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12 November 2020 State Ballot Props
14: Bonds for Stem Cell Research
15: Commercial/Industrial Property Tax Reassessment
16: Allows Diversity as a Factor in Public Decisions
17: Voting Rights for Parolees
18: Voting Rights for 17 -year-olds
19: Property Tax Assessment and Inheritance
20: Criminal Sentencing Policies
21: Local Government Rent Control 
22: App Based Drivers Labor Policies
23: Regulations for Dialysis Clinics
24: Consumer Privacy Act Provisions
25: Replaces Cash Bail System



Proposition 15
Requires commercial and industrial properties to be taxed based on 

market value.Revenue would go to Schools and local communities



How It Got on the Ballot 
● Prop 13 (1978) 
● Most property in the state is less than its market value. 

● Only Commercial and industrial property

● Signatures gathered in 2018

● Signatures gathered in 2020



What Prop 15 Would Do 
● Split Role would begin in 2022. 

● No changes for residential properties nor for agricultural properties. 

● Benefits small businesses
a. if property valued at $3 million or less 
b. exempt from business equipment and fixtures tax, if fewer than 50 

employees 
c. other businesses, first $500,000 exempt



The Fiscal Bottom Line 

● Proposition 15 would produce about 
$6.5 to $11.5 billion per year in 
additional property tax revenues for 
local services. 



Supporters & Arguments
• Prop. 15 is a fair and balanced reform that closes property tax loopholes benefiting wealthy 

corporations while giving tax breaks to small businesses to help our economy grow.

• It provides billions in new revenue for our communities and schools and requires full transparency 
in how the money is spent

• 10% of the wealthiest businesses will provide more than 90% of the revenue. 

• It keeps Prop 13’s protection for homeowners, renters, and farms.

• Over 300 organizations and 600 elected/appointed officials including
• California Teachers Association: $11,751,553
• Chan Zuckerberg Initiative: $8,676,133
• SEIU California: $6,019,467
• League of Women Voters of California 

• $20,807,888.60 Total raised in support to date 9/18/20



Opponents & Arguments

• Prop 15 would trigger the largest property tax increase in California’s history.

• Additional costs will ultimately raise prices for consumers.

• Will make it harder for people to start small businesses. 

• Will require a huge cost to administer.

• Opponents
• California Business Roundtable: $4,647,074
• California Taxpayers Association - Protect Taxpayer Rights: $839,000
• California Farm Bureau Federation: $500,000

• $5,514,526.99 Total raised in opposition to date 9/18/20



Prop 15: Yes or No
✅A YES Vote Means: 

Property taxes on most 
commercial properties worth 
more than $3 million would go 
up in order to provide new 
funding to local governments 
and schools.

⛔  A NO Vote Means: 

Commercial Property taxes 
would remain the same.



Prop 19
Changes tax assessment transfers and inheritance rules



How It Got on the Ballot 
● Currently,  people over 55, can buy a new home without paying higher property 

taxes in some counties once in their lifetime, if their new home is not more 
expensive than their existing home. 

● Inherited property rules allow some transfers to heirs without resetting the 
taxable value, with no requirement to reside there.

● Both aspects of Prop 13 (1978) discourage sales of property.
● The California Association of Realtors launched an initiative campaign in 2019 

to revisit their failed Prop 5 (2018) measure
● The Legislature drafted a compromise version with provisions for funding fire 

suppression 



What Prop 19 Would Do 
● Allow people over 55 to transfer a property’s taxable value to a more 

expensive home anywhere in the state, up to three times in a lifetime.

● Still allow once-in-a-lifetime transfers for victims of wildfires and 
natural disasters.

● Eliminate the transfer of taxable values of inherited properties, unless 
the heirs live in the property as a principal residence or a farm.

● Use increased state tax revenue from Prop 19 in statewide fire 
suppression efforts and reimbursement of counties’ costs.



The Fiscal Bottom Line 
● Revenue lost from transfer for homeowners over 55
● Revenue gained by requiring inheritors to pay more.
● Some revenue gained by potential of more sales of homes.
● Revenue lost by increased administration costs. 
● Any savings would be applied to fire suppression efforts.



Supporters & Arguments

• Prop 19 expands Prop 13 rules for homeowners who are seniors, wildfire victims or 
people with disabilities, allowing the transfer of their homes’ property tax value to 
replacement homes anywhere in California.

• It closes tax loopholes on inherited properties not used as primary residences, directing 
increased tax revenue to fire protection, schools, and local government.

• Supporters: 150 Organizations and officials
• California Association of Realtors: $30,700,000
• National Association of Realtors: $4,870,0003
• California Professional Firefighters: $100,000

• $35,681,571 Total raised as of 9/13/20 



Opponents & Arguments

• The California Constitution was amended three times to protect the right of 
families to pass their home and up to $1 million of other property to their heirs 
without changing the Prop 13 tax assessment.

• Reassessment to market value will force families to sell their property because 
they cannot afford higher property taxes.

• Opponents: 8 organizations and officials
• Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association $45,050
• Senator Patricia Bates, District 36
• Assemblyman Ken Cooley, District 8

• $45,050 Total raised to date 9/18/20



Prop 19: Yes or No

✅ A YES Vote Means: 
All homeowners who are over 
55 (or who meet other 
qualifications) would be 
eligible for property tax 
savings when they move. 
Only inherited properties used 
as primary homes or farms 
would be eligible for property 
tax savings.

