ Providing financial counseling for low and middle homes.

income people, again with focus on building credit

QUESTION 2: What steps, beyond a citizens’ commission, should Supervisors take in preventing abuses within the Los
Angeles Sheriff's department?

¢ Cameras: We have been installing cameras through- uncompromising integrity at all levels of the Sheriff's
out all of our jail facilities and | support that project. Department.

& Body Cameras: | also support body cameras on our + Hiring resources: \We need to hire the best qualified
deputies. These cameras will increase accountability applicants possible.

and transparency as well as reduce risk and liability.

+ Strong Character Based Leadership: No commission,
however effective and conscientious, can replace

QUESTION 3: Homelessness is a major concern in Los Angeles County. What role can and should the County government
play in resolving homelessness? Specifically, how should the County pay for homeless services?

¢ The County has the primary responsibility to doing now and what else we need to do including
provide services such as Mental Health, Health, potential new revenue.
Alcohol and Drug services, and Social Service + All 88 Cities in the county must also be included
assistance (includes Job Training). in any plan moving forward.

# The County should do a complete inventory of all
these programs to fully understand what we are

* See complete information for District 5 Supervisor candidates at:
http.//votersedge.org/ca/en/ballot/election/area/42/contests/contest/12589?&county=Los%20Angeles%20County&election_authority_id=19
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Darrell Park

OCCUPATION: QUALIFICATIONS:
Educator/Budget Specialist

o Endorsed by Democratic Party
WEBSITE: ¢ White House Office of Management and Budget (9+ years)
www.electdarrellpark.com & Graduate of Stanford and Georgetown
¢ Educator and Budget Specialist
& Author, Entrepreneur
& Progressive advocate for Green Jobs and Foster Care
PRIORITIES:
+ Eliminating government misspending ¢ Helping kids succeed. Darrell will fight to expand
« Creating green energy jobs. We can boost our access to early childhood education and after-
economy, create quality jobs, and reduce our school programs. He will make needed reforms to
impact on climate change by making LA County our juvenile justice system to ensure that every
the green energy capital of the U.S. young person, regardless of their background, is

given adequate support and attention.

QUESTION 1: Many in Los Angeles County cannot afford to rent or buy their own home.
How do you propose to make it easier to afford housing?

+ Build on the success of the small house move- ¢ Enable access to banking system for all residents.
ment—By building smaller dwellings that require o Expand consumer protection—to include more
less land, we can make it possible for anyone to effective support for renters and homeowners.

own reasonably priced, high-quality homes.

¢ Create a Green Energy Boom—\We can create
nearly 100,000 good-paying solar installation jobs
in LA County.

QUESTION 2: What steps, beyond a citizens’ commission, should Supervisors take in preventing abuses within the Los
Angeles Sheriff's department?

Last year, Los Angeles County taxpayers paid out $45 ¢ Create Honor Code.
million in settlements on behalf of the Sheriff's Depart- & Hire prosecutors that ONLY prosecute Sheriff's

ment. We must establish accountability for sheriffs to Department and are NOT dependent on Law
protect officers and civilians. Beyond creating a citizens' Enforcement for other cases.
commission, we can: & Process EVERY abuse claim within 48 hours.

¢ Recruit at least 50% from non-traditional career
paths and at least 50% women.

QUESTION 3: Homelessness is a major concern in Los Angeles County. What role can and should the County government
play in resolving homelessness? Specifically, how should the County pay for homeless services?

We have a crisis. We have structural problems. Every less then $40,000 a year. It is proven, that once housed,
homeless member of our community costs taxpayers up to 20% can transition to a more normal life within
$40,000 per year. The first step is getting these folks 60 days.

into housing. Then we provide rehabilitation services,

counseling, and help them achieve a better life for far

* See complete information for District 5 Supervisor candidates at:
http.//votersedge.org/ca/en/ballot/election/area/42/contests/contest/12589?&county=Los%20Angeles%20County&election_authority_id=19
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YYAV® League of Women Voters of California Education Fund

Press Date: September 9, 2016 General Election ® November 8, 2016
The League of Women Voters At this election, California voters will choose the president of the United States
of California Education Fund for the next four-year term, elect one of two U.S. senators to represent the state

(LWVCEF), a 501(c)(3) nonpartisan in Congress, and elect state and federal legislative representatives.
organization, encourages informed

and active participation in
government and works to increase
understanding of major public
policy issues. The LWVCEF does
not support or oppose candidates,
political parties, or ballot
measures.

California voters will also be deciding on 17 state propositions that are
explained in this Pros & Cons. Two of the propositions were placed on the ballot
by the state legislature, 14 of them were placed on the ballot by supporters

who gathered sufficient signatures and seek to make changes in state laws or
the California Constitution, and one is a referendum that seeks to overturn an
existing law, and was also placed on the ballot by supporters who gathered
sufficient signatures.

The Pros & Cons is a nonpartisan
explanation of state propositions,
with supporting and opposing
arguments. The arguments come
from many sources and are not
limited to those presented in the
Official Voter Information Guide.
The LWVCEF does not judge

the merits of the arguments or
guarantee their validity.

Visit votersedge.org/ca to see everything on your ballot, find your
polling place, and get unbiased information on all your voting choices.

How to Evaluate Ballot Propositions
* Examine what the measure seeks to accomplish. Do you agree with those goals?

* Is the measure consistent with your ideas about government? Do you think the
proposed changes will make things better?

The LWVCEF grants permission for

?
the Pros & Cons to be reproduced. * Who are the real sponsors and opponents of the measure? Check where the

This publication is available online
at CAvotes.org.

League of Women Voters
of California Education Fund

1107 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814
916.442.7215 * 888.870.VOTE

VOTER'S

Y EasyVoter Guide

www.easyvoler.org
FOR NEW & BUSY YOTERS

IN MULTIPLE LANGUAGES

money is coming from on the Voter’s Edge California website: votersedge.org/ca

Is the measure written well? Will it create conflicts in law that may require
court resolution or interpretation? Is it “good government,” or will it cause more
problems than it will resolve?

Does the measure create its own revenue source? Does it earmark, restrict, or
obligate government revenues? If so, weigh the benefit of securing funding for
this measure against the cost of reducing overall flexibility in the budget.

Does the measure mandate a government program or service without addressing
how it will be funded?

Does the measure deal with one issue that can be easily decided by a YES or
NO vote? Or, is it a complex issue that should be thoroughly examined in the
legislative arena?

If the measure amends the Constitution, consider whether it really belongs in the
Constitution. Would a statute accomplish the same purpose? All constitutional
amendments require voter approval; what we put into the Constitution would
have to come back to the ballot to be changed.

Be wary of distortion tactics and commercials that rely on image but tell nothing
of substance about the measure. Beware of half truths.
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Proposition 51 Initiative Statute

School Bonds. Funding for K-12 School and Community College Facilities.

THE QUESTION: Should the state sell $9 billion in general obligation bonds
to be used for upgrading public education facilities?

THE SITUATION

The state funds school projects through general obligation
bonds, all of which must be approved by voters. During
1998-2006, voters approved $40 billion of such bonds. The
state’s 2016-17 payment to service debts from those previous
bonds amounts to $2.4 billion for K-12 schools and $300
million for community colleges. Virtually all of the funds
from those previously-issued bonds have been spent.
Under the state’s existing School Facilities Program, schools
submit project proposals to the state. The proposals may be
to buy land, construct buildings, and/or renovate existing
buildings. In most cases, schools that receive state funding
must contribute local funding. Local funding is either 40 or

50 percent of project costs, depending on the type of project.

Schools that lack sufficient funding may apply for additional
grant funding, up to 100 percent of the project cost. There is
no similar grant funding structure for community colleges.
School and community college districts may sell local
general obligation bonds to help cover the cost of facility
projects, which also must be approved by local voters.
Since 1998, school and community college districts have
sold about $64 billion and $21 billion, respectively, in local

general obligation bonds for facility projects.

THE PROPOSAL

Prop. 51 would authorize the state to sell $9 billion in
general obligation bonds: $6 billion to modernize old, or
to construct new, K-12 public school facilities; $2 billion
for community college facilities; and $1 billion for charter
schools and vocational facilities.

FISCAL EFFECTS

The state likely would issue these bonds over a period of
about five years and make payments from the General Fund
over a period of about 35 years. If the bonds were sold at an
average interest rate of five percent, the total cost to pay off
the bonds would be $17.6 billion, including principal and
interest. The average payment per year would be about $500
million, less than half of one percent of the state’s current
General Fund budget.

Given the availability of additional state funds, some local
school and community college districts might raise and spend
more locally, while others might raise and spend less locally.

SUPPORTERS SAY
o A statewide bond is the best option for meeting
California’s school construction needs. Local voters will
still be in control of how the bond funds are spent.
¢ Many schools and community colleges throughout the
state have outdated facilities and need repairs to meet
basic health and safety standards.

OPPONENTS SAY

e Local school bond measures work better than statewide
bonds. Local control is the best way to minimize
government waste.

e Prop. 51 funding would go to those first in line. Large,
wealthy districts would receive the lion’s share of
funding, because they have the resources to quickly
apply for the funding.

FOR MORE INFORMATION

Supporters: Yes on 51 -Californians For Quality Schools
www.californiansforqualityschools.com

Opponents: California Taxpayers Action Network
www.stopprop51.org

More Information on Bonds

For more information on bonds, see Overview of State Bond Debt in the Official Voter Information Guide, Page 115
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Proposition 52

Initiative Consitutional Amendment and Statute

Medi-Cal Hospital Fee Program.
THE QUESTION: Should (a) a fee charged on private hospitals to facilitate Medi-Cal funding be made permanent;
(b) the Legislature’s ability to change it be limited; and
(c) the State Constitution be amended to exclude this revenue from California’s education funding calculations?

THE SITUATION

The Medi-Cal program provides basic health care benefits
to eligible low-income Californians (currently 13 million
people). Generally, the state and federal governments share
the costs of the program equally, but for some costs the
federal government pays more than the state.

Since 2009, the state has charged most private hospitals a

fee (currently $4.6 billion) which funds the state’s share of
increased Medi-Cal benefits and generates state General Fund
savings. Between state and federal funds, hospitals realize a
$3.5 billion net benefit in payment for services rendered.
Since it began, the Legislature has extended the fee four
times, and could potentially extend it again beyond its
current ending date of January 1, 2018. Any extension of the
fee by the Legislature or by Prop. 52 must also be approved
by the federal government.

THE PROPOSAL

Prop. 52 would make the fee permanent. The Legislature
could end the fee by a two-thirds vote in each house, an
increase from the current majority requirement. Changes to
the fee generally would require future voter approval in a
statewide election. However, the Legislature—with a two-
thirds vote—could make certain specific changes without
voter approval, such as to obtain federal approval of the fee.
The State Constitution requires an annual minimum funding
level for K-12 education and community colleges, based on

state General Fund revenue. As under current practice, Prop.

52 would exclude the fee from these calculations (requiring
an amendment to the State Constitution).

FISCAL EFFECTS

The fiscal effect of this measure is uncertain primarily
because it is not known whether the Legislature would have
again extended the fee.

If the fee would have been extended, Prop. 52 would likely
have minor fiscal effect on the state and local governments.
Without Legislative extension of the fee, Prop. 52 would have
a major fiscal effect on state and local governments. The
fiscal effects under this scenario would likely be similar to
the Medi-Cal revenue and state benefit experienced through
the fee in past years.

These impacts, however, could be affected by new federal
requirements impacting the fee, which are not known at this time.

SUPPORTERS SAY
e This proposition ensures that the state will continue to
receive more than $3 billion a year in federal matching
funds for Medi-Cal that would otherwise not be
available.
e Prop. 52 prohibits the Legislature from using the fee
revenue for any other purpose.

OPPONENTS SAY
* Prop. 52 gives $3 billion a year in federal health care
benefits to hospitals with no oversight or accountability,
and no guarantee it will be spent on health care.
¢ Prop. 52 rigs the system in favor of corporations and
hurts low-income people.

FOR MORE INFORMATION

Supporters: Yes on Proposition 52, a coalition of California
Associations of Hospitals and Health Systems and non-profit
health care organizations.

WWw.yesprop52.org

Opponents: Californians for Hospital Accountability and
Quality Care-No on 52, sponsored by Service Employees
International Union-United Healthcare Workers West
Wwww.noon52.com

Choosing YES or NO on a Proposition

A YES vote means that you approve of the change a proposition would make,
and a NO vote means that you want to leave things as they are now.
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Proposition 53

Initiative Constitutional Amendment

Revenue Bonds. Statewide Voter Approval.

THE QUESTION: Should statewide voter approval be required before any revenue bonds can be issued
or sold by the state for projects where the bond amount exceeds $2 billion?

THE SITUATION

The state funds its operations and infrastructure by using
annual tax revenues (“pay-as-you-go”), and by borrowing
money through selling bonds to investors who, over time, are
paid back with interest.

There are two main types of bonds: general obligation bonds
and revenue bonds. The state repays its general obligation
bonds out of the state General Fund. Revenue bonds are
typically repaid using the revenue received from fees and
other charges paid by the users of the projects (such as bridge
tolls, rent, and utility rates). General obligation bonds require
statewide voter approval before the state can issue them to
pay for a project; revenue bonds, however, do not require
statewide voter approval under existing state law.

THE PROPOSAL
o Statewide voter approval would be required before rev-
enue bonds could be issued or sold by the state for any
projects costing over $2 billion.
e This law would apply to:
— all projects financed, owned, operated or managed
by the state; and
— all projects financed, owned, operated, or managed
by joint agencies formed between the state and
local city or county governments, another state, or
a federal government agency.
¢ Dividing large projects into separate smaller projects
in order to avoid the requirement of statewide voter
approval would be prohibited.

FISCAL EFFECTS

Unknown. Financial impact on state and local governments,
both short-term and over time, would depend on factors
such as: which projects are affected, the outcome of a
statewide vote, and whether alternative projects or activities
are implemented instead that could result in higher or lower
costs compared to the original project.

SUPPORTERS SAY
Proposition 53 will:
¢ Ensure that voters directly choose whether or not
the state can implement extremely large, expensive
projects, such as the bullet train and the proposed
tunnels under the Delta.
¢ Close the loophole in state law that requires voter
approval for general obligation bonds but not billion-
dollar revenue bonds.
e Protect California’s long-term fiscal health by discouraging
spending that adds to the state’s debt load.
¢ Mandate transparency about the true costs of projects.

OPPONENTS SAY

Proposition 53 will:

¢ Take away local control by requiring a statewide vote
for many local projects, even when they are funded by
local users and ratepayers.

* Prevent or delay repair and maintenance of the state’s
water systems — the most pressing infrastructure issue
the state currently faces.

e Prevent or delay repair and maintenance of
infrastructure projects and systems after emergencies or
natural disasters.

* Jeopardize California’s long-term economic health and
safety due to deferring necessary infrastructure work.

FOR MORE INFORMATION
Supporters: Yes on 53 — Stop Blank Checks
www.StopBlankChecks.com

Opponents: No on Prop 53 — Californians to Protect Local
Control: www.NoProp53.com

More Information on Bonds
For more information on bonds, see Overview of State Bond Debt in the Official Voter Information Cuide, Page 115

www.voterguIde.sos.ca.gov
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Proposition 54

Initiative Consitutional Amendment and Statute

Legislature. Legislation and Proceedings.

THE QUESTION: Should all bills before the Legislature be printed in their final form and posted online
72 hours before being voted on, and should all public meetings of the Legislature
be videotaped and posted online within 24 hours?

THE SITUATION

Legislative rules govern the process by which bills become
laws. Legislators discuss bills in committee hearings and
other meetings and make changes to bills based on these
discussions, a process that usually takes place over days,
weeks, or months. However, bills can also be drastically
changed at the last minute, including adding hundreds

of pages of new text. In a procedure known as “gut and
amend,” every word of a bill may be replaced at the last
minute with new language, which can even be on a totally
different subject. When this happens, the public cannot
read the bill in its entirety before it is passed into law, and
many legislators cannot read the bill in its final form before
voting on it. Additionally, recordings of the Legislature’s
public proceedings are not always made, so meetings and
discussions about a bill can take place unobserved by the
public or the press, without any record of what was said.

THE PROPOSAL

The California Constitution and legislative rules would be
amended to:
Require that every bill in its final form be made
available to legislators and published on the Internet
at least 72 hours before the vote, except in cases of
emergency.
Require the Legislature to make audiovisual recordings
of all its public meetings, and ensure that these
recordings are available on the Internet for viewing
within 24 hours.
Allow anyone to record public legislative meetings.
Allow recordings of public legislative meetings to be
used for any legitimate purpose.

FISCAL EFFECTS

Likely one-time costs of $1 million to $2 million to buy
cameras and other equipment, and annual costs of about $1
million for more staff and online storage for the videos.
These costs would be less than one percent of the
Legislature’s budget for its own operations.

SUPPORTERS SAY
Proposition 54 will —

e give the public and their elected officials time to read
and express their opinions on legislation before it is
enacted into law.

e put an end to the practice of “gut and amend.”

e ensure that all open meetings of the Legislature are
recorded, and posted online so the public can view
them.

OPPONENTS SAY
Proposition 54 will —

e introduce unnecessary, burdensome and time-
consuming restrictions on the way laws are written.

* make small technical but needed changes in bills
introduced at the end of Legislative sessions more
difficult to accommodate.

e give lobbyists and special interests extra time to lobby
and launch campaigns to attack hard-fought bipartisan
compromises.

FOR MORE INFORMATION

Supporters: Yes on 54 —Voters First, Not Special Interests:
www.YesProp54.org

Opponents: Californians for an Effective Legislature:
www.NoOnProposition54.com

General Election ¢ Tuesday, November 8, 2016
Polls open 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.

October 24
Last day to register to vote

Mailing period for Vote-by-Mail Ballots
October 10 - November 1
(Request yours before the November 1 deadline)
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Proposition 55

Initiative Constitutional Amendment

Tax Extension to Fund Education and Healthcare.

THE QUESTION: Should the State Constitution be amended to extend certain income tax
increases on high-income taxpayers through 2030, and increase funding for Medi-Cal benefits?

THE SITUATION

This year’s state General Fund budget is about $122 billion with
over half going to education and about one-quarter to health
and human services, which includes the Medi-Cal program.
Income taxes, imposed on payroll, investment income, and
profits from the sales of stock or other assets, provide about
two-thirds of General Fund revenues. Tax rates increase as a
person’s taxable income increases. In 2011, tax rates ranged
from 1% t0 9.3%. Prop. 30 in 2012 increased these rates 1%
to 3% through 2018 on high-income taxpayers, defined as
individuals earning more than $263,000 a year and couples
earning more than $563,000 a year, and a quarter-cent
increase in the state sales tax.

This year Prop. 30 income tax increases will raise about $7
billion, all for K-12 schools and community colleges.

The state must spend a minimum amount annually on K-12
schools and community colleges. This year, the General Fund
will provide over $50 billion towards this minimum guarantee.
Local property taxes also contribute to this obligation.

The Medi-Cal program provides health care services to over
13 million low-income people—roughly one-third of the
state’s population. It relies heavily on federal funding and
receives some support from other state sources.

The Prop. 30 income tax increase is set to expire at the end of
2018, and the sales tax increase to expire at the end of 2016.

THE PROPOSAL

Prop. 55 would extend the Prop. 30 income tax increases on
high income taxpayers from 2018 to 2030 (an additional 12
years). Income tax increases would vary by level of income.
On a single person’s income of $300,000, there would be an
additional tax of $370, while on a married couple’s income
of $2,000,000, there would be an additional tax of $37,980.
These additional revenues would continue to provide funds
to K-12 and community colleges, but also be directed to the
Medi-Cal program, based on a new formula for its funding.

FISCAL EFFECTS

Prop. 55’s increased revenues would be used for education,
health care services for low-income people, and other state
budget purposes.

The amount of additional state revenue is uncertain.
Depending upon the economic year, the increases could
range from $4 billion to $9 billion.

Roughly half of any revenue increases would go to
education. Additional Medi-Cal funding under Prop. 55
could vary significantly, possibly ranging up to a maximum
of $2 billion per year.

Prop. 55 could increase annual contributions to “rainy day”
budget reserves and annual payments of state debts by $60
million to $1.5 billion or more.

SUPPORTERS SAY
* Prop. 55 maintains existing tax rates, so the wealthy
pay their fair share to provide adequate funding for
education and health care.
e Prop. 55 has strict accountability requirements, making
sure that the funding reaches the schools.

OPPONENTS SAY
e Voters who approved Prop. 30 were promised that the
increases would be temporary, not permanent.
e Prop. 55 tax increases are not needed to adequately
fund education, health care and state government, and
would be a job-killer.

FOR MORE INFORMATION

Supporters: Yes on 55 — Californians for Budget Stability
www.yeson55.com

Opponents: Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association
WWW.0pposeprop55.com

Who can vote?

You may register to vote in California if:
* You are a U.S. citizen and California resident.
¢ You will be at least 18 years old on election day.
¢ You are not in prison or on parole for a felony.
¢ You have not been judged mentally incompetent.

When must you re-register to vote?

You need to fill out a new voter registration form if:
* You change your residence address or mailing address.
¢ You change your name.
¢ You want to change your political party affiliation.

If you registered and your name does not appear on the voter list at your polling place,
you have a right to cast a provisional ballot at any polling place in your county.
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Proposition 56 Initiative Consitutional Amendment and Statute

Cigarette Tax to Fund Healthcare, Tobacco Use Prevention,
Research, and Law Enforcement.

THE QUESTION: Should California increase taxes on tobacco and electronic cigarette products
containing nicotine to fund healthcare and tobacco-control programs?

THE SITUATION

Tobacco products are subject to state and federal excise
taxes. California imposes excise taxes on distributors plus
sales and local taxes paid by consumers on the final price
at the time of purchase. California’s average retail price for
a pack of cigarettes is about $6 which includes about $2.40
in taxes—87 cents state excise tax, $1.01 federal excise tax,
and an average of 50-60 cents sales tax. California’s current
excise tax on other tobacco products is equivalent to $1.37
per pack of cigarettes.

Electronic cigarettes are not subject to state or federal excise
taxes, but are subject to state and local sales and use taxes.

THE PROPOSAL

¢ Prop. 56 would increase the amount of state excise tax
on cigarettes by $2 per pack, totaling $2.87, with a per-
pack equivalent of $3.37 excise tax for other tobacco
products, including electronic cigarettes.

¢ Revenue from the excise tax increase would go into
a new fund to support existing tobacco-control and
healthcare programs, with some monies going to
enforcement of tobacco-related laws.

¢ Prop. 56 would amend the California Constitution
to exempt the measure’s spending from the state’s
spending limit, and exempt revenues from minimum
funding requirements for education, similar to earlier
voter-approved tobacco taxes.

FISCAL EFFECTS

The Legislative Analyst’s Office estimates that, as a result of
Prop. 56, consumers may reduce their purchases of tobacco
products and change how they buy those products, such

as through Internet purchases. If people do consume fewer
cigarettes and other tobacco products because of Prop. 56,

the current health and wellness programs paid for by existing

taxes may receive less funding. Money from Prop. 56 would
be required to backfill those losses, in an estimated amount
of $200 million to $230 million.

Nevertheless, Prop. 56 is estimated to generate $1.3 billion to
$1.6 billion in new excise-tax annual revenue on cigarettes
and other tobacco products (including e-cigarettes).

SUPPORTERS SAY

o Cigarette smoking kills more than 40,000 Californians
annually. Tobacco tax increases are one of the most
effective ways to reduce smoking and other tobacco use.

 Taxpayers pay $3.58 billion every year for tobacco-
related healthcare costs. Under Prop. 56, tobacco users
will help to offset this cost.

¢ Prop. 56 doesn’t take a dime from schools; it protects
school funding while helping to keep our kids from
getting hooked on deadly, addictive tobacco.

OPPONENTS SAY

* Prop. 56 is not what it appears to be. Insurance
companies will be paid $1 billion more for treating the
same Medi-Cal patients they treat today.

® Prop. 56 allocates just 13% of new tobacco tax money
to treat smokers or stop kids from starting.

¢ Prop. 56 will undermine our Constitution’s school
funding guarantee, diverting at least $600 million a
year to health insurance companies and other wealthy
special interests.

FOR MORE INFORMATION
Supporters: Yes on 56 -Save Lives California
http://www.yeson56.org

Opponents: No on 56 - Stop the Special Interest Tax Grab
http://www.noonproposition56.com/

Choosing YES or NO on a Proposition

A YES vote means that you approve of the change a proposition would make,
and a NO vote means that you want to leave things as they are now.
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Proposition 57

Initiative Consitutional Amendment and Statute

Criminal Sentences. Parole. Juvenile Criminal Proceedings and Sentencing.

THE QUESTION: Should prison inmates convicted of certain nonviolent crimes be considered
for early parole and should judges decide when juveniles should be prosecuted as adults?

THE SITUATION

Prison sentences in California are set as either a fixed amount
of time or an “indeterminate” time, which is a minimum

but not a specific maximum time, such as 25-years-to-life.
The majority of prisoners are serving a fixed sentence. Some
of those are eligible for parole after serving half of their
sentence. Those serving indeterminate sentences are eligible
for a parole hearing once they have served the minimum
sentence. Limited credits may be awarded for good behavior
such as training or education, in determining parole.

In 2011, a federal court ordered California to reduce the
prison population to 137.5 percent of capacity or face
mandatory release of prisoners.

Youths under 18 years of age accused of committing crimes
are generally tried in juvenile court where judges determine
placement and treatment. Youths between 14 and18 who are
accused of crimes such as murder or specific sex offenses
may be tried in adult court at the discretion of a prosecutor.

THE PROPOSAL

¢ Prop. 57 would amend the State Constitution to
allow parole consideration for persons convicted of
nonviolent felonies who have served their minimum
sentences and passed screening for public security.

® Prop. 57 would change state law to require that youths
have a hearing in juvenile court to determine whether
they should be transferred to adult court, eliminating
the ability of prosecutors to make that determination.

FISCAL EFFECTS

A decline in the prison population due to this measure could
reduce the state’s $10 billion corrections budget by tens of
millions of dollars (offset by costs to conduct more parole
hearings). County costs could increase due to an increase
in the probation population, which is supervised by county
probation officers.

New requirements for youth hearings could reduce state
court costs and increase costs in state juvenile facilities.
This would result in a net savings of a few million dollars
annually. Net county costs would likely increase a few
million dollars annually as counties pay for a portion of
housing costs in state juvenile facilities as well as probation
supervision.

SUPPORTERS SAY
® Prop 57 focuses resources on keeping dangerous
criminals behind bars, while rehabilitating inmates and
saving tens of millions of dollars.
* Without a common-sense, long-term solution, we will
continue to waste billions of dollars and risk a court-
ordered release of dangerous prisoners.

OPPONENTS SAY
* Weakening of California’s anti-crime laws has gone too
far. California’s Constitution should not be amended to
give more rights to criminals.
¢ Prop 57 is a poorly drafted measure classifying crimes
such as rape by intoxication and assault with a deadly
weapon as ‘non-violent’ and eligible for early parole.

FOR MORE INFORMATION
Supporters: Californians for Public Safety and Rehabilitation
http://safetyandrehabilitation.com

Opponents: Stop Early Release of Violent Criminals
http://stopearlyrelease.com

Official Voter Information Guide

voterguide.sos.ca.gov

Read nonpartisan analysis, arguments for and against,
and even the full text of the proposed law.