⛔ A NO Vote Means: 
It stays the same.



Prop 21
Expandes local governments’ power to use rent control



How It Got on the Ballot 
● California’s rents, typically 50% percent more than other states    
● Rent control was a tool of local governments 
● Costa-Hawkins prohibits any rent control on housing built since 1995, excludes 

all single family homes, and does not allow any limits on what landlords can 
charge a new tenant

● New state law (AB 1482) that limits rent increases for most rental housing 
greater than 15 years old to 5 % plus inflation or 10% whichever is lower 
expires in 2030.



What Prop 21 Would Do 
● Allows cities and counties to apply rent control to all housing more than 

15 years old (not just housing built before 1995 as is currently the law)  

● Includes single family homes, except those owned by landlords with just 
one or two properties

● Modifies Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act (1995 ) 
● Allows limits on how much rent can increase with new tenants, capping 

increases at 15 percent during the first three years of a new tenancy

● Continues to require that landlords receive “a fair rate of return” 



The Fiscal Bottom Line 
If communities pass rent control under this: 

● Less profit from rental properties could  lead to a decline in 
revenue from income taxes.  

● Renters paying less rent, could buy taxable goods, 
increasing sales tax revenues.



Supporters & Arguments
• Homelessness is a serious and growing problem, small increases in rent can force more 

families into homelessness, which can be a burden on the entire community.

• Prop 21 guarantees landlords a fair rate of return. 

• Prop 21 allows local communities to limit their rent increases and preserve affordable 
housing.

• Supporters - More than 200 organizations and officials
• AIDS Healthcare Foundation
• CA Democratic Party
• Labor unions, local tenants and housing groups 

• $6,830,234 Total money raised as of 9/13/20 



Opponents & Arguments
• Rent control results in less available and hence less affordable housing.

• Prop 21 may reduce the number of new housing units built, cost jobs and hurt the 
economic recovery.

• A nonpartisan analysis estimates that if Prop 21 passes housing values could be 
reduced by up to 20%.

• Opponents - 135 organizations and officials
• Coalition sponsored by California  Apartment Association -- $1,463,000
• Issues PAC of the Apartment Association of Greater Los Angeles -- $138,000,  
• California for Affordable Housing -- $169,000
• Governor Gavin Newsom

• $44,676,511 Total raised as of 9/13/20 - 



Prop 21: Yes or No

✅ A YES Vote Means: 

State law would allow cities 
and counties to apply more 
kinds of rent control to more 
properties than under current 
law.

⛔ A NO Vote Means: 

State law would maintain 
current limits on rent control 
laws cities and counties can 
apply.



Prop 17
Restores the right to vote to people convicted of felonies who are on 

parole.



How It Got on the Ballot 
● In 2016, California passed legislation allowing those in county jails to vote 

while incarcerated, but not those in state or federal prison
● Prop 17 is the outcome of ACA 6 and AB 646, two bills that successfully 

passed through the CA legislature in 2020 
● Legislature voted to place ACA 6 on the ballot as a constitutional 

amendment 
● California would join 16 states and Washington DC who automatically 

restore voting rights for those who complete their prison sentences, 
including those on parole



What Prop 17 Would Do 

● Amends the California Constitution to restore voting rights to 
persons who have been released from prison and are on 
parole

● Those on parole would be able to register to vote and 
participate in elections



The Fiscal Bottom Line 

● Potentially increases the number of people who can vote in 
elections, thus increasing the ongoing workload for county 
election officials 

● Creates a one-time workload for the state to update voter 
registration systems, likely resulting in a one time state cost in 
the hundreds of thousands of dollars. 



Supporters & Arguments
• Nearly 50,000 Californians who have completed their prison sentences pay taxes at 

the local, state, and federal levels. However, they are not able to vote at any level of 
government

• A Florida study found that people who have completed their prison sentences and 
had their voting rights restored were less likely to commit crimes in the future.

• Supporters
• Carol Moon Goldberg, President League of Women Voters of California
• Jay Jordan, Executive Director Californians for Safety and Justice
• Kevin Mccarty, Assemblymember Prop. 17 Author

• $477,217 raised as of 9/13/20



Opponents & Arguments
• People convicted of nonviolent felonies are incarcerated in county jails and have the 

right to vote while serving their sentence. 
• Parole is to prove rehabilitation before full liberty, including voting rights, is restored. If 

the state does not trust them to choose where to live or travel, with whom to associate 
and what jobs to do, it MUST NOT trust them with decisions that will impact the lives and 
finances of other members of society.

• Opponents
• Harriet Salarno, Founder Crime Victims United of California
• Jim Nielsen, Chairman California Board of Prison Terms (Ret.)
• Ruth Weiss, Vice President Election Integrity Project California

• No data on funds raised as of 9/13/2020



Prop 17: Yes or No

✅ A YES Vote Means: 

People on state parole who 
are U.S. citizens, residents of 
California, and at 18 years of 
age would be able to vote, if 
they register to vote.

⛔  A NO Vote Means: 

People on state parole would 
continue to be unable to vote.



Prop 20
Makes changes to policies related to criminal sentencing charges, prison 

release and DNA collection



How It Got on the Ballot 
● In 2011, the Supreme Court ordered California to reduce the crowding in our 

prisons.   
● AB 109 transferred nonviolent people from prisons to county jails; Prop 47 

redefined certain nonviolent felonies to misdemeanors; Prop 57 increased 
possibilities for parole for people convicted of nonviolent felonies 

● Prop 20 would partly undo these laws.



What Prop 20 Would Do 
● Limits access to parole programs for some non-violent offenders who have 

completed the full term of their primary offense, and changes parole rules.
● Authorizes felony charges for specified theft crimes currently chargeable as 

misdemeanors, including some theft crimes where the value is between $250 and 
$950.

● Requires persons convicted of specified misdemeanors to submit to collection of 
DNA samples for state database.

● Establishes two additional types of crimes in state code - serial crime and 
organized retail crime -and charge them as wobblers (Crimes chargeable as 
misdemeanors or felonies). 



The Fiscal Bottom Line 

● Increases state and local correctional costs in tens of 
millions of dollars annually

● Increases state and local court-related costs that could be 
more than several million dollars annually.

● May require the building of more prisons with further 
increased cost



Supporters & Arguments
• Prop 20 reclassifies certain crimes like assault with a deadly weapon, date rape and child 

abuse as violent crimes.

• Prop 20 would not increase the number of people going to prison; it would make sure that 
people serve their entire sentence.

• Prop 20 would help stop car break-ins, shoplifting and other thefts that have been on the rise.

• Supporters - More than 200 organizations and officials
• Jim Cooper (D) Assemblymember 
• Vince Fong (R) Assemblymember 
• Orange County Board of Supervisors 
• Ass’n of Los Angeles Deputy Sheriffs

• $380,862 Total money raised as of 9/13/20 



Opponents & Arguments
• Prop 20 will roll back prison reforms and cost taxpayers millions of dollars annually.

• Prop 20 slashes mental health and rehabilitation programs that help to prepare 
people for release from prison and reduce repeat offenses.

• California prison reforms are working.  The number of incarcerated adults is 
decreasing and California property and violent crime rates are at historic lows

• Opponents - 75 organizations and officials
• Jerry Brown - Former Governor
• SEIU union
• ACLU of Northern Calif. 
• Chan Zuckerberg Initiative is funding $1.4 million

• $5,559,248 Total raised as of 9/13/20



Prop 20: Yes or No

✅ A YES Vote Means: 
People who commit certain 
theft-related crimes could 
receive increased penalties . 
Additional factors would be 
considered for releasing 
certain inmates from prison 
early. Law enforcement would 
be required to collect DNA 
samples from adults convicted 
of certain misdemeanors.

⛔ A NO Vote Means: 
Penalties would stay the same.



Prop 25
Replaces cash bail with risk assessments for suspects 

awaiting trial



How It Got on the Ballot 
● The referendum was funded by a PAC primarily composed of 

bail bond companies.

● In 2018, the California State Legislature passed SB 10, which 
would eliminate the money bail system so that people arrested 
or arraigned in court might not have to post bail in order to stay 
free pending their trial. 

● SB10 did not go into effect because this referendum was filed. 



What Prop 25 Would Do 
● Proposition 25 would eliminate the current money bail system and 

replace it with a system based on risk assessment to determine 
whether a person charged with a crime would be released from jail 
while awaiting trial. 

● High risk and medium risk people not released would remain in jail 
until arraignment.

● If passed, Proposition 25 would allow SB 10, legislation passed in 
2018, to go into effect. 



The Fiscal Bottom Line 
● The new release process would increase the workload for state trial 

courts, district attorneys, and public defenders. 
● Possible reduced jail costs if fewer people are being held in jail or for 

shorter time periods. 
● The actual size of these effects is uncertain and would depend on 

how the proposition is interpreted and implemented.
● Reduced fees paid to the state on bail bonds



Supporters & Arguments
• Current system favors rich defendants who can easily make bail and keeps poor 

defendants and defendants of color in jail. 

• People who are eventually found not guilty or not even charged may be stuck with large 
debts to pay off the bail or the fees. 

• Supporters: 75 Organizations and Elected Officials
• A New Way of Life
• Anti-Recidivism Coalition
• CA Federation of Teachers
• California Democratic Party

• $8,335,936 Total money raised as of 9/13/20



Opponents & Arguments
• The intentions of SB10 are good, but its provisions may result in more people being 

jailed than under the current situation.

• Prop 25 will cost taxpayers hundreds of millions of dollars a year, overburdening 
courts and creating a new bureaucracy.

• Opponents - 120 organizations
• Aladdin Bail Bonds  $1,997,236   
• AIA Surety Bail Bonds  $770,586   
• CA Bail Agents Association
• CA Black Chamber of Commerce
• CA Peace Officers Association
• CA State Conference of the NAACP

• $5,384,096 Total raised as of 9/13/20



Prop 25: Yes or No

✅ A YES Vote Means: 
No one would pay bail to be 
released from jail before trial. I 
People would either be 
released on their own 
recognizance or kept in jail if 
they were too great a risk. SB 
10 would go into effect.

⛔ A NO Vote Means: 
The bail system would continue 
as it is.



Prop 14
Issues $5.5 Billion in bonds for state stem cell 

research institute



How It Got on the Ballot 

● In 2004, voters approved $3 B bonds for stem cell 
research, resulting in a variety of projects and 
trials

● Money is almost spent, and original backers led 
by Robert N. Klein gathered signatures to request 
another bond measure to continue work.