Looking for more information on the propositions?

Voter’s Edge
votersedge.org/ca

Type in your address for comprehensive information
about everything on your ballot.
Look up who is giving money to the YES and NO campaigns
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Proposition 58 Legislative Initiative Statute

English Proficiency. Multilingual Education.

THE QUESTION: Should state law be changed to eliminate the requirement that public schools
teach English-learners only in English; to permit a variety of language acquisition programs;
and to allow pupils to enroll in bilingual programs without a waiver?

THE SITUATION

Federal case law, civil rights laws, and state law require
pubic schools to teach all pupils English language skills and
academic subjects. In 2015-16, about 2.7 million California
K-12 public school students did not speak English at home.
A little more than half of them (22% of all California
students) were classified “English learners,” i.e. having
limited English proficiency.

Proposition 227, passed in 1998, imposed certain restrictions
on the way California public schools teach English learners:
1) Classroom instruction must be in English only; 2) special
materials may be used to improve language skills and make
instruction more understandable; 3) pupils receive special,
intensive English instruction for just one year before moving
into English-only classes; and 4) enrollment in a bilingual
program requires a waiver signed by a parent.

The state requires school districts and county offices of
education to publish yearly plans describing the services
they will provide for certain groups of students, including
English learners.

THE PROPOSAL

Prop. 58 would repeal key provisions of Proposition 227

and add a few new provisions regarding English language
instruction. Prop. 58 would remove the requirement that
English learners must be taught only in English. It would

allow a variety of programs including bilingual instruction,
none of which would require a parental waiver. Community
participation would be increased: the annual planning process
would include soliciting input from parents and community
members as to how English learners should be taught. If
parental requests for certain programs reached specified levels,
the school would have to provide those programs to the extent
possible. Removing the restrictions of Proposition 227 would
mean that native English speakers would also be able to learn
a language other than their home language.

This measure could be amended by a statute approved by a
vote of the electorate, or by a majority vote of each house of
the legislature and signed by the governor.

FISCAL EFFECTS

State costs would not be notably changed by this measure.
Local school district costs would depend on program
decisions, but new bilingual programs would not necessarily
be more or less expensive overall than English-only programs.
In districts where many pupils are placed in bilingual
programs, ongoing costs might go up. (Training, materials,
class size, communicating with parents, and other factors.)

SUPPORTERS SAY
e Prop. 58 allows districts to meet local needs with greater
flexibility.
 Proposed programs must be evaluated objectively based on
outcomes and research.

OPPONENTS SAY
e Being surrounded by English speakers leads to faster
English language acquisition.
e Schools shouldn’t return to methods that haven’t
worked.

FOR MORE INFORMATION

Supporters: Yes on 58 - Californians for English Proficiency
Sponsored by the California State Council of Service Employees
http://supportprop58.com

Opponents: Keep English for the Children
www.keepenglish.org

Choosing YES or NO on a Proposition

A YES vote means that you approve of the change a proposition would make,
and a NO vote means that you want to leave things as they are now.
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Proposition 59

Legislative Advisory Question

Corporations. Political Spending. Federal Constitutional Protections.

THE QUESTION: Shall California’s elected officials use their authority to propose and
ratify an amendment to the federal Constitution overturning the U.S. Supreme Court decision
in Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission?

THE SITUATION

There are two main forms of political campaign
contributions: Money given directly to candidates,
committees that support candidates and political parties; and
“Independent expenditures,” money given in support of or
in opposition to a candidate without coordination with the
candidate’s campaign.

Before 2010, federal law limited the independent
expenditures that corporations and labor unions could
make in federal elections. In 2010, however; the U.S.
Supreme Court ruled in Citizens United v. Federal Election
Commission that independent expenditures by corporations
and labor unions are protected as “free speech” under

the First Amendment, thus there is now no limitation or
regulation on how much money can be given by these
entities as independent expenditures. This ruling applies to
federal, state and local governments.

In order to amend the Constitution, Congress may propose
amendments or call a constitutional convention for the
purpose of proposing amendments. In order for a proposed
amendment to take effect, it must be ratified by the
legislatures of three-fourths of the states. The California
Legislature previously has asked that Congress propose an
amendment to reverse the effects of Citizens United, or call a
constitutional convention for the same purpose.

THE PROPOSAL

Prop. 59 asks voters whether California’s elected officials
should use their authority to propose and ratify an amendment
or amendments to the U.S. Constitution that would reverse the
effects of Citizens United and related court decisions, allowing
government to impose more limits on political campaign
contributions and spending, and make it clear the rights in the
Constitution are for natural persons only.

This is an advisory measure only, has no legal effect, and
does not require any particular action by Congress or the
California Legislature.

FISCAL EFFECTS
Prop. 59 would have no direct fiscal effect on state and
local governments.

SUPPORTERS SAY

¢ Corporations and billionaires should not be allowed to
continue to buy elections, yet the Supreme Court gave
corporations the right to spend unlimited amounts of
money in our elections.

e Overturning Citizens United will open the way to
meaningful campaign finance reform that will return
ownership of our elections back to ordinary Americans.

OPPONENTS SAY
e Prop. 59 is a waste of your tax dollars because it will
not change the law. Our ballots should not be clogged
with pointless non-binding measures.
e Instead of working to amend the Constitution, we
should work to require the disclosure of political
contributions within 24 hours of receipt, year-round.

FOR MORE INFORMATION
Supporters: Vote Yes on 59 - Overturn Citizens United
www.yesoncaprop59.com

Opponents: Represented by the firm of Gilliard, Blanning &
Associates

No website provided

Email: info@gbacampaigns.com

More information is only a mouse-click away.

Visit our website, CAvotes.org, for more
information about the ballot measures,

e : )
t{":ﬁ::ﬂfmm answers to your questions about voting,
of Californiae  and a wealth of information on govern-

ment and public policy. You can see a
list of local Leagues in your community,
many of which provide ballot measure
speakers and candidate forums. We
encourage you to sign up and become
a member, and to donate or volunteer.
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Proposition 60 Initiative Statute

Adult Films. Condoms. Health Requirements.

THE QUESTION: Should performers in adult films be required to use condoms during filming,
should new requirements for producers of adult films be added to the California Labor Code,
and should private citizens be allowed to file suit based on violation of these requirements?

THE SITUATION

California is a leading adult film industry location, with
many such films being made in the San Fernando Valley
area of Los Angeles. (Adult films are commonly known as
“pornography.”) The state Division of Occupational Safety
and Health (“Cal/OSHA") already requires adult film condom
use, as does Los Angeles County. Cal/OSHA considers
exposure to certain body fluids a workplace hazard, because
harmful sexually transmitted infections (STI) and HIV can
spread from infected people to healthy people. In enforcing
these rules, Cal/OSHA requires performers to use condoms
during sex on adult film sets.

Some producers and performers prefer to make adult films
without condoms or other protective equipment, and instead
use regular STI testing to confirm that performers are free of
harmful infections.

THE PROPOSAL
Prop. 60 would place into the California Labor Code
additional requirements regarding workplace health and
safety on adult film sets:
Adult film producers would be required to provide
condoms, ensure that performers use them, and be able
to prove that they did so. Producers would have to be
licensed by Cal/OSHA, pay licensing fees, pay for the
costs of STI prevention vaccines, testing and medical
exams, and keep records showing that they complied
with the requirements. The time period for enforcement
of violations would be expanded, and there would
be financial penalties for such violations. Adult film
distributors and talent agents could also face liability for
violations.
¢ Any California resident could request Cal/OSHA to
address an alleged violation, and, if Cal/OSHA did not
take action, that person could file a civil lawsuit against
the adult film producer or distributor. If the individual
prevailed in the lawsuit, that person would recover their
legal costs and receive 25 percent of any penalties paid
by the defendant.

FISCAL EFFECTS

Some parts of the industry likely would comply with Prop.
60, while others might relocate outside of California or

try to evade the law while continuing to make adult films.
Adult film wages and business income would likely decline,
resulting in reduced state and local revenues by several
million dollars per year. Most of the ongoing state costs to
implement the law would be offset by the new fees on adult
film producers.

SUPPORTERS SAY
* Prop. 60 closes loopholes in existing law and improves
enforcement so that the adult film industry is held to the
same workplace protection law that applies to every other
California industry.
e Prop. 60 is supported by numerous medical and public
health organizations.

OPPONENTS SAY
* Prop. 60 is opposed by numerous civil rights and public
health organizations and business leaders.
e Prop. 60 creates a dangerous, new private right of
action, authorizing any resident of California to file
a lawsuit directly against adult film producers and
distributors.

FOR MORE INFORMATION

Supporters: Yes on Prop 60 for Adult Industry Responsibility
(“FAIR")

www.fair4ca.org

Opponents: Californians Against Worker Harassment
www.dontharassca.com

Choosing YES or NO on a Proposition

A YES vote means that you approve of the change a proposition would make,
and a NO vote means that you want to leave things as they are now.
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Proposition 61 Initiative Statute

State Prescription Drug Purchases. Pricing Standards.

THE QUESTION: Should state agencies generally be prohibited from paying more for any prescription
drug than the U.S. Department of Veteran Affairs (VA) pays for the same drug?

THE SITUATION FISCAL EFFECTS
The state purchases prescription drugs under various There is the potential for the state to realize drug cost
programs covering current and retired state employees, reductions, but there are major uncertainties about the
prison inmates and Medi-Cal enrollees. The state (1) amount of savings.
purchases some drugs directly from manufacturers, or (2) The VA's database does not always identify the lowest prices
reimburses entities implementing state programs. Significant it pays, and it may not be possible to obtain this information.
drug purchasers typically negotiate and receive price Then DHCS would be unable to assess the lowest price paid
discounts. by the VA for one or more drugs.
The VA provides health care to approximately nine million Courts sometimes allow state agencies to implement laws to
veterans nationwide, including prescription drugs. It is the degree that is practicable, such as by allowing the state to
subject to federal upper limits on the prices it pays for pay for drugs at a price not exceeding the lowest known VA
drugs, and often negotiates additional discounts, generally price, but that is not certain.
achieving lower prices. There are at least two possible manufacturer responses to
The VA maintains a public database that lists the prices it Prop. 61:
pays for most drugs. However, the database may not display ® Drug manufacturers might try to raise the VA's drug prices.
the lowest prices paid for some of the drugs because of e Drug manufacturers could decline to offer California
confidentiality clauses in some purchase agreements. some drugs purchased by the VA.

Therefore, the amount of any savings under Prop. 61 could
THE PROPOSAL range from relatively little effect to significant annual savings.

Prop. 61 would generally prohibit state agencies from paying
more for a prescription drug than the lowest price paid by
the VA for the same drug after all discounts are factored in.
This would apply whether the state purchases directly, or
indirectly through reimbursements.

The state’s Medi-Cal program offers comprehensive health
coverage to the state’s low-income residents. Prop. 61

would apply to its fee-for-service program, which serves
approximately 25 percent of Medi-Cal enrollees, but not to its
managed care system, which serves the remaining 75 percent.
Prop. 61 would require the Department of Health Care
Services (DHCS) to verify that state agencies are paying the
same or less than the lowest price paid by the VA on a drug-
by-drug basis.

SUPPORTERS SAY
o Skyrocketing prescription prices are a matter of life and
death. Prop. 61 will end the price gouging.
* Prop. 61 empowers the state to negotiate the same or
better deals for taxpayers as are paid by the VA.

OPPONENTS SAY
e Prop. 61 only covers an arbitrary group of patients in
certain government programs; more than 88 percent of
Californians are excluded.
e Prop. 61 would result in the elimination of drug
discounts the state currently receives, increasing state
prescription costs instead of reducing them.

FOR MORE INFORMATION

Supporters: Yes on Prop. 61, Californians for Lower Drug Prices
www.stoppharmagreed.com

Opponents: No on Prop. 61- Californians Against the
Deceptive Rx Proposition

www.NoProp61.com

Vote Requirement for State Propositions

Any state proposition passes if more than 50 percent of the votes cast on that proposition are YES.
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Proposition 62 Initiative Statute

Death Penalty.

THE QUESTION: Should the death penalty in California be repealed
and replaced with life imprisonment without the possibility of parole?

THE SITUATION

Currently, people convicted of a first-degree murder charge
that includes “special circumstances,” such as multiple
victims, hate crimes, or killing for financial gain, can be
sentenced either to life imprisonment with no possibility

of parole or to death. Two trials are required in order to
sentence someone to death: one to establish guilt and one
to decide the penalty. Death-penalty convictions are always
automatically appealed, and they may also go through a
second stage of appeals in higher courts, a process that

can take 15-25 years. People who cannot afford counsel
are provided taxpayer-funded counsel both for trial and

for appeals at taxpayers’ expense. Like other prisoners,
death row inmates are generally required to work, though
sometimes they are exempted. A percentage of their earnings
may be taken to pay any reparations that they owe to

their victims’ families. There are currently 748 people on
death row in California. Because the state’s lethal-injection
protocols are currently under legal review, no executions
have taken place since 2006.

THE PROPOSAL

Prop. 62 would end the death penalty in California and
would retroactively apply to inmates currently on death
row. Their sentences would automatically be changed to life
imprisonment without the possibility of parole. Any currently
pending appeals not related to the death penalty in these
cases would be sent to the lower courts responsible for
hearing non-death-penalty appeals. All inmates sentenced
to life without parole would be required to work, and the
maximum amount of their earnings that could be used for
reparations would be raised from 50 to 60 percent.

FISCAL EFFECTS

The Legislative Analyst estimates that Prop. 62 would save
the state approximately $150 million annually. These savings
would result from shorter trials, fewer appeals, and reduced
prison costs based on the elimination of separate death row
facilities.

SUPPORTERS SAY

e Since 1978, California has sentenced 930 people to death
but performed only 13 executions, at an average cost of
$384 million per execution.

¢ Abolishing the death penalty will save the state $150
million dollars every year.

e Victims’ families will achieve closure with the end of the
long process of death penalty trials and appeals.

e Abolishing the death penalty removes the risk that innocent
people may be executed.

OPPONENTS SAY

¢ The death penalty system is broken, but ending it rewards
murderers. The system should be mended, not ended.

¢ Changing the time-consuming and expensive appeals
process is the best way to fix the death penalty and save
taxpayers money.

¢ The people on death row are the worst of criminals and
deserve the death penalty.

e Prop. 62 jeopardizes public safety and denies justice
and closure to victims’ families.

FOR MORE INFORMATION

Supporters: Yes on Prop. 62 - Replace the Costly, Failed
Death Penalty System

www.yeson62.com

Opponents: Californians for Death Penalty Reform and Savings
WWW.Noprop62yespropb6.com

Proposition 62 and Propsition 66

Propositions 62 and 66 are in conflict. If both pass, the one with the highest number of votes will prevail.
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Proposition 63

Initiative Statute

Firearms. Ammunition Sales

THE QUESTION: Should the state of California strengthen background checks and Justice Department oversight;
tighten restrictions and monitoring for gun and ammunition sales; require the reporting of lost or stolen firearms;
and ban large-capacity magazines?

THE SITUATION

Under federal and state law, certain individuals are not
allowed to have firearms: (1) those convicted of felonies

and some misdemeanors; (2) those found by a court to be

a danger to themselves or others due to mental illness, and
(3) those with a restraining order against them. A national
background check system exists to ensure that a buyer is not
a prohibited person, and the California Department of Justice
(DOJ) cross-checks it in order to identify illegally possessed
guns and confiscate them.

Under state law, there are limits on the type of firearms

that can be bought, a waiting period before a buyer can

get a firearm from a dealer, and requirements for reporting
firearm sales. Starting in 2018, a one-year DOJ license

will be needed to sell ammunition, and most ammunition
sales will have to be through a licensed dealer. Starting in
2019, dealers will have to confirm with the DOJ that those
seeking to buy ammunition are not prohibited persons, and
dealers will generally have to collect and report detailed
information on each ammunition sale to the DOJ, to be kept
for two years. Additionally, the ownership of large-capacity
magazines will be limited.

THE PROPOSAL

Prop. 63 includes various regulations related to the sale of
ammunition, some of which would replace existing law.
Individuals would have to obtain, and pay for, a four-year
permit from the DOJ to buy ammunition, dealers would
have to check that buyers have such permits, and the permits
would be revoked from persons who become prohibited.
Persons convicted of stealing a firearm would be prohibited
from possessing firearms. A new court process would be set
up to ensure that those prohibited individuals don’t continue
to have firearms, and new reporting requirements would be
established. The maximum penalty for possession of large
capacity magazines would be increased.

FISCAL EFFECTS

There would likely be increased state and local costs in
the tens of millions of dollars annually due to increased
workloads caused by the new court process. Potential state
costs related to the regulation of ammunition sales would
likely not be more than millions of dollars annually, and
could be offset by various regulatory fees.

Potential increased state and local correction costs likely
would not exceed the low millions of dollars annually.

SUPPORTERS SAY
e Prop. 63 will save lives by preventing dangerous
criminals, domestic abusers, and the dangerously
mentally ill from obtaining and using deadly weapons.
¢ Prop. 63 will protect the right of law-abiding
Californians to own guns for self-defense, hunting, and
recreation.

OPPONENTS SAY
e Prop. 63 is opposed by the law enforcement community
and civil rights groups, because it will burden law-
abiding citizens without keeping violent criminals from
accessing firearms and ammunition.
e Prop. 63 will burden the court system with the
enforcement of flawed laws..

FOR MORE INFORMATION

Supporters: Safety for All
www.safetyforall.com

Opponents: The Coalition for Civil Liberties
www.stoptheammograb.com

Required Number of Signatures to Get an Initiative on the Ballot

The number of signatures is based on a percentage of the total votes cast for governor at the last election;
5% for an initiative statute and 8% for an initiative constitutional amendment.
For the November 2016 election, the number of signatures required to get an initiative statute on the ballot
was 365,880 and the number required for an initiative constitutional amendment was 585,407.
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Proposition 64

Initiative Statute

Marijuana Legalization.

THE QUESTION: Should marijuana be legalized in California for use by adults who are age 21 years or older?

THE SITUATION
Currently, it is illegal in California to cultivate or use
marijuana except that marijuana may be used by individuals

of any age for medical purposes if recommended by a doctor.

Federal law prohibits the possession or use of marijuana,
even for medical purposes, but the federal government has
chosen not to prosecute individuals or businesses if they are
following state or local marijuana laws that are consistent
with federal priorities, such as preventing minors from using
marijuana.

Under current law, a person who possesses less than one
ounce of marijuana (the same as about 40 marijuana
cigarettes) could be fined. Selling or growing marijuana
could mean jail or prison if convicted. The state is currently
beginning to regulate and set standards for medical
marijuana use.

THE PROPOSAL
¢ Proposition 64 would legalize marijuana for adults age
21 years or older.

* A tax of 15% on retail sales of marijuana and a
cultivation tax of $9.25 per ounce of flowers and $2.75
per ounce of leaves would be levied, in addition to the
current sales tax imposed on all retail sales. Proposition
64 would establish specific ways in which the use of
such taxes would be allocated.

Proposition 64 names state agencies to license and

regulate the marijuana industry and also allows local

regulation and taxation of marijuana.

Proposition 64 would impose advertising and labeling

standards and restrictions for marijuana products and

would prohibit marketing and advertising directly to

minors.

¢ Proposition 64 also permits re-sentencing of individuals
previously convicted for activities now made legal, and
destruction of records for prior marijuana convictions.

FISCAL EFFECTS

Proposition 64 could bring in net state and local revenues
that range from the high hundreds of millions of dollars

to over one billion dollars annually but the amounts
depend on how state and local governments regulate and
tax marijuana, whether the federal government enforces
federal laws regulating marijuana and how marijuana prices
and consumption change. Proposition 64 could reduce
government costs by tens of millions of dollars annually
because of the decline of marijuana offenders now in state
prisons and county jails.

SUPPORTERS SAY

e Proposition 64 would bring in revenues over a billion
dollars and could save tens of millions of dollars
annually in reduced law enforcement costs.

* Proposition 64 would end the criminalization of
marijuana by creating a safe, legal and comprehensive
system for adult use of marijuana while protecting our
children.

e Proposition 64 adopts the best practices from states that
already have legal adult marijuana use.

OPPONENTS SAY

* Proposition 64 would increase highway fatalities
because it has no DUI (Driving Under the Influence)
standard for marijuana.

e Proposition 64 would prohibit local governments from
banning indoor residential growing of marijuana even
next to an elementary school if the crop is limited to six
plants.

e Proposition 64 would allow felons who have meth and
heroin convictions to be licensed to sell marijuana.

FOR MORE INFORMATION

Supporters: Yes on 64 - Californians to Control, Regulate
and Tax Adult Use of Marijuana while Protecting Children
www.Yeson64.org

Opponents: No on 64 - They Got It Wrong Again
www.Noon64.net

Choosing YES or NO on a Proposition

A YES vote means that you approve of the change a proposition would make,
and a NO vote means that you want to leave things as they are now.

© 2016 League of Women Voters of California Education Fund

24 Voter Guide for Los Angeles County

LOS ANGELES COUNTY



Proposition 65 Initiative Statute

Carry-Out Bags. Charges.

THE QUESTION: If a statewide ban on single-use carry-out grocery bags is enacted, and stores are required to offer
reusable bags for sale, should the money from the sale of those bags go to a special fund for environmental purposes?

THE SITUATION

The Legislature passed a ban on single-use bags in 2014,
which would have gone into effect on July 1, 2015; however,
its implementation was suspended in February 2015 when
a referendum qualified for the state ballot. The referendum
appears elsewhere on this ballot as Proposition 67. The
ban passed by the Legislature required that stores offer to
sell reusable bags and charge at least 10 cents apiece for
those bags (except to low-income customers). Stores would
be allowed to keep that money, and to use it for certain
specified purposes, such as covering the costs of providing
carryout bags.

THE PROPOSAL

Proposition 65 would redirect money collected by stores
through the sale of reusable bags, whenever any state law
bans free distribution of single-use bags and mandates the
sale of any other kind of carry-out bag. Proposition 65
would create a new state fund, administered by the Wildlife
Conservation Board, and require stores to deposit bag sale
proceeds into that fund to support certain environmental
projects. Proposition 65 would only be implemented if the
Legislature’s bag ban is upheld by the voters” approval of
Proposition 67, or if a future, similar, bag ban is passed.
Proposition 65 would apply statewide, including to the
approximately 150 California cities and counties that have
their own single-use carryout bag laws.

If both Proposition 65 and 67 pass, the one with the most
votes would prevail. Thus, if Proposition 67 receives the
most votes, the 10-cent fee would be retained by the stores;
if Proposition 65 receives the most votes, the 10-cent fee
would go to the environmental fund.

FISCAL EFFECTS

If voters uphold the bag ban by approving Proposition

67, and also pass Proposition 65 by more votes than
Proposition 67, potential revenues for certain environmental
programs could reach tens of millions of dollars annually.
If voters uphold the bag ban by passing Proposition 67 and
also pass Proposition 65 by fewer votes than Proposition 67,
there would be minor fiscal effects.

If voters reject the bag ban in Proposition 67, and pass
Proposition 65, there would be no immediate fiscal effect.
However, any future statewide bag ban could trigger the
provisions of Proposition 65.

SUPPORTERS SAY
e Grocery stores should not be allowed to profit from the
sale of reusable bags to consumers, who are prevented
from getting free bags.
* A bag ban’s goal is environmentalism, so any money
customers pay for reusable bags should go to
environmental purposes, not to the stores.

OPPONENTS SAY
¢ Grocery stores would not profit from the sale of reusable
bags, which cost up to 15 cents apiece to produce.
* Proposition 65’s only purpose is to distract from the real
issue at hand, phasing out plastic bags, which is the real
priority for the environment.

FOR MORE INFORMATION
Supporters: Yes on 65
www.sayyeson65.com

Opponents: Californians Against Waste
http://www.cawrecycles.org/

Who can vote?

You may register to vote in California if:
* You are a U.S. citizen and California resident.
¢ You will be at least 18 years old on election day.
* You are not in prison or on parole for a felony.
* You have not been judged mentally incompetent.

When must you re-register to vote?

You need to fill out a new voter registration form if:
* You change your residence address or mailing address.
* You change your name.
* You want to change your political party affiliation.

If you registered and your name does not appear on the voter list at your polling place,
you have a right to cast a provisional ballot at any polling place in your county.
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Proposition 66 Initiative Statute

Death Penalty. Procedures.

THE QUESTION: Should the time it takes for legal challenges to death sentences be significantly shortened?

THE SITUATION

Death-penalty convictions are always automatically appealed
to the California Supreme Court, and may also go through a
second stage of appeals in the courts, called “habeas corpus
petitions.” This second stage of the appeals process can take
15-25 years. The state pays for both the defense and the
prosecution of appeals, at a cost of $55 million annually. There
are currently 748 people on death row in California. Because
the state’s lethal injection protocols are currently under legal
review, no executions have taken place since 2006.

THE PROPOSAL

Prop. 66 proposes a number of changes in the way appeals
of death penalty convictions are handled, with the goal of
significantly shortening the time the total process takes.
Instead of going directly to the California Supreme Court,
habeas petitions would be heard first by the lower courts in
which the initial trials were handled. Both direct appeals and
habeas petitions would have to be completed within five
years from the time of sentencing. Habeas appeals would
have to be filed within a year of counsel being appointed
and would have to be decided by the courts within a year of
filing. Additional appeals would be limited. Appeals counsel
would be appointed immediately, and qualified appeals
attorneys who handle noncapital offenses would be required
to accept appointment for capital cases if they want to
remain on the list of qualified appeals attorneys.

All inmates sentenced to life without parole would be required
to work; the maximum amount of their earnings that could

be used for reparations to their victims would be raised from
50 to 70 percent. Death row inmates could be housed in any
California prison rather than just in a few prisons. Execution
methods would be exempted from public oversight.

FISCAL EFFECTS

The fiscal effects of Prop. 66 are very difficult to project
because there are varying possible consequences of its many
provisions. Prop. 66 could increase the cost of appeals
because it requires habeas petitions to be heard by lower
courts first. It would also have higher near-term costs,
perhaps in the tens of millions of dollars annually, to pay for
processing currently pending appeals in the required time
frame. Potential state prison savings could be in the tens of
millions of dollars annually.

SUPPORTERS SAY
e The death penalty system in California is broken, but it
should be mended, not ended.
¢ Speeding up the death penalty appeals process would
save taxpayers $30 million annually.

OPPONENTS SAY
® Prop. 66 is confusing and poorly written and would be
subject to costly legal challenges.
¢ Additional layers of appeals and construction of new
prison facilities would cost taxpayers millions.

FOR MORE INFORMATION

Supporters: Californians for Death Penalty Reform and Savings
WWw.nopropb2yesprop66.com

Opponents: No on 66 - Californians for Fair Justice
Wwww.nooncapropb6.com

Proposition 62 and Propsition 66

Propositions 62 and 66 are in conflict. If both pass, the one with the highest number of votes will prevail.

© 2016 League of Women Voters of California Education Fund

26 Voter Guide for Los Angeles County

LOS ANGELES COUNTY



Proposition 67

Referendum

Ban on Single-Use Plastic Bags.