What Prop 14 Would Do 
● Permit the State to borrow $5.5 billion to fund grants from the 

California Institute of Regenerative Medicine

● Funds stem cell research, therapy and development; medical 
training; and construction of research facilities 

● Dedicates $1.5 B to fund research and therapy for brain and 
nervous system

● Limit bond issuance to $540 M per year, postpones 
repayment



The Fiscal Bottom Line 
● $7.8 billion total estimated cost, which the state would repay at 

an estimated average of about $260 million per year over the 
next roughly 30 years

● Costs could be offset by a provision that requires payment from 
new inventions that result from bond money research

● The same provision for Prop 71’s (2004) $3 billion in bonds has 
recouped $350,000 



Supporters & Arguments

• The original stem cell funding  has led to significant treatments and cures, including 92 FDA-
approved clinical trials and over 2,900 medical discoveries

• New revenues, economic activity and jobs generated that will contribute to California’s economic 
recovery and will only cost an average of less than $5 per person annually.

• There are over 100 organizations and individuals supporting Prop 14, including: 
• Antoni Ribas, M.D., Ph.D., President American Association for Cancer Research
• Cynthia E. Munoz, Ph.D., MPH, President American Diabetes Association-Los Angeles
• Robert A. Harrington, M.D., Chairman Department of Medicine, Stanford University

• $6,605,389.51 Total raised in support to date 9/18/20



Opponents & Arguments
• Funds a bureaucracy with serious problems and some have questioned “the integrity and 

independence” of the state agency overseeing these funds. 

• Others can do this job better such as The National Institute of Health or private investors and 
companies 

• Opponents
• Vincent Fortanasce, M.D.
• Patrick James Baggot, M.D.
• Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association

• No data currently available on funds raised in opposition to date 9/18/20



Prop 14: Yes or No
✅ A YES Vote Means: 

The state could sell $5.5 
billion in general obligation 
bonds primarily for stem cell 
research and the 
development of new medical 
treatments in California. 

⛔ A NO Vote Means: 

There would be no sell of these 
bonds.



Prop 23
Requires a physician on-site at dialysis clinics, consent from state for 

clinic to close and more data recorded.



How It Got on the Ballot 

● Second attempt by the Service Employees International 
Union-United Healthcare Workers West to pass legislation 
as part of the union’s effort to unionize the two largest 
owners of CDC’s: DaVita, Inc. and Fresenius Medical Care 

● Prop 8 (2018) intent was to require dialysis clinics to issue 
refunds to patients’ payers; rejected by 59.9 percent of 
voters



What Prop 23 Would Do 
● Chronic dialysis clinics (CDC’s) would be required to have at least 

one licensed physician on site during treatment hours (with certain 
exemptions)

● Required to report dialysis-related infection data to state and 
federal governments.

● Prohibited from closing or reducing services without state approval.

● Prohibited from refusing to treat patients based on the source of 
payment for care (i.e. Medicare, Medi-Cal, private insurance).



The Fiscal Bottom Line 
● Increase costs for CDC’s estimated to be several hundred 

thousand dollars annually on average per CDC for having 
doctors on site during all treatment hours.  

● If government entities negotiate higher payment rates and, in 
addition, patients need to go to more costly settings like 
hospitals due to there being fewer CDC’s, healthcare costs 
could go up for state and local governments by the low tens 
of millions of dollars annually



Supporters & Arguments
• Dialysis is a dangerous procedure, and if something goes wrong a doctor or 

highly trained nurse should be nearby. 

• Dialysis patients are prone to infections from their treatments which can lead to 
more serious illnesses or death. Proper reporting and transparency of infection 
rates encourage clinics to improve quality.

• Strong protections should be provided to vulnerable patients when clinics close.

• Supporters
• San Diego County Democratic Party
• Service Employees International Union – United Healthcare Workers West

•  $6,169,318 Total money raised as of 9/13/20 



Opponents & Arguments
• The increased cost of requiring on-site physicians at every clinic would force clinics to cut 

services and even close.  
• Full time onsite physicians are not necessary because  dialysis patients are already under the 

care of their personal kidney physician and dialysis treatments are administered by especially 
trained personnel

• Proposition 23 could make our physician shortage worse and lead to more emergency room 
overcrowding.  

• Opponents - 100 organizations
• DaVita  $40,205,375   
• Fresenius Medical Care  $26,010,288   
• AMVETS, Department of California

• $73,468,535 Total raised as of 9/13/20



Prop 23: Yes or No

✅ A YES Vote Means: 

Chronic dialysis clinics would 
be required to have a doctor 
on-site during all patient 
treatment hours.

⛔ A NO Vote Means: 

Chronic dialysis clinics would 
not be required to have a doctor 
on-site during all patient 
treatment hours..



Prop 16
Repeals Prop 209 (1996) which barred affirmative action



How It Got on the Ballot 
● In 1996, California voters approved Proposition 209, which generally 

banned “affirmative action”
● Federal law allows policies and programs that consider certain 

characteristics to increase diversity within limits 
● Prop 209 is more restrictive than federal law
● Legislature put Prop 16 on ballot in light of recent movement against 

racial injustice



What Prop 16 Would Do 
● Repeal the section of the California Constitution introduced by Prop 

209 in 1996
● Eliminates the ban on the consideration of race, sex, color, 

ethnicity, or national origin in public education, public employment, 
and public contracting

● State and local entities could establish a wider range of policies 
and programs so long as they are consistent with federal and state 
law related to equal protection



The Fiscal Bottom Line 
● Prop 16 would have no direct fiscal effect on state and local 

entities because the measure would not require any change to 
current policies or programs. 