THE QUESTION: Should the law passed by the Legislature banning single-use plastic bags be allowed to go into effect?

THE SITUATION

In 2014, the California Legislature passed, and the governor
signed, Senate Bill (SB) 270, a law that prohibited certain
retail stores statewide from providing single-use carryout
bags to customers. The law, sometimes known as “the
plastic bag ban,” also prohibited the stores from selling

or distributing a recycled paper bag at the point of sale
unless the stores charged at least 10 cents per bag. The law
required stores to retain the money collected from bag sales
and to use the money only for specified purposes, such

as covering the cost of providing carryout bags. SB 270
would have gone into effect on July 1, 2015; however, its
implementation was suspended in February 2015 when this
referendum qualified for the state ballot.

THE PROPOSAL

Proposition 67 is a referendum that asks voters to approve or
reject SB 270. A YES vote on Proposition 67 means that SB
270 will go into effect. A NO vote means that SB 270 will
not go into effect.

Some 150 California cities and counties (about 40% of the
state’s population), have their own single-use carryout bag
laws. Those cities and counties are not covered by SB 270,
and their laws will remain in place regardless of the vote on
Proposition 67.

Another proposition on this ballot, Proposition 65, could
affect the implementation of Proposition 67. Proposition 65
would require that the 10-cent fee for carryout bags go to a
new environmental fund, instead of being retained by stores.
If both measures pass, the one with the most votes would
prevail. Thus, if Proposition 67 receives the most votes, the
10-cent fee would be retained by the stores; if Proposition
65 receives the most votes, the 10-cent fee would go to the
environmental fund, but the rest of Proposition 67 would still
be implemented.

FISCAL EFFECTS

Proposition 67 would have a relatively small fiscal effect
on state and local governments, including a minor
increase in state administrative costs and possible minor
local government savings from reduced litter and waste
management costs.

SUPPORTERS SAY
* Yes on Prop 67 is a common-sense solution to reduce plastic
litter in our oceans, lakes and streams, and protect wildlife.
¢ Opposition to this law is funded by out-of-state plastic bag
companies, who are trying to defeat this law in order to
protect their profits.

OPPONENTS SAY

¢ A ban on single-use bags would decrease
manufacturing jobs and harm the economy.

e California consumers will be forced to spend 10
cents for every bag they are given at checkout, while
grocers get to keep the resulting millions of dollars in
consumers’ payments.

FOR MORE INFORMATION
Supporters: California vs Big Plastic
www.protectplasticbagban.org
Opponents: No on 67

2350 Kerner Blvd., Suite 250

San Rafael, CA 94901

Choosing Yes or No on a Referendum
Proposition 67 on this page is a Referendum.

A referendum asks whether you want to approve or reject a law passed by the legislature.
A YES vote means that you approve the law, and a NO vote means that you reject the law.
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Measure A Parcel Tax— %/3 Approval Required

Safe, Clean Neighborhood Parks, Open Space, Beaches,
Rivers Protection, and Water Conservation Measure

THE QUESTION: To replace expiring local funding for safe, clean neighborhood/city/county parks; increase safe playgrounds,
reduce gang activity; keep neighborhood recreation/senior centers, drinking water safe; protect beaches, rivers, water resourc-
es, remaining natural areas/open space; shall 1.5 cents be levied annually per square foot of improved property in Los Angeles
County, with bond authority, requiring citizen oversight, independent audits, and funds used locally?

THE SITUATION:

More than 20 years ago, Los Angeles County passed the
1992 Safe Neighborhood Parks Proposition, creating the

Los Angeles County Regional Park and Open Space District,
providing $540 million for “acquisition, development,
rehabilitation, protection and restoration of beach, wildlife,
park and natural lands within the County, including tree-
planting, gang prevention and intervention, and improvement
of recreational facilities for youth and senior citizens.” The
1996 Safe Neighborhood Parks Proposition provided $319
million more for similar purposes.

The 1992 measure expired last year; the 1996 measure
sunsets in 2019. Proposition P (November 2014) attempted
to replace Proposition A funds, but its 62% approval was
just short of the 25 needed for passage. In March 2015, the
LA County Board of Supervisors initiated a Countywide
Comprehensive Parks and Recreation Needs Assessment,
documenting existing parks and recreation facilities in cities
as well as unincorporated areas, identifying the scope, scale,
and location of park needs in the County and establishing a
basis for allocating funds, sensitive to community needs
and priorities.

The Assessment looked at five factors: Park Land (acres of
park/1000 people), Park Access (percentage of population
within half mile of a park), Park Pressure (population density
around the park), Park Amenities (from a list of 16), and Park
Condition (good, fair, poor). The County was divided into
188 study areas; 3023 parks and 9472 amenities were
identified. Each study area was assigned a “Park need
category”: “very high” (with 43 areas in the category),
“high” (29 areas), “moderate” (44 areas), “low” (37 areas), or
“very low” (33 areas). Based on the Needs Assessment, the
Board of Supervisors decided funding was needed for
residents to have adequate park access.

28 Voter Guide for Los Angeles County

THE PROPOSAL:

Proposition A would provide funding for parks and
recreation areas in LA County, placing a 1.5-cent parcel tax
on each square foot of private developed property in the
County, beginning FY 2017-2018. Funds would be allocated
to grant programs consistent with the 2016 Parks Needs
Assessment, based on the Revenue Expenditure and
Implementation Plan.

FISCAL EFFECTS

A 1500-square-foot home would be assessed $22.50 per
year; smaller properties, less; larger properties, more.
Measure A would raise about $94 million each year.

SUPPORTERS SAY

¢ Proposition A protects, maintains, and improves vital
public resources and enhances quality of life for all
residents.

Proposition A provides funds to cities and local
communities as well as the County for needed projects,
with allocation decisions guided by an unprecedented,
comprehensive Needs Assessment, already completed
and publicly available; citizen oversight and
independent audits protect expenditures.

OPPONENTS SAY

Proposition A is the wrong tax at the wrong time;

it will make all housing more expensive and yet fails
to address our most critical problems.

Proposition A has no guarantee that your local area
will receive additional park funds, but it will tax local
seniors, veterans, and struggling small businesses as
they will all pay the same square-footage rate.
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EEHTER Sales Tax— %3 Approval Required

Los Angeles County Traffic Inprovement Plan

THE QUESTION: To improve freeway traffic flow/safety; repair potholes/sidewalks; repave local streets; earthquake retrofit
bridges; synchronize signals; keep senior/disabled/student fares affordable; expand rail/subway/bus systems; improve job/
school/airport connections; and create jobs; shall voters authorize a Los Angeles County Traffic Improvement Plan through
a '/ ¢ sales tax and continue the existing V2 ¢ traffic relief tax until voters decide to end it, with independent audits/oversight

and funds controlled locally?

THE SITUATION:

Over the last 40 years LA County voters, by %3s votes, have
approved a series of 2 ¢ sales and use taxes to fund a
variety of transit projects including subways, bus routes
and light rail. The most recently adopted sales tax for
transportation, Measure R, was passed in 2008. It included
not only light rail and buses, but also freeway interchange
improvements, bridge retrofits, pedestrian and bikeways,
and traffic moving enhancements. Measure R is in effect
until 2039.

THE PROPOSAL:

Measure M, created by the METRO transportation board,
would impose a permanent V2 ¢ sales and use tax on
transactions within LA County, to be used for streets, roads
and highway improvements, including connections among
transit modes; rail, light rail and bus transit projects;
accessibility, convenience, and affordability of transportation
for seniors, students and disabled; bridge retrofits for
earthquake safety; jobs; traffic flow improvements and
“green streets”; and added use of technology. Measure M
will also continue the current Measure R half cent sales tax
for transit, streets and highway improvements indefinitely.

Sales tax revenues will be placed in a dedicated Fund to be
allocated only to projects designated in the Expenditure Plan
developed by METRO to be accomplished over a 40-year
period extending to 2067.

® 27% METRO rail/bus and local bus operations

® 37% Transit construction and maintenance

* 19% Highway construction and bike/pedestrian
projects

® 17% Local grant funds for streets and traffic
management and regional rail

League of Women Voters®

A 7-member Independent taxpayer Oversight Committee
will conduct annual audits of the budgets and expenditures
on the Funds, review the required 10-year project
assessments, and prepare a report for the public on the
projects within the plan.

SUPPORTERS SAY

1. Measure M is a comprehensive plan to build light rail,
Rapid Bus, Metrolink, and highway projects throughout
the county and has a Citizen Oversight committee to
monitor project funds.

2. Measure M will ensure that LA County will have funds
to match federal and state transportation grants.

3. Measure M provides funds to local cities for streets,
sidewalks, traffic synchronization, and local needs.

4. This tax could create up to 465,000 jobs in
construction and operation of transportation projects.

OPPONENTS SAY

1. Measure M is a “forever” tax on working families with
no guarantee that streets and highways and
transit services in working class communities will be
built or repaired.

2. Wealthy areas will get their projects done first but other
communities won't see their projects started for
decades.

3. Measure M is flawed and unfair—a plan designed to
benefit developers and contractors, but not taxpayers.

4. Forty cities in the county oppose Measure M-vote NO
and demand a better plan.
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Guia para Votantes

Condado de Los Angeles

ELECCION GENERAL ESTATAL
EL MARTES 8 DE NOVIEMBRE DE 2016

Las casillas de votacion abriran de 7am a 8pm

¢DE QUE
SE TRATA ESTA
ELECCION?

v

Todos los votantes van a votar: SEE PAGE

para PRESIDENTE de ESTADOS UNIDOS

para SENADOR de ESTADOS UNIDOS

para REPRESENTANTE de ESTADOS UNIDOS

para MIEMBRO de la ASAMBLEA del ESTADO

para JUECES de la CORTE SUPERIOR del CONDADO de

LOS ANGELES Oficinas 11,42, 84,y 158 ........ccvovvvneirnennnnnn. 1-4
sobre PROPOSICIONES ESTATALES 51-67 ..........cccvvvvnnenn 10-27
sobre LAS MEDIDAS A and M DEL CONDADO.................... 28-29

Igunos votantes van a votar para:
SUPERVISOR del CONDADO de LOS ANGELES, Distritos 4y 5....5-9

SENADOR del ESTADO de CALIFORNIA
M OFICINAS LOCALES y/o PROPOSICIONES

> AR EREER

LALN

| FECHAS
| IMPORTANTES

. s

24 de octubre: El ultimo dia para registrarse para votar

1de noviembre: El dltimo dia para solicitar una boleta
para votar por correo

8 de NOVIEMBRE: Dia de la Eleccion

Las casillas de votacién abriran de 7am a 8pm

AR

VOTO

¢ESTAS REGISTRADO PARA VOTAR?

Compruebe en linea en www.lavote.net/vrstatus

COMO REGISTRARSE PARA VOTAR:

Ciudadanos estadounidenses de 18 afios o mayores son elegibles para votar.
Registrese en linea en www.registertovote.ca.gov

El dltimo dia para registrarse es el 24 de octubre del 2016. También puede
registrarse por correo. Recoja un formulario en su biblioteca, oficina de correos,
oficina de elecciones del condado, o pida que lo envien por correo llamando al
(800) 345-8683.

Acerca de la Guia del Votante

Esta Guia del Votante es proporcionada por el League of Women Voters’ Education Fund. El Fondo de Educacion fomenta la participacién activa e
informada en el gobierno y una mayor comprension de la politica ptiblica a través de la educacion. La Guia del Votante no es partidista lo que significa
que ofrece informacion neutral que le permite tomar sus propias decisiones. Para obtener informacion no partidista, ir a www.votersedge.org/ca/es
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Obtén los hechos.
Escucha los argumentos.
iDecide por ti mismo!

L. . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 d
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O Propuestas Electorales Q

Unase a nosotros para una discusion
de los pros y los contras en su biblioteca locall!

BIBLIOTECA FECHA HORA TELEFONO
b o Lo Lioo d Sunland-Tujunga 8 de octubre 10 am - 11:30 am (818) 352-4481
resentado por La Liga de

. portatly West Los Angeles  sdeoctubre  2mi-3:30em  (310) 575-8323
Mujeres Votantes.

. . Vernon 8 de octubre 12 pv - 1:30 Pm (323) 234-9106
jAhdrrate las campanas . )
de publicidad sobre las Mar Vista 11 de octubre 2pm - 3:30 Pm (310) 390-3454
propuestas electorales de Sherman Oaks 13 de octubre 6pv - 7:30 Pm (818) 205-9716
noviembre y aprende los Platt 15deoctubre ~ *Favor de llamar  (818) 340-9386
hechos! Chatsworth 18deoctubre  6:15m-745m1  (818) 341-4276
Se presentardn North Hollywood 19 de octubre 2pm-3:30 Pm (818) 766-7185
descripciones no parfidarias Atwater Village 19decctubre  2pM-3:30pm  (323) 664-1353
de medidas elecorales Encino Te 30 3 318) 343-1983
locales y estatales, junto ncino larzana 20 de octubre 1:30 pm - 3 Pm (818) 343-1
con Grgumenfos de ambos Mark Twain 20 de octubre 5pv - 6:30 Pm (323) 7565-4088
partidarios y oponentes. Palms Rancho 20 de octubre 6pm=-7:30 Pm (310) 840-2142

Waitts 22 de octubre 1 pv - 2:30 Pm (323) 789-2850
LEAGUE OF
L WOMEN VOTERS® Westwood 25 de octubre 5:30pm - 7 Pm (310) 474-1739
OF LOS ANGELES
Studio City 26 de octubre 6pv - 7:30 Pm (818) 755-7873

Para ajustes razonables de acuerdo con la Ley de Estadounidenses con Discapacidades,

favor de llamar (213) 228-7430 al menos 72 horas antes del evento.

Elije tu camino en la Biblioteca Publica de Los Angeles

La Biblioteca Publica de Los Angeles ofrece una variedad de oportunidades educativas en linea y en persona, incluyendo:

=l

O

\ 4

©

Educacion y
Formacioén Continua

Salud y Bienestar

El destino de la comunidad
para estimular la creatividad
e imaginacion

Cursos en linea para
apoyar tus metas de
carrera o vida

Guias y programas
para alcanzar tus metas
de salud y bienestar

Recursos para ayudarte a
administrar tu dinero y
comenzar tu propio negocio

www.lapl.org/online-learning www.lapl.org/money-matters www.lapl.org/health www.lapl.org/whats-on

¢Listo para elegir tu camino?
Visita una de nuestras 73 bibliotecas, lamanos o
visitanos en linea. (213) 228-7272 www.lapl.org

LOS ANGELES
PUBLIC LIBRARY



Condado de Los Angeles
Juez del Tribunal
Superior

TERMINO: 6 afios
TERMINO COMIENZA: 2 de enero 2017
SALARIO: $181,292 anual

Tribunal Superior Oficina 11

Debra R. Archuleta

OCCUPACION:
Fiscal de Crimenes con
Violencia

SITIO WEB:
www.archuletaforjudge.com

CALIFICACIONES:

# Fiscal de crimenes con violencia

# 25 afios como Fiscal de Distrito Adjunto

o Experta en casos de abuso deshonesto a pequefios,
violencia domestica, asesinato, abuso de pequefios,
asalto sexual y casos de asesinato de pandillas

Las elecciones para Jueces del Tribunal Superior del Condado de Los Angeles
se llevan a cabo en afios pares en la Eleccién Primaria programada. La
Constitucion de California requiere que un candidato a juez del Tribunal
Superior sea miembro del Colegio de Abogados del Estado durante de diez
afios o que ha servido en una corte de registro. Una vacancia en una oficina del
Tribunal Superior debe ser llenada por nombramiento del gobernador. El juez
designado debe presentarse a las elecciones en la préxima eleccion general.

En esta eleccion de noviembre de 2016, hay cuatro elecciones en segunda
vuelta para la confirmacién judicial.

Steven Schreiner

OCCUPACION:
Fiscal de Homicidios de
Pandillas

SITIO WEB:
www.schreinerforjudge.com

CALIFICACIONES:

# Fiscal de Distrito Adjunto en LA por 29 afios

o Fiscal en carrera unidades criminal, de pandillas
duras y juicios especiales

# Enjuicio 219 casos de felonias, 82 fueron juicios
de asesinato

+ Endosado por el Fiscal de Distrito Steve Cooley y mas
de 30 Jueces de Corte Superior

PRIORIDADES:

o Administraré la justicia con imparcialidad y justeza
de acuerdo con las leyes del Estado de California.

< Trataré a todas las partes que comparezcan ante
mi con dignidad y respeto.

« Buscaré diversificar la Corte Superior del Condado
de Los Angeles.

LA PREGUNTA: Favorece usted sentencias alternativa

PRIORIDADES:

o Asegurar la seguridad publica
@ Justicia para todas las partes
& Administracion eficiente de justicia

s sin-cdrcel para ofensores no-violentos

y que opciones deberian ser disponibles?

Archuleta: Como Juez, estoy obligado a seguir la ley del
estado de California. Sin embargo, favorezco sentencia
alternativa para ofensores no violentos en la forma de
tratamiento de drogas y salud mental. Creo que esta
es la direccidén a futuro del sistema de justicia criminal
en California.

* Vea la informacién completa para los candidates de Oficina 11 en:

Schreiner: Si, estoy a favor de sentencia alternativa
para ofensores no violentos. Estas opciones deben
incluir, probacién, diversion y programas educacionales
y de tratamiento.

http.//votersedge.org/ca/es/ballot/election/area/42/contests/contest/12576 ?&county=Los%20Angeles%20County&election_authority_id=19

La Liga de Mujeres Votantes®
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Tribunal Superior Oficina 42

Alicia Molina

OCCUPACION:
Abogada

SITIO WEB:
www.molinaforjudge.com

CALIFICACIONES:

¢ Graduada en Leyes de UCLA y Loyola
¢ Mas de una década de litigacién

¢ Respetada lider de la comunidad

o Etica, justa, y sin prejuicios

PRIORIDADES:

# Tratar a todos los que se presentan ante la corte de
manera justa, cortés, digna y respetuosa

& Proporcionar igualdad de acceso a la justicia a todas
las partes

# Ser justo, imparcial y exhaustivo al examinar los hechos
y circunstancias de cada caso seguin sus méritos

Efrain Matthew Aceves

OCCUPACION:

Fiscal Contra El Abuso
Sexual de Menores

SITIO WEB:
www.acevesforjudge.com

CALIFICACIONES:

o Extensa experiencia en corte y fiscal lider en cientos
de casos criminales

# Asignado como fiscal contra los peores abusadores
deshonestos de pequefios

# Endosado por Jackie Lacey, Steve Cooley y
el Presidente de la Asamblea Anthony Rendon

PRIORIDADES:

# Proteger a nuestros nifios y a nuestra comunidad

# Tratar a todos de manera justa, con dignidad y respeto

o Aplicar la ley de manera equitativa proporcionando a
todos un trato individual y sin prejuicios

LA PREGUNTA: Favorece usted sentencias alternativas sin-cdrcel para ofensores no-violentos
y que opciones deberian ser disponibles?

Molina: Nuestras cérceles estan sobre cupo y
necesitamos asegurarnos que hay espacio y dinero
para encarcelar a los ofensores violentos que son una
amenaza para la comunidad por lo tanto estoy a favor
de sentencias alternativas para ofensores no violento.
Creo que necesitamos encontrar sentencias
alternativas productivas...*

*Vea la informacién completa para los candidates de Oficina 42 en:

Aceves: Creo firmemente que los delincuentes
violentos y delincuentes no violentos deben ser
tratados de manera diferente. Estoy a favor de dar la
oportunidad, a los delincuentes por primera vez y no
violentos, que se conviertan en miembros productivos
de la sociedad. Los programas como el “Court to
College Program (De Corte a la Escuela)” que se estén a
disposicion para ciertos delincuentes jévenes en el
juzgado donde trabajo, son perfectos ejemplos de los
tipos de programas que deberian implementarse mas...*

http.//votersedge.org/ca/es/ballot/election/area/42/contests/contest/12578?&county=Los%20Angeles%20County&election_authority_id=19
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Tribunal Superior Oficina 84

Susan Jung Townsend

OCCUPACION:
Fiscal de Fraude Criminal

SITIO WEB:
www.townsendforjudge.com

CALIFICACIONES:

+ Soy fiscal publico de carrera con 18 afios de servicio

# Tengo experiencia legal extensa en fraude criminal

o Estoy endosada por 100 jueces de la Corte Superior,
principales uniones de trabajo, policias

¢ Proveere balance, imparcialidad y acceso a la justicia

PRIORIDADES:

& Proporcionar igualdad de acceso a la justicia para todos

+ Proporcionar una oportunidad justa para ser escuchado

o Ejercer justicia, imparcialidad y equilibrio en la
decisiones judiciales

Javier Perez

OCCUPACION:
Fiscal Criminal Supervisor

SITIO WEB:
www.perezforjudge.com

CALIFICACIONES:

o Fiscal por 25 afios

 Supervisor en el Este de Los Angeles y despuies en la
oficina del area de West Covina desde Abril 19, 2010

« Establecio relaciones de cooperacion con jueces,
agencia de la ley, lideres de la comunidad y abogados
defensores para asegurar justicia

PRIORIDADES:

® Me aseguraré de que todos reciban un juicio justo
en la corte

o Conjusticia y equilibrio lucharé por aumentar la
confianza del publico en nuestro sistema judicial

& Manejaré los casos con eficiencia, siendo ademds justo
con todos los litigantes en la corte

LA PREGUNTA: Favorece usted sentencias alternativas sin-cdrcel para ofensores no-violentos
y que opciones deberian ser disponibles?

Townsend: Dependiendo de ciertos factores, creo que
sentencias alternativas sin carcel para ofensores no
violentos son opciones viables de sentencia. La historia
criminal de una persona y la seguridad de la comunidad
deben ser consideradas. Tales opciones podrian incluir
supervision probatoria, monitoreo electrénico y/o
arresto domiciliario.

* Vea la informacién completa para los candidates de Oficina 84 en:

Perez: Una alternativa a carcel para crimenes no
violentos debe siempre ser considerada primero.

El que sea la mejor opcidn depende del crimen, el

nivel de sofisticacion y el historial de defendido. Yo
frequentemente autorizo oferta de no cércel en my

papel como supervisor. Nuestra oficina ofrece trabajo
comunitario y servicio a la comunidad como alternativas.
Justicia...*

http.//votersedge.org/ca/es/ballot/election/area/42/contests/contest,/125797&county=Los%20Angeles %20 County&election_authority_id=19

La Liga de Mujeres Votantes®
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Tribunal Superior Oficina 158

David A. Berger

OCCUPACION:
Fiscal de Crimenes con
Violencia

SITIO WEB:
www.bergerforjudge.com

CALIFICACIONES:

+ 19 afios de experiencia como Fiscal de Distrito
adjunto del Condado de LA

# Coach del equipo de Defensa en Juicio y
Profesor adjunto

# Designado corte de sentencia alterna para
veteranos, adictos a drogas y personas con
problemas de salud mental

¢ Comprometido a ser justo y al trato igual a todos

PRIORIDADES:

® Asegurar que la justicia sea administrada de manera
transparente y justa, en un ambiente de respeto para
todos los que comparezcan en la corte

# Proteger la seguridad publica de una manera que
sea acorde con las protecciones que garantiza la
Constitucion para todas las partes

+ Hacer uso completo de opciones de Sentencias
Alternativas para maximizar las oportunidades de
rehabilitacién para personas con problemas de
adiccion y/o salud mental

Kim L. Nguyen

‘ OCCUPACION:
Fiscal General Adjunto

SITIO WEB:
www.kimforjudge2016.com

CALIFICACIONES:

+ Graduada de UCLA y Harvard Leyes

+ Extensa experiencia en litigacion en corte federal y estatal

¢ Mas de 15 afios de practica en sectores publico y privado

+ Asignada con manejar los casos retos legales mas
complejos del Estado

+ Consejo de asesores de especialistas para el Buro de
Justicia para nifios para AG

PRIORIDADES:

& Mantener nuestras comunidades protegidas y sequras

+ Ayudar a los nifios abusados y descuidados a recuperarse
de su trauma y encontrarles hogares seguros

« Servir a la poblacién diversa del Condado de Los
Angeles con un mayor acceso a nuestro sistema
judicial y de cortes

LA PREGUNTA: Favorece usted sentencias alternativas sin-cdrcel para ofensores no-violentos

y que opciones deberian ser disponible

Berger: Soy el Designado de Corte Alterna para la
sucursal Airport de la Oficina del Fiscal de Distrito
donde selecciono y recomiendo sentencias alternativas
para defendidos acusados de crimenes no violentos
que tiene una historia establecida y probada de
problemas de salud mental y/o abuso de substancias,
o simplemente reincidencia basada en falta de
mecanismos de...*

*Vea la informacién completa para los candidates de Oficina 158 en:

s?

Nguyen: Nuestro sistema de justicia requiere un aproche
inteligente y duro. Estoy lista para mantener a los
criminales violentos fuera de nuestras calles. Tambien
reconozco que sentencias alternativas para los ofensores
no violentos puede ayudar a aliviar sobre poblacién de
las carceles y dar a los individuos una oportunidad para
aprender de sus...*

http.//votersedge.org/ca/es/ballot/election/area/42 /contests/contest/1257 7 ?&county=Los%20Angeles%20County&election_authority_id=19
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Condado de Los Angeles

Junta de Supervisores

Las elecciones para la Junta de Supervisores del Condado

de Los Angeles se llevan a cabo en afios pares. En noviembre
2016, los supervisores del cuarto y el quinto distritos seran
elegidos en esta eleccidn. Los supervisores tendrén a partir de
ahora limitarse a 12 afios en el cargo.

TERMINO: 4 afios
TERMINO COMIENZA: 5 de diciembre 2016
SALARIO: $189,041 anual

FUNCIONES: Los cinco miembros de la Junta de Supervisores fun- 5¢ Distrito

cionan como 6érgano de gobierno del condado de Los Angeles;
tiene funciones administrativas, legislativas y cuasi-judiciales;
proporciona los servicios en todo el condado; es el gobierno local
en las dreas no incorporadas; gobierna muchos distritos especiales;
adopta el presupuesto del Condado. Cada distrito tiene una
poblacién de aproximadamente 2 millones de habitantes.

4° Distrito incluye:

The cities of Artesia, Avalon, Bellflower, Cerritos,
Diamond Bar, Downey, El Segundo, Hawaiian
Gardens, Hermosa Beach, La Habra Heights, La
Mirada, Lakewood, Lomita, Long Beach, Los
Angeles (portion), Manhattan Beach, Norwalk,
Palos Verdes Estates, Paramount, Rancho Palos
Verdes, Redondo Beach, Rolling Hills, Rolling Hills
Estates, Santa Fe Springs, Signal Hill, Torrance,
and Whittier; and the unincorporated areas of
Cerritos Islands, East La Mirada, East Whittier,
Hacienda Heights, La Habra Heights, La Rambla,
Long Beach, Los Nietos, Marina Del Rey,
Northwest Whittier, Rowland Heights,

San Clemente Island, Santa Catalina Island, South
Whittier, West Whittier, and Westfield;

5° Distrito incluye:

The cities of Alhambra, Arcadia, Bradbury,
Burbank, Covina, Duarte, Glendale, Glendora, La
(anada-Flintridge, La Verne, Lancaster, Monrovia,
Palmdale, Pasadena, San Dimas, San Gabriel, San
Marino, Santa Clarita, Sierra Madre, South
Pasadena, and Temple City; within the City of Los
Angeles: Canoga Park, Chatsworth, Chatsworth
Village, Granada Hills, Hansen Dam, Lake View
Terrace, Mission Hills, Northridge, Olive View
Hospital, Porter Ranch, Shadow Hills, Sun Valley,
Sunland, Sylmar, Tujunga, and West Hills; and
the unincorporated areas of Acton, Aqua Dulce,

CONDADO DE
Los ANGELES

42 Distrito

Alpine, Altadena, Bouquet Canyon, Canyon
Country, Castaic, Chiquita Canyon, East Pasadena,
East San Gabriel, El Dorado, El Monte, Fairmont,
Forrest Park, Gorman, Hungry Valley, Indian
Springs, Kagel Canyon, La Crescenta/Montrose,

LaVerne, Lakeview, Monrovia, Newhall, Pyramid
Lake, Sand Canyon, Saugus, Soledad Canyon,
Sulphur Springs, Sunland, Tujunga, Valencia,
Westridge, and Wrightwood.

MAKING

DEMOCRACY WORK.

La Liga de Mujeres Votantes es una
organizacion politica no partidista de
mujeres y hombres que promueve
participacién activa e informada en el
gobierno. Trabaja para aumentar la
comprensién de los temas principales
de la politica publica a través de la
educacion y abogacia.

Join Us Now!
m

Contact your local chapter of
the League of Women Voters today!

Antelope Valley ¢ 661.274.2704 & www.lwvav.org

Beach Cities ® 310.379.6663 ¢ www.beachvoter.org

Claremont Area  909.624.9457 & www.claremont.ca.lwvnet.org
East San Gabriel Valley  626.967.8055 ¢ www.esgv.ca.lwvnet.org
Glendale-Burbank & 818.925.4598 ¢ www.gb.ca.lwvnet.org
Long Beach Area ¢ 562.930.0573 ¢ www.lba.ca.lwvnet.org

Los Angeles ¢ 213.368.1616 ¢ www.lwvlosangeles.org

Palos Verdes Peninsula ¢ 310.784.7787 ¢ www.lwvpalosverdes.org

Pasadena Area ¢ 626.798.0965 & www.lwv-pa.org

Santa Monica ¢ 310.692.1494 & www.lwvsantamonica.org

LEAGUE OF
WOMEN VOTERS®

Torrance ¢ 310.223.6897 ¢ www.lwvtorrancearea.org
Whittier ® 562.947.5818 ¢ www.whittier.ca.lwvnet.org
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Junta de Supervisores, 42 Distrito

-4 Janice Hahn

OCCUPACION:
Camara de Representantes,
Estados Unidos

SITIO WEB:
www.janicehahn.com

CALIFICACIONES:

& Cdmara de Representantes U.S. por CA-44 (2012-2016)
& Cdmara de Representantes U.S. por CA-44 (2011-2012)
& Consejo de la Ciudad L.A. (2001-2011)

& Comisién de Reforma Charter LA. (1997-1999)

& Maestra de saldn de clases

PRIORIDADES:

# Atender las necesidades de los veteranos y
la gente sin hogar, si el pais no puede hacerlo,
el condado de Los Angeles debe tomar la
responsabilidad.

o Tratar el problema de la gente sin hogar en todo
el Condado de Los Angeles.

¢ Mejorar la seguridad publica en todas las
ciudades y areas desincorporadas del 42 Distrito

PREGUNTA 1: A muchos en el Condado de Los Angeles no les alcanza para la renta o para comprar una casa
propia. ¢Como propone usted hacer que sea mds fdcil que a la gente le alcance para una vivienda?

Hay 44,000 personas sin hogar en Los Angeles, un
aumento del 12% desde 2013. Esto es inaceptable.
Tenemos que proporcionar viviendas de bajo costo
para las personas que trabajan duro, asi como para
nifios, veteranos y personas con problemas de salud
mental. Es hora de que tomemos medidas para

aumentar los fondos para los programas de apoyo
que ofrecen vivienda permanente, servicios de salud
y el tratamiento para las personas que sufren de salud
mental, asi como el desarrollo de la fuerza laboral

y la formacién profesional de los desempleados.

PREGUNTA 2: ¢Qué medidas, ademds de una comisién de ciudadanos, deberian tomar los Supervisores para
prevenir abusos del Departamento del Sheriff de Los Angeles?

Yo, personalmente, me reuni con el Fiscal de Distrito
del Condado y con el Sheriff del Condado y estuve de
acuerdo con sus objetivos para reformar y actualizar

el sistema de justicia criminal del Condado. Primero y
antes que nada, creo que debemos eliminar todo indicio
de la corrupcidn pasada y restaurar la confianza entre

el Departamento del Sheriff y el piblico. La comisidn
de ciudadanos es un muy buen primer paso. Debemos
también proveer al Departamento del Sheriff del
Condado de LA con los recursos y herramientas que
necesita para tratar estos problemas.

PREGUNTA 3: La gente desamparada sin hogar es la mayor preocupacién en el Condado de Los Angeles. ¢Qué postura
puede y debe tomar el gobierno del Condado para resolver este problema? Por favor especifique en su
respuesta cémo va a tratar el asunto de que el condado pague por los servicios para los desamparados.

El problema crénico de la gente sin hogar es una
epidemia creciente en el condado de Los Angeles.

Si bien el aumento de los servicios basicos a través
de instituciones como las cocinas de alimentos puede
proporcionar cierto grado de alivio, estos sélo sirven
como una solucién provisional. Con el fin de resolver

de forma permanente la epidemia de gente sin hogar
en Los Angeles, hay que ampliar los servicios sociales
del condado, asi como proporcionar capacitacion
laboral para ayudar a estas personas obtener un trabajo
bien pagado y asi comenzar a contribuir de manera
significativa a la sociedad una vez mas.

* Vea la informacién completa para los candidates de Supervisor del Distrito 4 en:
http.//votersedge.org/ca/es/ballot/election/area/42/contests/contest/12588?&county=Los%20Angeles%20County&election_authority_id=19
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Junta de Supervisores, 42 Distrito

Steve Napolitano
OCCUPACION:
Adjunto del Supervisor

SITIO WEB:
www.stevenapolitano.com

PRIORIDADES:

¢ Luchar contra el crimen con una iniciativa que
permita contratar veteranos para que haya mas
oficiales del Sheriff en las calles, y apoyar mas
programas efectivos de rehabilitacion alternativa.

¢ Terminar con el problema de las personas sin
hogar creando vivienda de bajo costo y ofrecer

CALIFICACIONES:

& Adjunto del Supervisor del Condado Don Knabe
desde 2005

& Apoyado por el Supervisor Don Knabe y mds de 160
oficiales electos locales de todo el Distrito 4

& Ex-Alcalde y miembro del Consejo de Manhatan
Beach por tres periodos

servicios de apoyo para tratar problemas de salud
mental y de adiccién.

& Reconstruir nuestra infraestructura apoyando
mejoras a trenes y carreteras que beneficien a
todos los residentes del Condado, no sélo a la
ciudad de L.A.

PREGUNTA 1: A muchos en el Condado de Los Angeles no les alcanza para la renta o para comprar una casa
propia. ECémo propone usted hacer que sea mds fdcil que a la gente le alcance para una vivienda?

¢ Necesitamos asociaciones con entidades publicas
y privadas para construir mas viviendas con
unidades habitacionales de bajo costo.

¢ Necesitamos replantear cdmo tratamos el tema
de vivienda incrementando el nimero y variedad
de unidades permitidas para cubrir diferentes
necesidades.

¢ Las viviendas deberian construirse en mejores
lugares que estén cerca del transporte y de
centros de trabajo, de modo que la gente no
necesite manejar tanto y use mas transporte
alternativo.

PREGUNTA 2: ¢Qué medidas, ademds de una comisién de ciudadanos, deberian tomar los Supervisores para
prevenir abusos del Departamento del Sheriff de Los Angeles?

¢ Trabajaré para que terminen los abusos en el
Departamento del Sheriff, que roban a la gente
su dignidad, su seguridad e incluso la vida, crean
desconfianza en nuestras comunidades, bajan
la moral en los rangos policiacos y, ademas, los
contribuyentes tienen que pagar la cuenta por
cada demanda legal.

¢ Necesitamos mas oficiales del Sheriff para reducir
su carga de trabajo. Trabajaré para instituir una
iniciativa para contratar veteranos y asi haya mas
oficiales del Sheriff en las calles.

¢ Invertiré en programas de rehabilitacion alternativa
(diversion) y mejoraré la vigilancia de las personas
en probacién, para prevenir su reincidencia.

PREGUNTA 3: La gente desamparada sin hogar es la mayor preocupacion en el Condado de Los Angeles. ¢Qué postura
puede y debe tomar el gobierno del Condado para resolver este problema? Por favor especifique en su
respuesta como va a tratar el asunto de que el condado pague por los servicios para los desamparados.

¢ Apoyo completamente la nueva iniciativa del
Condado sobre personas sin hogar, que trata los
problemas que causan que haya personas sin
hogar, asi como tratar el problema actual.

¢ Todos los niveles de gobierno deben trabajar

juntos y contribuir a la solucién; los gobiernos
estatal y federal tienen que proveer mas fondos.

¢ Apoyo principalmente la vivienda, con servicios de
apoyo para los enfermos mentales y los adictos,
para encaminarlos por una vida mejor.

* Vea la informacién completa para los candidates de Supervisor del Distrito 4 en:
http.//votersedge.org/ca/es/ballot/election/area/42 /contests/contest/12588?&county=Los%20Angeles%20County&election_authority_id=19
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isores, 52 Distrito

Kathryn Barger
OCCUPACION:
Jefe Adjunto de Supervisor

SITIO WEB:
www.kathrynbarger.com

PRIORIDADES:

Creacion de empleos, seguridad publica,
responsabilidad fiscal y proveer los servicios
necesarios para las familias trabajadoras.

CALIFICACIONES:

& Nacid y crecié en el Quinto Distrito, Kathryn Barger
es apoyada por los Supervisores Mike Antonovich y
Sheila Kuehl

o Como Jefe Adjunto del Supervisor, el trabajo de
Kathryn incluye cuidado a la salud, cuidado a
menores sin padres, y politica de salud mental

PREGUNTA 1: A muchos en el Condado de Los Angeles no les alcanza para la renta o para comprar una casa
propia. ¢Cémo propone usted hacer que sea mds fdcil que a la gente le alcance para una vivienda?

# Larespuesta empieza con el crecimiento econémico y
la creacion de empleos. Debemos también remover
las barreras obvias para la gente que busca acceso
a vivienda de bajo costo.

& Ayudar a los potenciales propietarios o inquilinos
de vivienda a mejorar su situacion crediticia.

+ Proveer asesoria financiera a personas de bajos y

medianos ingresos, enfocarnos nuevamente en
crear crédito e impulsar el ahorro.

¢ Trabajar con los proveedores de capital, incluyen-
do bancos, prestamistas (S&L), uniones de
crédito, empresas no lucrativas patrocinadas por
el gobierno, incluyendo a nuestro propio gobierno
del condado, para hacer préstamos prudentes a
quienes buscan una vivienda.

PREGUNTA 2: ¢Qué medidas, ademds de una comision de ciudadanos, deberian tomar los Supervisores para
prevenir abusos del Departamento del Sheriff de Los Angeles?

¢ Camaras: Hemos estado instalando camaras a través
de todas nuestras instalaciones carcelarias y estamos
apoyando ese proyecto.

¢ Camaras corporales: También apoyo que lleven cdmaras
corporales nuestros oficiales. Estas camaras incrementa-
ran la rendicidn de cuentas y la transparencia, asi como
la reduccién de correr riesgos y resultar responsables.

¢ Caracter fuerte basado en liderazgo: Ninguna
comision, por mas efectiva y consciente que sea,
puede remplazar la integridad inflexible de todos los
niveles el Departamento del Sheriff.

+ Recursos de contratacion: Necesitamos contratar a
los solicitantes mejor calificados posibles.

PREGUNTA 3: La gente desamparada sin hogar es la mayor preocupacién en el Condado de Los Angeles. ¢Qué postura
puede y debe tomar el gobierno del Condado para resolver este problema? Por favor especifique en su
respuesta cémo va a tratar el asunto de que el condado pague por los servicios para los desamparados.

o El Condado tiene la obligaciéon primaria de proveer
servicios como salud mental, salud, servicios contra
drogas y alcohol y asistencia de servicio sociales
(incluyendo entrenamiento de trabajo).

+ El Condado deberia hacer un inventario completo de

todos estos programas, para entender globalmente
lo gue estamos haciendo ahora y qué mas necesita-
mos hacer, incluyendo nuevos ingresos potenciales.

¢ Las 88 ciudades en el condado también deben ser
incluidas en cualquier plan que vaya a hacerse.

* Vea la informacién completa para los candidates de Supervisor del Distrito 5 en:
http.//votersedge.org/ca/es/ballot/election/area/42 /contests/contest/12588?&county=Los%20Angeles %20County&election_authority_id=19
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Junta de Supervisores, 52 Distrito

Darrell Park

OCCUPACION:
Educador/Especialista en
Presupuesto

SITIO WEB:
www.electdarrellpark.com

PRIORIDADES:

¢ Eliminar el desperdicio en el gasto gubernamental

¢ Crear trabajos con energia verde. Podemos impulsar
nuestra economia, crear trabajos de calidad y reducir
el impacto que tenemos en el cambio climatico
haciendo del Condado de LA la capital de |a

CALIFICACIONES:

& Apoyado por el Partido Democrata

¢ Oficina de Administracién y Presupuesto, Casa Blanca
(9+ arios)

¢ Graduado de Stanford y Georgetown

¢ Educador y Especialista en Presupuesto

¢ Autor, Enprendedor, Defensor Progresista de Empleos
Verdes y Cuidado a Huerfanos

energia verde en EE.UU.

¢ Ayudar a los chicos a tener éxito. Darrell luchara
para expandir el acceso a la educacién infantil
tempranay a los programas después de clases
escolares. Haré las reformas necesarias a nuestro...*

PREGUNTA 1: A muchos en el Condado de Los Angeles no les alcanza para la renta o para comprar una casa
propia. ¢Cémo propone usted hacer que sea mds fdcil que a la gente le alcance para una vivienda?

¢ Basarse en el éxito del movimiento de casas
pequeiias—Al construir viviendas mas pequefias
gue requieren menos terreno, podemos hacer que
sea posible para cualquiera tener una casa propia
de alta calidad a un precio razonable.

# Crear un auge de energia verde—Podemos crear
cerca de 100 mil empleos bien pagados en instala-

ciones de energia solar en el Condado de LA.

+ Posibilitar el acceso al sistema bancario a todos
los residentes.

¢ Expandir la proteccién al consumidor—Para
incluir un apoyo mas efectivo para inquilinos y
duefios de casas.

PREGUNTA 2: ¢Qué medidas, ademds de una comision de ciudadanos, deberian tomar los Supervisores para
prevenir abusos del Departamento del Sheriff de Los Angeles?

El afio pasado, los contribuyentes del Condado de LA
pagaron $45 millones en acuerdos legales a nombre del
Departamento del Sheriff. Debemos establecer la rendicion
de cuentas para que los sheriffs protejan tanto a oficiales
como a civiles. Ademas de crear una comision ciudadana,
podemos:

# Reclutar al menos 50% de gente con carreras no

tradicionales y al menos 50% de muijeres.
¢ Crear un cdédigo de honor.

« Contratar fiscales que SOLO procesen al Departa-
mento del Sheriff y que NO dependan de las
fuerzas del orden para otros casos.

¢ Procesar TODAS la acusaciones de abusos en 48
horas.

PREGUNTA 3: La gente desamparada sin hogar es la mayor preocupacion en el Condado de Los Angeles. ¢Qué postura
puede y debe tomar el gobierno del Condado para resolver este problema? Por favor especifique en su
respuesta como va a tratar el asunto de que el condado pague por los servicios para los desamparados.

Tenemos una crisis. Tenemos problemas estructurales.
Cada miembro de nuestra comunidad sin un hogar les
cuesta a los contribuyentes $40 mil al afio. El primer
paso es hacer que estas personas tengan vivienda.
Luego les proveeremos servicios de rehabilitacion,

consejeria y los ayudaremos a tener una vida mejor con
mucho menos de $40 mil al afio. Se ha comprobado
que, una vez con vivienda, hasta 20% pueden transitar
a una vida normal en 60 dias.

* Vea la informacién completa para los candidates de Supervisor del Distrito 5 en:
http://votersedge.org/ca/es/ballot/election/area/42/contests/contest/12588?&county=Los%20Angeles%20County&election_authority_id=19
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League of Women Voters of California Education Fund

Fecha de publicacion:
9 de septiembre de 2016

El League of Women Voters of
California Education Fund

(LWVCEF), una organizacién 501(c)(3)
no partidista, nos invita a participar
en el gobierno de manera informada
y activa, trabajando para una mejor
comprension de los asuntos mas
importantes de las politicas publicas.
El LWVCEF no apoya ni se opone

a candidatos, partidos politicos o
propuestas de ley.

Pros y Contrasda una explicacion
imparcial de las propuestas estatales,
con opiniones a favor y en contra.
Estas opiniones vienen de diversas
fuentes y no se limitan a las que

se presentan en la Guia Oficial de
Informacion para el Votante (Official
Voter Information Guide). El LWVCEF
no juzga los méritos de las opiniones
ni garantiza su validez.

El LWVCEF otorga permiso para que
Pros y Contras sea reproducido.
Esta publicacion esta disponible en
linea en CAvotes.org.

League of Women Voters

of California Education Fund
1107 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814
916.442.7215 | 888.870VOTE

VOTER'S

Y EasyVoter Guide

www.easyvoter.org

FOR MEW & BUSY YOTERS
IN MULTIPLE LANGUAGES

Eleccion General ® 8 de noviembre de 2016

En esta eleccion, los votantes de California escogeran al presidente de Estados
Unidos para los proximos cuatro aios y elegiran a uno de dos senadores del pais
que representan al estado en el Congreso y a sus representantes legislativos
federales y estatales.

Los votantes de California también van a decidir sobre 17 proposiciones estatales de
ley que se explican en estePros y Contras. Dos de las proposiciones fueron colocadas
en la boleta electoral por la legislatura del estado, otras 14 fueron colocadas en la
boleta por sus partidarios, quienes para ello reunieron suficientes firmas, pues buscan
hacer cambios en las leyes estatales o en la Constitucién de California, y una mas es

un referéndum que busca anular una ley existente y que también fue puesta en la
boleta por sus partidarios que colectaron las firmas suficientes.

Visita votersedge.org/es/ca para ver todo lo que vendrd en tu boleta electoral,
saber donde vas a votar y obtener informacién no partidista sobre todas tus
opciones al votar.

Coémo evaluar las proposiciones en la boleta

% Examina lo que quieren lograr las propuestas. ;Estas de acuerdo con sus metas?
¢{Es la propuesta consistente con tus ideas sobre el gobierno?
;Crees que los cambios propuestos mejoraran las cosas?

% ;Quiénes son los verdaderos promotores y oponentes de la propuesta?
Revisa de ddnde viene el dinero en el sitio web de Voter’s Edge California:
votersedge.org/es/ca

* ¢Estd bien escrita la propuesta? ¢ Creard conflictos legales que requieran
resoluciones o interpretaciones de la corte? ;Es esto “buen gobierno” o causara
mas problemas de los que resolverad?

% ;Crea la propuesta su propia fuente de ingresos? ;Asigna, restringe u obliga
dinero del gobierno? Si asi es, considera los beneficios de asegurar fondos para
la propuesta contra el costo de reducir la flexibilidad general del presupuesto.

% ;Obliga la medida un programa o servicio del gobierno sin tener en cuenta cdmo
se financia?

* ;Trata la propuesta con un asunto que pueda decidirse facilmente con un voto
por un Sl o un NO? ;0O, es un tema complejo que deberia examinarse a fondo
en el sistema legislativo?

% Sila propuesta enmienda la Constitucion, considera si realmente es parte de la
Constitucioén. ¢Lograria un estatuto el mismo propdsito? Todas las enmiendas
constitucionales requieren aprobacion de los votantes; lo que pongamos en la
Constitucién volverd a la boleta para cambiarse.

% Ten cuidado con las tacticas de distorsion y los comerciales con imdgenes que
no dicen nada a fondo sobre la propuesta de ley. Cuidado con las verdades
a medias.

©2016 League of Women Voters of California Education Fund
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Proposicion 51

Iniciativa Estatuto

Bonos para escuelas. Fondos para instalaciones escolares K-12
y Community Colleges.

LA PREGUNTA: ;Deberia el estado vender bonos de obligacion general por $9 mil millones para
usarse en mejorar las instalaciones de educacion publica?

LA SITUACION

El estado provee fondos a proyectos para escuelas a través de
bonos de obligacion general, los cuales deben ser aprobados
por los votantes. De 1998 a 2006, los votantes aprobaron $40
mil millones en tales bonos. Los pagos del estado en 2016-17
por el servicio de la deuda por bonos previos suman la cantidad
de $2.4 mil millones para escuelas K-12 (kinder a 12° grado)

y de $300 millones para community colleges. Practicamente,
todos los fondos de los bonos emitidos anteriormente ya se

han gastado.

Bajo el Programa de Instalaciones Escolares estatal vigente,

las escuelas someten propuestas de proyectos al estado. Las
propuestas pueden ser para comprar terrenos, construir edificios
y/o renovar edificios existentes. En la mayoria de los casos, las
escuelas que reciben fondos estatales deben contribuir con
fondos locales. Los fondos locales cubren 40 o 50 por ciento
del costo del proyecto, dependiendo del tipo de proyecto. Las
escuelas que no tienen suficientes fondos pueden solicitar una
donacién de fondos adicionales de hasta 100 por ciento del
costo el proyecto. No existe una estructura similar de donacién
de fondos para los community colleges.

Los distritos escolares y los community colleges pueden vender
bonos de obligacion general a nivel local para ayudar a cubrir
los costos de proyectos para instalaciones, los que también
deben ser aprobados por los votantes. Desde 1998, los distritos
escolares y los community colleges han vendido unos $64 mil
millones y $21 mil millones, respectivamente, en bonos de
obligacion general a nivel local para proyectos de instalaciones.

LA PROPUESTA

La Prop. 51 autorizaria al estado vender $9 mil millones en
bonos de obligacion general: $6 mil millones para modernizar
instalaciones de viejas escuelas publicas K-12 o para construir
nuevas; $2 mil millones para instalaciones de community
colleges; y $1,000 millones para instalaciones de escuelas
charter y vocacionales.

EFECTOS FISCALES

El estado probablemente emitiria estos bonos en un periodo
de unos cinco afos y haria pagos del Fondo General por un
periodo de unos 35 afios. Si los bonos se vendieran a una
tasa de interés promedio de cinco por ciento, el costo total
para pagar los bonos seria de $17.6 mil millones, incluyendo
el capital y los intereses. El pago promedio anual seria de
unos $500 millones, menos de medio punto porcentual del
presupuesto actual del Fondo General del estado.

Dada la disponibilidad de fondos estatales adicionales,
algunos distritos escolares y de los community colleges locales
podrian recaudar y gastar mas a nivel local, mientras que otros
colectarian y gastarian menos localmente.

SUS PARTIDARIOS DICEN
* Un bono para todo el estado es la mejor opcién para
cubrir las necesidades de construccion de las escuelas de
California. Los votantes locales adin podrian controlar la
forma en que se gasten los fondos del bono.

* Muchas escuelas y community colleges a lo largo
del estado tienen instalaciones obsoletas y necesitan
reparaciones para cumplir con los estdndares bdsicos de
salud y seguridad.

SUS OPONENTES DICEN
e Las propuestas para un bono local de escuelas funcionan
mejor que uno para todo el estado. Tener control local es
la mejor manera de minimizar el gasto gubernamental.

e Los fondos de la Prop. 51 irfan a los que estén en primera
fila. Los distritos mas grandes y ricos recibirfan la mayoria
de los fondos, pues tienen los recursos para solicitarlos
con mayor rapidez.

PARA MAS INFORMACION

Los partidarios: Yes on 51 -Californians For Quality Schools
(Californianos para Escuelas de Calidad)
www.californiansforqualityschools.com

Los oponentes: California Taxpayers Action Network
(Red de Accién de los Contribuyentes en California)
www.stopprop51.org

Mas sobre los Bonos

Para mds informacion sobre los Bonos, leer Overview of State Bond Debt
en la Official Voter Information Guide, Pagina 115

www.voterguide.sos.ca.gov

©2016 League of Women Voters of California Education Fund

La Liga de Mujeres Votantes®

ELECCION GENERAL * 8 DE NOVIEMBRE DE 2016 11




Proposicion 52

Iniciativa Enmienda Constitucional y Estatuto

Programa de Cuota de Hospitales para Medi-Cal.

LA PREGUNTA: ;Deberia (a) ser permanente la cuota que se cobra a los hospitales privados para facilitar los fondos
de Medi-Cal; (b) limitarse la habilidad de la Legislatura para cambiarla; y (c) enmendarse la Constitucién del
Estado para excluir estos ingresos de los célculos para los fondos de educacion de California?

LA SITUACION

El programa Medi-Cal provee beneficios de cuidado
de salud basica para los californianos de bajos
ingresos que son elegibles (actualmente 13 millones
de personas). En general, los gobiernos estatal y
federal comparten los costos del programa por partes
iguales, aunque para algunos gastos el gobierno
federal paga mas que el estatal.

Desde 2009, el estado ha cobrado a la mayoria de
los hospitales privados una cuota (actualmente de
$4.6 mil millones) que costea la parte del estado

para los crecientes beneficios de Medi-Cal y que
genera ahorros al Fondo General del estado. Entre los
fondos estatales y federales, los hospitales obtienen
un beneficio neto de unos $3.5 mil millones en pagos
por los servicios prestados.

La Legislatura ha extendido la fecha final de la cuota
cuatro veces desde su comienzo, y podria hacerlo de
nuevo mas alld de su actual fecha de terminacion el
1 de enero de 2018. Cualquier extension de la fecha
final de la cuota por la Legislatura o por la Prop. 52
también debe ser aprobada por el gobierno federal.

LA PROPUESTA

La Prop. 52 haria que la cuota sea permanente. La
Legislatura podria ddescontinuar la cuota con dos
tercios del voto en cada una de sus cdmaras, mas
que la mayoria requerida ahora. En general, para
cambiar la cuota se requeriria de la aprobacién de los
votantes futuros en una eleccidn estatal. Sin embargo,
la Legislatura —con dos tercios del voto— podria
hacer ciertos cambios especificos sin la aprobacién
de los votantes, como obtener la aprobacién federal
de la cuota.

La Constitucion del Estado requiere un nivel minimo
de fondos anuales para educacion K-12 (kinder a

12° grado) y para community colleges, con base en
los ingresos del Fondo General del estado. Bajo la
prdctica actual, la Prop. 52 excluiria la cuota de estos
calculos (requiriendo una enmienda a la Constitucion
del Estado).

EFECTOS FISCALES

El efecto fiscal de esta propuesta es incierto, primordialmente porque
se desconoce si la Legislatura tendria que extender la fecha final de la
cuota nuevamente.