Supporters & Arguments

• Women and people of color currently are still discriminated against. 

• We are at a historic moment and need to strengthen California by overturning 
discrimination in all areas.

• Supporters

• San Diego County Democratic Party
• Senators Kamala Harris & Diane Feinstein
• Governor Gavin Newsom
• Mayor Kevin Faulconer
• Kaiser Permanente

• $3,254,495.55 Total raised as of 9/18/2020



Opponents & Arguments
• Approval of Prop 16 would be a step backward, introducing a new form of 

discrimination to favor politicians’ favorites.
• Let’s not perpetuate the stereotypes that minorities and women can’t make it 

unless they get special preferences.
• Opponents

• Former UC Board of Regents member Ward Connerly
• USD Professor of Law Gail Heriot
• Former US Congressman Tom Campbell
• StopProp16.org

• $122,678.17 Total raised as of 9/13/2020



Prop 16: Yes or No
✅ A YES Vote Means: 

Prop 16 would allow public 
colleges, universities, and 
agencies to create “affirmative 
action” programs to increase 
diversity or to help certain 
groups. 

⛔ A NO Vote Means: 

The current ban on affirmative 
action would remain in effect.



Prop 18
Allows 17-year-olds who will be 18 at the time of the general election to 

vote in the primary.



How It Got on the Ballot 
● This proposed constitutional amendment was put on the ballot by 

the Legislature.  

● This proposal is to incentivize youth participation by allowing them 
to vote in both the primary and the general election in the same 
election cycle.  

● Having the opportunity to be involved in choosing which candidates 
will compete in an upcoming election could motivate young people 
to take the next step and also vote in the general election.



What Prop 18 Would Do 

● Would permit 17-year-olds to vote in a primary or special 
election, if they will turn 18 before the general election and 
are otherwise qualified to vote 



The Fiscal Bottom Line 

● One-time cost of several hundreds of thousands of dollars to 
the State in order to provide support for this change, including 
updating voter registration systems 

● Total cost would be less than 1% of the state’s general fund 
budget.



Supporters & Arguments
• Prop 18 will increase participation in the electoral process among young people.
• Because so many public policies directly impact the lives of young people, many of 

whom do work and pay taxes, they should be allowed to vote.
• This measure would promote the habit of voting, which evidence shows increases the 

likelihood of voting in the future. 
• Supporters

• Kevin Mullin, Assemblymember, CA Assembly District 22
• Evan Low, Assemblymember, CA Assembly District 28 
• California Democratic Party

• $95,000 Total raised as of 9/13/20



Opponents & Arguments
• 17-year-olds lack the maturity to vote and need more life experience.
• 17-year-olds could be easily influenced by their teachers, who would tend to 

advocate for certain propositions, particularly school bond measures.
• 17-year-olds’ brains have not yet fully developed when it comes to logic and reason.
• Opponents

• Election Integrity Project of California 
• Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association
• The Republican Party of San Diego County

• No data on funds raised as of 9/13/2020



Prop 18: Yes or No

✅ A YES Vote Means: 

Young people who will turn 18 
by the time of the general 
election will be able to vote in 
the primary of the same 
election cycle.

⛔ A NO Vote Means: 

Only those who have turned 18 
can vote in ANY California 
election.



Prop 22
Considers app-based drivers as independent contractors



How It Got on the Ballot 
● Assembly Bill 5 (AB 5) passed in 2019, required that rideshare and 

delivery companies (ex. Uber Technology, Lyft) categorize their 
workers as employees instead of independent contractors.

● Rideshare and delivery companies refused to implement the 
mandates from AB 5. 

● This resulted in a pending court case between the California State 
Attorney General and violating rideshare and delivery companies 
in California First District Court of Appeal



What Prop 22 Would Do 
● Classifies drivers for app-based transportation (rideshare) 

and delivery companies as “independent contractors,” not 
“employees”
● Independent-contractor drivers would be entitled to other 

compensation-including minimum earnings; healthcare subsidies, 
and vehicle insurance 

● Prohibits drivers from working more than 12 hours in a 24-hour 
period for a single rideshare or delivery company

● Restricts certain local regulation of app-based drivers 



The Fiscal Bottom Line 
● Potential minor increase in state income taxes paid by 

rideshare and delivery company drivers and investors 



Supporters & Arguments
• By a four to one margin (80%), app-based drivers support maintaining independent 

contractor status due to time flexibility. 

• AB 5 will result in loss of jobs, longer wait times, significantly higher customer prices, 
and permanent shutdown of services

• Improves app-based work by requiring companies to provide new benefits. 