Si la cuota se extendiera, la Prop. 52 probablemente tendria un efecto
fiscal menor en los gobiernos estatal y local.

Sin la extension de la cuota por parte de la Legislatura, la Prop. 52 tendria
un mayor efecto fiscal en los gobiernos estatal y local. Los efectos fiscales
bajo este escenario probablemente serian similares a los ingresos de
Medi-Cal y a los beneficios del estado que se obtuvieron con la cuota en
afios pasados.

Sin embargo, estos impactos podrian verse afectados por nuevos
requisitos federales que impacten la cuota, los que se desconocen
en este momento.

SUS PARTIDARIOS DICEN
e Esta proposicién asegura que el estado continde recibiendo
mas de $3 mil millones al afio en fondos federales para Medi-
Cal (igualados a los estatales), que de otro modo no estarian
disponibles.

e La Prop. 52 prohibe a la Legislatura usar los ingresos de la cuota
para cualquier otro propésito.

SUS OPONENTES DICEN
e La Prop. 52 les da a los hospitales $3 mil millones al ano en
beneficios federales de cuidado de salud, sin supervision o
rendicion de cuentas, y no garantiza que se vayan a gastar en
servicios de salud.

e La Prop. 52 manipula el sistema en favor de corporaciones y
dafa a la gente de escasos recursos.

PARA MAS INFORMACION

Los partidarios Yes on Proposition 52, una coalicién de Asociaciones
de Hospitales y Sistemas de Salud de California y organizaciones no
lucrativas de servicios de salud.

www.yesprop52.org

Los oponentes: Californians for Hospital Accountability and Quality
Care-No on 52 (Californianos por rendicién de cuentas de Hospitales y
Servicios de calidad, patrocinados por United Healthcare Workers West
www.noon52.com

Elegir Si 0 NO en una proposicién

Un voto por el Sl significa que apruebas el cambio de lo que haria una proposicion,
y un voto por el NO significa que quieres dejar las cosas como estan ahora.
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Proposicion 53

Iniciativa Enmienda Constitucional

Bonos de Ingresos. Aprobacién de Votantes de Todo el Estado.

LA PREGUNTA: ;Deberia el estado requerir la aprobacién de los votantes de California antes de emitir o vender
cualquier bono de ingresos para proyectos en los que el bono exceda los $2 mil millones?

LA SITUACION

El estado financia sus operaciones e infraestructura usando sus
ingresos por impuestos anuales (“pagando como vienen”), y
pidiendo dinero prestado con la venta de bonos a inversionistas,
a quienes, con el tiempo, se les paga con intereses.

Hay dos clases principales de bonos: los bonos de obligacion
general y los bonos de ingresos. El estado paga sus bonos de
obligacion general del Fondo General del estado. Los bonos de
ingresos usualmente se pagan usando los ingresos que generan
las cuotas y otros cargos pagados por los usuarios de los
proyectos (como peajes en puentes, rentas y tarifas por servicios
publicos). Los bonos de obligacién general requieren de la
aprobacion de los votantes del estado antes de que éste pueda
emitirlos para pagar por un proyecto; sin embargo, los bonos
de ingresos no requieren de la aprobacion de los votantes del
estado bajo la ley estatal existente.

LA PROPUESTA
e Se requeriria de la aprobacion de los votantes del estado
antes de que los bonos de ingresos fueran emitidos o
vendidos por el estado para cualquier proyecto que cueste
mas de $2 mil millones.

e Esta ley aplicaria a:
— todos los proyectos financiados, poseidos, operados o
manejados por el estado; y
— todos los proyectos financiados, poseidos, operados o
manejados por agencias conjuntas formadas entre el
estado y gobiernos locales de ciudades o condados,
otro estado o una agencia del gobierno federal.

e Dividiria los grandes proyectos en proyectos separados
mas pequenos, para evitar el requisito de la aprobacién
de los votantes del estado, que los prohibiria.

EFECTOS FISCALES

Se desconocen. El impacto financiero en los gobiernos estatal y
local, tanto a corto como a largo plazo, dependeria de factores
tales como: qué proyectos son afectados, cudl es el resultado de
una votacién estatal y si los proyectos o actividades alternativos
se implementan en su lugar, lo que podria resultar en costos
mayores 0 menores comparados con el proyecto original.

SUS PARTIDARIOS DICEN
La Proposicién 53:

e Asegurard que los votantes decidan directamente
si el estado puede o no implementar proyectos
extremadamente grandes o caros, como el del tren bala y
el de los tineles propuestos bajo el delta.

e Resolverd la ambigtiedad en la ley estatal que requiere
la aprobacién de los votantes para los bonos de obligacién
general, pero no para los multimillonarios bonos de
ingresos.

e Protegerd la salud fiscal de California a largo plazo, al
desincentivar los gastos que se agregan a la deuda estatal
por pedir préstamos.

¢ Ordenara la transparencia sobre el verdadero costo de los
proyectos.

SUS OPONENTES DICEN

La Proposicion 53:

e Quitara el control local al requerir el voto estatal para
muchos proyectos locales, aun cuando reciban fondos
de usuarios y gente local que pague por ellos.

e Prevendra o retrasard las reparaciones y mantenimiento
de los sistemas de agua del estado, el asunto de mayor
presion de infraestructura que actualmente enfrenta
California.

e Prevendra o retrasard las reparaciones y mantenimiento
de proyectos y sistemas de infraestructura después de
emergencias o desastres naturales.

e Hara peligrar el bienestar econémico y la seguridad de
California a largo plazo, debido a que se pospondran
trabajos de infraestructura necesarios.

PARA MAS INFORMACION

Los partidarios: Yes on 53 — Stop Blank Checks
(Detener los Cheques en Blanco)
www.StopBlankChecks.com

Los oponentes: No on Prop 53 — Californians to Protect Local
Control (Californianos por la Proteccién del Control Local)
Control: www.NoProp53.com

Mas sobre los Bonos

Para mds informacion sobre los Bonos, leer Overview of State Bond Debt
en la Official Voter Information Guide, Pagina 115

www.voterguide.sos.ca.gov
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Proposicion 54

Iniciativa Enmienda Constitucional y Estatuto

Legislatura. Legislacion y Procedimientos.

LA PREGUNTA: ;Antes de llegar a la Legislatura, deberian todas las leyes propuestas (bills) imprimirse en su formato final
y publicarse en Internet 72 horas antes de ser sometidas a votacién; y deberian todas las reuniones publicas
de la Legislatura ser videograbadas y ponerse en linea dentro de 24 horas?

LA SITUACION

Las reglas legislativas gobiernan el proceso por el cual las
propuestas se convierten en leyes. Los legisladores discuten
las propuestas en audiencias de comités y otras reuniones y
les hacen cambios con base en sus discusiones, un proceso
que usualmente tiene lugar durante dias, semanas o meses.
Sin embargo, las propuestas de ley también sufren cambios
drésticos de dltimo minuto, incluyendo agregarles cientos de
hojas con texto nuevo. En un procedimiento conocido como
“gut and amend” (destruir y enmendar) todas las palabras

de una propuesta pueden remplazarse a Gltimo minuto con
un nuevo lenguaje, que incluso puede ser sobre un asunto
totalmente distinto. Cuando pasa esto, el piblico no puede
leer la propuesta completa antes de que se apruebe como
ley, y muchos legisladores no la pueden leer en su forma
final antes de someterla a voto. Ademads, las grabaciones de
los procedimientos publicos de la Legislatura no siempre se
hacen, asi que las reuniones y discusiones de una propuesta
de ley pueden tener lugar sin que las observen ni el piblico
ni la prensa, sin ninguna grabacion sobre lo que se ha dicho.

LA PROPUESTA

La Constitucion de California y las reglas legislativas
serian enmendadas para:
Requerir que todas las propuestas de ley (bills) en su
formato final estén disponibles para los legisladores y se
publiquen en Internet al menos 72 horas antes de que
se vote por ellas, excepto en casos de emergencia.
Requerir que la Legislatura haga grabaciones
audiovisuales de todas sus reuniones publicas y
asegurarse que estas grabaciones estén disponibles en
Internet para ser vistas a 24 horas de haberse realizado.

Permitir que todos puedan grabar las reuniones
legislativas publicas.

e Permitir que las grabaciones de las reuniones legislativas
publicas puedan ser usadas si el propésito es legitimo.

EFECTOS FISCALES

Probablemente un solo gasto de $1 millén a $2 millones para
comprar camaras y equipo, y costos anuales de alrededor de
$1 millén para mas personal y almacenaje de los videos en
Internet.

Estos costos serian menos del uno por ciento del presupuesto de
la Legislatura para sus propias operaciones.

SUS PARTIDARIOS DICEN
La Proposicion 54 —

e dard al piblico y a sus funcionarios electos tiempo para
leer y expresar sus opiniones sobre la legislacion antes de
que pase a ser ley.

e pondra fin a la practica del

enmendar).
e asegurard que todas las reuniones abiertas de la Legislatura

sean grabadas y publicadas en Internet para que el piblico
pueda verlas.

gut and amend” (destruir y

SUS OPONENTES DICEN
La Proposicién 54 —
e introducira restricciones innecesarias, pesadas y tediosas
a la forma en que se escriben las leyes.
e hard que pequenos pero necesarios cambios técnicos
en las propuestas, introducidos al final de las sesiones
legislativas, sean mas dificiles de acomodar.

e dara a los cabilderos y a los intereses especiales tiempo
extra para cabildear y lanzar campanas para atacar los
acuerdos bipartidistas refiidos.

PARA MAS INFORMACION

Los partidarios: Yes on 54 — Voters First, Not Special Interests
(Votantes Primero, No a los Intereses Especiales):
www.YesProp54.org

Los oponentes: Californians for an Effective Legislature
(Californianos por una Legislatura Efectiva):
www.NoOnProposition54.com

Eleccion General ¢ Martes 8 de noviembre de 2016
El lugar donde te toca votar
abre de 7:00 a.m. a 8:00 p.m.

24 de octubre
Ultimo dia para registrarse para votar

Puedes solicitar una boleta para
“votar por correo” del
10 de octubre al 1 de noviembre
(Pide la tuya antes de la fecha limite: 1 de noviembre)

©2016 League of Women Voters of California Education Fund

14 Guia para Votantes del Condado de Los Angeles



Proposicion 55

Iniciativa Enmienda Constitucional

Extension de Impuestos para Costear Educacion y Servicios de Salud.

LA PREGUNTA: ;Deberia enmendarse la Constitucion del Estado para extender hasta 2030 ciertos aumentos
de impuestos a contribuyentes de altos ingresos, y aumentar los fondos para beneficios del Medi-Cal?

LA SITUACION

El presupuesto del Fondo General del estado para este afio es de unos
$122 mil millones, con mas de la mitad para educacion y alrededor
de una cuarta parte para servicios humanos y de salud, incluyendo el
programa Medi-Cal.

Los impuestos al ingreso, deducidos en néminas de pago, ingresos

por inversiones, ganancias por venta de acciones de la bolsa u otros
activos, proveen unos dos tercios de ingresos al Fondo General. Las tasas
impositivas aumentan al hacerlo los ingresos impositivos de una persona.
En 2011, las tasas impositivas fueron del 1% al 9.3%. En 2012, la Prop.
30 aumento estas tasas del 1% al 3% hasta 2018 a contribuyentes de
altos ingresos, definidos como aquellos individuos que ganan mas de
$263,000 al afio y parejas que ganan mas de $563,000 al afo.

Este afio, con los aumentos impositivos a los ingresos de la
Prop. 30 se recaudaran unos $7 mil millones, todo para las escuelas
K-12'y los community colleges.

El estado debe gastar una cantidad minima anual en escuelas K-12 y
community colleges. Este ano, el Fondo General proveera mas de $50
mil millones a esta cantidad minima garantizada. Los impuestos locales
a la propiedad también contribuyen para esta obligacién.

El programa Medi-Cal provee servicios de salud a mas de 13 millones de
personas de bajos ingresos; alrededor de un tercio de la poblacién del
estado. Este programa depende mucho de fondos federales y recibe algo
de apoyo de otras fuentes estatales.

El aumento impositivo a los ingresos de la Prop. 30 va a expirar a finales
de 2018, y el aumento impositivo sobre las ventas va a expirar a finales
de 2016.

LA PROPUESTA

La Prop. 55 prorrogaria de 2018 a 2030 (12 afos adicionales) el
aumento de impuestos de la Prop. 30 a contribuyentes de altos ingresos.
Los aumentos del impuesto variarian segtin el nivel de ingresos. Una
persona soltera con ingresos de $300,000 pagaria un impuesto adicional
de $370, mientras que una pareja casada con ingresos de $2,000,000
pagaria un impuesto adicional de $37,980.

Estos ingresos adicionales seguirian proveyendo fondos para escuelas
K-12 y community colleges, pero también estarian dirigidos al programa
Medi-Cal, con base en una nueva férmula para estos fondos.

EFECTOS FISCALES

Los mayores ingresos de la Prop. 55 se usarian para
educacion, servicios de salud para gente de bajos
ingresos y otros propositos del presupuesto estatal.

La cantidad de ingresos adicionales al estado es incierta.
Dependiendo de la economia en el afo, los aumentos
podrian ir de los $4 mil millones a los $9 mil millones.

Méds o menos la mitad del aumento en ingresos irfa a
educacion. Los fondos adicionales para Medi-Cal bajo la
Prop. 55 podrian variar de manera significativa, posible-
mente hasta un maximo de $2 mil millones por afio.

La Prop. 55 podria incrementar hasta en $60 millones las
contribuciones anuales para reservas (de emergencia) del
presupuesto y para los pagos anuales de deudas estatales
que ascienden a $1.5 mil millones o mas.

SUS PARTIDARIOS DICEN

e La Prop. 55 mantiene las tasas de impuestos
existentes, de modo que los ricos pagan su
parte justa, para proveer fondos adecuados para
educacién y servicios de salud.

e La Prop. 55 tiene estrictos requisitos de rendicion de
cuentas, que aseguran que los fondos lleguen a las
escuelas.

SUS OPONENTES DICEN

* A los votantes que aprobaron la Prop. 30 se les
prometié que los aumentos serian temporales, no
permanentes.

e Los aumentos en impuestos de la Prop. 55 no son
necesarios para costear de manera adecuada a la
educacién, los servicios de salud y al gobierno
estatal; ademds de que aniquilarian los empleos.

PARA MAS INFORMACION

Los partidarios: Yes on 55 — Californians for Budget
Stability (Californianos por la Estabilidad del Presupuesto)
www.yesonb5.com

Los oponentes: Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association
WWW.0pposeprop5s5.com

:Quién puede votar?
Puedes registrarte para votar en California si:

e Eres ciudadano de los EE.UU. y residente de California.

¢ Vas a tener al menos 18 afos de edad el dia de las
elecciones.

e No estds en prision o en libertad condicional por un
delito grave.

¢ No has sido juzgado mentalmente incompetente.

;Cuando tienes que volver a registrarte para votar?
Es necesario llenar un nuevo formulario de registro de
votantes si:
* Cambias tu direccién de residencia o direccién postal.
e Cambias tu nombre.
e Cuando deseas cambiar tu afiliacién a un partido
politico.

Si te has registrado y tu nombre no aparece en la lista de votantes en tu lugar de votacion,
tienes derecho a emitir un voto provisional en cualquier lugar de votacion en tu condado.
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Proposicion 56

Iniciativa Enmienda Constitucional y Estatuto

Impuesto a Cigarros para Fondos de Servicios de Salud, Prevencién de
Uso del Tabaco, Investigacion, y Aplicacion de la Ley.

LA PREGUNTA: ;Deberia California aumentar el impuesto a productos del tabaco y cigarros electrénicos que
contienen nicotina para proveer fondos para servicios de salud y programas de control del tabaco?

LA SITUACION

Los productos del tabaco estdn sujetos a un impuesto federal y
estatal al consumo. California requiere impuestos al consumo a
distribuidores, mas impuestos locales y a la venta que pagan los
consumidores en el precio final al hacer la compra. El precio
promedio al menudeo en California por un paquete de cigarros

es de unos $6, que incluye unos $2.40 en impuestos —87
centavos de impuesto estatal al consumo, $1.01 de impuesto
federal al consumo y un promedio de 50 a 60 centavos de
impuesto a la venta—. El actual impuesto al consumo en
California para otros productos del tabaco equivale a $1.37
de un paquete de cigarros.

Los cigarros electrénicos no estdn sujetos al impuesto federal

y estatal al consumo, pero si al impuesto local a la venta y por

el uso.

LA PROPUESTA

e La Prop. 56 aumentaria la cantidad del impuesto estatal
al consumo de cigarros en $2 por paquete, para un total

de $2.87, con un equivalente por paquete de $3.37 en
impuesto al consumo para otros productos del tabaco,
incluyendo los cigarros electrénicos.

a un nuevo fondo de apoyo a los programas existentes
para control del tabaco y servicios de salud, con parte
del dinero para la aplicacién de las leyes relacionadas
al tabaco.

gastos, y exceptuar ingresos de los requisitos de fondos

minimos para educacioén, algo similar a los impuestos al

tabaco aprobados anteriormente por los votantes.

EFECTOS FISCALES

La Oficina del Analista Legislativo estima que, como resultado
de la Prop. 56, los consumidores podrian reducir sus compras
de productos del tabaco y cambiar la forma en cémo compran
estos productos; por ejemplo, hacerlo por Internet. Si la gente
consume menos cigarros y otros productos del tabaco debido
a la Prop. 56, los actuales programas de salud y bienestar que

se pagan con los impuestos existentes podrian recibir menos

Los ingresos por el aumento del impuesto al consumo irfan

La Prop. 56 enmendaria la Constitucion de California para
exceptuar los gastos de la propuesta del limite estatal de

fondos. Se requeriria que el dinero de la Prop. 56 cubriera
esa pérdida, en una cantidad estimada entre $200 millones y
$230 millones.

Sin embargo, se estima que la Prop. 56 genere de $1.3 mil
millones a $1.6 mil millones en ingresos anuales por el nuevo
impuesto al consumo de cigarros y otros productos del tabaco
(incluyendo cigarros electrénicos).

SUS PARTIDARIOS DICEN

e Fumar cigarros mata a mds de 40 mil californianos al ano.
Los aumentos al impuesto al tabaco son una de las formas
mas eficientes de reducir el fumar y usar tabaco en otras
formas.
Los contribuyentes pagan $3.58 mil millones todos los
afios en costos por servicios de salud relacionados al
tabaco. Bajo la Prop. 56, los consumidores de tabaco
ayudaran a reducir estos costos.

La Prop. 56 no toma ni un centavo de las escuelas; protege
los fondos escolares al tiempo que ayuda a que nuestros
nifios no se enganchen en usar el mortal y adictivo tabaco.

SUS OPONENTES DICEN

La Prop. 56 no es lo que parece. A las companias de
seguros se les pagaran mil millones de délares mas por el
tratamiento a los mismos pacientes de Medi-Cal que ya
tratan ahora.

La Prop. 56 coloca sélo 13% del dinero del nuevo
impuesto al tabaco para tratar a fumadores o evitar que se
inicien ninos y jévenes.

La Prop. 56 socavard los fondos garantizados a las escuelas
en la Constitucion, desviando al menos $600 millones

al aflo a compafifas de seguros de salud y a otros grupos
ricos con intereses especiales.

PARA MAS INFORMACION

Los partidarios: Yes on 56 -Save Lives California
(Salvar vidas en California)
http:/www.yeson56.org

Los oponentes: No on 56 - Stop the Special Interest Tax Grab
(Detengamos el dinero del impuesto para intereses especiales)
http://www.noonproposition56.com/

Elegir Si 0 NO en una proposicion

Un voto por el Si significa que apruebas el cambio de lo que harfa una proposicién,
y un voto por el NO significa que quieres dejar las cosas como estan ahora.
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Proposicion 57

Iniciativa Enmienda Constitucional y Estatuto

Sentencias Criminales. Libertad condicional. Procedimientosy
Sentencias Criminales Juveniles.

LA PREGUNTA: ;Deberian los internos en prision condenados por ciertos crimenes no violentos
ser considerados para recibir libertad condicional anticipada (parole) y deberian los jueces decidir
cuando los menores de edad deberian ser procesados como adultos?

LA SITUACION

Las sentencias a prision en California se establecen por un
tiempo fijo o “indeterminado”, siendo éste un tiempo minimo
pero sin un maximo especifico, como de 25 afios a cadena
perpetua. La mayoria de los prisioneros tienen una sentencia
fija. Algunos de ellos son elegibles para libertad condicional
tras cumplir la mitad de su sentencia. Los que tienen sentencias
indeterminadas son elegibles para una audiencia de libertad
condicional una vez que hayan cumplido su sentencia
minima. Se les pueden otorgar créditos limitados por buen
comportamiento, ya sea por tomar capacitacion o educacion,
para determinar su libertad condicional.

En 2011, una corte federal ordené a California reducir la
poblacién en sus prisiones a 137.5 por ciento de su capacidad o
habria libertad mandatoria de prisioneros.

A los que tienen menos de 18 anos de edad y que son acusados
de cometer crimenes, se les enjuicia generalmente en una corte
juvenil, donde los jueces determinan qué lugar y tratamiento
van a darles. Los que tienen entre 14 y 18 afios acusados de
crimenes tales como asesinatos u ofensas sexuales especificas,
pueden ser enjuiciados en una corte para adultos a discrecion
del fiscal.

LA PROPUESTA
e La Prop. 57 enmendaria la Constitucién del Estado para
permitir que se considere la libertad condicional (parole)
para personas convictas por delitos menores no violentos
y que hayan cumplido su sentencia minima y pasado un
examen de seguridad pudblica.

e La Prop. 57 cambiaria la ley estatal para requerir que los
menores de edad tengan una audiencia en la corte juvenil
para determinar si deberian ser transferidos a una corte
para adultos, eliminando la capacidad de los fiscales para
tomar esta determinacién.

EFECTOS FISCALES

Una reduccién de la poblacién en prisiones debida a esta
propuesta podria rebajar el presupuesto en correccionales del
estado de $10 mil millones a decenas de millones de délares

al aflo (compensados por costos para conducir mds audiencias
de libertad condicional). Los costos de los condados podrian

aumentar debido a un aumento de prisioneros bajo probacion,
la que es supervisada por oficiales de probacién del condado.

Transferir las audiencias juveniles podria reducir los costos en
la cortes del estado e incrementar los costos en instalaciones
juveniles estatales. Esto resultaria en ahorros netos de unos
pocos millones de délares al afio. Los costos netos a los
condados probablemente aumentarian unos pocos millones
de ddlares al ano al pagar su porcién de los costos de
vivienda en instalaciones juveniles estatales, asi como por

la probacién supervisada.

SUS PARTIDARIOS DICEN

e La Prop. 57 concentra recursos en mantener a los
criminales peligrosos tras las rejas, mientras rehabilita
a los internos y ahorra decenas de millones de délares.

e Sin sentido comdn ni solucién a largo plazo, seguiremos
desperdiciando miles de millones de délares y
arriesgandonos a que salgan libres prisioneros peligrosos
por orden de la corte.

SUS OPONENTES DICEN
e El debilitar las leyes contra el crimen en California ha ido
demasiado lejos. La Constitucién de California no deberia
enmendarse para otorgar mas derechos a los criminales.

e La Prop. 57 es una propuesta mal redactada que clasifica
los crimenes como la violacién sexual por intoxicacién
y el asalto con arma letal como ‘no violentos’ y elegibles
para libertad condicional anticipada.

PARA MAS INFORMACION

Los partidarios: Californians for Public Safety and Rehabilitation
(Californianos por la seguridad y la rehabilitacién publica)
http:/safetyandrehabilitation.com

Los oponentes: Stop Early Release of Violent Criminals
(Detengan la libertad anticipada de los criminales violentos)
http:/stopearlyrelease.com

Guia Oficial de Informacién para el Votante

voterguide.sos.ca.gov

Lee analisis imparcial, argumentos a favor y en contra,
e incluso el texto completo de la ley propuesta.

;Quieres mas informacion sobre las proposiciones?

Voter’s Edge (Ventaja del Votante)

votersedge.org/es/ca

Escribe tu direccion para recibir informacién completa
sobre todo lo que aparecera en tu boleta. Mira quién esta
financiando las campafias en pro y contra.
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Proposicion 58

Iniciativa Legislativa Estatuto

Dominio del Inglés. Educaciéon Multilingtie.

LA PREGUNTA: ;Deberia cambiar la ley estatal para eliminar el requerimiento de que las escuelas publicas ensenen
a los aprendices de inglés solamente en inglés; para permitir una variedad de programas de adquisicion del
lenguaje y permitir a los alumnos matricularse en programas bilingiies sin que tengan que renunciar a algo?

LA SITUACION

Tanto la ley de caso federal, como las leyes de derechos civiles
y la ley estatal requieren que las escuelas publicas ensefen a
todos sus alumnos habilidades en inglés, asi como las materias
académicas. En 2015-16, unos 2.7 millones de alumnos de
las escuelas publicas K-12 (kinder a 12° grado) de California
no hablaban inglés en casa. Un poco mas de la mitad de ellos
(22% de todos los alumnos de California) fueron clasificados
como “aprendices de inglés”; es decir, limitados en su dominio
de ese idioma.

La Proposicion 227, aprobada en 1998, impuso ciertas
restricciones a la forma en que las escuelas publicas de
California ensefiaban a los aprendices de inglés: 1) la
instruccion en el salén de clases debe ser solamente en

inglés; 2) pueden usarse materiales especiales para mejorar

las habilidades del lenguaje y hacer mas comprensible la
instruccion; 3) los alumnos reciben instruccién especial e
intensiva de inglés por un solo afo antes de ser movidos a
clases s6lo en inglés; y 4) la matricula en un programa bilingtie
requiere de una renuncia firmada por uno de los padres.

El estado requiere que los distritos escolares y las oficinas
de educacion de los condados publiquen planes anuales
describiendo los servicios que proveeran a ciertos grupos de
alumnos, incluyendo al de los aprendices de inglés.

LA PROPUESTA

La Prop. 58 revocaria las provisiones claves de la Proposicion
227 y agregaria algunas nuevas provisiones sobre la instruccion
en el idioma inglés. La Prop. 58 removeria los requerimientos
de que a los aprendices de inglés sélo debe ensefidrseles en

ese idioma. Permitiria una variedad de programas incluyendo

la instruccién bilingtie, ninguno de los cuales requeriria ningtin
tipo de renuncia de los padres. Se incrementaria la participacién
comunitaria: el proceso de planeacién anual incluiria solicitar la
opinién de los padres y miembros de la comunidad sobre como
deberia ensendrseles a los aprendices de inglés. Si la peticion
de los padres para ciertos programas llega a niveles especificos,
la escuela tendria que proveer esos programas hasta donde

sea posible. Remover las restricciones de la Proposicion 227
significaria que los hablantes nativos de inglés también podrian
aprender un idioma distinto al que hablen en casa.

Esta propuesta podria enmendarse con un estatuto aprobado
por el voto del electorado o por una mayoria de votos de las dos
terceras partes de la legislatura y la firma del gobernador.

EFECTOS FISCALES

Los costos del estado no cambiarian mucho con esta propuesta.
Los costos para los distritos escolares locales dependerian de

las decisiones sobre los programas, pero los nuevos programas
bilinglies en general no serian necesariamente ni mas ni menos
caros que los programas que son sélo en inglés. En distritos
donde colocaran a muchos alumnos en programas bilingties, los
costos continuos podrian aumentar (capacitacion, materiales,
ndmero de alumnos por clase, comunicacién con los padres y
otros factores).

SUS PARTIDARIOS DICEN
e La Prop. 58 permite a los distritos cubrir las necesidades locales
con mayor flexibilidad.
e Los programas propuestos deben ser evaluados objetivamente
con base en resultados e investigacion.

SUS OPONENTES DICEN
e Estar rodeado por hablantes de inglés lleva a una
adquisicion mds rapida del idioma.
e Las escuelas no deberian retornar a métodos que no han
funcionado.

PARA MAS INFORMACION

Los partidarios: Yes on 58 - Californians for English Proficiency
Sponsored by the California State Council of Service Employees
(Californianos por dominio del inglés patrocinados por el
Concilio Estatal de Empleados de Servicio de California)
http://supportprop58.com

Los oponentes: Keep English for the Children
(Mantengamos el inglés para los nifios)
www.keepenglish.org

Elegir Si 0 NO en una proposicién

Un voto por el Si significa que usted aprueba el cambio de lo que haria una proposicion,
y un voto por el NO significa que usted quiere dejar las cosas como estan ahora.
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Proposicion 59

Pregunta de Asesoria Legislativa

Corporaciones. Gastos Politicos. Protecciones Constitucionales Federales.

LA PREGUNTA: ;Deberan los funcionarios electos de California usar su autoridad para proponer y
ratificar una enmienda a la Constitucion federal que anule la decision de la Suprema Corte de EE.UU.
en el caso Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission?

LA SITUACION

Hay dos formas principales de hacer contribuciones a las
campanas politicas: con dinero que se les da directamente
a candidatos, comités que apoyan a candidatos y partidos
politicos; y con “gastos independientes”, que es dinero que
se le da en apoyo u oposicién a un candidato sin estar en
coordinacién con su campafa.

Antes de 2010, la ley federal limitaba los gastos independientes
que corporaciones y sindicatos laborales hacian en elecciones
federales. Sin embargo, en 2010, la Suprema Corte de EE.UU.
fallé en el caso Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission,
para que los gastos independientes de corporaciones y
sindicatos laborales estén protegidos como “libertad de
expresion” bajo la Primera Enmienda, de modo que ahora

no haya limitacién o regulacién alguna sobre cudnto dinero
puedan darles a estas entidades como gastos independientes.
Este fallo aplica a los gobiernos federal, estatal y local.

Para enmendar la Constitucién, el Congreso puede proponer
enmiendas o llamar a una convencién constitucional con el
propésito de proponer enmiendas. Para que una enmienda
propuesta tenga efecto, debe ser ratificada por las legislaturas de
tres cuartas partes de los estados. La Legislatura de California ha
pedido anteriormente al Congreso que proponga una enmienda
para revertir los efectos del caso Citizens United, o llamar a una
convencién constitucional con el mismo propésito.

LA PROPUESTA

La Prop. 59 les pregunta a los votantes si los funcionarios electos
de California deberian usar su autoridad para proponer y ratificar
una o mas enmiendas a la Constitucion de EE.UU. que revertirian
los efectos del caso Citizens United y las decisiones de la corte
relacionadas con él, permitiendo al gobierno imponer mayores
limites a las contribuciones y gastos a las campanas politicas

y aclarar que los derechos en la Constitucién son sélo para las
personas fisicas.

Esta propuesta es s6lo para asesorar, no tiene efecto legal
alguno y no requiere de ninguna accién en particular por
parte del Congreso o de la Legislatura de California.

EFECTOS FISCALES
La Prop. 59 no tendria ningtn efecto fiscal directo en los
gobiernos estatal y local.

SUS PARTIDARIOS DICEN
¢ A las corporaciones y a los multimillonarios no se les
deberia permitir seguir comprando elecciones, aun cuando
la Suprema Corte les haya dado a las corporaciones
el derecho a gastar cantidades ilimitadas de dinero en
nuestras elecciones.

e Revirtiendo el fallo de Citizens United se abrira el camino
a una significativa reforma de financiamiento de campanas
que devuelva el sistema de nuestras elecciones a la gente
norteamericana en general.

SUS OPONENTES DICEN

e La Prop. 59 es un desperdicio del dinero de tus impuestos
porque no cambiard la ley. Nuestras boletas electorales
no deberian llenarse de propuestas sin sentido que no
obliguen a nadie a nada.

¢ En vez de trabajar en enmendar la Constitucion,
deberfamos trabajar para que se requiera revelar las
contribuciones politicas tras 24 horas de haberse
recibido, durante todo el ano.

PARA MAS INFORMACION

Los partidarios: Vote Yes on 59 - Overturn Citizens United
(Revertir Citizens United)

www.yesoncaprop59.com

Los oponentes: Representados por la firma Gilliard,
Blanning & Associates

No dieron un sitio web

Email: info@gbacampaigns.com

La informacion esta a sélo un clic

Visita nuestro sitio web, CAvotes.org,
para mds informacion sobre las

WVe Ij“f:'i“:nfmm propuestas de ley, respuestas a tus
of California®  Preguntas sobre las votaciones y

mucha informacion sobre el gobierno

y las politicas pablicas. Puedes ver

una lista de Leagues locales en tu
comunidad, muchas de las cuales tienen
presentaciones sobre las propuestas y
foros para candidatos. Te animamos a
registrarte como miembro, hacer una
donacion o ayudarnos como voluntario.

EDUCATION
FUND
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Proposicion 60

Iniciativa Estatuto

Peliculas para Adultos. Condones. Requerimientos de Salud.

LA PREGUNTA: ;Deberia requerirse a los actores de peliculas para adultos usar condones durante la filmacién;
afadirse nuevos requerimientos a los productores de peliculas para adultos en el Cédigo Laboral de California 'y
a los ciudadanos privados permitirseles interponer una demanda legal con base en la violacién de estos requerimientos?

LA SITUACION

California es el lugar principal para la industria de peliculas
para adultos, con muchas filmaciones hechas en San Fernando
Valley en el drea de Los Angeles (las peliculas para adultos
son cominmente conocidas como “pornografia”). La Division
de Salud y Seguridad Ocupacional (“Cal/OSHA") ya requiere
que se usen condones en las peliculas para adultos, al igual
que el condado de Los Angeles. La Cal/OSHA considera que
exponerse a ciertos fluidos del cuerpo es un riesgo en el lugar
de trabajo, porque las infecciones dafiinas de transmisién
sexual (STI) y el VIH pueden contagiarse de personas
infectadas a personas sanas. Al aplicar estas reglas, la Cal/
OSHA requiere que los actores usen condones durante el sexo
en los escenarios de peliculas para adultos.

Algunos productores y actores prefieren hacer peliculas para
adultos sin condones ni otros implementos protectores, y en su
lugar usan exdmenes regulares de STI para confirmar que sus
actores no tienen infecciones dafinas.

LA PROPUESTA

La Prop. 60 colocaria en el Cédigo Laboral de California

requerimientos adicionales sobre salud y seguridad en el

lugar de trabajo para los escenarios de peliculas para adultos:

e Se requeriria que los productores de peliculas para
adultos provean condones, se aseguren que los
actores los usen y puedan probar que lo hicieron. Los
productores recibirian una licencia de la Cal/OSHA,
pagando una cuota; también pagarian por el costo
de vacunas y exdmenes de prevencién de STl y otros
examenes médicos y mantendrian récords que muestren
haber cumplido con estos requerimientos. El periodo
para aplicar la ley contra las violaciones se expandiria y
habria penas econémicas por ellas. Los distribuidores de
peliculas para adultos y los agentes de talentos también
podrian encarar responsabilidad por las violaciones.
¢ Cualquier residente de California podria solicitar a la

Cal/OSHA que trate una presunta violacién vy, si la Cal/
OSHA no toma accién, esa persona podria interponer
una demanda civil contra el productor de la pelicula
para adultos. Si la persona gana la demanda, recuperaria
sus costos legales y recibiria 25 por ciento de cualquier
penalidad que pagara el acusado.

EFECTOS FISCALES

Algunos segmentos de la industria probablemente cumplirian
con la Prop. 60, mientras que otros se mudarian fuera de
California o tratarian de evadir la ley y seguirian haciendo
peliculas para adultos. Las ganancias e ingresos de las peliculas
para adultos probablemente declinarian, resultando en menores
ingresos estatales y locales por varios millones de délares

al ano. La mayoria de los costos estatales corrientes para
implementar la ley se verian compensados por las nuevas cuotas
de los productores de peliculas para adultos.

SUS PARTIDARIOS DICEN
e La Prop. 60 cierra los vacios en la ley existente y mejora su
cumplimiento, de modo que la industria de las peliculas para
adultos debera tener el mismo nivel de proteccién en el trabajo
que aplica para todas la demds industrias de California.

e La Prop. 60 es apoyada por numerosas organizaciones médicas
y de salud publica.

SUS OPONENTES DICEN
¢ A la Prop. 60 se oponen numerosas organizaciones de
derechos civiles y de salud publica, asi como lideres
industriales.

e La Prop. 60 crea un nuevo y peligroso derecho privado
de accidn, al autorizar a cualquier residente de California
a interponer una demanda legal directamente en contra de
productores y distribuidores de peliculas para adultos.

PARA MAS INFORMACION

Los partidarios: Yes on Prop 60 for Adult Industry
Responsibility (“FAIR”)

(Por una Industria para Adultos Responsable)
www.fair4ca.org

Los oponentes: Californians Against Worker Harassment
(Californianos en Contra del Acoso a los Trabajadores)
www.dontharassca.com

Elegir S| 0 NO en una proposicién

Un voto por el Sl significa que apruebas el cambio de lo que harfa una proposicion,
y un voto por el NO significa que quieres dejar las cosas como estdn ahora.
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Proposicion 61

Iniciativa Estatuto

Compras de Medicinas Recetadas del Estado. Estandares de Precios.

LA PREGUNTA: ;Deberia prohibirse que las agencias estatales en general paguen mas por cualquier medicina recetada
que lo que paga por la misma el Departamento de Asuntos de Veteranos de EE.UU. (VA)?

LA SITUACION

El estado compra medicinas recetadas bajo varios programas
que cubren a empleados estatales actuales y jubilados, internos
en prisiones y personas registradas en Medi-Cal. El estado

(1) compra algunas medicinas directamente de los fabricantes,
0 (2) les reembolsa el dinero a entidades que implementan
programas estatales. Las compras significativas de medicinas
generalmente se negocian para recibir precios de descuento.

El VA provee servicios de salud a aproximadamente nueve
millones de veteranos en todo el pais, incluyendo sus recetas
médicas. Los precios que paga por estas medicinas estan sujetos
a limites federales y a menudo negocia descuentos adicionales,
logrando en general precios mas bajos.

El VA mantiene una base de datos publica con la lista de
precios que paga por la mayoria de las medicinas. Sin embargo,
es posible que la base de datos no exhiba los precios mas

bajos que se pagan por las medicinas por haber clausulas de
confidencialidad en los acuerdos de algunas compras.

LA PROPUESTA

La Prop. 61 prohibiria en general que las agencias estatales
paguen mas por las medicinas recetadas que el precio mas

bajo que paga el VA por la misma medicina después de todos
los descuentos agregados. Esto aplicaria tanto a las compras
directas del estado como a las hechas indirectamente a través de
los reembolsos.

El programa estatal Medi-Cal ofrece cobertura de salud
integral a los residentes de bajos ingresos del estado. La Prop.
61 aplicaria a su programa de servicios por cuota, que sirve
aproximadamente al 25 por ciento de quienes reciben Medi-
Cal, pero no a sus servicios administrados de salud, que sirven
al restante 75 por ciento.

La Prop. 61 requeriria que el Departamento de Servicios de
Salud (DHCS) verifique que las agencias estatales estén pagando
lo mismo o menos que el precio mas bajo pagado por el VA,
con base en una comparacion entre la misma medicina.

EFECTOS FISCALES

Existe el potencial de que el estado obtenga reducciones al
costo de las medicinas, pero hay mayor incertidumbre sobre la
cantidad que se ahorraria.

La base de datos del VA no siempre identifica los precios mas
bajos que paga, y podria ser imposible obtener esta informacion.

Entonces, el DHCS no tendria capacidad para evaluar el precio
mads bajo que paga el VA por una o varias medicinas.

A veces, las cortes permiten que las agencias estatales
implementen leyes hasta un punto que sea practicable, como
permitirle al estado pagar medicinas a un precio que no exceda
el precio mas bajo conocido del VA; pero eso es incierto.

Existen al menos dos posibles respuestas de los fabricantes a la
Prop. 61:
e Los fabricantes de medicinas podrian tratar de elevar los
precios de ellas al VA.
e Los fabricantes de medicinas podrian declinar ofrecer a
California algunas medicinas que compra el VA.

Asi, los ahorros anuales bajo la Prop. 61 podrian ser desde
relativamente pocos hasta significativos.

SUS PARTIDARIOS DICEN
* Los altos precios de recetas médicas son un asunto de
vida o muerte. La Prop. 61 terminard con los precios
insultantes.
e La Prop. 61 da poder al estado para negociar para los
contribuyentes iguales o mejores precios que los pagados
por el VA.

SUS OPONENTES DICEN
e La Prop. 61 sélo cubre de manera arbitraria a un grupo de
pacientes en ciertos programas del gobierno, quedando
excluidos mas del 88 por ciento de los californianos.

e La Prop. 61 resultaria en la eliminacién de los descuentos
para medicinas que actualmente recibe el estado,
incrementando sus costos de recetas, en vez de reducirlos.

PARA MAS INFORMACION

Los partidarios: Yes on Prop. 61, Californians for Lower
Drug Prices

(Californianos por Precios de Medicinas Mds Bajos)
www.stoppharmagreed.com

Los oponentes: No on Prop. 61- Californians Against the
Deceptive Rx Proposition

(Californianos en Contra de la Engafiosa Proposicién Rx)
www.NoProp61.com

Requisito de votacion para propuestas estatales

Cualquier propuesta estatal se aprueba, si mas del 50 por ciento de los votos emitidos
para esa proposicién son por el Si.
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Proposicion 62

Iniciativa Estatuto

Pena de Muerte.

LA PREGUNTA: ;Deberia ser revocada la pena de muerte en California y reemplazarse
con prisién de por vida sin posibilidad de libertad condicional?

LA SITUACION
Actualmente, las personas condenadas por una acusacion
de asesinato en primer grado que incluye “circunstancias

especiales”, como mudltiples victimas, crimenes de odio o matar
por dinero, pueden ser sentenciadas ya sea a cadena perpetua
sin posibilidad de libertad condicional o a la pena de muerte.
Se requiere de dos juicios para sentenciar a alguien a la pena

de muerte: uno para establecer la culpabilidad y otro para
decidir la pena. Las sentencias a pena de muerte siempre se

apelan de manera automdtica y también tienen que pasar a una

segunda etapa de apelaciones a cortes mds altas, un proceso

que puede tomar de 15 a 25 afnos. A quienes no pueden pagarse
un abogado se les provee uno con fondos de los contribuyentes,

tanto para el juicio como para las apelaciones. Como otros

prisioneros, generalmente a los internos en espera de cumplir

su sentencia de muerte se les exige que trabajen, aunque
a veces quedan exentos. Un porcentaje de sus ganancias
pueden tomarse para pagar cualquier reparacion que deban
a las familias de sus victimas. Actualmente hay 748 personas

esperando cumplir su sentencia de muerte en California. Como
los protocolos de la inyeccion letal en el estado se encuentran

actualmente bajo revision legal, no ha habido ejecuciones
desde 2006.

LA PROPUESTA
La Prop. 62 terminaria con la pena de muerte en California,
lo que se aplicaria de manera retroactiva a los internos

actualmente en espera de cumplirla. Sus sentencias cambiarian
automaticamente a cadena perpetua sin posibilidad de libertad
condicional. Cualquier apelacién actualmente pendiente que

no esté relacionada con la pena de muerte de estos casos,
se enviarfa a las cortes menores responsables de audiencias
de apelacién que no sean de pena de muerte. A todos los
prisioneros sentenciados a cadena perpetua sin libertad
condicional se les requeriria trabajar, y la cantidad mdxima
de sus ganancias que pudiera usarse para reparaciones,
aumentaria del 50 al 60 por ciento.

EFECTOS FISCALES
El Analista Legislativo estima que la Prop. 62 ahorraria
al estado aproximadamente $150 millones al afio. Estos

ahorros resultarian por juicios mds cortos, menos apelaciones

y reduccién en costos de prisién por la eliminacién de

instalaciones separadas para quienes esperan la pena de muerte.

SUS PARTIDARIOS DICEN

® Desde 1978, California ha sentenciado a muerte a 930
personas, pero ha realizado s6lo 13 ejecuciones, a un
costo promedio de $384 millones por ejecucion.

¢ Abolir la pena de muerte ahorrara al estado $150 millones
cada afo.

e Las familias de las victimas lograran dar punto final a su
situacion al terminar el largo proceso de los juicios de
pena de muerte y las apelaciones.

e Abolir la pena de muerte elimina el riesgo de que personas
inocentes puedan ser ejecutadas.

SUS OPONENTES DICEN

e El sistema de pena de muerte tiene problemas, pero darlo
por terminado premia a los asesinos. El sistema deberfa
enmendarse, no darse por terminado.

e Cambiar el tedioso y costoso proceso de apelaciones es
la mejor manera de arreglar el problema con la pena de
muerte y asi ahorrar dinero a los contribuyentes.

e Las personas en espera de pena de muerte son los peores
criminales y merecen esa pena.

¢ La Prop. 62 hace peligrar la seguridad pdblica y niega
la justicia y terminar con el pesar de las familias de
las victimas.

PARA MAS INFORMACION

Los partidarios: Yes on Prop. 62 - Replace the Costly, Failed
Death Penalty System

(Reemplacemos el Costoso y Fallido Sistema de la Pena

de Muerte)

Wwww.yeson62.com

Los oponentes: Californians for Death Penalty Reform and Savings
(Californianos por la Reforma de y Ahorros por la Pena de Muerte)
WWW.Nnoprop62yespropbb.com

Proposicion 62 y Proposicién 66

Las proposiciones 62 y 66 estan en conflicto. Si ambas se aprueban, la que tenga el
mayor nimero de votos prevalecera.
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Proposicion 63

Iniciativa Estatuto

Armas de Fuego. Venta de Municiones.

LA PREGUNTA: ;Deberia el estado de California fortalecer la revision de antecedentes y la vigilancia del
Departamento de Justicia; fortalecer las restricciones y monitoreo para la venta de armas y municiones;
requerir que se reporten las armas de fuego perdidas o robadas; y prohibir las recamaras de cartuchos de alta capacidad?

LA SITUACION

Bajo la ley federal y estatal, no se permite tener armas de
fuego a ciertas personas: (1) a aquellos condenados por delitos
mayores y algunos menores; (2) a aquellos que han sido
considerados por una corte como peligrosos a si mismos o a
los demas, debido a una enfermedad mental, y (3) a aquellos
con una orden de restriccién en su contra. Existe un sistema
nacional de revision de antecedentes para asegurar que un
comprador no tenga una prohibicién para hacerlo y para que
el Departamento de Justicia de California (DOJ) haga revisiones
para identificar la posesién ilegal de armas y confiscarlas.

Bajo la ley estatal, existen limites sobre el tipo de armas de
fuego que se pueden comprar, un periodo de espera antes

que un comprador pueda adquirir un arma de fuego de un
distribuidor y requerimientos para reportar la venta de tales
armas. A partir de 2018, va a ser necesaria una licencia del
DOJ por un afio para vender municiones y la mayoria de las
ventas de éstas tendran que hacerse a través de un distribuidor
con licencia. A partir de 2019, los distribuidores tendran que
confirmar con el DOJ que quienes buscan comprar municiones
no sean personas a quienes se les prohibe hacerlo, y los
distribuidores generalmente tendran que colectar y reportar la
informacion detallada por cada venta de municiones al DOJ, la
que se guardard por dos anos. Ademas, se limitard la propiedad
de recamaras de cartuchos de alta capacidad.

LA PROPUESTA

La Prop. 63 incluye varias regulaciones relacionadas con la
venta de municiones, algunas de las cuales reemplazarian a la
ley existente. Los compradores tendrian que obtener y pagar por
un permiso de cuatro afios del DOJ para comprar municiones,
los distribuidores tendrian que revisar que los compradores
tengan los permisos, los cuales serian revocados a las personas
con alguna prohibicién.

A las personas condenadas por robo de armas de fuego se
les prohibiria poseerlas. Se estableceria un nuevo proceso
en corte para asegurar que aquellos individuos a los que

se les haya prohibido, no sigan teniendo la armas de fuego,
y se establecerian nuevos requerimientos para los reportes.
Se incrementaria la pena maxima por posesioén de recamaras
de cartuchos de gran capacidad.

EFECTOS FISCALES

Probablemente habria mayores costos estatales y locales por
decenas de millones de ddlares anuales debido a un incremento
en la carga de trabajo causada por el nuevo proceso en la corte.
Los costos estatales potenciales relacionados a la regulacion

de ventas de municiones probablemente no serfan de mas de
algunos millones de délares al afo y podrian compensarse con
varias cuotas regulatorias.

El potencial incremento en costos de correccion estatales y
locales probablemente no excederian unos pocos millones de
délares al ano.

SUS PARTIDARIOS DICEN
e La Prop. 63 salvard vidas al prevenir que criminales
peligrosos, abusadores domésticos y enfermos mentales
peligrosos obtengan y usen armas mortales.
e La Prop. 63 protegerd el derecho de los californianos que
respetan la ley de poseer armas para defenderse, cazar y
realizar actividades recreativas.

SUS OPONENTES DICEN
¢ A la Prop. 63 se oponen la comunidad de quienes aplican
la ley y grupos de derechos civiles, porque agobiara a
los ciudadanos que respetan la ley sin negar a criminales
violentos el acceso a armas de fuego y municiones.
e La Prop. 63 abrumara al sistema de cortes con la aplicacion
de leyes imperfectas.

PARA MAS INFORMACION
Los partidarios: Safety for All
(Seguridad para Todos)
www.safetyforall.com

Los oponentes: The Coalition for Civil Liberties
(La Coalicion de Libertades Civiles)
www.stoptheammograb.com

El nimero de firmas requerido para colocar una iniciativa en la boleta

El ndmero de firmas requerido se basa en un porcentaje del total de votos emitidos para gobernador
en la dltima eleccién; 5% para una iniciativa de estatuto y 8% para una iniciativa de enmienda constitucional.
Para las elecciones de noviembre de 2016, el nimero de firmas requerido para colocar una iniciativa estatuto en
la boleta fue de 365,880 y el nimero requerido para una iniciativa de enmienda constitucional fue de 585,407.
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Proposicion 64

Iniciativa Estatuto

Legalizacion de la Marihuana.

LA PREGUNTA: ;Deberia legalizarse la marihuana en California para ser usada
por adultos de 21 anos de edad en adelante?

LA SITUACION

Actualmente, es ilegal en California cultivar o usar marihuana,
excepto si la usan individuos de cualquier edad con propésitos
medicinales cuando es recomendada por un doctor. La ley
federal prohibe la posesion o uso de marihuana, atn con
propositos médicos, pero el gobierno federal ha decidido no
enjuiciar a personas o negocios si estan siguiendo las leyes
estatales o locales sobre marihuana que sean consistentes con
las prioridades federales, como prevenir que menores de edad
usen marihuana.

Bajo la ley actual, una persona que posea menos de una onza
de marihuana (igual a unos 40 cigarros de marihuana) podria
ser multada. Vender o cultivar marihuana podria significar carcel
o prisién si se recibe una condena. Actualmente, el estado

estd empezando a regular y a establecer estandares para el uso
médico de la marihuana.

LA PROPUESTA

e La Proposicion 64 legalizaria la marihuana para adultos de
21 afios en adelante.

® Se gravaria un impuesto de 15% a la venta de marihuana al
menudeo y un impuesto a su cultivo de $9.25 por onza de
flores y de $2.75 por onza de hojas. La marihuana con fines
medicinales quedaria exenta de algunos impuestos, pero no
de todos. La Proposicién 64 estableceria formas especificas
en las que se asignaria el uso de tales impuestos.

La Proposicién 64 nombra las agencias del gobierno
que dan licencias y regulan la industria de la marihuana
y también permite la regulacion e impuestos locales a
la yerba.

La Proposicién 64 impondria estandares de publicidad
y etiquetado asi como restricciones a productos de la
marihuana, y prohibiria mercadeo y publicidad directa
hacia menores de edad.

La Proposicién 64 también permitiria nuevas sentencias
a individuos previamente condenados por actividades
que ahora serian legales, y destruiria los antecedentes por
sentencias anteriores por marihuana.

EFECTOS FISCALES

La Proposicion 64 podria producir ganancias netas estatales y
locales que irfan desde cientos de millones de délares a mas de
mil millones anuales, pero las cantidades dependerian de cémo

los gobiernos estatal y local regulan e imponen impuestos a la
marihuana, si el gobierno federal aplica las leyes federales de
regulacion de la marihuana y cémo cambian los precios y el
consumo de la yerba. La Proposicién 64 podria reducir los costos
del gobierno en decenas de millones de délares al afio, por la
reduccién de delincuentes relacionados con la marihuana que
estan ahora en prisiones del estado y carceles de los condados.

SUS PARTIDARIOS DICEN

e La Proposicién 64 traeria mas de mil millones de délares
en ingresos y podrian ahorrarse decenas de millones
de ddlares cada afio por la reduccién de costos en la
aplicacién de la ley.

e La Proposicién 64 terminaria con la criminalizacion de la
marihuana al crear un sistema seguro, legal e integral sobre
el uso de marihuana para adultos, al tiempo que protegeria
a nuestros hijos.

e La Proposicién 64 adoptaria las mejores practicas de los
estados que ya tienen uso legal de marihuana para adultos.

SUS OPONENTES DICEN

e La Proposicién 64 incrementaria las muertes en carreteras
porque no hay estandares de DUI (manejar bajo la
influencia) para la marihuana.

e La Proposicién 64 impediria a los gobiernos locales prohibir
el cultivo de marihuana hasta en residencias cercanas a las
escuelas primarias, si el cultivo se limita a seis plantas.

e La Proposicién 64 permitiria a delincuentes con sentencias
por metanfetaminas y heroina obtener una licencia para
vender marihuana.

PARA MAS INFORMACION

Los partidarios: Yes on 64 - Californians to Control, Regulate
and Tax Adult Use of Marijuana while Protecting Children
(Californianos por el Control, Regulacién e Impuestos al
Consumo de Marihuana para Adultos, Mientras se Protege

a los Ninos)

www.Yeson64.org

Los oponentes: No on 64 - They Got It Wrong Again

(Se Equivocaron Una Vez Mas)

www.Noon64.net

Elegir Si 0 NO en una proposicién

Un voto por el ST significa que apruebas el cambio de lo que harfa una proposicién,
y un voto por el NO significa que quieres dejar las cosas como estdn ahora.
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Proposicion 65

Iniciativa Estatuto

Bolsas del Mercado. Cargos.