• Supporters - Approximately 100 organizations
• App-based companies: Doordash, Lyft, Uber, etc
• California Peace Officers Association
• California State Sheriffs Association 
• California Small Business Association

• $182,225,946 Total money raised as of 9/13/20 



Opponents & Arguments
• Prop 22 eliminates basic workplace benefits and replaces them with a new lower 

payments. 
• Companies are already required to perform background checks, but Prop 22 would 

eliminate required sexual harassment training and investigation of sexual harassment 
claims

• A majority app-based drivers are full time, with 70% working 30 hours/week and 
deserve the same treatment as any other employee 

• Opponents - 150 organizations and officials
• California Labor Federation  $557,500
• California Federation of Teachers  $250,000
• International Brotherhood of Teamsters  $1,500,000

• $44,676,511 Total raised as of 9/13/20  



Prop 22: Yes or No

✅ A YES Vote Means: 
App-based rideshare and 
delivery companies could hire 
drivers as independent 
contractors. Drivers could 
decide when, where, and how 
much to work but would not 
get standard benefits and 
protections that businesses 
must provide employees.

⛔ A NO Vote Means: 
App-based rideshare and 
delivery companies would have 
to hire drivers as employees 
(pending court decision).



Prop 24
Amends consumer privacy laws



How It Got on the Ballot 
● Alastair Mactaggart, a San Francisco-based real estate 

developer, filed this ballot initiative. 

●  Ballot initiative in 2018 that was withdrawn with passage of 
the  California Consumer Privacy Act of 2018 (CCPA). 

●  CCPA of 2018 as a "great baseline. 

● If passed, it would require another ballot initiative to amend it.



What Prop 24 Would Do 
● Amends the 2018 California Privacy Act 

● Establishes a new California Privacy Protection Agency to replace the 
California Department of Justice current enforcement        

● Permits consumers to: prevent businesses from sharing personal 
information, correct inaccurate personal information, and limit 
businesses' use of "sensitive personal information," 

● Increases penalties and removes the ability of businesses to fix 
violations before being penalized for violations



The Fiscal Bottom Line 
● Increases state costs of at least $10 million annually for the new 

state agency
● Increase costs for increased court and Department of Justice 

enforcement workload
● Some or all of these costs would be paid by penalties collected for 

violations of consumer privacy laws.
● Unknown impact on state and local tax revenues due to economic 

effects resulting from new requirements on businesses to protect 
consumer data



Supporters & Arguments
• Prop 24 would prevent businesses from using or sharing sensitive data about your 

health, finances, race, ethnicity, and precise location. 

• It would strengthen existing protections by establishing a new California Privacy 
Protection Agency with $10 million a year. 

• By virtue of being a ballot initiative, it is less vulnerable to watering down through 
the pressure that lobbyists put on legislators. 

• Supporters: 24 Organizations and Elected Officials
• Californians for Consumer Privacy $5,428,251
• Andrew Yang, Founder of Humanity Forward
• Alex Rooker, Vice Chair, California Democratic Party

• $5,430,301 Total money raised as of 9/13/20 



Opponents & Arguments
• California already has the strictest Consumer Protection Law in the country.

• Hidden economic discrimination persists: people without money to spend cannot 
pay for “loyalty programs” and can expect worse connections, slower 
downloads, and more pop-up ads. 

• Prop 24 would allow employers to keep gathering data about things like 
employees’ pregnancies, religion, or political activism.

• Opponents - 20 organizations
• California Nurses Association  $20,000   
• ACLU of California
• California Alliance for Retired Americans

• $20,000 Total raised as of 9/13/20



Prop 24: Yes or No

✅ A YES Vote Means: 
Existing consumer data 
privacy laws and rights would 
be expanded. A new state 
agency would oversee and 
enforce state consumer 
privacy laws.

⛔ A NO Vote Means: 
Businesses would continue to 
be required to follow existing 
consumer data privacy laws. 



November 2020 City of San Diego Props
Measure A Issuance of Affordable Housing Bonds (Proposed by San Diego Housing 

Federation)
Measure B Replace the Community Review Board with an Independent Commission on 

Police Practices (Introduced by Women Occupy San Diego)
Measure C Amendments to San Diego City Charter to Establish District-Only Elections for 

Members of the Board of Education of the San Diego Unified School District.
Measure D Charter Amendments to Provide Procedures for Filling Vacancies, Removal for 

Cause, and Succession to Office for Members of the San Diego Unified School 
District Board of Education

Measure E Amend Municipal Code to Exclude the Midway-Pacific Highway Community Plan 
Area from Coastal Zone Height Limits (Proposed by Councilmembers Chris Cate 
and Jen Campbell)



Measure A
Issueance of Affordable Housing Bonds



How It Got on the Ballot 
● San Diego has a severe shortage of affordable housing and 

housing for the homeless 

● Almost 200,000 households are in the Extremely Low-
Income to Low-Income categories 

● The majority of these households are paying more than 50% 
for housing 

● The gap is growing as the supply of naturally occurring 
affordable housing continues to shrink 



What Measure A Would Do 
● Increase property taxes on real property in the City 

of San Diego to secure up to $900 million in bonds 
to be issued by the city 

● Bond proceeds would be used to provide 
affordable housing for “vulnerable populations” 

● Bond proceeds would be leveraged by attracting 
private and public matching funds, including from 
state and federal sources



The Fiscal Bottom Line 
● Annual tax is estimated to be $3.14 per $100,000 of assessed 

property value or $21.33 for a median value home of $679,000
● If additional taxable bonds were to be issued to reach the 

maximum bond authorization of $900 million, the annual tax 
would increase to $20.85 per $100,000 of assessed property 
value in 2020 or $141.54 annually for a median value home. 