LA PREGUNTA: Si entra en efecto una prohibicion en todo el estado para el uso de bolsas desechables del mercado
y se exige a las tiendas que ofrezcan a la venta bolsas reutilizables, jel dinero obtenido por ellas
deberia ir a un fondo especial para propésitos ambientalistas?

LA SITUACION

La Legislatura aprobé una prohibicion para el uso de bolsas
desechables en 2014, la que habria entrado en efecto el 1 de
julio de 2015; sin embargo, su implementacién fue suspendida
en febrero de 2015 cuando un referéndum calificé para estar en
la boleta electoral estatal. El referéndum aparece en otra parte
de esta boleta como Proposicién 67. La prohibicién aprobada
por la Legislatura requeria que las tiendas ofrecieran a la venta
bolsas reutilizables y cobraran al menos 10 centavos por cada
una (excepto a consumidores de bajo ingresos). A las tiendas
se les permitirfa quedarse con ese dinero y usarlo para ciertos
propositos especificos, como cubrir los costos de las bolsas

del mercado.

LA PROPUESTA

La Proposicion 65 cambiaria el uso del dinero recolectado
por las tiendas por la venta de bolsas reutilizables, cuando
cualquier ley estatal prohibiera la distribucién gratuita de esas
bolsas y ordenara la venta de cualquier otro tipo de bolsas del
mercado. La Proposicion 65 crearia un nuevo fondo estatal,
administrado por la Junta de Conservacién de la Vida Silvestre
(Wildlife Conservation Board), y requeriria que las tiendas
depositen el monto por la venta de bolsas en ese fondo para
apoyar ciertos proyectos ambientales. La Proposicion 65 sélo
se implementaria si la prohibicién de bolsas desechables por
la Legislatura es apoyada por la aprobacién de los votantes
de la Proposicién 67 o si se aprueba una futura prohibicion
similar de bolsas desechables.

La Proposicion 65 aplicaria en todo el estado, incluyendo a las
aproximadamente 150 ciudades y condados de California que
ya tienen sus propias leyes de bolsas del mercado desechables.

Si se aprueban las dos Proposiciones, la 65y la 67,
prevaleceria la que obtenga mayor nimero de votos.

Asi, si la Proposicion 67 recibe mas votos, la cuota de

10 centavos seria retenida por las tiendas; si la Proposicién
65 es la que mas votos recibe, la cuota de 10 centavos

irfa al fondo ambientalista.

EFECTOS FISCALES

Si los votantes apoyan la prohibicién a las bolsas al aprobar la
Proposicién 67, y se aprueba la Proposicién 65 con mds votos que
la 67, los ingresos potenciales para ciertos programas ambientales
podrian llegar a decenas de millones de ddlares anuales.

Si los votantes apoyan la prohibicién a las bolsas al aprobar la
Proposicién 67, y también aprueban la Proposicion 65, pero
con menos votos que la 67, habria efectos fiscales menores.

Si los votantes rechazan la prohibicién a las bolsas de la
Proposicién 67 y aprueban la Proposicién 65, no habria efectos
fiscales inmediatos. Sin embargo, cualquier prohibicién estatal
de bolsas en el futuro podria hacer funcionar las provisiones de
la Proposicién 65.

SUS PARTIDARIOS DICEN
e No se deberia permitir a las tiendas de comestibles
obtener ganancias por la venta de bolsas reutilizables a sus
clientes, a los que no se deja obtener bolsas gratuitas.

e La meta de la prohibicién de bolsas es ambientalista, asi
que cualquier dinero que los clientes paguen por bolsas
reutilizables deberia tener propésitos ambientalistas, y no
ser para las tiendas.

SUS OPONENTES DICEN

e Las tiendas de comestibles no deberian obtener ganancias
por la venta de bolsas reutilizables, cuya fabricacion
cuesta hasta 15 centavos por unidad.

e El Gnico propdsito de la Proposicién 65 es distraernos
del asunto real presente, que es la eliminacién gradual
de las bolsas de plastico, la verdadera prioridad para el
medio ambiente.

PARA MAS INFORMACION
Los partidarios: Yes on 65
www.sayyesonb5.com

Los oponentes: Californians Against Waste
(Californianos en Contra del Desperdicio)
http://www.cawrecycles.org/

3Quién puede votar?
Puedes registrarte para votar en California si:

e Eres ciudadano de los EE.UU. y residente de California.

e Vas a tener al menos 18 anos de edad el dia de las
elecciones.

e No estds en prision o en libertad condicional por un
delito grave.

¢ No has sido juzgado mentalmente incompetente.

Si te has registrado y tu nombre no aparece en la lista de votantes en tu lugar de votacion,
tienes derecho a emitir un voto provisional en cualquier lugar de votacion en tu condado.

;Cudndo tienes que volver a registrarte para votar?
Es necesario llenar un nuevo formulario de registro de
votantes si:
e Cambias tu direccion de residencia o direccion postal.
e Cambias tu nombre.
e Cuando deseas cambiar tu afiliacién a un partido
politico.
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Proposicion 66

Iniciativa Estatuto

Pena de Muerte. Procedimientos.

LA PREGUNTA: ;Deberia ser grandemente recortado el tiempo que toman
las objeciones legales a las sentencias de pena de muerte?

LA SITUACION

Las sentencias a la pena de muerte siempre son
automdticamente apeladas ante la Suprema Corte de
California, y también pueden pasar a una segunda etapa de
apelaciones en las cortes, llamadas “peticiones de habeas
corpus”. Esta segunda etapa del proceso de apelaciones
puede tomar de 15 a 25 afos. El estado paga tanto por

la defensa como por la prosecucion de las apelaciones,

a un costo de $55 millones al ano. Actualmente, hay

748 personas en espera de cumplir la pena de muerte en
California. Como los protocolos de la inyeccion letal en
el estado se encuentran ahora bajo revisién legal, no ha
habido ejecuciones desde 2006.

LA PROPUESTA

La Prop. 66 propone numerosos cambios a la forma en que
se apela el manejo de las sentencias a la pena de muerte,
con la meta de recortar significativamente el tiempo que
toma todo este proceso. En vez de ir directamente a la
Suprema Corte de California, las peticiones de habeas
deberian escucharse primero en cortes menores en las que
se manejarian los juicios iniciales. Tanto las apelaciones
directas como las peticiones de habeas tendrian que
concluirse dentro de cinco afios desde el momento de

la sentencia. Las apelaciones de habeas tendrian que
someterse en un afo tras nombrarse un abogado y
tendrian que ser decididas por las cortes a un afio de

ser sometidas. Las apelaciones adicionales quedarian
limitadas. Un abogado de apelacién deberia ser nombrado
de inmediato y a los abogados de apelaciones calificados
que manejan casos que no son de pena de muerte se

les exigiria aceptar nombramientos para casos de pena

de muerte si es que quieren permanecer en la lista de
abogados de apelaciones calificados.

A todos los presos sentenciados a cadena perpetua sin
derecho a libertad condicional se les exigiria trabajar; la
maxima cantidad de sus ingresos que podria usarse para
la reparacioén a sus victimas aumentaria de 50 a 70 por
ciento. Quienes esperen a que se cumpla su sentencia de
pena de muerte podrian permanecer en cualquier prision
de California en vez de en unas cuantas prisiones. Los
métodos de ejecucion quedarian exentos de ser vistos
por la gente.

EFECTOS FISCALES

Los efectos fiscales de la Prop. 66 son muy dificiles de proyectar
porque existe una variedad de consecuencias posibles debido a
sus muchas provisiones. La Prop. 66 podria incrementar el costo
de las apelaciones pues requiere que las peticiones de habeas
sean escuchadas primero en las cortes menores. También habria
costos mas altos a corto plazo, quiza en decenas de millones

de dolares anuales, para pagar los procesos de apelacién
actualmente pendientes en el tiempo limite requerido. Esto
podria compensarse con ahorros, una vez que los internos sean
ejecutados, y por transferirlos a otra prisiones.

SUS PARTIDARIOS DICEN
e El sistema de la pena de muerte en California tiene
problemas, pero deberia enmendarse, no terminarse.
e Acelerar el proceso de apelaciones de la pena de muerte
ahorraria a los contribuyentes $30 mil millones al afio.

SUS OPONENTES DICEN
e La Prop. 66 es confusa y estd mal redactada por lo que
quedaria sujeta a costosas objeciones legales.
e Niveles adicionales de apelaciones asi como la
construccién de nuevas instalaciones para prisiones les
costarian millones a los contribuyentes.

PARA MAS INFORMACION

Los partidarios: Californians for Death Penalty Reform

and Savings

(Californianos por la Reforma y Ahorros de la Pena de Muerte)
www.noprop62yespropb66.com

Los oponentes: No on 66 - Californians for Fair Justice
(Californianos por Una Justicia Real)
Www.nooncaprop66.com

Proposicion 62 y Proposicion 66

Las proposiciones 62 y 66 estan en conflicto. Si ambas se aprueban, la que tenga el
mayor nimero de votos prevalecera.
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Proposicion 67

Referéndum

Prohibicién del uso de bolsas de plastico desechables.

LA PREGUNTA: ;Deberia permitirse que entrara en efecto la ley aprobada por la Legislatura
sobre la prohibicién al uso de bolsas de plastico desechables?

LA SITUACION

En 2014, la Legislatura de California aprobd, y el gobernador
firmd, la propuesta de ley del senado Senate Bill (SB) 270, la
que prohibié que ciertas tiendas al menudeo en todo el estado
dieran a sus clientes bolsas de pldstico desechables. La ley, a
veces conocida como “la prohibicién de bolsas de plastico”,
también prohibié a las tiendas vender o distribuir bolsas de
papel reciclado en sus puntos de venta, a menos que cobraran
al menos 10 centavos por bolsa. La ley requeria que las tiendas
se quedaran con el dinero de la venta de las bolsas para usarlo
solamente para propdsitos especificos, como cubrir el costo de
proveer tales bolsas. La propuesta de ley SB 270 habria entrado
en vigor el 1 de julio de 2015; pero su implementacién fue
suspendida en febrero de 2015 cuando califico este referéndum
para estar en la boleta electoral estatal.

LA PROPUESTA

La Proposicion 67 es un referéndum que pide a los votantes
que aprueben o rechacen la propuesta de ley SB 270. Un voto
por el Sl a la Proposicién 67 significa que la propuesta de ley
SB 270 entrara en efecto. Un voto por el NO significa que la
SB 270 no entrara en efecto.

Unas 150 ciudades y condados de California (un 40% de
la poblacidn del estado) tienen ya sus propias leyes sobre
bolsas desechables. A estas ciudades y condados no las
cubre la propuesta de ley SB 270, por lo que sus leyes
permanecerdn como estan, independientemente del voto
sobre la Proposicion 67.

Otra Proposicion en esta boleta, la 65, podria afectar la
implementacion de la Proposicién 67. La Proposicion 65
requeriria que la cuota de 10 centavos por bolsa vaya a un
nuevo fondo ambiental, en vez de que se la queden las tiendas.
Si ambas propuestas son aprobadas, prevalecerd la que obtenga
mads votos. Asi, si la Proposicion 67 recibe mds votos, la cuota
de 10 centavos se la quedarian las tiendas; si la Proposicién

65 recibe mas votos, la cuota de 10 centavos irfa al fondo
ambiental, pero se implementaria lo demas de la Proposicion 67.

EFECTOS FISCALES

La Proposicién 67 tendria un efecto fiscal relativamente
pequefio en los gobiernos esta-tal y local, incluyendo un
incremento menor en los costos administrativos estatales y
posibles ahorros menores en el gobierno local al reducirse los
costos por el manejo de basura y desperdicios.

SUS PARTIDARIOS DICEN
e El si por la Prop 67 es una solucién con sentido comin
para reducir los residuos de plastico en nuestros océanos,
lagos y arroyos y para la proteccién de la vida silvestre.
e La oposicion a esta ley recibi6 fondos de las companias
de bolsas de plastico de fuera del estado, las que estdn
tratando de derrotar esta ley para proteger sus ganancias.

SUS OPONENTES DICEN
e Una prohibicién a las bolsas desechables disminuiria los
empleos en manufacturas y dafnaria la economia.

e Los consumidores de California se verian forzados a gastar
10 centavos por cada bolsa que les dieran al comprar
en las tiendas, mientras los duefios se quedarian con los
millones de délares resultantes por el pago.

PARA MAS INFORMACION

Los partidarios: California vs Big Plastic
(California Contra el Gran Plastico)
www.protectplasticbagban.org

Los oponentes: No on 67 (No a la 67)
2350 Kerner Blvd., Suite 250
San Rafael, CA 94901

Elegir Si 0 NO en un referéndum

La proposicién 67 en esta pagina es un referéndum.
Un referéndum te preguntara si deseas aprobar o rechazar una ley aprobada por la legislatura.
Un voto por el Si significa que se aprueba la ley, y un voto por el NO significa que se rechaza la ley.
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Medida A Impuesto sobre Parcelas—?% voto requerido

Iniciativa de ley para tener Parques del Vecindario Seguros y Limpios,
Espacio Abierto, Playas, Proteccion de los Rios y Conservacién del Agua

LA PREGUNTA: A fin de reemplazar los fondos locales que expiran para parques de vecindarios/de ciudades/de condado
seguros y limpios; aumentar los patios de juegos, reducir la actividad de las pandillas; mantener los centros de recreacién/
para personas mayores del vecindario, el agua potable segura; proteger las playas, los rios, los recursos de agua, conservando
las areas/espacios abiertos naturales; ;se deben gravar 1.5 centavos anualmente por pie cuadrado de propiedad mejorada en
el Condado de Los Angeles, con autoridad de garantias, lo que requiere supervisién ciudadana, auditorias independientes y

fondos utilizados localmente?

LA SITUACION:

Hace maés de 20 afios, el Condado de Los Angeles aprobé la
Proposicion de parques en vecindarios seguros de 1992, creando
el Distrito de parques regionales y espacios abiertos del Condado
de Los Angeles, dando $540 millones para “adquisicién,
desarrollo, rehabilitacion, proteccién y restauracion de playas,
vida silvestre, parques y terrenos naturales dentro del condado,
incluyendo siembra de arboles, prevencion e intervencion de
pandillas y mejoramiento de instalaciones recreativas para
nifos, jovenes y personas de edad avanzada”. La proposicién
de parques seguros en vecindarios de 1996 provey6 $319
millones mas para propositos similares.

La medida de 1992 expir6 el afo pasado y la de 1996 lo hard
en 2019. La Proposicion P (de noviembre de 2014) intentaba
remplazar a los fondos de la Proposicion A, pero su votacion
de 62% se quedd corta para los 2/3 que necesitaba para
aprobarse. En marzo de 2015, la Junta de Supervisores del
Condado de LA inicié una Evaluacion integral de necesidades
de recreacion y parques de todo el condado, documentando
los parques e instalaciones recreativas existentes en ciudades
y dreas desincorporadas, identificando la dimensién, escala
y localizacién de la necesidades en parques del condado y
estableciendo una base para colocar fondos, considerando
las necesidades y prioridades comunitarias.

La evaluacion observé cinco factores: Terreno del parque
(acres de parque por cada mil habitantes), Acceso al parque
(porcentaje de poblacién dentro de media milla de un parque),
Presion del parque (densidad de poblacién alrededor del
parque), Amenidades del parque (de una lista de 16), y
Condiciones del parque (buenas, regulares, malas). El condado
fue dividido en 188 areas de estudio y se identificaron 3023
parques y 9472 amenidades. A cada area de estudio le fue
asignada una “categoria de necesidad del parque”: “muy alta”
(con 43 dreas en esa categoria), “alta” (29 areas), “moderada”
(44 dreas), “baja” (37 areas), o “muy baja” (33 areas). Con
base en la evaluacién de necesidades, la Junta de Supervisores
decidié que se necesitaban fondos para que los residentes
tuvieran acceso adecuado a los parques.
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LA PROPUESTA:

La Proposicion A daria fondos para parques y areas
recreativas en el Condado de LA, colocando un impuesto
por parcela de 1.5 centavos por cada pie cuadrado de
propiedad privada desarrollada en el condado, empezando
el afo fiscal 2017-2018. Los fondos serian otorgados a
programas de donaciones consistentes con la Evaluacion de
necesidades de parques 2016, con base en el Plan de gasto
e implementacién de ingresos.

EFECTOS FISCALES:

Una casa de 1500 pies cuadrados seria tasada en $22.50
por afo; la tasacién serfa menor para propiedades mas
pequefas, y mayor para propiedades mas grandes. La
Medida A recaudaria $94 millones al afo.

SUS PARTIDARIOS DICEN:

e La Proposicién A protege, mantiene y mejora los recursos
publicos vitales y mejora la calidad de vida de todos los
residentes.

e La Proposicion A provee fondos para ciudades y
comunidades locales asi como al condado para
proyectos que se necesiten, las decisiones para usar los
fondos serfan guiadas por una evaluacién de necesidades
integral y sin precedente que ya se ha completado y esta
a disposicion del publico; con una supervision ciudadana
y auditorias independientes para proteger los gastos.

SUS OPONENTES DICEN:

¢ La Proposicién A es un impuesto equivocado en un mal
momento que hard que toda la vivienda se encarezca, y
también falla en tratar nuestros mds criticos problemas.

* La Proposicién A no garantiza que tu localidad reciba
fondos adicionales para parques, pero hara que a nivel
local paguen impuestos las personas de edad avanzada
y veteranos, y perjudicard a los negocios pequefos que
tratan de sobrevivir pues todos pagaran la misma cuota
por pie cuadrado.



Medida M Impuesto sobre las Ventas— % voto requerido

Plan de Mejoramiento del Trafico del Condado de Los Angeles

LA PREGUNTA: A fin de mejorar el flujo/la seguridad del trifico por la autopista; reparar los baches/las aceras; repavimentar
las calles locales; actualizar los puentes antisismicos; sincronizar seméforos; mantener asequibles las tarifas para personas
mayores/discapacitados/estudiantes; expandir sistemas de trenes/metros/autobuses; mejorar las conexiones entre trabajo/es-
cuela/aeropuerto; y crear empleos; ;deben los electores autorizar un Plan de Mejoramiento del Trafico del Condado de Los
Angeles por medio de un impuesto a las ventas de 2 ¢ y continuar con el impuesto de alivio en el trafico de V2 ¢ hasta que los
electores decidan finalizarlo, con auditorias/supervisién independientes y fondos controlados localmente?

LA SITUACION:

Desde hace mas de 40 anos, los votantes del condado de
LA han aprobado con %3 de su voto una serie de impuestos
al consumo y ventas de V2¢, para financiar una variedad de
proyectos de transito, incluyendo trenes subterraneos, rutas
de autobuses y tren ligero. El impuesto a las ventas adoptado
mads recientemente para el transporte, la Medida R, fue
aprobado en 2008. Incluye no sélo el tren ligero y autobuses,
sino mejoras al intercambio de autopistas, modernizacién
de puentes, senderos peatonales y de bicicletas, y mejoras
al movimiento del trafico. La Medida R estard en efecto
hasta 2039.

LA PROPUESTA:

La Medida M, creada por la junta de transporte METRO,
impondria un impuesto permanente al consumo y ventas de
2¢ en las transacciones en el Condado de LA, que se usaria
para mejorar calles, caminos y carreteras, incluyendo las
conexiones entre modos de transito; proyectos de vias, tren
ligero y transito de autobuses; accesibilidad, conveniencia y
tarifas médicas al transporte para adultos mayores, estudiantes
y discapacitados; modernizacién de puentes para seguridad
contra terremotos; empleos; mejoras al flujo del tréfico y
“calles verdes”; y agregaria el uso de tecnologia. La Medida M
también continuara con el impuesto de medio centavo a la
ventas para el mejoramiento del transito, calles y carreteras
de forma indefinida.

Los ingresos por el impuesto a las ventas se colocarfan en
un fondo para usarse sélo en proyectos designados en el
Plan de gastos desarrollado por METRO y cuya aplicacion
se extenderia por un periodo de mas de 40 afnos hasta 2067.

® 27% Autobuses y vias de METRO y operaciones
de autobuses locales

® 37% Construccién y mantenimiento de transito

® 19% Construccién de carreteras y proyectos para
bicicletas y peatones

® 17% Fondos de donaciones locales para calles y
manejo del trafico y vias regionales

La Liga de Mujeres Votantes®

Un Comité independiente de supervisién de contribuyentes
compuesto por 7 miembros conduciria auditorias anuales
de los presupuestos y gastos de los fondos, revisaria las
evaluaciones de proyectos requeridas cada 10 afos y prepararia
un reporte para el piblico sobre proyectos dentro del plan.

SUS PARTIDARIOS DICEN:

1. La Medida M es un plan integral para construir el tren
ligero, el autobds rapido, el Metrolink y proyectos de
carreteras a lo largo del condado, con un Comité de
supervision ciudadana para monitorear los fondos del
proyecto.

2. La Medida M asegurara que el Condado de LA tenga
fondos para igualar la cantidad de las donaciones
federales y estatales para transporte.

3. La Medida M provee fondos a las ciudades locales para
calles, aceras, sincronizacién del tréfico y necesidades
locales.

4. Este impuesto podria crear hasta 465 mil empleos en
proyectos de construccion y operacion del transporte.

SUS OPONENTES DICEN:

1. La Medida M es un impuesto “para siempre” a las
familias trabajadoras, sin una garantia de que las calles,
carreteras y servicios de transito para las comunidades
de la clase trabajadora se haran o repararan.

2. Las areas ricas logrardn que los proyectos se hagan ahi
primero mientras que otras comunidades no veran sus
proyectos realizarse por décadas.

3. La Medida M es injusta y mal disefiada; un plan
designado para beneficiar a los desarrolladores y
contratistas y no a los contribuyentes.

4. Cuarenta ciudades en el condado se oponen
a la Medida M - vota NO y demanda un plan
que sea mejor.
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LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT MEASURE CC
Placed on the ballot by vote of the Board of Trustees of the
Los Angeles Community College District
A 55 percent vote is required for passage

The Question: Should the Los Angeles Community College District issue $3.3 billion in
bonds to construct, renovate and upgrade community college facilities?

Bonds: Bonds are a way of borrowing a large sum of money and paying it back with
interest over a number of years. School districts, cities and the state use bonds to raise
money to pay for expensive building projects.

The Situation: The Los Angeles Community College District is the largest community
college district in the United States, and one of the largest in the world. It consists of
nine colleges: Los Angeles City College, East Los Angeles College, Los Angeles
Harbor College, Los Angeles Mission College, Los Angeles Pierce College, Los
Angeles Southwest College, Los Angeles Trade-Tech College, Los Angeles Valley
College, and West Los Angeles College, and serves over 130,000 students annually.
The district won the required 55% support for three previous bond measures, in 2001,
2003, and 2008, for the building and renovation of facilities at the nine campuses.

The Proposal: The bond proceeds would be used to fund construction, renovation and
upgrading of facilities at the nine community colleges. The funds could only be used for
construction, renovation, and durable equipment (air conditioning, heating, computer
systems, etc.) and not for any employee salaries. The proposal includes a long list of
projects at each college, including upgrading of science, technology and engineering
labs, improving classrooms for nursing, health, IT and other technical vocational career
education programs, and improving public safety academy training facilities for police
officers, firefighters and emergency medical technicians.

An independent citizens’ oversight committee would be appointed to oversee the
implementation of the projects, and the Board of Trustees would conduct annual
financial audits to make sure that the funds are spent only as authorized.

All voters residing in the boundaries of the Los Angeles Community College District will
vote on this measure.

Financial Impact: The principal and interest on the bonds would be repaid by a tax on
all real property in the district of $15 per $100,000 of assessed valuation. The average
cost to homeowners (based on a home assessed at $500,000) would be $75 per year
for approximately 30 years. Homeowners already are paying for the three previous
bond measures at a rate of approximately $33 per $100,000 of assessed value (about
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$165 per year for a home valued at $500,000). The total for community college
construction would then be about $240 per year for a property worth $500,000.

Supporters Say: The district has used previous bond funds to build over 600 projects,
including more than 60 new structures district-wide, with a focus on environmentally
responsible construction. Science labs, computer labs, classrooms, music and arts
facilities, libraries and sports facilities have all been upgraded and more is needed to
provide 21 century educational opportunities to our communities. Community colleges
are the low-cost, accessible educational option for millions of Angelenos.

Opponents Say: Taxpayers are being asked to spend more and more when public
agencies should be managing their money better. The community colleges’ previous
bond measures have encountered serious mismanagement leading to inadequate
construction. In 2011, investigations by the Los Angeles Times and the State
Controller’s office uncovered massive waste, fraud, and mismanagement in the bond
program. We should stop taxing ourselves and force the colleges to manage their
resources more effectively.

Supporters:
Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce
Los Angeles County Federation of Labor

Opponents:
Unknown at this time

A Yes Vote Means: You want the Los Angeles Community College District to issue
$3.3 billion in bonds to construct, renovate and upgrade community college facilities.

A No Vote Means: You do not want the district to issue these bonds
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LOS ANGELES CITY PROPOSITION HHH
HOMELESSNESS REDUCTION AND PREVENTION,
HOUSING AND FACILITIES BOND
Placed on the ballot by vote of the Los Angeles City Council
A 2/3 vote is required for passage

The Question: Should the city issue $1.2 billion in bonds to provide safe, clean
affordable housing for the homeless and those in danger of being homeless, and
provide facilities to increase access to mental health care, drug and alcohol treatment
and other services?

Bonds: Bonds are a way of borrowing a large sum of money and paying it back with
interest over a number of years. School districts, cities and the state use bonds to raise
money to pay for expensive building projects.

The Situation: According to the Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority (LAHSA),
there are approximately 26,000 homeless individuals in Los Angeles, a growth of 11%
in the past year. Homelessness and homeless encampments have increased citywide
and are a safety and public health issue. In February, 2016, the city adopted the
“Comprehensive Homeless Strategy” that determined that 13,000 units of new housing,
including 10,000 units of supportive housing, are needed to house the homeless, at an
estimated cost exceeding $1 billion. The city’s strategy, in accordance with the position
of the U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and LAHSA, is that
providing stable housing to homeless individuals as a first step is more effective than
providing services without guaranteed housing.

The Proposal: Proposition HHH would authorize the city to issue general obligation
bonds in the amount of $1.2 billion to develop housing and facilities for the homeless
and affordable housing for those at risk of homelessness, including temporary shelters ,
showers, storage facilities and facilities to be used to provide supportive services. Bond
proceeds may not be used to finance services or operations, or to replace any existing
sources of funds dedicated to developing similar housing and facilities.

An annual plan to prioritize funding would be required, as well as the establishment of
Citizens Oversight and Administrative Oversight Commissions to monitor the bond
program, and annual financial audits which would be available to the pubilic.

Financial Impact: Principal and interest on the bonds will be paid from additional
property taxes to be levied on taxable property in the city according to its assessed
value. Over the life of the bonds, the estimated annual tax rate would be $9.64 per
$100,000 of assessed value. For the owner of a home assessed at $34 1,000, the
estimated average tax would be $32.87 for 29 years.
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The best estimate of the total debt service that would have to be repaid if all the bonds
were issued, including the principal ($1.2 billion) and interest ($693 million) is
$1,893,000,000.

Once all the bonds are issued and all bond proceeds spent, there would be additional
costs to administer the program, estimated at $1.6 million each year.

Supporters say:

Proposition HHH is a common-sense, cost-effective approach to solving the problem of
growing homelessness, increasing encampments and at-risk populations of homeless
women and children, seniors and veterans. It will provide the resources we need to
reduce the number of people living on our streets, build more supportive housing, and
facilitate access to necessary services.

Opponents Say:

Proposition HHH is an unnecessary and unfair tax that would not be levied equally on
all property owners. Recent homeowners would pay much more, while renters, even
wealthy ones, would pay nothing. The bonds can only be used for land and buildings
and not for operating homeless shelters, mental health or substance abuse treatment or
extra policing.

Signers of Arguments in Favor::

Elise Buck, United Way of Greater Los Angeles; Gary Toebben, Los Angeles Area
Chamber of Commerce; Michael Alvidrez, Skid Row Housing Trust, Antonia Hernandez,
California Community Foundation; Dr. Mitchell Katz, MD, Los Angeles County
Department of Health Services; Rusty Hicks, Los Angeles County Federation of Labor,
Richard Close, Sherman Oaks Homeowners Association; Faye Washington, YWCA of
Greater Los Angeles; Hon. Zev Yaroslavsky, Supervisor 3* District (ret.);Charles E.
Blake, Sr., West Angeles Church of God in Christ.

Signers of Arguments Against::

G. Rick Marshall, California Taxpayers Action Network; Jack Humpreville,
Neighborhood Council Budget Advocate; Mark Ryavec, former Chief Deputy Assessor;
Jay Handal, Citywide Budget Advocates; Gary Aminoff, Alliance for Liberty; Denny
Schneider, Community Activist.

A YES Vote means: You want to authorize $1.2 billion in general obligation bonds to
pay for affordable housing and facilities for the homeless and those at risk of becoming
homeless.

A NO Vote means: You do not want to authorize these bonds.
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LOS ANGELES CITY INITIATIVE ORDINANCE JJJ
AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND LABOR STANDARDS
RELATED TO CITY PLANNING
Citizen-Sponsored Initiative
A majority vote is required for passage

The Question: Should the city’s ability to deny or amend certain General Plan or
zoning changes be limited for residential projects of ten or more units if they provide
affordable housing, comply with prevailing wage, local hiring and other labor standards,
and meet other requirements?

The Situation: The City’s General Plan guides development throughout the city.
California law requires that all cities and counties prepare a general plan that includes
such elements as land use, open space, housing, seismic safety and public safety.

Amending the General Plan involves the Planning Commission, Director of Planning,
the mayor and the council. Public hearings must be held, and the mayor and council
must have the opportunity to be heard. If both the mayor and the commission approve
an amendment, the council may adopt it by majority vote. If the mayor and/or the
commission do not approve, the council would need a greater-than-majority vote to
adopt the amendment. The council is responsible for establishing rules for granting
changes to the General Plan.

The Proposal: Measure JJJ provides that nothing in the regular amendment procedure
could restrict the adoption of a General Plan amendment that permits the development
of a residential project of ten or more units if the project meets all of the following:

*The project is located near transit stops or other geographic requirements, or is
entirely comprised of affordable housing units.

*The project meets training, local hiring and certain wage requirements.

*The project provides a certain percentage of affordable housing and/or complies with
specified affordable housing requirements.

sLabor-related standards including a good-faith effort that at least 30 percent of all
construction worker hours be performed by permanent residents of the city, and at least
10 percent be performed by “Transitional Workers” who live in an economically
disadvantaged area within a five-mile radius of the project site, and are otherwise
disadvantaged in one of several ways, including being homeless or lacking a GED or
high school diploma.

This measure also would limit the city’s ability to reduce the number of community plans
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or make changes to their geographical boundaries, land uses, or other material
changes without the Planning Department and Planning Commission reviewing these
changes and their impact on the creation and preservation of affordable housing.

With the exception of affordable housing developments of 25 units or less, housing
projects receiving funds from the city’s Affordable Housing Trust Fund would be
required to meet prevailing wage requirements, and there would be an affordable
housing incentive program with increased density and reduced parking requirements for
projects within a one-half mile radius around a major transit stop.

Financial Impact: This measure is not expected to result in any additional cost to the
city or to taxpayers.

Supporters say:

This measure ensures that developers who ask the city for special planning or zoning
changes will have to follow strict requirements for affordability, and that 30 percent of
the jobs building affordable housing will go to people in Los Angeles who need the jobs
most. It will produce more affordable housing without relying on taxpayer funding.

Opponents say:

This measure is deeply flawed, does not produce new jobs and will not increase the
availability or affordability of housing. This is the wrong approach, because it will drive
up rental costs, make homes more unaffordable for first-time buyers, add delays and
red tape to the construction of needed housing, and increase construction costs.

Signers of Arguments in Favor: Alton Wilkerson, Electrician; Rusty Hicks, Veteran;
Ronald Miller, Plumber, Angella Gains, Renter; Josefina Castillo, First-time home buyer.

Signers of Arguments Against: Tim Plasky, Coalition for Jobs and Attainable
Housing; Beverly A. Kenworthy, California Apartment Association; Carol Schatz, Central
City Association, Gary Toebben, Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce; Stuart
Waldman, Valley Industry & Commerce Association; Mike Balsam, Building Industry
Association of Southern California.

A YES Vote means:: You want to limit the city’s ability to deny or amend General Plan
amendments for certain residential projects of ten or more units that provide affordable
housing and meet training, local hiring, prevailing wage and other requirements.

A NO Vote means: You do not want to limit the city in this way.
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LOS ANGELES CITY CHARTER AMENDMENT RRR
CITY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER
Placed on the ballot by vote of the Los Angeles City Council
A majority vote is required for passage

The Question: Should the Los Angeles City Charter be amended to make certain
changes in the governance and administrative functions of the Department of Water
and Power and to change the composition and terms of office of the Board of Water
and Power Commissioners?

The Situation: The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (DWP) is the
nation’s largest municipally-owned utility, serving more than four million residents. It is
one of three semi-independent “Proprietary” city departments that receive no funds
from the city government. (The other two are the Airports and Harbor Departments). All
three departments are managed by unsalaried citizen commissions that have the
authority to hire their general manager, subject to the approval of the mayor and City
Council.

The Board of Commissioners that manages the DWP is made up of five members, who
are appointed by the mayor and confirmed by the City Council for staggered, five-year
terms. The board sets water and power rates subject to approval by an ordinance
passed by the City Council. The department’s revenues come from customer fees for
water and power. The board also determines on an annual basis the transfer of
revenue from the DWP budget to the general city budget.

The Proposal: The proposed amendments fall into several major categories:

Board composition and qualifications: The board would expand from five to seven
seats; terms would be shortened from five years to four years; members would have to
have experience in certain areas, such as utility management; and members could
receive a stipend set by ordinance.

Appointment of General Manager: Instead of the board appointing the General
Manager, the Personnel Department would recruit qualified candidates, The board
would review the candidates and provide a pool of candidates to the mayor, who would
select a candidate, subject to council confirmation.

Contracting: Council approval would no longer be required for contracts lasting over five
years but less than 30 years, but the council would maintain the authority to review
certain other contracts. The board, instead of the council, could establish criteria for
awarding contracts. The Charter requirement that all power contracts be approved by
ordinance would be eliminated.

Civil Service and Salary Setting: The council could approve alternatives to civil service
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standards for DWP employees. Such standards would have to be developed through
collective bargaining, provide for merit based hiring, and contain retention and
discharge provisions. The council would be able to delegate its authority to the board to
set salaries for DWP employees.

Offices: Currently, the executive director of the Office of Public Accountability/
Ratepayer Advocate serves a five-year term. Charter Amendment RRR would provide
that the executive director may be appointed to a second five-year term, and would
increase the budget for the office. A new office, the “Water and Power Analyst,” would
be established to provide policy and fiscal analysis for the board, and the board would
have the power to appoint and remove the office’s executive director.

Other provisions:.Begriming on January 1, 2020, the board would have to submit a four-
year strategic rate-setting plan to the mayor and council for consideration; and,
beginning no later than July 1, 2020, the DWP would have to implement a monthly
billing cycle.

Financial Impact: The minimum budget for the Office of Public Accountability/
Ratepayer Advocate would be increased by approximately $1,200,000 annually. The
initial estimate for converting the residential billing cycle from every two months to
monthly is approximately $19,000,000 in one-time costs, plus recurring costs of
$4,000,000 annually. The potential cost or savings from the additional governance and
operational reforms are unknown until such reforms are undertaken.

These expenses impact the DWP Water and Power Revenue Funds; there is no
anticipated impact to the city’s General Fund.

Supporters Say: The DWP has been an example of bureaucratic inefficiency for too
long. Charter Amendment RRR will change that, reforming the DWP so that it is more
accountable, transparent, and responsive to ratepayers. It will improve rules covering
personnel and contracting to make them fairer, and requires board members to be
experienced.

Opponents Say: Charter Amendment RRR is a power grab by the DWP that gives
voters less oversight over the DWP—-not more. The DWP board will have the
extraordinary power to spend millions of ratepayer dollars on contracts, rate hikes and
salaries without the existing oversight and approvals from voters and elected officials.

Signers of Arguments in Favor:
Dr. Frederick Pickel, Ratepayer Advocate; Mel Levine, Board of Water and Power
Commissioners; Veronica Padilla-Campos, Pacoima Beautiful, Tony Wilkinson,
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Neighborhood Council-DWP MOU Committee; Jessica Goodheart, Los Angeles Alliance
for a New Economy; Marcie Edwards, General Manager, DWP; Jill Banks Barad, Valley
Alliance of Neighborhood Councils; Jonathan Parfrey, Climate Resolve; Stuart
Waldman, Valley Industry & Commerce Association; Bruce Saito, Los Angeles
Conservation Corps.

Signers of Arguments Against:

Pastor William D. Smart, Jr., Fix L.A. Coalition; Erwin Chemerinsky, Former Chair, Los
Angeles Charter Reform Commission; Ed Begley, Jr., Environmentalist, Robert Farrell,
Los Angeles City Councilman (Ret.); Conner Everts, Southern California Watershed
Alliance; Laura N. Chick, Los Angeles City Controller (Ret.); Jerilyn Stapleton, California
National Organization for Women (NOW); Nate Holden, Los Angeles City Councilman
(Ret.); Brenna Norton, Food and Water Watch; Richard Close, Sherman Oaks
Homeowners Association; Jamie Court, Consumer Watchdog.

A YES Vote means: You want to make certain changes in the governance and
administrative functions of the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power and change
the composition and terms of office of the Board of Water and Power Commissioners.

A NO Vote means: You do not want to make these changes.
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LOS ANGELES CITY CHARTER AMENDMENT SSS
CITY OF LOS ANGELES FIRE AND POLICE PENSIONS;
AIRPORT PEACE OFFICERS
Placed on the ballot by vote of the Los Angeles City Council.
A majority vote is required for passage

The Question: Should the Los Angeles City Charter be amended to enroll new Airport
Peace Officers into the Fire and Police Pension System; allow current Airport Peace
Officers to transfer into the Fire and Police Pension System; and allow new Airport
Police Chiefs to enroll in the City Employees’ Retirement System?

The Situation: All Airport Peace Officers who perform police and firefighting duties for
the Airports Department are members of the city’s civilian retirement plan, the Los
Angeles City Employees’ Retirement System (LACERS). Sworn LAPD officers, Los
Angeles Fire Department firefighters and paramedics and Harbor Department Peace
Officers are members of the sworn employee retirement system, the Los Angeles Fire
and Police Pension Plan (LAFPP).

Pension Plan funding is from employee contributions, city contributions, and Pension
Fund investments. There are six plan tiers in the LAFPP, depending on the year the
employee joined.

The Proposal: Charter Amendment SSS would do the following:

*Enroll all city employees appointed on or after January 7, 2018 who perform police or
firefighting duties for the Airports Department in Tier 6 of the sworn employee retirement
system (LAFPP).

*Allow sworn peace officers appointed to the Airports Department before January 7,
2018 the option to transfer from the city’s civilian employee retirement plan (LACERS)
to Tier 6 of the sworn employee retirement system (LAFPP), at their expense.

*Give any Airports Department Chief of Police appointed on or after January 7, 2018
who is not already a member of the sworn employee retirement system the option to
enroll in the city’s civilian employee retirement plan (LACERS).

Financial Impact: The annual cost of providing future retirement benefits for current
and new officers joining LAFPP will be higher than if the same officers were members of
LACERS; however, the Airports Department, not the city’s General Fund, will pay all
future employer contributions to LAFPP for these officers.
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No arguments were filed for or against this Charter Amendment.

A Yes Vote Means:

You want to allow new Airport Department peace officers to enroll into the Fire and
Police Pension System; allow current Airport Peace Officers to transfer into the Fire and
Police Pension System; and allow new Airport Police Chiefs to enroll in the City
Employees Retirement System.

A NO Vote Means:

You do not want to allow these officers to enroll in different pension systems.

Los Angeles City Charter Amendment SSS Page 2 Election November 8, 2016



UNDERSTANDING CA BALLOT MEASURES

The League of Women Voters does not support or endorse candidates.
They do however take positions on measures and issues.

How does a measure get placed on the ballot?

-Initiatives: usually either a state statute or a constitutional amendment

-commonly done by gathering signatures on a petition

-direct measures are put to a vote. Indirect measures are first referred to the legislature
-people hire attorneys to draft language for measures

-Referendums: overthrows or negates a law or measure that is already established. A referendum asks whether you want to approve or reject a
law passed by the legislature. A YES vote means that you approve the law, and a NO vote means that you reject the law.

-Q: With regard to ballot es, what is considered a majority vote? A: 50.1%
-Many measures require significant funding.
Bonds: Bonds are a way of borrowing a large sum of money and paying it back with interest over a number of years. School

districts, cities and the state use bonds to raise money to pay for expensive building projects.
- appropriated directly from state legislatures

General Fund - associated with property_taxes, income taxes
example: education, healthcare

Revenue Bonds: revenue collected from specific projects
i.e. bridge tolls, utility rates

Prop 51 -- Public School Facility Bonds. Funding for K-12 and Community College Facilities
Q: Should the state sell $9 billion in general obligation bonds to be used for upgrading public education facilities?

-$6 billion to modernize K-12 and $2 billion for community college facilities and $1 billion for charter schools
-bonds won't go to schools younger than 25 years old

--to be used for capital investments only.

- If bonds were sold at ~5% interest, the total cost to pay off the bonds would be $17.6 billion

Those who support Prop 51 say: Many school facilities are in need of much needed repairs to meet basic health and safety standards, a
statewide bond is the best option. Local voters would still be in control of how the bond funds are spent.

Those opposing Prop 51 say: Funding is not equitable across school districts, and that the state debt would increase.
Prop 53 -- Voter approval requirement for revenue bonds above $2 billion

The Question: Should statewide voter approval be required before any revenue bonds can be issued or sold by the state for projects
where the bond amount exceeds $2 billion?

-there are 2 main types of bonds: 1. general obligation bonds 2. revenue bonds

-state repays its general obligation bonds out of the state General Fund. these bonds require statewide voter approval before the state can issue
them out for a project

-revenue bonds typically repaid using the revenue received from fees and other charges paid by the use of the projects (bridge tolls). -under
current law, state does not need voter approval for revenue bonds

Those who support Prop 53 say: It gives voters a voice and makes govt accountable. Ensures that voters directly choose whether or not to
implement large-scale expensive projects i.e. bullet train and proposed tunnels under the Delta

Those who oppose Prop 53 say: It would take away local control by requiring statewide approval for local projects, even when funded by
local ratepayers and users. Will prevent or delay repair and maintenance of state's water systems and infrastructure projects.

Prop 52 -- Diverting Hospital Fee

The Question: Should (a) a fee charged on private hospitals to facilitate Medi-Cal funding be made permanent; (b) the Legislature's
ability to change it be limited; (c) the State Constitution be amended to exclude this revenue from California's education funding
calculations?

-Medi-Cal currently provides basic health care benefits to 13 million Californians ($95 billion)



-private hospitals pay a fee (total $4.6 billion) which is then matched by the federal govt. this expires in Jan 1, 2018. Prop 52 would make the
fee permanent.
-any extension or changes regarding the fee requires voter approval

Those who support Prop 52 say: ensures that state will continue to receive more than $3 billion a year in federal matching funds for Medi-Cal
that otherwise would not be available

Those who oppose Prop 52 say: No oversight or accountability. Favors corporate hospitals and hurts low-income Californians- service
unions such as SEIU are strongly opposed.

Prop 61 -- State Prescription Drug Purchases. Pricing Standards.

The Question: Should state agencies generally be prohibited from paying more for any prescription drug than the US Department of
Veteran Affairs (VA) pays for the same drug?

currently: the state spends $3.8 billion on prescription drugs, covering current and retired state employees, Medi-Cal patients, and prisoners
-large drug purchasing entities typically negotiate and receive price discounts

-VA provides health care to ~9 million veterans nationwide. The VA is subject to limits on the prices it pays- generally lower prices. There is a
public database maintained by the VA, although it may not display the lowest prices paid due to confidentiality clauses in purchasing
agreements

Those who support Prop 61 say: prevents price gouging and it empowers the state to get the best deal for taxpayers as are paid by the VA

Those who oppose Prop 61 say: only covers an arbitrary group of patients, more than 88% are excluded.

Prop 62 -- Repeal of the Death Penalty
The Question: Should the death penalty in CA be repealed and replaced with life imprisonment without the possibility of parole?

-This measure has been on the ballot several times but has never been passed.

-in 2012, 52% voted no, 48% voted in favor

- Two trials are required in order to sentence someone to death: one to establish guilt and one to determine the penalty

-CA hasn't executed a prisoner since 2006 -because the state's lethal injection protocols are currently under review
-currently there are 748 people on death row in single cell prisons. When they leave the cell 2 guards are required to escort.
-if passed, Prop 62 would eliminate the death penalty

-restitution, currently ~50%-60% of a prisoner's wages go to victim's family

-according to the Legislative Analyst: Prop 62 would save $150 million a year

Those who support Prop 62 say: Abolishing death penalty will save the state $150 million annually. Removes the risk that innocent people
may be executed.
Main backers: Reed Hastings (Netflix), Laurene Powell Jobs (Steve Job’s family)

Those who oppose Prop 62 say: the toughest punishment is needed. rather, changing the time-consuming and expensive appeals process is a

better approach. backers: District Attorney Association, Deputy Sheriff, Pete Wilson, Los Angeles Police Protective League, Correctional
Officer Association

Prop 66 -- Death Penalty Procedures

The Question: Should the time it takes for legal chall to death sentences be significantly shortened?

i)

-"habeas corpus petitions" -- 2nd stage of appeals process currently takes multiple decades (15-25 years) with a high cost to the state ($55
million a year) -- state pays for both defense and prosecution of appeals.

-costs $25,000 a year to house someone on death row, not including appeals (millions)

-this type of litigation is very specialized

- If passed, it would place a 5 yr limit on challenges

-CA does not have any privatized prisons

Those who support Prop 66 say: death penalty system is broken, but it should be mended, not ended. speeding up the appeals process would
save taxpayers $30 million a year

Those who oppose Prop 66 say: confusing and poorly written, subject to many legal challenges.
***IMPORTANT: When measures are in conflict with each other (Prop 62 and Prop 66) and both pass, the one with more 'Yes' votes wins.

For instance, hypothetically, if Prop 66 (changing death penalty procedures) passes with 60%, but Prop 62 (eliminating death penalty
altogether) also passes with 52%, then Prop 66 would still prevail, meaning CA would uphold the death penalty, with changes to trial protocols.



Prop 65 -- Dedication of Revenue from Disposable Bags to Wildlife Conservation Fund

The Question: If a statewide ban on single-use carry-out grocery bags is enacted, and stores are required to offer reusable bags for
sale, should the money from the sale of those bags go to a special fund for environmental purposes?

-Would create a new state fund, administered by the Wildlife Conservation Board, requiring stores to deposit bag sale proceeds into that fund
for environmental projects

Those who support Prop 65 say: grocery stores should not be allowed to profit from the sale of reusable bags. the goal of a bag ban is
environmental, and so any proceeds should go toward environmental purposes. This is supported by bag manufacturing companies.

Those who oppose Prop 65 say: grocery stores would not profit, which costs up to 15 cents apiece to produce. Prop 65 distracts from the real
issue at hand, phasing out plastic bags

Prop 67 -- Single-Use Plastic Bag Ban Veto Referendum

The Question: Should the law passed by the Legislature banning single-use bags be allowed to go into effect?

-in 2014, Senate Bill (SB) 270, passed that prohibited certain retail stores from providing plastic bags. Required stores to retain the money
collected from bag sales

-SB 270 would have gone into effect on July 1, 2015 but it was suspended in Feb 2015 when this referendum qualified it for the state ballot.

Those who support Prop 67 say: common-sense solution to reduce plastic litter, and that opposition is funded by out-of-state plastic bag
companies

Those who oppose Prop 67 say: single-use bag ban would decrease manufacturing jobs

#***IMPORTANT: Since Prop 65 and Prop 67 are in conflict, the one with more 'Yes' votes wins if both are passed. Thus, if Prop 67
(implement the bag ban law that is currently being delayed) passes with more votes, the 10-cent fee would be retained by the stores; if Prop 65
(carry-out bag charges) gets more votes, the 10-cent fee would go to the proposed environmental fund. Prop 65 is only upheld if Prop 67, or a

future, similar bag ban is passed as well.
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LOS ANGELES BALLOT MEASURES

Measure A -- Safe, Clean Neighborhood Beaches and Parks

-$94 million would be raised per year

-would institute a 1.5 cent tax per square foot parcel tax to build new parks and maintain existing ones across LA county
- no expiration date

-current funding that was approved in 1996 will run out in 2019

-needs based assessment

Supporters of A say: half of county residents don't live within walking distance of a park

Opponents of A say: since based on square footage, businesses on larger properties would be disproportionately affected
- forever tax has no expiration, will be very difficult to get rid of

Measure M -- LA County Traffic Improvement Plan

-created by METRO, would raise countywide sales tax by a half-cent for streets, roads, highways as well as jobs and traffic flow improvements
-it's a 'forever tax' with no end in sight

- would generate $860 million per year

M supporters say: will alleviate traffic flow by funding much needed public transportation projects

M opponents say: funding for projects not equitable across LA County. Forever tax is no good.

Measure CC -- LA Community College District Measure

The Question: Should the Los Angeles Community College District issue $3.3 billion in bonds to construct, renovate and upgrade
community college facilities?



-requires 55% vote to pass

- placed on the ballot by the Board of Trustees of the LA Community College District

-all voters living in the boundaries of the LA Community College District may vote (not just those living in City of LA) for instance, Culver
City residents can vote

- largest community college district in the US

- 9 campuses- Los Angeles City College, East Los Angeles College, Los Angeles Harbor College, Los Angeles Mission College, Los Angeles
Pierce College, Los Angeles Southwest College, Los Angeles Trade-Tech College, Los Angeles Valley College, West Los Angeles College
-serves over 130,000 students annually

-3 previous bond measures passed: 2001, 2003, and 2008, for building and renovation of facilities at the 9 campuses

- an Independent Citizens' Oversight Committee would be appointed to oversee implementation, Board of Trustees would conduct annual
financial audits

-Average cost to homeowners (based on home assessed at $500,000) would be $75 per year for ~30 years

Supporters of Measure CC: previous bonds have funded over 600 projects- new structures, science labs, computer labs, classrooms, music
and arts facilities, libraries, sports facilities

Opponents to Measure CC: in 2011, LA Times and the State Controller's Office uncovered waste, fraud, and mismanagement of previous
bonds

Prop HHH -- LA City Homelessness Reduction and Prevention, Housing and Facilities Bond

The Question: Should the city issue $1.2 billion in bonds to provide safe, clean, affordable housing for the homeless and those in
danger of being homeless, and provide facilities to increase access to mental health care, drug and alcohol treatment and other
services?

-a 2/3 vote is required for passage

-placed on the ballot by vote of the Los Angeles City Council

-bonds only pay for facilities, never for people, services, or operations

-26,000 homeless people in Los Angeles, 11% increase in past year

-Prop HHH would allocate $1.2 billion providing temporary shelters, showers, storage facilities

-will be accompanied by another ballot measure in March local election (placed by Mayor's office)

- will be paid from additional property taxes to be levied on taxable property according to its assessed value - $9.64 per $100,000 of assessed
value

Supporters of HHH say: common-sense, cost-effective approach to solving the problem of homelessness. will provide needed resources

Opponents of HHH say: unnecessary and unfair tax that would not be levied equally on all property owners

Measure JJJ -- Affordable Housing and Labor Standards Related to City Planning

The Question: Should the City's ability to deny or amend certain General Plan or zoning changes be limited for residential projects of
10 or more units if they provide affordable housing, comply with prevailing wage, local hiring and other labor standards, and meet
other requirements?

- citizen-sponsored initiative

-majority vote is required for passage

- JJJ provides that nothing in the regular amendment procedure could restrict the adoption of a General Plan amendment that permits the
development of a residential project of ten or more units if the project meets all of the following: located near a transit stop, or is entirely
comprised of affordable housing units; meets training, local hiring and certain wage requirements; labor-related standards: good-faith effort that
at least 30% of all construction worker hours be performed by permanent residents of the city, and at least 10% by "transitional workers" who
live within economically disadvantaged area within 5-mile radius of project site, including being homeless or lacking a GED or HS diploma.

Supporters of JJJ say: ensures that developers who ask the city for special zoning changes will have to follow strict requirements, and at least
30% of jobs go to those that need it the most. More affordable housing without taxpayer funding.

Opponents of JJJ say: measure is flawed, will drive up rent costs, makes homes unaffordable for first-time buyers, add delays and red tap,
and will not produce jobs and will not increase affordable housing.

RRR -- City of LA Charter Amendment, Department of Water and Power

The Question: Should the LA City Charter be amended to make certain changes in the governance and administrative functions of
the DWP and to change the composition and terms of office of the Board of Water and Power Commissioners?

currently:
-DWP is the nation's largest municipally-owned utility, serving more than 4 million residents
-currently, 5 unsalaried commissioners serve 5 year terms, appointed by the Mayor, approved by the City Council. The Board of



Commissioners sets water and power rates subject to approval by an ordinance passed by the City Council
-Dept revenue comes from customer fees
-board also determines transfer of revenue from the DWP budget to general city budget

- RRR would expand the Board from 5 to 7 seats, terms shortened from 5 to 4 years, members must have experience in certain areas i.e. utility
mgmt, and members could received a stipend set by ordinance

-the City's Personnel Dept would recruit qualified candidates, Board would review candidate pool and submit it to the Mayor, Mayor makes
selection, then subject to council approval

-council may approve alternatives to civil service standards for DWP employees, such standards would have to be developed via collective
bargaining

- RRR would create a new office- "Water and Power Analyst," to provide policy and fiscal analysis for the board, would have power to appoint
and remove the office's executive director

Financial impact: would increase the budget for Office of Accountability by $1.2 million annually. No anticipated impact on the General Fund

RRR supporters say: makes DWP more transparent, accountable and responsive to ratepayers

RRR opponents: power grab by DWP that gives voters less oversight