● Contains a provision for a credit for certain developers/owners of 
real property who have either paid a fee to support, or elect to 
construct Affordable Housing. 



Supporters & Arguments
• Would generate local funds needed to match millions in federal and state matching funds that 

San Diego currently cannot access.

• Would create safe, clean and healthy homes for low-income seniors, veterans and those with 
mental health and physical related disabilities.

• Would provide affordable homes near jobs for low-income families. 

• Supporters:
• Tamera Kohler, CEO, Regional Task Force on the Homeless
• Elizabeth R. Cuestas, President & CEO, Casa Familiar, affordable housing advocates
• Chris Ward, San Diego City Councilmember 
• Dr. Jim Dunford, Former Director of Emergency Medical Services, City of San Diego 
• Deacon Jim Vargas, President & CEO, Father Joe’s Villages



Opponents & Arguments
• In just the first five years under Measure A, the average homeowner will see their property 

tax increase by $500 or more! Taxpayers will be on the hook to pay for this property tax 
increase for more than 40 years!

• San Diego already has the highest property tax rate in the county and too many working 
families are struggling with the high cost-of-living. 

• Measure A fails to protect taxpayers by refusing to ban controversial Project Labor 
Agreements that discriminate against non-union firms which are predominantly small, 
veteran-owned and minority-owned businesses. 

• Opponents 
• Carl DeMaio, Chairman, Reform California
• Chris Cate, San Diego City Councilmember 
• Scott Sherman, San Diego City Councilmember 
• Richard Rider, Chair, San Diego Tax Fighters



Measure A: Yes or No

✅ A YES Vote Means: 
Would authorize the issuance 
and sale of up to $900 million 
of general obligation bonds 
secured by new taxes on real 
property located within the 
City of San Diego to provide 
affordable housing.

⛔ A NO Vote Means: 
Would not authorize the 
issuance and sale of the bonds 
or the related tax. 



Measure B
Creates an Independent Commission on Police Practices



How It Got on the Ballot 
● Current Community Review Board on Police Practices does not 

independently investigate any reported incidents, nor does it have 
subpoena power or the use of outside experts. For legal questions, this 
Board refers to the City Attorney. 

● Current Citizen’s Advisory Board on Police/Community Relations, whose 
purpose is to study, understand and recommend changes related to the 
San Diego Police Department.  Also refers to the City Attorney.

● Board members for both groups are appointed by the Mayor plus a 
majority vote of the City Council.  



What Measure B Would Do 
● Amend the City of San Diego Charter to dissolve the Community 

Review Board on Police Practices and Establish an Independent 
Commission on Police Practices, appointed by the City Council.  

● Investigate officer-involved shootings and deaths from interaction 
with a police officer, or while a person is in the custody of the San 
Diego Police Department.  

● Review and evaluate all complaints against City police officers
● Granted subpoena powers and allowed to hire outside experts 

including attorneys 



The Fiscal Bottom Line 

● Estimated that the necessary staffing and budget for the 
Commission could range from s $1.2 million annually up to 
$2.6 million annually.  Current funding for the CRB, at 
approximately $247,000, would no longer be required, 
resulting in a net cost of $950,000 to $2.35 million annually. 

● Funding would come from the City’s General Fund.



Supporters & Arguments
• The Independent Commission on Police Practices will be able to hire outside experts 

including attorneys.  They will not depend on the City Attorney who also represents the 
Mayor and San Diego Police Department.  

• The Charter amendments will allow for independent experts to investigate claims of 
police misconduct, and grant the Commission subpoena power to obtain witness 
testimony and documents, enforceable through contempt proceedings under state law. 

• Supporters:
• San Diegans for Justice
• Women Occupy San Diego
• NAACP San Diego
• CPI (Center for Policy Initiatives)
• ACLU



Opponents & Arguments

• No argument against the measure was filed in the Office of 
the City Clerk

• No known formal opposition 



Measure B: Yes or No

✅ A YES Vote Means: 

Amending the city's charter to 
replace the Community 
Review Board on Police 
Practices with the 
Commission on Police 
Practices that would be 
appointed by the city council

⛔ A NO Vote Means: 

Maintaining the Community 
Review Board on Police 
Practices with no subpoena 
power or use of outside 
attorneys and experts.



Measure C
District-only Elections for San Diego School Board of Education



How It Got on the Ballot 
● The current city-wide SDUSD elections process was adopted in 

1931 when San Diego had 125,000 residents.  

● City Council voted to place the measure on the ballot.  

● Submitted only to those voters who are registered to vote within 
School District boundaries



What Measure C Would Do 

● Replaces language referring to “registered voters of the whole San 
Diego Unified School District” (SDUSD) with language referring to 
“registered voters of each Board of Education (BoE) District”  

● Will provide a district-only process for electing School Board 
members that is the same as the process used to elect City Council 
members.



The Fiscal Bottom Line 

● Would result in a relatively small reduction in 
election costs for the School District



Supporters & Arguments
• At-large elections weaken the representation of small groups especially people of 

color that don’t have a citywide base
• Measure C will reduce the time candidates spend on fundraising t

• District-only elections assure voters fairer representation 

• Supporters:
• Tom Keliinoi, President, Parents for Quality Education 
• Chris Cate, San Diego City Councilmember D6
• Monica Montgomery, San Diego City Councilmember D4
• Ellen Nash, Chair, BAPAC San Diego (Black American Political Association of 

CA)
• Wendell Bass, Retired Principal



Opponents & Arguments
● The present system balances community needs and larger concerns by ensuring every 

board member cares about all the kids in every neighborhood in San Diego Unified.  

● District-only elections can be dominated by special interests who will be able to elect 
board members who are beholden to them.  .

• The five districts are likely to be unbalanced with low-income neighborhoods grouped 
into one or two districts.  Vote-rich areas will be able to elect a board majority and 
dominate school funding and other educational decisions.

• Opponents 
• Scott Barnett, President, San Diego Taxpayers Advocate (former Executive Director, 

San Diego Taxpayers Association)
• Dr. Kyra Greene, Policy Advocate for Working Families
• Amy Denhart, Elected Parent Leader, San Diego High School
• Tammy Reina, San Diego County Teacher of the Year
• Frank Jordan, past President, San Diego and California NAACP 



Measure C: Yes or No

✅ A YES Vote Means: 

Amending the charter to elect 
school board members by 
voters from their respective 
districts.

⛔ A NO Vote Means: 

The existing law remains 
unchanged and school board 
members are elected city-wide.



Measure D
Charter Amendment to Provide Procedures for filling Vacancies on 

SDUSD Board



How It Got on the Ballot 

● Currently the City Charter includes election procedures 
when there is a vacancy on the School Board but does not 
define what constitutes a vacancy, nor does it provide for 
the removal of School Board members.    

● An incident in 2019 brought to the attention of the San 
Diego City Council that there is no procedure in place to 
remove a Board member. 



What Measure D Would Do 

● Amends the City Charter to bring members of the School 
Board under city laws that provide procedures to remove 
elected officials for cause, to fill vacancies, and to govern 
succession to the office 

● School Board members will be governed by vacancy, 
removal and succession laws similar to those already in 
place for the Mayor, City Attorney, and Councilmembers



The Fiscal Bottom Line 

● There is no fiscal impact associated with these 
Charter amendments.



Supporters & Arguments

• The City Charter amendments incorporate best practices used by other major cities 
regarding the removal of elected officials

• This measure reduces the need for a costly and time consuming recall if a Board 
member refuses to resign

• Supporters:
• Chris Cate - City Councilmember
• Vivian Moreno - City Councilmember
• Ricardo Daniel Castillo - Retired City Heights Teacher, Retired Navy
• Francine Maxwell - President of the NAACP San Diego Branch



Opponents & Arguments

• No argument against the measure was filed in the Office of the City Clerk

• There are no opponents registered with the Office of the City Clerk 



Measure D: Yes or No

✅ A YES Vote Means: 
Amending the charter to bring 
San Diego Unified School 
District Board members under 
existing City laws providing 
procedures to remove elected 
officials for cause, to fill 
vacancies, and to govern 
succession to the office.

⛔ A NO Vote Means: 

The San Diego City Charter 
shall remain the same.



Measure E
Amends Midway District Height Limit



How It Got on the Ballot 
● Voters in the City of San Diego (City) approved a 

citizens’ initiative measure in 1972 that limited the height 
of buildings in the City to 30 feet in the Coastal Zone  

● Community members of the Midway-Pacific area feel 
that needed rejuvenation is hampered by the height 
limitation

● The exemption would allow for development in the area



What Measure E Would Do 

● Amend the San Diego Municipal Code to 
exclude the Midway-Pacific Highway 
Community Plan area from the existing 
30-foot height limit on buildings.

● Leaves in place the existing municipal 
code height requirements which vary per 
parcel.



The Fiscal Bottom Line 

● There is no fiscal impact associated with this 
amendment



Supporters & Arguments
• Prop. D back in the ’70s was intended to prevent Miami Beach-type high-rises erected 

along the waterfront. Midway is certainly not an ocean view corridor. 

• Measure E will revitalize the dilapidated Midway area, help struggling San Diegans get 
back to work, and create a vibrant neighborhood San Diego families can finally enjoy! 

• Supporters:
• Chris Cate - City Councilmember
• Dr. Jennifer Campbell, City Councilmember 
• Midway-Pacific Highway Community Planning Group
• Nicole Capretz, Climate Action Campaign



Opponents & Arguments
• Measure E could be the first step toward San Diego lifting the height limit in the rest of 

the coastal zone — La Jolla, Pacific Beach, Ocean Beach, Mission Beach and Point 
Loma

• The Community Plan for this project area describes 1,324 acres total, of which only 344 
acres are private property. The remaining 980 acres are public land and public rights-of-
way.. This is a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to convert a 200+ acres to park.

 
• Opponents 

• James LaMattery, Raise the Balloon
• John McNab, Save Our Access
• Ronan Gray, Chair, Save San Diego Neighborhoods, Inc
• Alex Leondis, Chairman 1972 Coastal Height Limit Initiative



Measure E: Yes or No

✅ A YES Vote Means: 

Allowing construction of 
buildings over 30 feet tall in 
the Midway-Pacific Highway 
Community Plan area.

⛔ A NO Vote Means: 

Continuing the 30-foot height 
limit for the Midway-Pacific 
Highway Community Plan area.



Thank You &  
Let’s  Stay Connected!


